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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 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 FEIR consists of 

comments and recommendations received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (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.  The revised Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(revised DEIR) is also attached as Exhibit A of this FEIR. 

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 (EIR) are implemented.  The MMRP for this FEIR is 

included as Exhibit B of this document. 

1.1 Relationship to the DEIR 

Minor changes that provide clarification 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 FEIR section of this document (Chapter 3). Also, a complete revised DEIR is 

included as Exhibit A of the FEIR.  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’s decision on the 

proposed Project. 

1.2 Background 

The EIR process typically consists of three parts – the Notice of Preparation/Scoping, the DEIR and the 

FEIR, each with its own requirements for circulation and public review.  A summary of public outreach 

conducted for this Project to date are discussed below. 

The City prepared and distributed a  Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on November 10, 2016 

for a 30-day review period.  The NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse Office of Planning and 

Research, public agencies, utility and service providers, the Riverside County Clerk/Recorder, adjacent 

jurisdictions, and interested parties in the Project vicinity. Additionally, a notice of the availability of 

the NOP was published in the Press-Enterprise newspaper on November 10, 2016. 

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP were asked to provide 

responses within 30 days after their receipt of the NOP. The Project’s official 30-day scoping period 

occurred from November 10, 2016 to December 12, 2016.  In addition, in compliance with Section 
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21083.9 of CEQA and Section 15082(c)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City held a public scoping 

meeting on December 1, 2016 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.  

The City received eleven (11) letters/e-mails with comments and (5) five comment cards during the 

December 1, 2016, scoping meeting. 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 revised DEIR prepared for the proposed project.  A copy of the NOP and the NOP distribution 

list are provided in Appendix A of the revised DEIR (Exhibit A). Copies of comments regarding the 

NOP, received by the City, are included as Appendix B of the rev ised DEIR (Exhibit A).  

The environmental analysis of the proposed Project was initiated by the City with the preparation of the 

Project’s environmental technical studies and DEIR, which commenced in November 2016. Pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15084 (e), the City subjected the DEIR and revised DEIR to its own review 

and analysis to ensure that these studies and supporting analysis reflect the independent judgment of 

the City as the Lead Agency. The DEIR was prepared to analyze potentially significant impacts 

associated with the proposed Project, and to identify feasible mitigation measures for significant impacts 

identified in the analysis. A Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion (NOA/NOC) was prepared and 

distributed with the DEIR for a 45-day public review period, which commenced on April 18, 2017 

and ended on June 2, 2017.  

The general public and interested stakeholders were notified of the availability of the DEIR through the 

preparation and publication of a Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion, which was published in the 

Press-Enterprise on April 21, 2017. Also, 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 and with the 

State Clearinghouse on April 18, 2017.  Mailers were also sent by the City on April 18, 2017 to all 

responsible agencies, trustee agencies, other state, federal, and local agencies with jurisdiction by law 

with respect to the project or which exercise authority over resources which may be affected by the 

project, neighboring cities, Riverside County, regional transportation agencies, California Air Resources 

Board, and other individuals and entities identified by the City as potentially being concerned with the 

environmental effects of the proposed Project including key stakeholders and property owners in the 

ELSP site. 

Between April 18 and June 2, 2017, the DEIR, supporting technical appendices, and the ELSPA No. 11 

were provided for public review on the City’s website as well as at the following locations: 

• City of Lake Elsinore Community Development Department, 130 South Main Street, Lake 

Elsinore, CA 92530; 

• Altha Merrifield Memorial Library, 600 W. Graham Avenue, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530; 

• Vick Knight Community Library, 32593 Riverside Drive, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530. 
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As described in the public notice and in accordance with CEQA Section 21091(d), the City of Lake 

Elsinore accepted written comments through June 2, 2017; however, two comments that were 

received after the June 2 deadline were also accepted and considered in the revised DEIR and this FEIR. 

In total, twenty-seven (27) letters and e-mails were received during and immediately after the 

Project’s 45-day public review period. Responses to all the letters/e-mails have been prepared 

pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines and are included in Chapter 2 of this FEIR. 

The City of Lake Elsinore h a s  p r o v i d e d  written response to each commenting public agency’s 

comment letter no less than 10 days prior to certifying this FEIR in compliance with the provisions set 

forth in Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) and Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

1.3 Use of the FEIR and the CEQA Process 

The FEIR allows the public an opportunity to review any revisions to the DEIR, 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 FEIR and before 

approving the project, the lead agency must make the following three certifications, as required by 

Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines: 

• The FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 

• The FEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the decision-
making body reviewed and considered the information in the FEIR prior to approving the 
project; and 

• The FEIR 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: 

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 FEIR. 

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. 

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 FEIR. 
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These certifications and the Findings of Fact are included in a separate Findings document. 

1.4 Method of Organization 

 
This FEIR for the proposed East Lake Specific Plan contains information in response to concerns raised 

by written comments sent to the City of Lake Elsinore. The FEIR 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 FEIR, and a brief discussion of the intended uses of 

the FEIR. 

 

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

written comments on the DEIR. 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 DEIR, 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 DEIRs, 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 
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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 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 revised DEIR (Exhibit A), Environmental Setting, 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures, sections. Project impacts, recommended mitigation measures, 

and level of significance after mitigation were identified in the DEIR. 

Chapter 2 – Response to Comments 

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

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15132 and 15362, the FEIR must contain information 

summarizing the comments received on the DEIR, either verbatim or in summary; a list of persons 
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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 DEIR and/or the proposed specific plan 

amendment. This chapter includes each letter received and the City’s responses to each of these 

comments. The following agencies, organizations and individuals submitted written comments 

regarding the DEIR: 

Table 1. List of Comments Received on the DEIR 

Letter Agency/Commenter Date of Letter 

1 Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians  April 24, 2017 

2 Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians  April 25, 2017 

3 Debra Pollard  May 3, 2017 

4 Sonja Xia May 3, 2017 

5 Van C. Nguyen (2 Letters) May 3, 2017; May 9, 

2017 

6 Paul Pribble (6 emails) May 16, 2017 (last email) 

7 Leonard Leichnitz May 18, 2017 

8 Department of Toxic Substance Control May 19, 2017 

9 Linda Ridenour May 26, 2017 

10 Brian Milich (copy of McMillin Summerly Letter)  May 30, 2017 

11 Civic Partners June 1, 2017 

12 Michael Alder Realty Investments June 1, 2017 

13 Paulie Tehrani and Sharon Gallina (copy of Linda Ridenour, Letter 

10) 

June 1, 2017 

14 Rosenthal and Marash June 1, 2017 

15 Rod K. Oshita June 1, 2017 

16 South Coast Air Quality Management District  June 1, 2017 

17 Center for Biological Diversity June 1, 2017 

18 County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management 

Department 

June 1, 2017 

19 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research: State Clearinghouse 

and Planning Unit 

June 2, 2017 

20 Patrick Brown (Letter 1) June 2, 2017 

21 Patrick Brown (Letter 2) June 2, 2017 

22 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District June 2, 2017 

23 The Southwick Law Firm June 2, 2017 

24 Terri Mullins June 2, 2017 

25 Offices of Miller, Catlin, and Holmstrom June 2, 2017 

26 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board June 6, 2017 

27 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Palm Springs) and California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (Inland Deserts) 

June 6, 2017 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017  Page 7 

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 

DEIR 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 DEIR 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 1 – Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
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Response to Comment Letter 1 

Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

1-1. The commenter stated that the project is not located within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area; 

therefore, the Tribe defers consultation to the other tribes in the area.  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 2 – Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 

Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians 

2-1. The commenter stated that, although the project is located within the Territory of the Luiseño 

people, it is not within Rincon’s Historic Boundaries; therefore, the band defers consultation on the 

project to the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians or Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians.   As described in the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the City of Lake Elsinore has consulted with the Pechanga 

Band of Luiseño Indians and the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians pursuant to SB 18 and AB 52 (pages 

5.4-21 and 5.4-22). 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 3 – Debra Pollard
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Response to Comment Letter 3 

Debra Pollard 

3-1. The commenter requested that the Project’s proposed Planning Area 8 (PA 8) be rezoned to 

commercial mixed-use overlay.  The proposed East Lake Specific Plan Amendment, as analyzed by the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), designates PA 8 for Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial, and 

Recreation land uses.  PA 8 will also be covered by a Mixed-Use Overlay that allows both commercial 

and residential uses. Therefore, the requested rezone requires no change in 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. 
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Comment Letter 4 – Sonja Xia
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Response to Comment 4 

Sonja Xia 

4-1. The commenter requested an increase from 90 to 120 in the total number of hotel rooms 

described by the proposed East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) as the target for 

proposed Planning Area 1.  The comment is acknowledged.  Footnote 1 in Table 2-2 (East Lake Specific 

Plan Development Targets by Planning Area) of the ELSPA No. 11 has been amended to clarify that 

individual hotels may exceed the number of rooms identified provided that the total number of hotel 

rooms within the East Lake Specific Plan does not exceed 540 rooms. A project-related increase in the 

development potential within Planning Areas 2, 3, 6 and 8 may be processed concurrently with a design 

review application and without a specific plan amendment, subject to certain limitations as detailed in 

Section 10.4.2.2. There has been no increase in the number of hotel rooms allowed by the ELSPA No. 11 

as analyzed by the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).   No new environmental issues have been 

raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 

required. 

4-2. See the Response to Comment 4-1. 
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Comment Letter 5 – Van C. Nguyen
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Response to Comment Letter 5 

Van C. Nguyen 

5-1. The commenter provided a diagram of an area of congestion at the Interstate 15 Freeway (I-15) 

exit to Railroad Canyon Drive/Diamond Drive, where traffic backs up to turn left on Railroad Canyon 

Drive.  The commenter recommended extending Camino del Norte to Canyon Estate Drive to alleviate 

this congestion. 

Section 5.14 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis 

Report (DEIR Appendix K) evaluate the Project’s potential impacts on the transportation and circulation 

system in the Project site and Project vicinity.  This project proposes backbone infrastructure for the 

East Lake Specific Plan area; however, future roadway improvements including to offsite facilities 

including the I-15 at Railroad Canyon Drive/Diamond Drive interchange as well as other roadways in the 

regional vicinity are beyond the scope of this project. 

Future implementing development projects within the East Lake Specific Plan boundary will develop 

local streets to address transportation needs of their individual projects.  In addition, as described in 

mitigation measure MM TC-2 within the DEIR, future implementing development projects in the East 

Lake Specific Plan boundary shall participate in the construction of on- and off-site intersection and 

street segment improvements through payment of City of Lake Elsinore fees, and participation in the 

Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) program. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 

and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

5-2. The commenter addressed drainage district fees and sewer services fees and the requirements 

of Lake Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 16.72.020.  All future implementing development projects 

would be required to comply with the Lake Elsinore Municipal Code, including Sections 16.34 and 16.72.  

As discussed in DEIR Section 5.15, additional surface runoff generated by future implementing 

development projects within the Project site will be collected by facilities that will be designed in 

accordance with federal, state and local laws and regulations once these projects are proposed and 

project-level studies are prepared, including hydrology studies, drainage studies, and/or Water Quality 

Management Plans.  Required development fees will be collected from future projects to support the 

City’s Storm Drainage Improvement Fund (Lake Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 16.34.060), which has 

been established for the exclusive purpose of developing a storm drainage master plan and a storm 

drain system.  In addition, future implementing development projects will be required to pay drainage 

district fees, which would support construction of drainage facilities called for in the master plan within 

the drainage area, as described in more detail in Lake Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 16.72.  No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no 

modification of the DEIR are required. 

5-3. See the Response to Comment 5-1. 
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5-4. See the Response to Comment 5-2. 
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Comment Letter 6 – Paul Pribble
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Response to Comment 6 

Paul Pribble 

6-1.  The commenter states that he disagrees with the land use designations proposed for proposed 

Planning Area 3 of East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11).  He bases his opinion upon 

the documents attached to his letter. The commenter incorrectly attempts to support his interpretation 

by referencing an unidentified document from the City Attorney.  This comment is acknowledged. No 

new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and 

no modification of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) are required. 

6-2. This comment is a page from a letter addressed to Justin Kirk, City of Lake Elsinore Principal 

Planner, providing an interpretation of the land uses allowed on the commenter’s property within the 

Airport Use Area as described in the East Lake Specific Plan adopted on June 8, 1993. A real estate 

consultant who was working with the commenter prepared the unsigned letter after meeting with Mr. 

Kirk in late 2015/early 2016. It does not address the proposed Project’s land use regulations that would 

be applicable to the subject property.  This comment also includes a page from a Draft of the ELSPA No. 

11 DEIR Land Use and Planning section (DEIR Section 5.9). No new environmental issues have been 

raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 

required. 

6-3. This comment is a May 3, 2017 e-mail from Paul Pribble to Grant Taylor, City of Lake Elsinore 

Community Development Director, regarding the status of the Development Agreement referenced in 

Section 2.7.2 of the original East Lake Specific Plan adopted on June 8, 1993. It also includes Mr. 

Pribble’s questions and concerns regarding the specificity of the proposed ELSPA No. 11 document 

regarding public improvements, facilities and services and the commenter’s concerns regarding whether 

there is protection to property owners concerning the construction and development of public 

improvements, facilities and services on, over and or under private property.  The comment also 

includes a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding between the City and McMillin Summerly, LLC 

dated November 23, 2010.  These comments are regarding the Draft ELSPA No. 11 and not the DEIR. 

These comments are acknowledged. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment 

and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

6-4. This comment is an April 27, 2017 e-mail from Paul Pribble to Grant Taylor questioning Draft 

ELSPA No. 11 language regarding the airport land uses described for proposed Planning Area 3. Based 

upon discussions with the commenter, the Draft ELSPA No. 11 language regarding airport land uses was 

revised prior to the completion of the DEIR and its circulation for public review. Therefore, this comment 

is no longer applicable.  

These comments are acknowledged; however, they pertain to the provisions of the ELSPA No. 11 and 

are not concerned with the content or adequacy of the DEIR.  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 7 – Leonard Leichnitz
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Response to Comment Letter 7 

Leonard Leichnitz 

7-1. The commenter expressed concerns regarding the setbacks for the Mixed-Use Overlay set forth 

in Table 2-12 of the draft East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) document 

presented at a public workshop held on May 3, 2017.  The commenter was concerned that the setbacks 

would not accommodate the types of high density residential development permitted by the Mixed-Use 

Overlay.  In response to these concerns, Table 2-12 was revised in order to clarify the setback 

requirements for the different types of development allowed in the Mixed-Use Overlay; however, there 

was no change in the maximum intensity of development allowed by the ELSPA No. 11 as analyzed by 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). No new environmental issues have been raised by this 

comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

7-2. The comment asks questions regarding the location and level of information regarding the 

financing of drainage infrastructure improvements described in the draft ELSPA No. 11. These comments 

are acknowledged; however, they pertain to the provisions of the ELSPA No. 11 and are not concerned 

with the content or adequacy of the EIR. In response to this comment, a notation was added to ELSPA 

No. 11 Figure 5-1 (Conceptual East Lake Master Drainage Plan) stating that “This figure identifies the 

general locations of the Master Drainage Plan facilities.  Precise alignment of these facilities shall be 

determined through the City’s Design Review Process.”  This notation reflects ELSPA No. 11, Section 5.5 

Drainage Development Standard 1 that states, “The ELZMDP [East Lake Zone Master Drainage Plan] 

indicates the approximate location and sizing of drainage lines and facilities within the East Lake Specific 

Plan [boundary].  However, precise system layout and sizing shall be determined during tract map 

preparation, or at the earliest possible project design.” There was no change in the maximum intensity 

of development allowed by the ELSPA No. 11 as analyzed by the DEIR. No new environmental issues 

have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the 

DEIR are required. 

7-3. The comment requests a meeting to discuss a product type for the mixed-use designation. Staff 

met with the commenter to discuss these comments and to work out minor revisions to the ELSPA No. 

11 setback standards for the Mixed-Use Overlay, as described above in the Response to Comment 7-1.  

These comments are acknowledged; however, they pertain to the provisions of the ELSPA No. 11 and 

are not concerned with the content or adequacy of the DEIR.  No new environmental issues have been 

raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 

required. 

  



City of Lake Elsinore 

Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017  Page 37 

Comment Letter 8 – Department of Toxic Substance Control
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Response to Comment Letter 8 

Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) 

8-1. The commenter stated that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) should determine 

whether current or historic uses at the project site may have resulted in any release of hazardous 

wastes/substance and, if so, that proper investigation and remediation should be conducted.  A Limited 

Environmental Site Assessment was performed on the East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 11 

(ELSPA No. 11) site and a more focused Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was performed for the 

roadway and berm study areas.  These reports are included as Appendix H of the DEIR. DEIR Section 5.7, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, provides a thorough discussion of this topic including a summary of 

the results of the environmental site assessments and includes mitigation measures (Section 5.7.9) that 

address all potential for release of or exposure to hazardous wastes and materials associated with the 

project.   No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 

measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

8-2. The commenter advised that the project may require an NPDES permit from the overseeing 

Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (DEIR Section 5.8.8) requires future 

implementing development projects obtain NPDES permits before City grading permits are issued.   No 

new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and 

no modification of the DEIR are required. 

8-3. The commenter advised that if, during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or 

groundwater contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease and 

appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented, including identifying investigation 

and remediation strategies and coordinating with the appropriate government agency to provide 

regulatory oversight. 

A Limited Environmental Site Assessment was performed on the ELSPA site and a more focused Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment was performed for the roadway and berm study areas.  These reports 

are included as Appendix H of the DEIR. DEIR Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, provides a 

thorough discussion of this topic including a summary of the results of the environmental site 

assessments and includes mitigation measures (Section 5.7.9) that address all potential for release of or 

exposure to hazardous wastes and materials associated with the project.  These reports studied the 

historic use of the subject property and concluded that there was little potential of soil and/or 

groundwater contamination.  However, if soil and/or groundwater contamination is suspected during 

the grading and construction of implementing development projects, the developer(s) shall comply with 

all applicable State and federal laws and regulations. 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 9 – Linda Ridenour
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Response to Comment Letter 9 

Linda Ridenour 

9-1. The commenter introduces herself.  Comment noted.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

9-2. The comment expresses concern about the project with respect to the history of the East Lake 

Specific Plan area, private sector and public good.  Comment noted.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

9-3. The comment provides an editorialized summary of past ELSP Amendments It is noted that 

proposed Amendment No. 5 was not adopted and therefore did not remove property from the ELSP.  

Amendment No. 8 actually increased open space uses from 87.8 to 191.3 acres. Amendment No. 9, 

removed 51.7 acres of commercial development, the 19.0-acre stadium site, 8.2 acres of roads and 7.5 

acres of open space from the ELSP and replaced it with the Diamond Specific Plan which included 6.8 

acres of open space areas protecting sensitive habitat along the Inlet Channel.  No further response or 

action is necessary. 

9-4. The comment presents topics that the comment letter will address.  This comment is noted; 

however, it does not pertain to the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or 

action is necessary. 

9-5. The comment disagrees with the flexibility provided in the ELSPA No. 11.  This comment is 

noted; however, it does not pertain to the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further 

response or action is necessary. 

9-6. The commenter states that a photo on the cover of the Specific Plan is not taken in Lake 

Elsinore, and asks whether it reflects the type and intensity of development proposed.  The photo shows 

an example of the type of development that may be development in the ELSP and not actual existing 

development within the ELSP.  Development targets for the ELSP site, including maximum building 

heights and permitted uses, are provided in the ELSPA No. 11 and are summarized in Section 3.0 of the 

EIR.  The proposed circulation element is depicted and discussed in Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR) Section 5.14. The comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific 

Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

9-7. The comment requests the opportunity for the public to review planning areas, and that 

developers pay for infrastructure improvements before work begins.  Planning Areas, proposed land 

uses and guidelines for future development within them are presented in the Specific Plan and Section 

3.0 of the EIR. The Specific Plan, including the proposed Planning Areas, has been available for public 

review on the City’s web site at http://www.lake-elsinore.org/city-hall/city-departments/community-

development/planning/ceqa-documents-available-for-public-review/east-lake-specific-plan-

http://www.lake-elsinore.org/city-hall/city-departments/community-development/planning/ceqa-documents-available-for-public-review/east-lake-specific-plan-amendment-no-11%20since%20April%2018
http://www.lake-elsinore.org/city-hall/city-departments/community-development/planning/ceqa-documents-available-for-public-review/east-lake-specific-plan-amendment-no-11%20since%20April%2018
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amendment-no-11 since April 18, 2017.  These land use changes and proposed backbone infrastructure 

improvements are the subject of public review under CEQA for this programmatic EIR. Section 5.15, 

Utilities, and Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation, discuss infrastructure.  Future implementing 

development projects would be developed in compliance with the City’s municipal code and with CEQA 

as described in Section 10.7.2 of the ELSPA No. 11.  Such future projects would be subject to City 

development fees and be required to construct and/or pay a fair-share contribution to fund new 

infrastructure during implementation. No further response or action is necessary. 

9-8. The comment requests to review project mitigation and the Water Quality Management Plan 

(WQMP).  The Specific Plan and EIR, which includes mitigation measures, have been available for public 

review and comment since April 18, 2017.  A summary of this programmatic project’s potential impacts, 

required mitigation measures, and level of significance with implementation of mitigation was provided 

in the Executive Summary, Table 1-4. Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality discusses water quality.  

WQMPs are required of future implementing development projects in the ELSP site once proposed 

details of those projects are known; such as, proposed site plan design, amount of hardscape, design 

and sizing of onsite stormwater retention/treatment facilities, and type of development operations. 

These details would be required for a development-specific WQMP in order to appropriately plan for 

stormwater management and water quality pollution control. Approved WQMPs are required by law for 

all development projects of 1 acre or more, and must be reviewed and approved prior to the issuance of 

any grading or building permit issued by the City. No further response or action is necessary. 

9-9. The comment requests evidence of compliance with the Green Building Code and the Municipal 

Separate Storm Sewer Permit.  As described in Section 9.1.3 of the ELSPA No. 11, all development 

projects within the East Lake Specific Plan will comply with the applicable requirements of the Green 

Building Code, as implemented by Title 15 of the City of Lake Elsinore Municipal Code.  As required in 

Section 2.4.1 of the ELSPA No. 11, prior to the issuance of any permit for construction, future 

implementing development projects shall provide evidence to the designated City Department of 

compliance with applicable provisions of the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit or 

other applicable local, federal or state requirements for water quality management.  Also, please see 

Section 5.8 of the EIR for more information on MS4 Permits. 

9-10. The comment requests payment of TUMF fees before project commencement. As detailed in 

Section 2.4.1 of the ELSPA No. 11, project-wide-development requirement 18, the project 

proponent/developer(s) shall pay the TUMF in accordance with the fee schedule in effect at the time of 

issuance of a building permit, pursuant to Ordinance No. 1096; provided, however, that TUMF Fee 

credits may be provided in exchange for construction of regional road improvements consistent with the 

TUMF Program.  Also, as discussed in the EIR, future implementing development projects in the ELSP 

would be required to participate in the construction of on- and off-site intersection and street segment 

improvements through payment of City of Lake Elsinore fees, participation in the Western Riverside 

County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) program, through a fair-share contribution to 

improve impacted road facilities, and/or through direct construction of new or improved road facilities. 

http://www.lake-elsinore.org/city-hall/city-departments/community-development/planning/ceqa-documents-available-for-public-review/east-lake-specific-plan-amendment-no-11%20since%20April%2018
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Please see mitigation measure MM TC-2 for more information.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

 

9-11. The comment requests the opportunity to read the project’s EIR.  The Specific Plan and EIR have 

been available for public review and comment since April 18, 2017, electronically on the City’s website 

at http://www.lake-elsinore.org/city-hall/city-departments/community-development/planning/ceqa-

documents-available-for-public-review/east-lake-specific-plan-amendment-no-11 and in-person at the 

City of Lake Elsinore Community Development Department, the Altha Merrifield Memorial Library and 

the Vick Knight Community Library.  No further response or action is necessary. 

9-12. The comment asks whether developers have funded the City’s implementation of the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  Future implementing development projects will be 

reviewed by City staff for adherence to the MMRP for the ELSPA No. 11 as part of the City’s design 

review process, which is required for all discretionary approvals in the City.   During the review and 

approval of a future development project, the project will be conditioned to fund MMRP review and 

reporting activities throughout its various stages of construction. 

9-13. The comment expresses concern regarding the Project’s potential indirect impacts to existing 

preservation/mitigation areas.  Section 5.3 of the EIR, Biological Resources, discusses the Project’s 

compliance with the MSHCP 770 Plan, consistency with the MSHCP, as well as direct and indirect 

impacts to biological resources.  The Proposed Land Use Plan, EIR Figure 3-4 depicts 

Preservation/Mitigation Areas that are intended to meet the preservation goals of the MSHCP under the 

770 Plan. Please also note that EIR Figure 3-4 has been revised to include portions of the western 

shoreline/existing levee in Planning Areas 5 and 6 within the specific plan boundary, consistent with the 

current specific plan boundary. In response to public and agency comments, this additional area has 

been designated as a Preservation/Mitigation use. No further response or action is necessary. 

9-14. The comment requests to see overlay plans for Skylark Airport and wonders what will happen to 

the airport if the owner does not give permission for skydiving.  Please see Section 2.5.6 of the ELSPA 

No. 11, which describes the airport overlay in Planning Area 3.  The proposed ELSPA No. 11 allows for 

private recreational airport operations at the existing site or relocation of the Airport. The property 

owner determines the use of their land in compliance with the regulations and standards addressed in 

the ELSPA No. 11.  

9-15. The commenter is interested in learning about historic land uses.  Section 5.4 of the EIR, entitled 

Cultural, Paleontological and Tribal Resources, includes a discussion of cultural resources within and in 

the vicinity of the ELSP site.  No further response or action is necessary. 

9-16. The comment approves of the Class II bike lane and five-foot sidewalk for pedestrians.  The 

comment’s support for this component of the Project is noted.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

http://www.lake-elsinore.org/city-hall/city-departments/community-development/planning/ceqa-documents-available-for-public-review/east-lake-specific-plan-amendment-no-11
http://www.lake-elsinore.org/city-hall/city-departments/community-development/planning/ceqa-documents-available-for-public-review/east-lake-specific-plan-amendment-no-11


City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 54  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

9-17. The comment seeks information about the biological habitat functions mentioned in Section 

2.5.4 of the ELSPA No. 11.  The existing environmental setting and conditions for the ELSP site, including 

the preservation/mitigation areas discussed in Section 2.5.4 of the ELSPA No. 11 are provided in Section 

5.3 of the EIR, which covers biological resources. EIR Section 5.3 provides a summary of technical 

analysis prepared in EIR Appendix F, Biological Technical Report for the East Lake Specific Plan 

Amendment No. 11, which is available for public review on the City’s website. No further response or 

action is necessary. 

9-18. The comment expresses concern about the traffic impacts caused by the addition of more 

homes.  Section 5.14 of the EIR, Transportation and Circulation, addresses traffic impacts and includes 

the findings and recommendations of a Traffic Impact Analysis technical report prepared for the project, 

which is included as Appendix K of the EIR. It should also be noted that the Project site is already 

approved for predominantly residential land use development under the existing adopted ELSP, which is 

the type of land use most closely associated with the comment’s concerns. The proposed Project would 

reduce the amount of allowable residential and commercial uses at the Project site, and replaced with 

predominantly sports and recreation-oriented uses. Please see EIR Table 7-2 for a comparison of 

development already approved under the existing adopted specific plan and proposed development 

targets under ELSPA No. 11.  

9-19. The comment has questions about the legend in Figure 3-1 of the Specific Plan with respect to 

circulation. ELSPA No. 11 Figure 3.1 depicts circulation details within Planning Area 1 only. Details on the 

overall proposed circulation system are depicted in ELSPA No. 11 Figure 4.1 and in the EIR Figures 5.9-1 

and 5.14-1.  The comment also includes additional opinions on circulation and preservation/mitigation 

areas.  The comment is acknowledged; however, please note that the ELSPA No. 11 document is the 

proposed Project and that the EIR is a separate document that contains the analysis of the proposed 

Project’s potential impacts on the environment.  The analysis related to circulation and biological 

resources is located in the EIR document Sections 5.3 and 5.14, respectively. 

9-20. The comment questions the adequacy of roads to handle traffic from Diamond Stadium, a 

facility outside the scope of the current EIR.  Nonetheless, the Project’s Traffic Impact Assessment as 

summarized in EIR Section 5.14 took current traffic data counts to capture existing baseline conditions. 

Please see response to Comment 9-10 and 9-18 for additional discussion on proposed reductions in 

residential development and roadway infrastructure improvement responsibilities of future 

implementing development projects. The ELSPA No. 11 Circulation Plan is designed with several points 

of access/exit from/to surrounding major and urban arterial roadways. No further response or action is 

necessary. 

9-21. The comment requests information on biological habitat functions, the location of plants and 

animals, and conservation and management plans for the MSHCP area.  These are discussed in the EIR, 

in Section 5.3, Biological Resources as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, which was 

circulated as Appendix F of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary.  
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9-22. The comment requests information on the water treatment plan.  Water quality is addressed in 

the EIR, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality.  Please see response to comment 9-8 related to 

WQMPs for future implementing development projects.  No further response or action is necessary. 

9-23. The comment questions the amount of commercial uses allowed in the ELSPA No. 11 and 

requests that the City Council be provided with data on the decline of brick and mortar businesses.  The 

comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not 

concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

9-24. The comment requests that Figure 3-2 of the Specific Plan include Olive Street and Victoria Lane.  

Olive Street and Victorian Lane are both shown on ELSPA No. 11 Figure 3-2. Olive Street is shown as a 

“Major” street in blue, connecting Mission Trail with Interstate 15; Victorian Lane is labeled on the 

Figure and appears below Vine Street and east of Mission Trail.  ELSPA No. 11 Figure 3-2 will be revised 

to better label Olive Street.  Victorian Lane is already labeled on the figure. No further response or 

action is necessary. 

9-25. The comment states that Figure 3-3 of the ELSPA No. 11 does not include Mentor Aviation 

Facility or Skylark Airfield.  These are existing uses within the ELSP site, which have been accounted for 

as part of the environmental baseline in the DEIR.  As described in Section 10.1.2 of the ELSPA No. 11, 

Non-Conforming Uses, any legally existing uses, buildings, or other structures which are made non-

conforming by establishment of the Specific Plan shall be deemed to be legal, non-conforming uses or 

structures and may continue to exist. Legal, non-conforming uses and/or structures are subject to the 

“Nonconforming Uses” provisions of the Lake Elsinore Municipal Code. 

The comment also requests further environmental review and a new flight plan for additional airport 

facilities.  Future airport facilities within the Airport Overlay will be required to comply with FAA 

regulations and with CEQA.  See mitigation measures MM HAZ-3, MM HAZ-4, and MM NOI-2 through 

MM NOI-5 for measures specifically related to the relocation of the Skylark Airport and/or future 

implementing development projects within the East Lake Specific Plan and Skylark Airport Influence 

Area.  No further response or action is necessary. 

9-26. The comment requests information on the Stoneman Street/Grand Avenue intersection, 

identified as Key Study Intersection 22.  Potential impacts to this intersection are discussed in the EIR in 

Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation. Proposed mitigation for impacted roadway facilities is 

described in mitigation measure MM TC-2. No further response or action is necessary. 

9-27. The commenter approves of park improvements in Planning Area 4.  The comment is noted; 

however, given this comment does not relate to the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response 

or action is necessary. 

9-28. The comment requests information on improvements to Palomar Street, Union Street and 

Skylark Drive as they connect to Grand Avenue.  The TIA prepared for this Project evaluated the 

operating conditions at twenty-three existing and seven future key study intersections, as well as 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 56  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

twenty-six existing and six future key roadway segments within the Project vicinity, modeled the trip 

generation potential of the Project and forecasted existing and future (Phase I near-term Year 2022 and 

Phase II long-term Year 2040) operating conditions without and with the Project. Figure 5.14-1 of the EIR 

shows the roadways and intersections analyzed as part of the TIA.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

 

9-29. The comment requests that Figure 3-4 of the Specific Plan contain more detail on trails and 

roadways. The regional trail and community trail shown in Figure 3-4 are proposed trails, not existing 

trails, located on Grand Avenue and a small crossing on Stoneman.  The Trails Plan, Figure 4-24 details 

these proposed trails and their connections to the entire network system of trails within the City. 

Roadways adjacent to Planning Area 4 are detailed in the Circulation Plan, Figure 4.1. ELSPA No. 11 

Figures 3-4 and 4-1 shall be amended to better label Palomar Street, Union Street and Skylark Drive.  No 

further response or action is necessary.   

9-30. The comment refers to boat noise in Planning Area 5.  The existing noise environment is 

discussed in Section 5.10 of the EIR. Existing boat noise from the Lake, however, is not an impact of the 

proposed ELSPA No 11, which is a land use Project.  The existing land use in Planning Area 5 is proposed 

to remain. No further response or action is necessary.  

9-31. The comment questions the use of blue color to depict both the Regional Trail and Major 

roadway. This comment is noted and ELSPA No. 11 Figure 2-5 has been revised to better differentiate 

the two. The Murrieta Creek trail is depicted on ELSPA No. 11 Figure 4-24 and DEIR Figure 5.9-3.  

9-32. The comment asks where Malaga Street and Cereal Street access roads are located on Figure 3-

6 of the Specific Plan. Proposed access roads to PA-6 are shown in blue in ELSPA No. 11 Figure 4.1 and 

DEIR Figure 5.9-1.  Brown areas are designated as Active Recreation, Tourism, Commercial, and 

Transition Areas, which are described in Section 2.5.2 of the ELSPA No. 11.   

9-33. The comment asks if the descriptions for Planning Areas 6, 7 and 8 occur on the correct page of 

the ELSPA No. 11. Figure 3-6 showing Planning Area 6 is located at the end of the ELSPA No. 11 

description of Planning Area 6. This places the figure opposite the beginning of the description of 

Planning Area 7 in the bound version of the Specific Plan.  The City has verified the descriptions for these 

planning areas are appropriately in sequence.   

9-34. The comment asks where the bridges and culverts are located.  The Circulation Plan, Figure 4-1, 

shows conceptual alignments of future roadways in the ELSP site.  Culverts and bridges, as needed, 

would be designed during preliminary and final design of these roadway projects closer to their 

implementation to accommodate drainage and wildlife movement. As shown on Figure 4-1, there is a 

future bridge proposed on Lucerne Street to span Planning Area 7 and connect to Lakeshore Drive.  
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9-35. The comment would like to see native vegetation in the landscaped medians.  Comment noted.  

As discussed in Section 9.1.2.4 of the ELSPA No. 11, landscaping will consist of native species selected for 

water-efficient characteristics and will include drought tolerant planting materials common to the 

region.   

9-36. The comment states that restricted local streets should be viewed by concerned citizens, and 

that they should be notified so they have 15 days to respond.  Restricted local streets, as well as other 

components of future implementing development projects, would be subject to CEQA as described in 

Section 10.7.2 of the ELSPA No. 11.   

9-37. The comment questions whether earthquake studies were done and emergency evacuation 

routes designed.  The EIR addresses the project’s susceptibility to seismic events in Section 5.5, Geology, 

Soils and Seismicity.  In addition, mitigation measure MM GEO-1 requires that prior to approval of future 

implementing development projects within the ELSP, a geotechnical engineering investigation shall be 

prepared by a California registered geologist or Certified engineering geologist and submitted to the 

Engineering Department. Said report shall contain the detailed soil, foundation, and seismic design 

parameters to be used in the project design.  As discussed in Section 5.7 of the EIR, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, the project would not impair or interfere with the implementation of emergency 

response or emergency evacuation plans. The Project site falls under the purview of the City’s 

Emergency Preparedness Plan, which outlines response strategies and tactics for a wide range of 

emergencies. New development and temporary construction activities would be required to comply 

with all applicable fire code requirements, and reviewed to ensure that adequate emergency access 

would be maintained. 

9-38. The comment states that there are errors on Figure 4-24 of the Specific Plan, which shows the 

general locations of existing and proposed trails.  Specifically, the comment states “there is no 

Community Trail going on Grand Ave. to Akley St. There is no trail on Landerville Blvd., Hays St., etc.” 

Several of these facilities are proposed and are not yet constructed and/or are open for public use.   

9-39. The comment requests documentation which “allows the Multi-Species Habitat Corridor to be 

used as a drainage area.” Analysis related to MSHCP consistency, biological resources, and related 

mitigation measures are provided in Section 5.3 of the EIR.  Analysis related to hydrology and water 

quality is provided in EIR Section 5.8.  

9-40. The comment requests information related to City drainage facilities.  Please see Section 5.1 of 

the ELSPA No. 11 and EIR Section 5.15 Utilities for information related to City facilities.  

The comment states that the 100-year peak discharge into the Back Basin will have a significant impact.  

The EIR includes analysis of impacts related to the Lake Elsinore floodplain in Section 5.8 of the EIR 

related to Hydrology and Water Quality. 

The commenter also requests to review City of Wildomar’s data as well as any agreements for the 

discharge of runoff into the Lake (Lake Elsinore) and Back Basin.  As discussed in Section 5.1 of the ELSPA 
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No. 11 and EIR Section 5.15 Utilities, additional coordination, negotiation and agreement with the City of 

Wildomar regarding the final facility alignment, cost sharing possibilities and water quality issues are 

anticipated in the future.  Any reports or other documentation commissioned by the City of Wildomar 

should be requested from the City of Wildomar.  Similarly, agreements between the City of Wildomar 

and the State and Regional Water Resources Control Board should be requested from those involved 

entities.   

9-41. The comment asks when the Line D channel will be removed.  As discussed in Section 5.1 of the 

ELSPA No. 11 and EIR Section 5.15 Utilities, the existing Sedco MDP Line D was designed and constructed 

in the mid-1980s. It was drastically undersized according to the Wildomar MDP study. The existing Line 

D daylight channel at the west of Mission Trail will need to be removed for Line E-1 construction; 

however, no immediate plans for these improvements as a future project are known, and no further 

related information is available at this time.  

9-42. The comment states that Line E-2 is causing unsafe driving conditions on Corydon Road.  The 

comment is acknowledged and is consistent with the information contained in Section 5.1 of the ELSPA 

No. 11.  Drainage development standards that will apply to future implementing development projects 

are provided in Section 5.5 of the ELSPA No. 11, and mitigation measures related to hydrology and water 

quality are provided in Section 5.8 of the EIR.   

9-43. The comment states that before an area can be graded in an open space it will need to have an 

environmental review and that given future disturbance these areas should not be counted as open 

space.  The comment is acknowledged, and provisions for future project-level compliance with CEQA are 

provided in Section 10.7.2 of the ELSPA No. 11, which may relate to future drainage and flood control 

improvements in the ELSP site.   

9-44. The comment questions the accuracy of Figure 5-1 of the ELSPA No. 11. To clarify, the pink area 

refers to the Proposed Lake MDP Zone, not the Lake (Lake Elsinore).  Detention basins will be located 

during the design review process for future implementing development, when precise land use, site 

configuration and alignment of facilities are determined.  

9-45. The comment asks where the existing Serenity drainage channel feeds into.  Please see Figures 

5.3-3, 5.3-4, and 5.3-5 of the EIR for earthen drainage features identified downstream of the Serenity 

drainage discussed in this comment.   

9-46. The comment requests additional information on the conceptual drainage plan for the ELSP site.  

Please see information provided in Section 5 of the ELSPA No. 11 and EIR Section 5.8, Hydrology and 

Water Quality and Section 5.15, Utilities.   

9-47. The comment requests to see documentation referred to in the ELSPA No. 11 Section 5.1 related 

to potential future grading within areas identified as preservation/mitigation areas.  Provisions for 

future project-level compliance with CEQA are provided in Section 10.7.2 of the ELSPA No. 11, which 

may relate to future drainage and flood control improvements in the ELSP site.  In addition, as discussed 
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in Section 5.3 of the EIR, all future implementing development projects within the Project site would 

ensure consistency with the MSHCP by obtaining a consistency determination and any other additional 

approvals required by the MSHCP, including processes such as the City’s implementation of the HANS 

(Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy) process known as the LEAP process, when 

appropriate.   

9-48. The comment states that the public should be able to comment on the tract map.  The comment 

is noted, and future implementing development projects will comply with public outreach requirements 

of CEQA as well as required public outreach typical of the City’s entitlement process. 

9-49. The comment asks who approves drainage improvements.  Drainage improvements will 

generally be reviewed and approved by the City of Lake Elsinore and Riverside County Flood Control and 

Water Conservation District as applicable.   

9-50. The comment states that drainage easements should be underground.  The comment is noted; 

however, no changes to the EIR or ELSPA No. 11 have been made per this comment. Drainage 

easements will be undergrounded in coordination with the City’s Public Works Department, Riverside 

County Flood Control District and regulatory agencies where appropriate.  

9-51. The comment asks which plants and animals are expected in the open space.  An analysis of 

biological resources, including anticipated wildlife and plant species at the Project site, is provided in 

Section 5.3 of the EIR.   

9-52. The comment asks for information related to storage volumes and status of submittal to the 

Army Corps and EVMWD.  As discussed in mitigation measure MM HWQ-6 in the EIR, prior to issuance 

of a grading permit for future implementing development projects proposing fill at elevation 1,260 MSL 

or below in the Project site, consistency shall be demonstrated with the HEC-5 analysis of the Outlet 

Channel design with a maximum of 100-year flood elevation of 1,263.3 feet MSL, an overflow weir 

height of 1,261 MSL and an operating Lake level of 1,240 MSL. Documentation showing consistency with 

the HEC-5 analysis shall be submitted to the USACE, EVMWD, RCFC&WCD, and these agencies shall 

provide written approval of the adequacy of such documentation.   

9-53. The commenter appreciates that the landscape plan will include water retention and runoff.  

The comment is noted, and no further response or action is necessary. 

9-54. The comment notes that full capture trash devices will improve water quality.  The comment is 

noted, and no further response or action is necessary. 

9-55. The comment approves the requirement for porous pavements.  The comment is noted, and no 

further response or action is necessary.  

9-56. The comment expresses support for a bypass pipe to convey water from the EVMWD Treatment 

Plant on Chaney Avenue to the East Lake Specific Plan area.  The comment is noted, and no further 

response or action is necessary. 
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9-57. The comment states that Section 9.1.2.5 of the ELSPA No. 11 does not show the CEQA data 

necessary to build on these properties, and requests documents from the County of Riverside and US 

Fish and Wildlife Service.  Provisions for future project-level compliance with CEQA are provided in 

Section 10.7.2 of the ELSPA No. 11.  In addition, as discussed in Section 5.3 of the EIR, all future 

implementing development projects within the Project site would ensure consistency with the MSHCP 

by obtaining a consistency determination and any other additional approvals required by the MSHCP, 

including processes such as the City’s implementation of the HANS (Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition 

Negotiation Strategy) process known as the LEAP process, when appropriate. 

9-58. The comment states that the ELSPA No. 11 has not adequately addressed air quality.  The 

Specific Plan Sustainability Plan referenced by the commenter is not intended to be the air quality 

evaluation for the Project.  The EIR analyzes potential Project impacts to air quality in Section 5.2, Air 

Quality.  In addition, an “Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis” study was prepared in February 2017 

by iLanco for the Project, which was included as Appendix E of the EIR. 

9-59. The comment requests information on the circulation plan for Skylark and Stoneman Streets 

onto Grand Avenue.  Information related to circulation is provided in Section 5.14 of the EIR as well as in 

the TIA dated February 1, 2017 (Appendix K of the EIR).  Stoneman Street at Grand Avenue was analyzed 

as key study intersection 22.  In addition, Skylark Drive, north of Grand Avenue was included as a key 

roadway segment in the TIA.   

9-60. The comment requests information on endangered species and how they will be protected 

when building is approved. Potential impacts to biological resources, including endangered species, 

were analyzed and related mitigation is provided in Section 5.3 of the EIR. Figure 5.3.1 in the EIR 

identifies and locates existing Vegetation Communities. No sensitive plant species were observed during 

the 2016 survey, however, species with the potential to occur on-site were analyzed, and are listed as an 

appendix to the Technical Report in Appendix F of the EIR. Critical habitat areas were identified and 

mapped in Figure 5.3-6. Mitigation Measures MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-10 have been developed to 

protect endangered species.  

9-61. The comment refers to Section 10.4.2.1, Minor Modification Submittal Requirements, of the 

Specific Plan and asks for information on biological studies and traffic impacts.  The EIR’s Section 5.3, 

Biological Resources, summarizes the findings and recommendations of the Biological Technical Report, 

which assesses potential impacts to plant and wildlife species on the site. The EIR’s Section 5.14, 

Transportation and Circulation, is based on the findings and recommendations of the Traffic Impact 

Analysis Report prepared for the project and addresses impacts to the roadway, circulation network and 

key intersections, as well as safety, public transportation, bicycle trails and pedestrian trails.  

Furthermore, provisions for future project-level compliance with CEQA are provided in Section 10.7.2 of 

the ELSPA No. 11.   

9-62. The commenter believes the Project will adversely affect her family’s health and safety.  The 

project’s potentially significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gasses, 

noise and traffic and transportation are disclosed in EIR Section 6. All other potential impacts would be 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017  Page 61 

reduced to less than significant with mitigation. In cases where a project would have potentially 

significant environmental impacts that cannot be reduced to less than significant, CEQA expressly grants 

lead agencies the authority to approve such projects, should it choose to do so, so long as the lead 

agency makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that includes a statement of the 

considerations that the agency finds will override the significant effects of the project (See CEQA 

Guidelines Sections 15043 and 15093).     

9-63. The comment states that there are uncertainties and ambiguities in ELSPA No. 11 and requests 

that all members of the public who have written on this Specific Plan be notified.  The commenter will 

be included in future project-related correspondence and other public announcements consistent with 

the comment. Furthermore, the ELSPA No. 11 (as revised in response to written comments) and the EIR 

(as revised in response to written comments) will be posted on the City’s website prior to the public 

hearings before the City’s Planning Commission and City Council, to provide as much transparency as 

possible in this process. 

9-64. Although the comment is not entirely internally consistent, the comment appears to request 

access to the project’s EIR, which was provided for public review concurrently with the ELSPA No. 11 

pursuant to CEQA public notification and distribution statute and guidelines.   

9-65. The comment requests information on Indian burial sites.  The EIR’s Section 5.4, Cultural, 

Paleontological and Tribal Resources, evaluated potential Project-related impacts and Native American 

consultation was completed pursuant to California laws.  The locations of sensitive cultural resources 

are not mapped in public documents in order to protect them from public disturbance and/or theft, 

specifically at the request of affected tribes.   

9-66. The comment requests information on vernal pools, fairy shrimp, US Fish and Wildlife Service, 

and burrowing owls.  The EIR’s Section 5.3, Biological Resources, summarizes the findings and 

recommendations of the Biological Technical Report, which assesses the plant and wildlife species and 

sensitive habitats on the site, including the resources identified in this comment.  No further response or 

action is necessary. 

9-67. The comment requests information on an addendum to a previous EIR Section 10.7.2 of the 

Specific Plan describes the process for future implementing development projects to comply with CEQA, 

which may require the preparation of an addendum.  There is no addendum to this EIR to date.   

9-68. The comment states that the definitions in Section 11 of the ELSPA No. 11 are not an EIR.  The 

comment is noted.  As stated previously, the EIR that was prepared to analyze the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed Project (i.e. ELSPA No. 11) is a stand-alone document. Both the 

EIR and ELSPA No. 11 were distributed concurrently for public review pursuant to CEQA. 

9-69. The commenter states that she could not find information on greenhouse gas emissions.  

Greenhouse gas emissions are addressed in the EIR Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.   
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9-70. The comment states that a Traffic Management Plan is missing from the ELSP.  Circulation is 

addressed in the Specific Plan’s Section 4.0, Circulation, and in the EIR’s Section 5.14, Transportation and 

Circulation, which includes required mitigation measures.  A development-specific Traffic Management 

Plan would be required of future implementing development projects once development-specific details 

are proposed under a future separate project, consistent with provisions of the Specific Plan and 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.   

9-71. The comment states that the City must bring the roads of Skylark and Stoneman up to county 

standards and requests to see a specific traffic study.  Circulation is addressed in the Specific Plan’s 

Section 4.0, Circulation, and in the EIR’s Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation, which includes 

required mitigation measures. The Traffic Impact Analysis Report prepared for the Specific Plan is 

available for review in Appendix K of the EIR. 

9-72. The comment expresses support for the inclusion of ADA accessibility in the ELSP site.  The 

commenter’s support for this portion of the project is noted.   

9-73. The comment requests information related to the air quality analysis and mitigation measures 

developed for the project.  The EIR addresses air quality in Section 5.2, Air Quality and in the project’s 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis study, which was circulated as Appendix E of the EIR. 

9-74. The comment states that there are three faults in the area, and asks where minor zones of 

liquefaction occur.  Seismicity and liquefaction are analyzed in Section 5.5 of the EIR, related to geology, 

soils, and seismicity.   

9-75. The comment states her affiliation with the Neighborhood Watch for Lakeland Village.  This 

comment is noted. 

9-76. The comment states that she cannot find the EIR for this project, and would like to read the 

related biological resources technical reports and permitting documents.  These topics are discussed in 

the EIR, in Section 5.3, Biological Resources as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, which 

was circulated as Appendix F of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

9-77. The commenter objects to the City’s support of the LEAPS project in Table A-1, RP 1.1 on Page A-

24 of the ELSPA No. 11.  However, this Table section in the Specific Plan refers to the Lake Elsinore 

Acquisition Process program of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 

Plan. It does NOT refer to the Lake Elsinore Advanced Pumped Storage project proposed by the Elsinore 

Valley Municipal Water District and Nevada Hydro Company, co-applicants. 

9-78. The comment asks if it would make sense to require the builders of new homes and businesses 

to include solar panels on all new buildings.   The City supports the installation and use of solar panels, 

particularly in this climate. Specific Plan Development Requirement No. 27 requires all new multi-family 

residential, commercial and industrial development include solar photovoltaic systems that meet at 

least 50 percent of the development’s projected energy use. 
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9-79. The comment requests information on where fees for the MSHCP program are going.  

Information on MSHCP process and development fees can be found on the Regional Conservation 

Authority’s website (https://www.wrc-rca.org/). This comment does not pertain to the content or 

adequacy of the EIR; no further response is necessary. 

9-80. The comment states support for revegetation with native plants.  The comment is noted. 

The commenter asks why RP 1.6 is not applicable, and states that she has read that the ELSP will include 

the Murrieta Creek Trail.  The comment is noted and the Consistency Analysis for RP 1.6 is revised to the 

following statement, which has also been added to Table 5.3-17 of the revised DEIR: 

CONSISTENT: The ELSP incorporates a portion of the Murrieta Creek Trail and trails along the 

top of the Lake Elsinore Levee, which are components of the Lake Elsinore Regional Trail, that 

will connect directly to the internal onsite pedestrian circulation system. The trail, sidewalk, and 

other pedestrian circulation systems in the ELSP provide connectivity to MSHCP Conservation 

areas along Lake Elsinore. 

The commenter states that she would like to read which threatened or endangered species occur in the 

ELSP site, and where USFWS and CDFW information can be reviewed.  These topics are discussed in the 

EIR, in Section 5.3, Biological Resources as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, which was 

circulated as Appendix F of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

The comment asks what the 1998 North American Vertical Datum is, which is discussed in RP 4.4.  The 

1998 North American Vertical Datum is the vertical control datum, or coordinate system, of orthometric 

height, also known as height above sea level, that has been established as a best practice for vertical 

control surveying in North America.   

The comment asks how the cultural heritage will be preserved.  As discussed in ELSPA No. 11 Appendix 

A, the City has found the project to be consistent with Goal RP 6 because development in the ELSP is 

subject to the provisions of CEQA. The EIR for this Project includes a Cultural and Paleontological 

Resources Assessment prepared by Duke CRM, January 2017, which evaluated potential impacts to 

historical and cultural resources in the Project area. In accordance with the Assessment’s findings, the 

City adopted mitigation measures that preserve, protect and promote the City’s cultural heritage in an 

appropriate manner. 

The comment expresses agreement that night lighting will be required to reduce excessive glare.  Issues 

related to aesthetics and glare are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EIR.   

9-81. The commenter states that the MSHCP requirement is 770 acres and that she was not able to 

see the improvement to Skylark St. and Stoneman St. listed.  These topics are discussed in the EIR, in 

Section 5.3, Biological Resources as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, which was 

circulated as Appendix F of the EIR.   

https://www.wrc-rca.org/
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9-82. The comment states that a project biological survey was not conducted during an appropriate 

time to observe many of the sensitive plant species, and suggests that some of these surveys can be 

conducted now (i.e. in April 2017).  The comment is noted; however, no additional biological surveys are 

proposed in support of this programmatic project for the ELSPA No. 11.  Please see mitigation measure 

MM BIO-4 through MM BIO-7 and MM BIO-3b, as described in response to comment 19-84 below, for 

related mitigation measures and future surveys that will be required of future implementing 

development projects proposing new development within the specific plan area. 

9-83. The commenter states that she did not find the Traver-Domino Willows soil area listed on the 

maps.  These topics are discussed in the EIR, in Section 5.3, Biological Resources as well as the Biological 

Resources Technical Report, which was circulated as Appendix F of the EIR.  Specifically, Section 5.5 of 

the Biological Resources Technical Report contains information related to the Traver-Domino-Willows.  

The extent of mapped soils is shown in Figure 10a Soil Map and 10b Detail Soil Map found in Appendix F, 

Biological Technical Report for the East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11.   

9-84. The comment states that the legend for the figures is too small.  This comment is noted; 

however, no changes have been made to legend size in response to this comment. 

The commenter also states that she has seen burrowing owls, white pelicans, and loggerhead shrikes on 

the levee, in the ELSP site, as well as other species including rabbits, lizards, snakes, and insects in the 

project site.  The commenter also states that the coast patch nosed snake could lose habitat. 

These topics are discussed in the EIR, in Section 5.3, Biological Resources as well as the Biological 

Resources Technical Report, which was circulated as Appendix F of the EIR. Mitigation to protect 

burrowing owl was included as MM BIO-7. In further response to this comment, the discussion on 

sensitive species not covered by MSHCP has been amplified on pages 5.3-33 and 5.3-34 as follows: 

Potential Impacts to Special Status Wildlife 

Of the federal and state endangered or threatened species with potential to occur within the 

Project site, the western snowy plover is the only species not covered under the MSHCP. Based 

on the lack of recent observation (within the last 40 years), it is unlikely the species would occur 

in the Project site. Although occurrence of western snowy plover is unlikely, any potential for 

impacts to this species during construction of future implementing development projects would 

be minimized through implementation of MM BIO-7, which requires all future implementing 

development projects in the Project site to complete a pre-construction nesting bird survey 

prior to clearing and grubbing activities within the Project site. Therefore, potential impacts to 

western snowy plover would be less than significant. Figure 8 of the Biological Technical Report 

shows historical CNDDB occurrences of plover around the Lake shoreline, consistent with the 

July 2016 sitings (eBird, https://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L1743855). As shown in Figure 3-4, 

Land Use Plan, the proposed development areas avoid lake shoreline areas by preserving 

proposed Planning Area 5, Planning Area 7 and approximately 50 percent of the “T Peninsula” in 

Planning Area 6. Implementation of MM BIO-7 for preconstruction nesting bird surveys and 

https://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L1743855
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avoidance of development in these areas would ensure potential short-term and long-term 

impacts to western snowy plover are less than significant. In addition, future implementing 

development projects would require project-specific biological surveys and environmental 

review prior to implementation to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

Impact BIO-4 Construction of future implementing development projects including clearing, 

grubbing, and demolition activities would may result in less than significant 

impacts to western snowy plover and other nesting birds in the Project site. 

Three additional special status wildlife with potential to occur in the Project site are not covered 

by the MSHCP including: 

• American white pelican: potential nesting grounds and foraging habitat are not 

expected to be directly impacted by development within the Project site due to the 

designated preservation/mitigation areas in Planning Areas 5, 6 and 7 and due to 

avoidance of shoreline development.  In addition, although potential roosting and 

breeding habitat occurs along the avoided shoreline areas, Lake Elsinore is 

considered more of a stopover location for migrating pelicans rather than a 

roosting/breeding ground because the species requires safe roosting and breeding 

places in the form of well-sequestered islets. Therefore, no direct and no significant 

indirect impacts are expected based on the general avoidance of shoreline and 

designated preservation areas that will provide adequate habitat and buffer 

distances between any potential birds and development. , and less than significant 

impacts would result from the Project. In addition, future implementing projects 

would require project-specific biological surveys and environmental review prior to 

implementation to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

 

• Coast patch-nosed snake: potential loss of suitable habitat for this species, which 

typically includes semi-arid brush areas, canyons, rocky hillsides, and plains would 

result from the Project. With implementation of the MSHCP conservation 

requirements, However, suitable habitat for the coast patch-nosed snake would be 

preserved within the Back Basin Preservation/Mitigation Areas, as shown on Figure 

3-4 Proposed Land Use Plan, designated for achieving MSHCP conservation goals of 

the Back Basin 770 Plan. Preserved suitable habitat would include part of those 

currently identified mitigation areas associated with the Summerly development 

known as the “25-acre site” – upstream area and slopes in the “10-acre site” (semi-

arid brush); along Rome Hill (rocky hillside) and other areas that fall into that 

classification (the slopes in the future “71-acre site” plus part of the preservation 

areas in PA-4, PA-5 and PA-7). Given the potential loss of habitat impacts and 

implementation of MSHCP Conservation requirements that would retain suitable 

habitat, impacts to this species would be less than significant. In addition, future 

implementing projects would require project-specific biological surveys and 
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environmental review prior to implementation to verify these findings made in this 

programmatic DEIR. 

 

• Two-striped garter snake: potential loss of suitable habitat for this species would 

result from the Project. However, Tthere is a low potential for occurrence onsite or 

impacts and because suitable habitat is limited to areas adjacent to open water, 

which would primarily include areas along the Lake shoreline and San Jacinto River 

inlet channel that are to remain undeveloped. No other open water areas have been 

observed in the survey area. Given the limited potential for direct impact and no 

significant indirect impacts expected to this species per the Technical Report, the 

minimal potential loss of habitat would result in a less than significant impact to this 

species. In addition, future implementing projects would require project-specific 

biological surveys and environmental review prior to implementation to verify these 

findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

Also, please note that in response to comments received from the Wildlife Agencies (CDFW and USFWS), 

mitigation measure MM BIO-3a has been added to clarify the requirements for mitigating the impacts 

should non-MSHCP-listed sensitive species be detected onsite as shown below:  

MM BIO-3a Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant of a future 

implementing development project shall complete systematic wildlife and 

sensitive plant surveys to document species occurrence. For sensitive species 

detected onsite, but not covered by the MSHCP, project specific mitigation 

measures will be included in future specific plan approvals to offset impacts. 

These measures shall include the preservation of appropriate natural open 

space areas in perpetuity via a conservation easement and provision of a non-

wasting endowment to fund the long-term management by a CDFW-approved 

local conservation entity. Preservation of open space shall occur at a minimum 

1:1 ratio. 

9-85. The commenter states that she has seen several bald eagles living and nesting in the Lakeland 

Village area.  The comment is noted.  Mitigation measure MM BIO-7 has been incorporated into the 

project to reduce the potential for impacts to nesting birds.   

9-86. The comment states, “Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wet-lands”.  This comment is noted; 

however, it does not pertain to the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or 

action is necessary. 

9-87. The comment asks where is the compliance record with the Section 404 permit, and where is 

the paperwork for the NPDES permit.  Mitigation measure MM HWQ-1 requires that future 

implementing development projects requiring 401 Water Quality Certification and NPDES construction 

and stormwater permits, United States Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit, and California 
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Department of Fish and Wildlife Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement, shall obtain such 

permits prior to the issuance of City grading permits.   

9-88. The comment requests to review a long-term management plan for the conservation of 

biological resources in perpetuity.  The comment also requests information on the alternate land to be 

preserved, presumably to achieve the 770-acreage required as part of the 770 Plan, and requests 

information related to MSHCP documentation for projects in the ELSP site.  Please see Section 2.5.4.2 of 

the ELSPA No. 11 related to requirements on future development in the ELSP site to assist the City in 

achieving the desired 770-acreage, including management of these areas. 

9-89. The comment states that the critical habitat for the Riverside Fairy Shrimp will be lost, and 

states that there are at least three areas where these animals are found.  The comment also states that 

mitigation measure MM BIO-6 states that Riverside Fairy Shrimp are absent, which she claims is an 

incorrect statement.  This comment misstates the findings of the EIR.  Mitigation measure MM BIO-6 

requires that, unless impacts can be avoided, focused surveys should be conducted for future 

implementing development projects to determine presence/absence of Riverside fairy shrimp within the 

Infrastructure Improvement Areas. If fairy shrimp are present, the City shall determine whether 

avoidance can be achieved. If not, mitigation will be provided consistent with the MSHCP.  Vernal pools 

as well as critical habitat for Riverside Fairy Shrimp are discussed in the EIR, in Section 5.3, Biological 

Resources as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, which was circulated as Appendix F of 

the EIR.   

9-90. The comment states that 6.08 acres of impacts to Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest 

would result in significant impacts, and asks how this will be mitigated.  Please see mitigation measure 

MM BIO-4a for mitigation related to special status plant species.  No further response or action is 

necessary.  Please note that mitigation measure BIO-4a was previously listed in the DEIR as mitigation 

measure MM BIO-4, and has subsequently been modified per comments received from the Wildlife 

Agencies, as described in more detail in response to comment 27-16. 

9-91. The comment states that the legend for the figures is too small.  This comment is noted; 

however, no changes have been made to legend size in response to this comment. 

9-92. The comment asks where is the project’s biological technical report.  Biological resources are 

summarized in Section 5.3 of the EIR, as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, which was 

circulated as Appendix F of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

The comment also asks where the project’s DBESP is available.  All future implementing development 

projects within the Project site would ensure consistency with the MSHCP by obtaining a consistency 

determination and any other additional approvals required by the MSHCP, including preparation of a 

development-specific DBESP, when appropriate.   

9-93. The commenter states that she found the fundamentals of noise very interesting.  This comment 

is noted.  No further response or action is necessary. 
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9-94. The comment states that she knows that when development starts, construction noise limits will 

be enforced.  This comment is noted.  No further response or action is necessary. 

9-95. The comment asks how the project will mitigate the substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels above what existed before the project started.  Please see Section 5.10 of the EIR as well as 

the project’s Noise Study Report, which was circulated with the DEIR as Appendix I, where an analysis 

prepared for the project identifies potential impacts as well as feasible mitigation measures that have 

been incorporated into the project.  Mitigation measures MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-6 would be 

required to minimize noise impacts of future projects resulting from temporary construction and long-

term operations; however, the EIR has disclosed that noise would remain a significant unavoidable 

impact with respect to the change from existing ambient noise levels. The City Council must weigh the 

effects and benefits of the project identified in the Findings, and adopt A Statement of Overriding 

Considerations before approving the Project. 

9-96. The comment states that Tables 5.10-14 through 5.10-18 have no numbers for Grand Avenue.  

As indicated in the table footers, blank cells indicate locations where the 60 dB Ldn noise level would 

not extend beyond the roadway pavement.   

Related to Table 5.10-19, the comment states that there is no data from Stoneman St. north of Grand 

Ave., and asks where data can be found for Skylark St. north of Grand Ave.  This comment references a 

header provided in the table, which is listed for each roadway analyzed.  Analysis was prepared for this 

project for segments of each roadway listed in this table, not the entire roadway.   

Related to Table 5.10-20, the comment states that there is data from Stoneman St. north of Grand.  The 

comment is noted.  Data is included in Table 5.10-20, for the Year 2040 Distances from Roadway 

Centerline to 60 dB Ldn Traffic Noise Contours (Feet) table, because this would be a location where the 

60 dB Ldn noise level would extend beyond the roadway pavement.   
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Comment Letter 10 – Brian Milich
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Response to Comment Letter 10 

Brian Milich 

10-1. This e-mail included 33 separate comments on various aspects of the East Lake Specific Plan, 

Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) with respect to the Summerly neighborhood (proposed Planning 

Area 1).  These comments are acknowledged; however, they pertain to the provisions of the ELSPA No. 

11 and are not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Language within the ELSPA No. 11 

was clarified in response to these comments; however, there was no change in the maximum intensity 

or distribution of development allowed by the ELSPA No. 11 as analyzed by the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR).  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment or clarifications 

made in the ELSPA No. 11 and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 

required. 
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Comment Letter 11 – Civic Partners
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Response to Letter 11 

Civic Partners 

11-1. This comment provides a history of Civic Partners-Elsinore, LLC, their past involvement in the 

East Lake Specific Plan (ELSP) site, as well as proposed projects.  The comment notes the expense of 

developing in the ELSP site, as well as Civic Partners’ investment in future projects including the 

development of a conceptual plan for proposed Planning Area 6 (PA 6) and associated land acquisitions 

and preliminary studies to realize their conceptual plan for PA 6.  This comment is noted.  No further 

response or action is necessary. 

11-2. The comment indicates that recreational uses alone cannot provide sufficient income to support 

a development of any kind; and that substantial development density is required in order to amortize 

the excessive cost of creating developable land, and that a mix of commercial uses is required to attract 

funding sources.  The comment describes City-wide and regional economic benefits that could result 

from Civic Partner’s proposed development.  These comments are acknowledged. As a result of this 

input, Section 10.4.2. Minor Modifications to the Specific Plan has been revised. The concept of 

Development Intensity Transfer and Caps have been eliminated.  Instead, a project-related increase in 

the development potential within Planning Areas 2, 3, 6 and 8 may be processed concurrently with a 

design review application and without a specific plan amendment, subject to certain limitations as 

detailed in Section 10.4.2.2. No changes to development targets in PA 6 have been incorporated into the 

ELSPA No. 11.  Given that these comments are not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR, 

no further response or action is necessary. 

11-3. The comment indicates that Civic Partners received a Notice of Availability related to the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), and they claim to have repeatedly requested to participate in the 

process and have not been afforded an opportunity by the City to be involved to date.  Both the City’s 

consultant and Staff met with Civic Partners often in 2016 and 2017, before the opportunities and 

constraints of the ELSP area were analyzed, as well as after the Draft design was prepared. In November 

2016, the City distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project beginning the Draft EIR process, 

including distribution of the NOP to the State Clearinghouse Office of Planning and Research, public 

agencies, utility and service providers, Riverside County Clerk/Recorder, adjacent jurisdictions, and 

interested parties in the Project vicinity, including Civic Partners.  No formal comments on the NOP were 

received from Civic Partners during the scoping comment period.  A public scoping meeting was held on 

December 1, 2016 at 5:00 PM to provide the public and agencies an opportunity to comment on the 

proposed Project and provide input on the scope of analysis for the EIR.  As indicated above, the City has 

provided Civic Partners as well as other stakeholders and interested parties with opportunities to 

participate in the development of the ELSPA No. 11 and DEIR. 

11-4. The comment states that the ELSPA No. 11 is too restrictive and makes it unlikely that there 

would be financing available, and claims that the ELSPA No. 11 would render much of Civic Partners’ 

property and previous work “valueless”.  This comment is acknowledged. Please see Response 11-2 for a 

discussion of a project-related increase in the development potential within Planning Areas 2, 3, 6 and 8. 
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No changes to development targets in PA 6 have been incorporated into the ELSPA No. 11.  Given that 

this comment pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not concerned with the content or 

adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

The comment also includes a bulleted list of comments related directly to the Specific Plan, as 

summarized below. 

1. The comment states that the maximum density is too low, and will not allow developers to 

overcome the excessive costs of development in the ELSP site.  This comment is acknowledged; 

however, no changes to development targets in PA 6 have been incorporated into the ELSPA No. 

11.  Given that this comment pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not concerned 

with the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

2. The comment requests that the allowable uses for the entire T-Island in PA 6 not be limited and 

allow for recreational and commercial uses.  This comment is acknowledged; however, no 

changes to development targets in PA 6 have been incorporated into the ELSPA No. 11.  Given 

that this comment pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not concerned with the 

content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

3. The comment states that Phasing for PA 6 allows only for recreational uses and amenities, and 

requests that commercial, hotel, and restaurant square footage be allowed in Phase 1.  This 

comment is acknowledged. As a result of this comment, the Phasing section of the ELSP has 

been modified with statements that the two phases of development do not necessarily indicate 

the sequence in which the ELSP will build out. For example, development identified as Phase 2 

may actually develop prior to or concurrently with development identified as Phase 1. 

Development will occur in response to market demands and in accordance with the installation 

of infrastructure necessary to serve the development, including but not limited to roadways, 

public utilities including sewer availability, and regional drainage facilities. However, changes in 

development phasing would be subject to additional environmental review consistent with 

ELSPA No. 11 Section 10.7. Given that this comment pertains to the provisions of the Specific 

Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or 

action is necessary. 

4. The comment states that the 350-foot buffer between the mitigation area (PA 5) and Action 

Sports, Tourism, Commercial, and Recreation land uses renders two of Civic Partners’ parcels 

commercially undevelopable.  The commenter’s concerns related to development potential 

within the Active Recreation, Tourism, Commercial and Transition area are noted.  Commercial 

uses are included in this designation in the ELSP. Please see Section 2.5.2 of the ELSPA No. 11 for 

a detailed list of permitted uses and conditionally permitted uses within this area.  Given that 

this comment pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not concerned with the 

content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 
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5. The comment states that the Line E-1 Storm Drain System, specifically Line E-1-1, crosses Civic 

Partners’ property, and asks several specific questions related to the proposed facility.   

a. The comment asks if the location of Line E-1-1 is fixed.  The location of Line E-1-1 is 

generally identified in the EIR and ELSPA No. 11; however, the precise alignment of this 

facility shall be determined through the City’s Design Review Process.  No further 

response or action is needed per this comment. 

b. The comment asks at what depth will the Line E-1-1 be placed.  Line E-1-1 is defined in 

ELSPA No. 11 Section 5 Drainage as a single cell with a depth of 6 feet, reinforced 

concrete box. As an undergrounded facility, construction is permitted above it. 

However, buildings are discouraged unless adequate access for maintenance and repair 

is provided. As noted in mitigation measure MM HWQ-5, all drainage facilities shall 

conform to the requirements and standards of the City of Lake Elsinore and the 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. 

c. The comment asks if buildings can be constructed above the drainage facility.   Please 

see Response to Comment in 5.b. above. 

d. The comment asks whether developers with property along Line E-1-1 will be required 

to share in the cost of the stormwater facilities, even though they are regional-serving 

facilities.  All future implementing development projects would be required to comply 

with the Lake Elsinore Municipal Code, including Sections 16.34 and 16.72.  As discussed 

in DEIR Section 5.15, surface runoff generated by future implementing development 

projects within the Project site will be collected by facilities that will be designed by the 

project’s applicant in accordance with federal, state and local laws and regulations once 

these projects are proposed and project-level studies are prepared, including applicable 

hydrology studies, drainage studies, and/or Water Quality Management Plans.  As noted 

in mitigation measure MM HWQ-5, all drainage facilities shall conform to the 

requirements and standards of the City of Lake Elsinore and the Riverside County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation District.  Required development fees will be collected 

from future projects to support the City’s Storm Drainage Improvement Fund (Lake 

Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 16.34.060), which has been established for the 

exclusive purpose of developing a storm drainage master plan and a storm drain system.  

Also, future implementing development projects would be required to pay drainage 

district fees, which would support construction of drainage facilities called for in the 

master plan within the drainage area, as described in more detail in Lake Elsinore 

Municipal Code Chapter 16.72.  The commenter may be able to make use of provisions 

in Lake Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 16.72.100, which provides for credit and 

reimbursement to developers in certain instances when a developer constructs a facility 

or a portion of a facility indicated on the master plan.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 
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Comment Letter 12 – Michael Alder Realty Investments
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Response to Comment Letter 12 

Michael Alder Realty Investments 

12-1. The commenter stated they support the Mixed-Use overlay along Mission Trail but suggested 

using different setbacks from those listed in the East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 

11) Table 2-12.  The commenter also requested adding general light industrial uses to those permitted in 

the Mixed-Use Overlay. These comments are acknowledged; however, they pertain to the provisions of 

the ELSPA No. 11 and are not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  As described in the 

Response to Comment 7-1, Table 2-12 was revised in order to clarify the setback requirements for the 

different types of development allowed in the Mixed-Use Overlay; however, there was no change in the 

maximum intensity of development allowed by the ELSPA No. 11 as analyzed by the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR). 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 13 – Paulie Tehrani and Sharon Gallina
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Response to Comment Letter 13 

Paulie Tehrani and Sharon Gallina 

13-1. The commenters expressed their support of the letter from Linda Ridenour (Letter No. 9) and 

included a copy of the text of that letter.  The support of Linda Ridenour’s letter is noted. Please see the 

Responses to Comments for Letter No. 9.  
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Comment Letter 14 – Rosenthal and Marash

 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017  Page 89 

 

  



City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 90  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

Response to Comment Letter 14 

Rosenthal and Marash 

14-1. The commenter submitted his comments on behalf of an owner of property that is located 

within the East Lake Specific Plan boundary.  On behalf of the owner, the commenter supports East Lake 

Specific Plan, Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) and the corresponding Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (DEIR), provided Amendment No. 11 will not reduce or negatively affect the owner’s existing 

zoned retail use rights.  This comment is acknowledged.  The comment does not pertain to the content 

or adequacy of the DEIR. 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 15 – Rod K. Oshita
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Response to Comment Letter 15 

Rod K. Oshita 

15-1. The commenter suggested allowing light industrial uses within the Action Sports, Tourism, 

Commercial and Recreation land use description.  This comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains 

to the provisions of the East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) and is not concerned 

with the content or adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of 

the DEIR are required. 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017  Page 93 

Comment Letter 16 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
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Response to Comment Letter 16 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

16-1. The commenter states that the comments provided in their letter are meant as guidance for the 

City of Lake Elsinore and should be incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).  The 

comment goes on to summarize the project description and the significance determinations made for 

air quality in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Given that these comments are not 

concerned with the content or adequacy of the DEIR, no further response or action is necessary.  

16-2. This comment provides a general overview of information related to the SCAQMD’s 2016 Air 

Quality Management Plan, as well as the air quality challenges specific to the South Coast Air Basin.  The 

commenter requests that additional mitigation measures described in the comment letter’s 

“Attachment” be included to further reduce air emissions, particularly from nitrogen oxide (NOx), in 

order to achieve National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone attainment for years 2023 

and 2031.  The comment is acknowledged; and a response to the commenter’s request for specific 

mitigation is addressed below under responses to comments 16-8 and 16-9.   

16-3. The commenter requests that pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21092.5, the 

Lead Agency, the City of Lake Elsinore, provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all comments in 

the SCAQMD comment letter prior to certifying the FEIR.  The comment is noted.  As Lead Agency for 

this Project, the City of Lake Elsinore will comply with all CEQA provisions (e.g. PRC Section 21092.5, 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088) by providing a written response to all public agencies on comments 

made by the public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report.   No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no 

modification of the DEIR are required. 

16-4. In addition, the comment requests that the Lead Agency describe the specific reasons for 

rejecting any recommended mitigation measures which are determined to be infeasible.  The comment 

is acknowledged; and a response to the commenter’s request is addressed below under responses to 

comments 16-8 and 16-9. 

16-5. The commenter states that SCAQMD staff are available to work with the Lead Agency if needed.  

The 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. 

16-6. The commenter states that CEQA requires all feasible mitigation measures and project design 

features that go beyond what is required by law be utilized. The commenter also states that the DEIR 

included five air quality mitigation measures, which SCAQMD staff recommend supplementing with 

additional measures to further reduce the significant construction and operational air quality impacts of 

the Project.  These comments are acknowledged; and a response to the commenter’s request for 

specific mitigation is addressed below under responses to comments 16-8 and 16-9.   
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16-7. The commenter provides suggested language for a construction mitigation measure that 

requires use of 2010 or 2007 model year or newer diesel haul trucks.  This mitigation measure has been 

incorporated into the FEIR mitigation measure MM AQ-1 under Exhaust Emissions bullet number 23. 

The precise language has been adapted as follows: 

23. Require the use of 2010 model year diesel haul trucks that conform to 2010 EPA truck 

standards or newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil import/export), 

and if 2010 model year or newer diesel haul trucks cannot be obtained, the City shall require 

use of trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. Example 

verification includes making this provision a part of the construction contractor’s bid 

package, construction contract, or hauling permit. 

16-8. The commenter provided ten suggested operational mitigation measures related to air quality.  

These suggested mitigation measures as well as a brief discussion of feasibility related to each. 

a) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Maximize use of solar energy including solar panels; installing the maximum possible number of solar 

energy arrays on the building roofs and/or on the project site to generate solar energy for the facility.” 

Section 2.4.1 of the proposed East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) (Specific Plan 

Development Requirements) includes Development Requirement 27.c, which provides that solar 

photovoltaic system and/or solar water heating may be used to assist in meeting all or a portion of the 

15% CAP requirement.  Additionally, in response to this comment and Center for Biological Diversity’s 

Comment 17-59, Section 2.4.1 is amended by adding a new subparagraph f to Development 

Requirement 27 as follows: 

f. All new multi-family residential, commercial and industrial development shall include solar 

photovoltaic systems that meet at least 50 percent of the development’s projected energy 

use. 

b) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Use light colored paving and roofing materials.” 

Section 2.4.1 of the proposed East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) (Specific Plan 

Development Requirements) includes Development Requirement 27.b which requires:  

b. Non-residential buildings constructed in the Specific Plan shall use roofing materials having 

solar reflectance, thermal emittance of Solar Reflectance Index (SRI) 3 or better, consistent 

with CalGreen Tier 1 values. 

c) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 
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“Install light colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements.” 

Section 2.4.1 of the proposed East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11) (Specific Plan 

Development Requirements) includes Development Requirement 27.b which requires:  

b. Non-residential buildings constructed in the Specific Plan shall use roofing materials having solar 

reflectance, thermal emittance of Solar Reflectance Index (SRI) 3 or better, consistent with 

CalGreen Tier 1 values. 

d) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Improve walkability design and pedestrian network.” 

The proposed ELSPA No. 11 includes a plan for “non-vehicular circulation” in Section 4.5, which includes 

bikeways and a pedestrian trails network. Additionally, DEIR mitigation measure MM AQ-5 requires all 

implementing development projects to be conditioned to “[p]rovide safe, appropriately lighted, and 

attractively landscaped physical linkages between land uses that encourage bicycling and walking as 

alternatives to driving through the provision of bike lanes and/or walking paths. No further response or 

action is required. 

e) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Increase transit accessibility and frequency by incorporating Bus Rapid Transit lines with 

permanent operational funding stream.” 

Bus service within the City of Lake Elsinore is provided by the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA). The City 

has no authority over RTA operations; however, the Project site would continue to be served by RTA’s 

Route 8: Lake Elsinore, Wildomar Loop Route (DEIR page 5.14-98). In addition, dedicated shuttle drop-

off point(s) and/or bus stop(s) at new Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial and Recreation facilities with 

connections to Malaga Drive, Lucerne Street or Cereal Street would be required per mitigation measure 

MM AQ-5 (see section 5.2.9, Air Quality). No further response or action is required. 

f). The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Limits parking supply and unbundle parking costs.  Lowering parking supply below ITE rates and 

separate parking costs from property costs.” 

The concept of unbundled parking supply and costs involves the separation of the cost of parking from 

the sale or rental of offices and housing. The lowering parking supply and separation of parking costs 

from property costs can result in a reduction in the cost of housing in metropolitan areas where 

opportunities for alternative forms of transportation can be substituted for automobile ownership.  

However, the City of Lake Elsinore is not a metropolitan city that has ample alternative forms of 

transportation such as multiple bus lines and rail.  For this reason, this mitigation measure has been 

determined to be infeasible.  Nevertheless, the parking requirements set forth in Chapter 17.148 of the 
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Lake Elsinore Municipal Code (LEMC) allows the use of shared parking (LEMC Section 17.148.070) and 

the ability to reduce the number of required parking spaces for commercial or industrial projects with 

the preparation of a parking study (LEMC Section 17.148.030.D). No further response or action is 

required. 

g) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Require the use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers.” 

This requested mitigation measure would require the City to regulate the conduct of the owners of 

residential, commercial, industrial, action sports and other uses in a manner that cannot be enforced.  

This is because enforcement would require the City to monitor the landscape maintenance activities of 

potentially thousands of homeowners and property owners seven days a week during all daylight hours 

to assure that only electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers are used.  For this reason, this measure is 

considered to be infeasible. No further response or action is required. 

h) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Requires that 240-Volt electrical outlets or Level 2 chargers be installed in residential garages 

on-site that would enable charging of NEVs and/or battery powered vehicles.” 

The California Building Code (CalGreen) requires that all garages have conduit and an electrical box to be 

installed in order to accommodate future wiring of the garage for the charging of NEVs and/or battery 

powered vehicles.  The reason that the garages are not pre-wired is that different types of chargers 

require different voltages (e.g. 120-volt, 240-volt).  Without knowing the charger requirements of future 

homeowners, installation of 240-Volt electrical outlets or Level 2 chargers during construction could 

result in homeowners not being able to use the installed charger.  For this reason, this mitigation 

measure is considered infeasible. No further response or action is required. 

i) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 

“Require at least 5% of all commercial vehicle parking spaces include EV charging stations. At a 

minimum, electrical panels should be appropriately sized to allow for future expanded use.” 

In response to this comment, Section 2.4.1 (Specific Plan Development Requirements) of the proposed 

Project (ELSPA 11) is amended by adding a new subparagraph h to Development Requirement 27 as 

follows: 

h. All non-residential development shall install electric vehicle charging stations at a minimum 

of five percent (5%) of its parking spaces. 

j) The commenter recommends a mitigation measure be included as follows: 
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“Vehicles that can operate at least partially on electricity have the ability to substantially reduce 

the significant NOx impacts from this project. It is important to make this electrical 

infrastructure available when the project is built so that it is ready when this technology 

becomes commercially available. The cost of installing electrical charging equipment onsite is 

significantly cheaper if completed when the project is built compared to retrofitting an existing 

building. Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends the Lead Agency require the proposed project 

to be constructed with the appropriate infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric charging for 

vehicles to plug-in.” 

Please see the above responses to proposed mitigation measures h. and i. 
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Comment Letter 17 – Center for Biological Diversity
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Response to Letter 17 

Center for Biological Diversity 

17-1. This comment describes the Center for Biological Diversity and provides an introduction to the 

specific comments raised by the Center for Biological Diversity in its letter.  The comment also states the 

Center for Biological Diversity’s conclusions based upon the subsequent comments within the letter.  

The responses to the detailed comments contained in the Center for Biological Diversity letter are 

addressed in the following Responses to Comments. 

17-2. The commenter provided a description of general air quality pollution issues that may have 

impacts on human health, plants, wildlife, greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. Project-related 

air quality impacts are analyzed in Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Section 5.2 and required 

mitigation is identified.  DEIR Section 5.6 analyzes greenhouse gas emissions. No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of 

the DEIR are required. 

17-3. This comment provides a description of general air quality pollution issues in southern California 

and Riverside County; sensitive populations most affected by poor air quality; and typical land uses and 

activities associated with air pollution such as freeways, ports, transportation facilities, industry and 

construction. Project-related air quality context and impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.2 and 

required mitigation is identified. Section 5.2 and DEIR Appendix E (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Analysis) also identifies the sensitive receptors in proximity to the Project and discusses potential 

impacts associated with proposed land uses and future construction activities in the ELSP.  No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no 

modification of the DEIR are required.  

17-4. The commenter provides a description of general human health impacts associated with Ozone, 

Fine Particulate Matter and Toxic Air Contaminants pollution. Project-related impacts associated with 

these air pollutants are analyzed in DEIR Appendix E (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis) and DEIR 

Sections 5.2 and required mitigation is identified. Potential health-related effects and their association 

with specific pollutants are shown on DEIR Table 5.2-1. No new environmental issues have been raised 

by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

17-5. This comment provides a general description of the potential air quality and GHG reduction 

benefits associated with infill development, resulting from a decrease in vehicle miles traveled and 

increased opportunities for pedestrian, bicycle and transit travel. The Project site is located in the City of 

Lake Elsinore within 0.25 mile of the Interstate 15 Freeway and is bound by existing urban and suburban 

development of the City of Lake Elsinore to the north, City of Wildomar to the east and unincorporated 

County to the south. The Project site, which has been subject to an adopted specific plan since 1993, is 

already partially developed with residential development, an 18-hole golf course, a motocross facility 

and a private recreational airport. (see DEIR Table 7-2 in the Alternatives Analysis for comparison 

between adopted and proposed development targets). The proposed Project, which is in effect an infill 
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project, would allow for a diverse mix of residential, commercial, sports, tourism and recreational 

destinations and employment opportunities in the City, which is currently housing-rich.  In addition, the 

proposed Project includes a local bicycle and trail system with regional connections as shown in Figures 

5.9-2 and 5.9-3. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional 

mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

The commenter also requests a life-cycle assessment of the Project. The proposed Project is a specific 

plan of land use.  It sets forth land use designations and development standards, but does not identify 

specific implementing development projects and their construction plans.  Because the amount of 

materials that will be consumed during construction or operation of future implementing development 

projects is not known, there is no means by which to predict what, how or where materials would be 

manufactured, what materials would be used, where they would be produced and at what quantities, 

calculation of life-cycle emissions would be speculative and therefore cannot be determined at this 

time. CEQA does not require analysis if a particular impact is too speculative. (CEQA Guidelines §15145).  

17-6. This comment states that the “Draft EIR’s air quality analysis is flawed because it fails to 

establish a proper baseline.” A hypothetical buildout of the Project site under the existing adopted ELSP 

was not used for the baseline, as the comment suggests. The DEIR baseline was established based on 

existing development within the Project site at the time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation, 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15125. Existing development at the issuance of the Notice of 

Preparation included existing 325 low-rise apartment dwelling units; 911 single-family housing dwelling 

units; 169 acres of golf club; 535 acres of open space; 243 acres of active recreation space (inclusive of 

the Lake Elsinore Motorsports Park); 5.5 acres of City park; and Skylark Airport.  This list of existing 

development is located in Section 5.2 (Air Quality) on page 5.2-7 of the DEIR. A 70 percent city park and 

30 percent Racquet club land use mix was used in the modeling data to account for existing action-

sports uses and development at the Project site, including The Links at Summerly clubhouse and Lake 

Elsinore Motorsports park.  

17-7. The commenter states that not all sources of air quality impacts were considered in the analysis, 

but did not identify what sources the commenter believes were omitted. Section 5.2.6.1 of the DEIR 

discusses sources that were accounted for in the DEIR and in Appendix E (Air Quality and Greenhouse 

Gas Analysis) of the DEIR. CalEEMod Output provided in Appendix A (CalEEMod Output) of the DEIR 

Technical Appendix E identifies sources considered in the analysis. 

The commenter also states that the analysis selected an insufficiently specific ‘Project Location’ in 

CalEEMod. CalEEMod allows the user to define a region where the project is located by selecting from 

options County, Air Basin, Air District, or Statewide. The DEIR analysis selected the ‘SCAQMD’ as the ‘Air 

District’ option. CalEEMod uses the ‘Project Location’ to identify defaults for on-road vehicle emissions, 

trip lengths, water supply and treatment electricity use, solid waste disposal rates, amount of paved 

roads, days of landscaping equipment use, architectural coating emissions, and hearth usage. Appendix 

D of the CalEEMod Users Guide shows that CalEEMod default values for these categories would be the 
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same for SCAQMD Project Location and for Riverside County Project Location. Therefore, no further 

response or action is required. 

The commenter suggests that the analysis may have incorrectly used the Urban designation for the 

analysis, that the City’s location is fairly remote, and the City should contact the SCAQMD for guidance 

on the designation. The CalEEMod Users Guide defines an Urban area as an area which is characterized 

by multi-family housing and located near office and retail, as characteristic of the Project site. Please 

refer to the Project Description for the types of land uses considered in the DEIR. In addition, the 

SCAQMD reviewed the DEIR and submitted a comment letter, dated June 1, 2017.  SCAQMD did not 

have any questions or comments regarding the use of the Urban designation in the CalEEMod air quality 

analysis. 

17-8. The commenter requests that the City provide legal authority for its conclusion that because the 

project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan, it would also be consistent with the AQMP. 

CEQA does not require a demonstration of legal authority; it does require that conclusions be supported 

by substantial evidence. 

The General Plan’s implementation programs for effectuating Air Quality Policies direct the City to 

condition projects to comply with SCAQMD rules and regulations and to coordinate with SCAQMD 

regarding effective methods for improving air quality. As discussed in the DEIR, the proposed Project 

would comply with the AQMP based on the following:  

• The attainment strategies in the AQMP include standards for new engines. These measures are 

enforced at the state and federal levels on engine manufacturers and petroleum 

refiners/retailers. The proposed Project would comply with these control measures enforced at 

the state and federal levels.  

• The SCAQMD adopts AQMP control measures into the SCAQMD rules and regulations, which are 

then used to regulate sources of air pollution in the SCAB. The proposed Project would comply 

with SCAQMD applicable rules and regulations. Compliance with SCAQMD rules and regulations 

would ensure that the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of 

the AQMP.  

• The City’s General Plan sets goals and implementation strategies that reduce air emissions and 

health risks. Activities associated with the proposed Project would comply with the source-

specific performance standards identified in the City’s General Plan and therefore would not 

conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. 

• Growth projections from general city plans are provided to the SCAG, which develops regional 

growth forecasts. SCAG’s regional growth forecasts are then used to develop future air quality 

forecasts for the AQMP. Therefore, developments consistent with the growth projections in the 

City’s General Plan would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. 
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No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 

and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

17-9. The commenter states there is no analysis for impacts under Threshold of Significance AQ-B. 

Threshold of Significance AQ-B was analyzed concurrently with Threshold of Significance AQ-D beginning 

on page 5.2-17 of the DEIR due to overlap in the analysis. No new environmental issues have been 

raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 

required. 

17-10. The commenter states that the DEIR does not analyze health risks. As discussed in Section 

5.2.6.1 of the DEIR, localized ambient air, cancer risk, and health impact analyses are sensitive to the 

geographic distribution of emission sources and nearby sensitive receptors. Given the programmatic 

nature of the proposed Project, air dispersion modeling to quantify localized impacts from future 

activities is not possible, as it requires project-specific information regarding source and receptor 

geometries and locations; therefore, ambient air and health impacts were considered qualitatively by 

considering proposed land uses in relation to existing sensitive receptor locations surrounding the 

Project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measure MM AQ-2 is required of future implementing 

development projects that propose new sensitive receptors and/or would be within 500 feet of sensitive 

receptors to conduct an evaluation of human health risks and/or Localized Significance Threshold (LST) 

analysis to identify and reduce any potential health risks from construction and/or operation impacts to 

sensitive receptors.  

17-11. The commenter states that no evidence is provided to substantiate the determination that 

impacts would be “unavoidable” for Threshold AQ-D. This is a mischaracterization of the analysis 

provided in Sections 5.2.6.2 and 5.2.6.3. Given the programmatic nature of this Project, the analysis 

discloses that temporary construction impacts associated with future implementing development 

projects, with potentially overlapping construction schedules, could “potentially be significant and 

unavoidable” even with implementation of mitigation measures MM-AQ-1 and MM AQ-2. Given the 

large area of the Project site and unknown construction details of multiple future implementing 

development projects, the document provides a qualitative analysis to substantiate the determination 

while avoiding speculation of future unknown construction activities and schedules within the specific 

plan. The determination made for long-term impacts was quantitatively substantiated in Table 5.2-5, 

showing Project site operational air emissions at buildout.  

17-12. This comment states that the DEIR must propose and describe mitigation to minimize significant 

air quality impacts identified in the DEIR. The proposed Project’s air quality impacts are disclosed and 

required mitigation is discussed in Section 5.2 of the DEIR. Identified air quality impacts and required 

mitigation measures are found in DEIR Section 5.2.9 and summarized in the Executive Summary Table 1-

4.  

17-13. This comment states that mitigation measure MM AQ-1 for air quality construction impacts is 

“vague, deferred, inadequate, and/or unenforceable.” Due to the programmatic nature of this Project, 

the DEIR does not speculate on the details of multiple future implementing development projects’ 
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unknown construction activities or schedules. These details are required for project-specific analysis and 

go beyond the programmatic land use changes of this proposed Project. Rather, mitigation measure MM 

AQ-1 establishes a requirement that each future implementing development project analyze its 

potential project-specific impacts through an air quality technical report, study, or memorandum and 

requires that the project-specific mitigation include, but not be limited to, the list of measures included 

in mitigation measure MM AQ-1 to reduce project-specific impacts once details on these future projects’ 

construction details become available.  

17-14. The commenter states that the DEIR under mitigation measure MM AQ-2 does not require any 

specific mitigation to limit health impacts to sensitive receptors. However, MM AQ-2 does, in fact, 

require all future implementing development projects proposing new sensitive receptors and/or within 

500 feet of sensitive receptors reduce impacts on sensitive receptors to less than significant by selecting 

from a prescriptive menu of measures that can be tailored to meet project-specific demands. As 

discussed in DEIR Section 5.2.6.1, the City did not speculate on unknown construction activities or 

schedules of future implementing development projects over the life of the specific plan, which are not 

possible to know at the program level. Rather, per MM AQ-2, if a project-specific air quality analysis 

“demonstrates exceedance during temporary construction activities or long-term operations, additional 

mitigation measures shall be required through conditions of approval to reduce impacts to below 

thresholds.” Furthermore, additional project-specific environmental review per ELSPA No. 11 Section 

10.7.2 is required to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR prior to future implementing 

development project implementation. No further response or action is required. 

17-15. The commenter states that MM AQ-3 does not specify to what extent Title 24 standards must 

be “exceeded.” While it is true that the measure only requires that the project exceed the minimum 

requirements; however, mitigation measure MM GHG-1 does require specific project exceedance goals 

above those set by Title 24.  However, in order to make MM AQ-3 consistent with the wording of MM 

GHG-1, MM AQ-3 shall be amended as follows: 

MM AQ-3 Prior to issuance of a building permit for new implementing development projects 

within the East Lake Specific Plan, the applicant shall demonstrate that the following 

measures to conserve energy have been incorporated into building design: 

 

1. Submit plans demonstrating that any new residential buildings shall exceed 

those California Title 24 energy efficiency requirements in effect at the time of 

building permit issuance.  achieve 15% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24, 

Part 6 for projects after 2018 and 25% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24 for 

projects after 2020. 

2. Submit plans demonstrating that any new commercial buildings shall include the 

following green building design features: 

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

b. Install hHigh-efficiency lighting systems and incorporate advanced lighting 

controls, such as auto shut-offs, timers, and motion sensors; 
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c. Install hHigh R-value wall and ceiling insulation; and, 

d. Incorporate uUse of low pressure sodium and/or fluorescent lighting 

and/or LED lighting, where practicable. 

3. Require acquisition of new ENERGY STAR qualified appliances and equipment. 

4. Implement passive solar design strategies in new construction. Examples of 

passive solar strategies include orienting building to enhance sun access, 

designing narrow structures, and incorporating skylights and atria. 

17-16. The commenter states mitigation measure MM AQ-3 is not enforceable due to the use of the 

phrase “where feasible”. As shown in the above response to Comment 17-15, the phrases “where 

feasible” and “where practicable” have been removed from MM AQ-3.  

17-17. The commenter is concerned that mitigation measure MM AQ-4 states that the applicant is only 

required to identify potential vendors that provide green waste collection and recycling services. In 

order to address this concern, Measure MM AQ-4 has been revised as follows: 

MM AQ-4 Prior to issuance of a building permit for new commercial, multi-family residential 

and mixed-use implementing development projects within the East Lake Specific 

Plan, the applicant shall demonstrate on the landscaping plan that the following 

water and energy conservation measures have been incorporated:  

 

1. ParticipateParticipation in green waste collection and recycling programs for 

landscape maintenance with designated green waste collection and storage 

areas and/or identification of potential use of vendors that provide green waste 

collection and recycling services during operation of future development 

projects;  

2. Require uUse of landscaping with low water requirements in accordance with 

the City of Lake Elsinore’s Water Efficient Landscape Requirements Ordinance 

(Lake Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 19.08);  

3. Planting of trees or vegetation to shade buildings and thus reduce 

heating/cooling demand.   

17-18. The commenter states there is a lack of evidence that the Project’s air quality impacts are 

“unavoidable.” Please see above response to Comment 17-13.  

The comment also states that the DEIR fails to demonstrate all feasible mitigation is required. The DEIR 

includes mitigation measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-5, which provide robust prescriptive measures 

appropriate on a programmatic level to guide future implementing development projects in the ELSP. 

No further response or action is required. 

17-19. The commenter states that the DEIR “does not include an analysis of available mitigation 

measures for reducing air quality impacts, such as those provided by the California Air Pollution Control 

Officer’s Association and California Office of the Attorney General to reduce GHG emissions . . . 
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(Attorney General 2010; CAPCOA 2008).” To meet the City’s emissions reduction targets, the City’s CAP 

identifies a combination of state-level regulations, local strategies and measures recommended by the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB), CAPCOA, and the State’s Attorney General’s Office, among 

others. City CAP measures were considered as part of the Project as they would be required to obtain a 

building or grading permit from the City prior to implementation. Mitigation measures were developed 

by building on and accelerating the City’s CAP measures as described in measures MM AQ-3 and MM 

GHG-1.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 

measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

17-20. The commenter states that “the Draft EIR appears to only require compliance with existing or 

future laws instead of requiring all feasible mitigation measures.” The DEIR provides a detailed 

mitigation plan for future implementing development projects within the ELSP on a programmatic level. 

In addition, mitigation measures were developed by building on and accelerating the City’s CAP 

measures as described in measures MM AQ-3 and MM GHG-1. Please see the below responses to 

SCAQMD’s comments 16-7, 16-8 and 16-9.  Furthermore, additional project-specific environmental 

review per ELSPA No. 11 Section 10.7.2 is required to verify these findings made in this programmatic 

DEIR prior to future implementing development project implementation.  

17-21. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze or mitigate the impacts of the 

project on biological resources. The DEIR provides a comprehensive evaluation of potential impacts on 

biological resources in Section 5.3 Biological Resources, and Appendix F Biological Technical Report for 

the East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11. Mitigation measures MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-10 are 

required for all future implementing development projects. In addition, biological mitigation measures 

have been updated to address commenter concerns, including those from the Wildlife Agencies. 

Furthermore, future implementing development projects in the ELSP would require additional 

environmental review and documentation prior to approval, as outlined in Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 

11. No further response or action is required. 

17-22. The commenter provides a description of the general direct and indirect effects that 

development can have on ecosystems, species and loss of habitat.  No new environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 

required. 

17-23. The commenter provides a description of the general direct and indirect effects that 

development can have on ecosystems, species and habitat connectivity. Indirect impacts on biological 

resources were analyzed in Section 5.3. Examples of indirect effects as described in the DEIR Appendix F 

Biological Technical Report for the East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11 Include “elevated noise, 

light, and dust levels, increased human activity, decreased water quality, erosion created by the removal 

of vegetation, and the introduction of invasive plants and unnatural predators (e.g. domestic cats and 

dogs).” Habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors were also analyzed in the DEIR. Please also see 

response to Comment 17-24. 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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17-24. The commenter provides a general discussion about the benefits of infill development of 

previously disturbed sites, solar siting, wildlife movement, fencing impacts and pesticide use. The 

commenter makes generalized recommendations regarding fencing and connective corridors.  In 

response to this comment and those submitted by the Wildlife Agencies, updated mitigation measure 

MM BIO-8 requires domestic cat-proof barriers between residential uses and preservation/conservation 

areas. Additionally, preservation/conservation areas in the specific plan boundary are located to 

encourage connectivity of the 770 mitigation areas. No new environmental issues have been raised by 

this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

17-25. The commenter states that the DEIR does not contain an adequate assessment of current 

conditions and the extent of future impacts to biological resources because the extent of future impacts 

is “currently unknown.” This is a programmatic level Project in support of a specific plan amendment. 

The Project’s environmental setting has been established through aerial reconnaissance, field surveys, 

record searches and review of other available data. The City has not speculated on the design or 

operations of future implementing development projects anticipated to be constructed over the life of 

the specific plan or what conditions may exist in the field in the future at such time implementing 

development proposals may be submitted. Therefore, as a conservative approach, all developable 

parcels in the ELSP were considered to have permanent direct impacts for the purposes of the biological 

resources impact analysis.  The DEIR incorporates programmatic level mitigation measures, as amended 

through the responses to comments received from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  (See the below responses to Comments 17-28, 

17-30, 17-35, 17-36 and 17-38.) Furthermore, future implementing development projects in the ELSP 

shall require additional environmental review and documentation prior to approval, as outlined in 

Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11.  

17-26. The commenter posits that the City did not conducted adequate biological surveys and requests 

comprehensive floral and faunal surveys of the entire 2,950-acre specific plan area during the 

appropriate times of year. The DEIR provides an appropriate assessment of existing conditions for this 

programmatic Project. General biological surveys and literature reviews are appropriate at this phase of 

analysis and provide sufficient level of detail on the existing biological setting of the ELSP project site for 

the purposes of this programmatic level of analysis. Resources consulted for this Project are listed on 

page 11 of Appendix F Biological Technical Report for the East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 11. 

Reviewed and consulted literature and databases focused on the Survey Area, and included the 

following sources listed below:  

• The CNDDB, a CDFW species account database that inventories status and locations of rare 

plants and wildlife in California, was used to identify any sensitive plant communities and special 

status plants and wildlife that may exist within a two-mile radius of the Survey Area. A CNDDB 

search was performed assessing a two-mile radius around the Survey Area (CDFW2016g). 

CNDDB records are generally used as a starting point when determining what special status 

species, if any, may occur in a particular area. However, these records may be old, lack data not 
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yet entered, and do not represent all the special status species that could be in that particular 

area; 

• A map of USFWS critical habitat to determine species with critical habitat mapped in the general 

vicinity of the Project (USFWS 2016a); 

• Online CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2016). A search for the 

USGS 7.5-Minute Topographic Map Lake Elsinore and Wildomar Quadrangles within a range of 

1,100 feet to 1,500 feet elevation provided information regarding the distribution and habitats 

of special status vascular plants in the Project Vicinity; 

• Pertinent maps, scientific literature, websites, and regional flora and fauna field guides; and 

• Historic Aerials of pre-existing site condition prior to excavation of the western pit. 

Furthermore, natural conditions could potentially alter field conditions over the next several decades of 

specific plan implementation. Therefore, future implementing development projects in the ELSP would 

require additional environmental review and documentation, including project-specific surveys 

(including protocol surveys where required) prior to approval and as appropriate prior to construction, 

as outlined in mitigation measures MM BIO-1, MM BIO-3 (revised), MM BIO-4 (revised), MM BIO-5, MM 

BIO-6 (revised), and MM BIO-7 (revised) and Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11. 

17-27. The commenter states that focused surveys for special status species should be conducted. The 

comment focused upon comments regarding the least Bell’s vireo.  The appropriateness of the general 

biological surveys and literature reviews that were prepared at a programmatic level for the DEIR and 

the requirements for project-specific surveys (including protocol surveys where required) are discussed 

above in the response to comment 17-26. Furthermore, revised mitigation measure MM BIO-3a 

provides requirements for wildlife and plant species surveys as discussed below in response to comment 

17-30.  

17-28. The commenter states that mitigation measure MM BIO-5 “is wholly inadequate to mitigate 

impacts to burrowing owls” and notes that the DEIR does not indicate that focused burrowing owl 

surveys were performed. The commenter also states that the “burrowing owls on this proposed project 

site (and on other adjacent energy projects) becomes even more important to the species conservation 

efforts including the dwindling populations in western Riverside County and Lake Elsinore” because the 

“stronghold” for burrowing owls in the Imperial Valley shows signs of decline.  

The appropriateness of the general biological surveys and literature reviews that were prepared at a 

programmatic level for the DEIR and the requirements for project-specific surveys (including protocol 

surveys where required) are discussed above in the response to comment 17-26. In addition to 

compliance with MSHCP protocols under MM BIO-5, which requires focused protocol surveys for future 

implementing development projects with suitable habitat, the DEIR also includes MM BIO-7 with specific 
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survey requirements and buffer and relocation requirements (if owls are identified) for future 

implementing development projects within the ELSP. No further response or action is required.   

The commenter also states that “passive relocation” of burrowing owls, as described in mitigation 

measure MM BIO-7, is a controversial avoidance measure and that mitigation measure MM BIO-5 does 

not reflect the State’s most recent burrowing owl mitigation guidance. Mitigation measure MM BIO-7 

includes options for passive or active relocation to be chosen based on the project’s design and land use 

in relation to the location of owls identified at future implementing development project sites. In 

addition, in response to comments from the USFWS and CDFW, mitigation measure MM BIO-7 bullet 2 

and 3 have been revised with wording requested by those agencies to more explicitly reflect the most 

current State guidance as shown below: 

• Pre-construction presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl within the Project site where 

suitable habitat is present shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to 

the commencement of ground disturbing activities pursuant to California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife and MSHCP protocols (Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Additional Survey 

Needs and Procedures). If active burrowing owl burrows are detected during the breeding 

season, all work within an appropriate buffer (typically a minimum 300 feet) of any active 

burrow will be halted until that nesting effort is finished. The on-site biologist will review 

and verify compliance with these boundaries and will verify the nesting effort has finished. 

Work can resume in the buffer when no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found 

within the buffer area.  

If BUOW are found onsite, the Lead Agency shall notify the Wildlife Agencies and the 

Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) to develop a conservation 

strategy including a Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan. If active burrowing owl burrows are 

detected during the breeding season, the qualified biologist will establish an appropriate 

buffer (typically a minimum 300 feet) and all work will be halted within the buffer until the 

biologist observes that nesting efforts have finished. Work can resume in the buffer when 

no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found within the buffer area. 

• If active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season or during the 

breeding season and its determined nesting activities have not begun, then passive and/or 

active relocation may be approved with a Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan following 

consultation with the City of Lake Elsinore, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA. Passive 

relocation, the installation of one-way doors, is not recommended unless suitable burrows 

are available within 100 meters of the closed burrows and the relocation area is protected 

through a long-term conservation mechanism (e.g., conservation easement). The installation 

of one-way doors may be installed as part of a passive relocation program. Burrowing owl 

burrows shall be excavated with hand tools by a qualified biologist when determined to be 

unoccupied, and back filled to ensure that animals do not re-enter the holes/dens. Upon 

completion of the survey and any follow-up construction avoidance management, a report 
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shall be prepared and submitted to the City, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA for 

mitigation monitoring compliance record keeping. 

17-29. The commenter restates information provided in the DEIR about the potential for occurrence of 

two sensitive plant species (little mousetail and smooth tarplant), and the Traver-Domino-Willows soil 

association found in various locations in the Project site. The commenter also states its position that lack 

of plant surveys does not allow for an adequate impact analysis of the Project’s potential impact on 

these soil types. The importance of these soil types is that they are indicators of potential suitable 

habitat for sensitive plant species including Narrow Endemic Plant Species and Criteria Area plant 

species, as described in Section 5.3.3 of the DEIR. The extent of mapped soils is shown in Figure 10a Soil 

Map and 10b Detail Soil Map found in Appendix F, Biological Technical Report for the East Lake Specific 

Plan Amendment No. 11.  Although this discussion is included in Appendix F which is part of the DEIR, 

the following language and Figures 10a and 10b from Appendix F will be included in Section 5.3.3: 

Soils Mapping 

The United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service lists 43 soil 

types (series) for the Survey Area (Figures 5.3-2a and 5.3-2b). The soil types within the Survey 

Area are predominantly loams ranging from rocky to silty in texture and many saline-alkaline. 

The MSHCP identifies two general classes of soil known to be associated with listed and 

sensitive plant species in certain regions of the MSHCP Plan Area, including clay soils and Traver-

Domino-Willows association soils [clay soils digitized within the MSHCP Plan Area included the 

Bosanko, Auld, Altamont, and Porterville series]. 

The Traver-Domino-Willows association includes saline-alkali soils largely located along 

floodplain areas of the San Jacinto River (including the inlet to Lake Elsinore). Sensitive plants 

supported by the Traver-Domino-Willows soil association include two federally-listed species: 

San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior) and spreading navarretia 

(Navarretia fossalis). Other sensitive plant species found in this association include Parish's 

brittlescale (Atriplex parishii), Davidson's saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii), and vernal 

barley (Hordeum intercedens). 

Please see below for the soil type descriptions for the five soil types mapped within the Survey 

Area considered MSHCP sensitive: 

Domino Silt Loam (Dw) [0.5% Survey Area] 

The Domino series consists of moderately deep, moderately well drained soils over 

limecemented hardpans. Domino soils are in basin areas and have slopes up to 2 percent. The 

Domino soil mapped is located in the southern portion of the Survey Area. A majority of mapped 

Domino soil has been developed (residential development). 
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Traver Loamy Fine Sand, eroded (Tp2) [2.2% Survey Area] and Traver Loamy Fine Sand, 

salinealkali (Tr2) [8.3% Survey Area] 

The Traver series is a member of a coarse-loamy, mixed, thermic family of Natric Haploxeralfs. 

The soils have light brownish gray, calcareous, fine sandy loam A horizons, light brownish gray, 

calcareous, fine sandy loam Bt horizons which overlie very pale brown, calcareous fine sandy 

loam C horizons. The alluvium is from granitic bedrock. The Traver soils are located in the 

southern and north portions of the Survey Area. 

Willows Silty Clay, saline-alkali (Wm) [0.0% Survey Area] and Willows Silty Clay, strongly 

salinealkali (Wn) [0.2% Survey Area] 

Willows Silty Clay is a silty clay soil typically associated with basin floors with slopes up to 2 

percent. The alluvium is typically derived from mixed sources. These poorly draining soils are 

slightly to strongly saline in nature. The areas mapped within the Survey Area as Willows Silty 

Clay have been developed (residential development). 

Soils considered MSHCP sensitive within the Infrastructure Improvement Area include the 

Traver Loamy Fine Sand, eroded (Tp2) and Traver Loamy Fine Sand, saline-alkali (Tr2). 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 

are required. 

17-30. The commenter states that the DEIR acknowledges past observations of burrowing owl, least 

Bell’s vireo, northern harrier, American white pelican, loggerhead shrike, San Diego black-tailed 

jackrabbit, California horned lark, and black-crowned night heron; and posits that adequate analysis is 

not provided for these species. The DEIR provides an appropriate assessment of existing conditions and 

analysis of potential impacts for this programmatic Project. Future implementing development projects 

in the ELSP shall require additional environmental review and documentation prior to approval, which 

would include a survey of the future implementing development project’s baseline environmental 

setting and potential impacts at that time, as outlined in Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11.  In addition, in 

response to comments from the USFWS and CDFW, mitigation as requested by those agencies to clarify 

the requirements for mitigating the impacts should non-MSHCP-listed sensitive species be detected 

onsite have been included as shown below: 

MM BIO-3a Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant of a future 

implementing development project shall complete systematic wildlife and 

sensitive plant surveys to document species occurrence. For sensitive species 

detected onsite, but not covered by the MSHCP, project specific mitigation 

measures will be included in future specific plan approvals to offset impacts. 

These measures shall include the preservation of appropriate natural open 

space areas in perpetuity via a conservation easement and provision of a non-

wasting endowment to fund the long-term management by a CDFW-approved 
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local conservation entity. Preservation of open space shall occur at a minimum 

1:1 ratio. 

The commenter also states that the “DEIR admits the Project is not consistent with MSHCP.” This is 

incorrect; the DEIR analysis provided in DEIR Sections 5.3.6.10 and 5.3.6.11 shows that the Project is 

consistent with the MSHCP.  

17-31. The commenter states that the DEIR provides inadequate analysis and mitigation for vernal 

pools and requests focused vernal pool surveys be conducted for the entire 2,950-acre specific plan 

area. The appropriateness of the general biological surveys and literature reviews that were prepared at 

a programmatic level for the DEIR and the requirements for project-specific surveys (including protocol 

surveys where required) are discussed above in the response to comment 17-26.  

The commenter also states that Figure 5.3-5 does not identify potential vernal pools or the documented 

“Australia” Vernal Pool. Potential vernal pools were mapped in proposed Planning Area 7 and are shown 

along the edge of the mitigation area near the inlet channel. The “Australia” pool is not shown on the 

Figure as it occurs entirely within the mitigation area of PA 7; however, for clarification Figures 5.3-5 and 

5.3-6 have been updated to show the footprint of the “Australia” pool and to better show potential 

vernal pools.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional 

mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

17-32. The commenter states that no avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures are provided in 

the event vernal pools are discovered in areas designated for development. Mitigation measures MM 

BIO-3 and MM BIO-9 address vernal pools.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this 

comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

17-33. The commenter stated that DEIR page 5.3-29 “excuses the City from conserving acreage in a 

manner that protects specific habitat or wildlife movement corridors” by “contracting out” of its CEQA 

obligations through the Back Basin 770 Plan.  This comment is a misrepresentation of the discussion 

included in the DEIR. The DEIR explains that, as a result of the City’s discussions with the Wildlife 

Agencies during the original formation of the MSHCP, it was determined that conservation goals in the 

Back Basin were not tied to protection of specific habitat or wildlife movement corridors, but rather to 

the need to conserve a minimum of 770-acres in the Back Basin in order to meet the numeric 

requirements for the MSHCP. In addition, conservation areas identified in the 770 Plan, which are 

consistent with the areas proposed by the Project, including soils of the Traver series, allow for 

mitigation/conservation of the smooth tarplant, allow movement of species along the lower San Jacinto 

River as well as the historic alignment of the San Jacinto River through the Back Basin, allow for 

shorebird use and management of edge conditions. In response to this comment, the Back Basin 770 

Plan MSHCP consistency documentation has been included as Appendix F(1) per the commenter’s 

request.  Appendix F(1) is a letter from CDFW to Lake Elsinore dated October 2013 that provides further 

information on CDFW’s understanding of the history of the 770 Plan. Additionally, the Back Basin 770 

Plan discussion on pages 5.3-29 and 5.3-30 has been clarified as follows: 
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[…]The City assists in processing projects consistent with the Plan, including review through the 

City of Lake Elsinore Acquisition Process (LEAP) and pursuant to Section 6.0 of the MSHCP. 

Consistency reviews for proposed development within Criteria Cells also require a Joint Project 

Review with the Regional Conservation Authority. Plan wide MSHCP requirements for 

implementing development projects include the following: Protection of Species Associated with 

Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.2), Protection of Narrow 

Endemic Plant Species Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.3), Additional Survey Needs and Procedures 

(MSHCP, § 6.3.2), Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.4), Vegetation Mapping 

(MSHCP, § 6.3.1) requirements, Fuels Management Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.4), and payment of 

the MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee (MSHCP Ordinance, § 4). MSHCP Section 6.1.4 

Urban/Wildlands Interface also contains provisions for development to address impacts from 

drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers (for restricting public access, domestic 

animal predation, illegal trespass and dumping), and grading/land development on MSHCP 

conservation areas. 

Back Basin 770 Agreement Plan 

In 2003, when the draft MSHCP mapping was first released to the public, the original cell 

criterion for the Back Basin was not acceptable to the City of Lake Elsinore because it would 

have created severe economic impacts to the City based on its effect on the longstanding Lake 

Elsinore East Lake Specific Plan. To rectify this situation, a series of meetings were held between 

the City of Lake Elsinore, Jim Bartel of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Ron Rempel of 

the CDFW and staff and consultants from Riverside County and representatives of Laing-CP Lake 

Elsinore, who was developing the Summerly project at the time. A letter from CDFW to Lake 

Elsinore dated October 2013 provides further information on CDFW’s understanding of the 

history of the 770 Plan (Included as Appendix F(1)). 

As a result of the City’s discussions with the agencies, it was determined that conservation in the 

Back Basin was not tied to protection of specific habitat or wildlife movement corridors, but 

rather to the need to conserve a minimum of 770-acres in the Back Basin in order to meet the 

numeric requirements for the MSHCP (Back Basin 770 AgreementPlan). As described in CDFW’s 

October 2013 letter to the City (AppendixF(1)), conservation in the ELSP site conservation lands 

used to achieve the 770 Plan should target lands that benefit shorebirds or wetland/marsh 

associated species, vernal pool species, sensitive plant species, and/or Planning Species for 

Subunit 3 and Proposed Extension of Existing Core 3, as described in the MSHCP. All lands 

should be managed consistent with the MSHCP and protected, in perpetuity, and will be 

reviewed and approved by CDFW, USFWS, and RCA.  Several specific geographic areas in the 

Back Basin have been previously identified for conservation toward fulfillment of the 770-acre 

requirement, including Planning Area 5, most of Planning Area 7, and smaller portions of other 

Planning Areas as Preservation/Mitigation Areas. These areas are depicted as “Mitigation Area” 

on Figure 5.3-1 and described in more detail in ELSPA No. 11 Section 2.5.4 which provides the 

following description of the currently identified areas: 
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Wetland Mitigation Area 

Within Planning Area 5 is the commonly referred to “356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area” 

which is actually approximately 369.3 acres in size.  This area contains the existing U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers’ man-made wetlands created as part of the Lake Elsinore 

Management Project.  The wetlands provide habitat for birds, small mammals, reptiles 

and amphibians.  No development shall occur within the Wetland Mitigation Area 

except for those improvements that are necessitated to implement the Lake Elsinore 

Management Project, as permitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or to enhance 

the existing 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area. 

San Jacinto River Corridor and River/Lake Corridor 

Located within the Links at Summerly Golf Course in Planning Area 1, the approximately 

25-acre San Jacinto River Corridor follows the historic drainage course of the river and 

provides an approximately 200-foot wide wetlands and wildlife corridor function.  This 

corridor is separated from urban land uses to enhance its biological value and wetlands 

function. 

In addition to the 25-acre San Jacinto River Corridor, an approximately 10-acre, 165-foot 

wide River/Lake Corridor wetland is located on the western edge of Planning Area 1, 

adjacent to Planning Area 6. 

Lake Elsinore Inlet Channel 

As part of the Lake Elsinore Management Project, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

created a “lake type inlet” with the purpose of conveying discharge from the San Jacinto 

River into Lake Elsinore.  The 130-acre inlet channel and portion of the San Jacinto River 

are located in Planning Area 7 and are designated as a Preservation/Mitigation Area. 

Recreational water sports will continue to be allowable uses within the inlet channel. 

“Australia” Vernal Pool Mitigation Area 

Located within Planning Area 7, the City-owned 33-acre preservation area contains the 

“Australia” shaped vernal pool and additional mitigation capability for sensitive plant 

species. 

11.66-acre TR 30846 (Serenity Park) 

The 11.66 mitigation area located at the southeast corner of the Eastlake Specific Plan 

between Corydon and Skylark, which was dedicated as part of the Serenity Project. 

“T” Peninsula Area 
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The 11.5-acre mitigation area located at the end of the “T” Peninsula in Planning Area 6 

will be used to provide biological habitat functions and will be conserved and managed 

in accordance with the adopted Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan (MSHCP). 

Open Space Buffers 

Located along the southerly boundary of Planning Area 1, an approximately 71-acre 

open space buffer separates the Summerly Residential Neighborhood and The Links at 

Summerly golf course from the 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area immediately to the 

south of Planning Area 1.  It will provide drainage, flood retention and biological habitat 

functions.   

An additional open space buffer to separate the 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area from 

adjacent uses has been included in the ELSP as follows: 

❖ City-owned land along the southern edge of Planning Area 5 between 

the 356-acres and the southwestern boundary of the ELSP.  

(Approximately 48 acres) 

17-34. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze or mitigate impacts to special 

status wildlife and that the DEIR must analyze and mitigate all impacts on special status species, 

including CDFW species of special concern. Analysis on potential impacts to special status species and 

species of concern is provided in Section 5.3.6.1 and 5.3.6.2 of the DEIR. Impacts are summarized and 

mitigation is provided in Section 5.3.9.1. In response to this comment, the discussion in Section 5.3.6.2 

has been clarified as shown below. Please also note that Figure 3-4 has been revised to include portions 

of the western shoreline/existing levee in Planning Areas 5 and 6 within the specific plan boundary, 

consistent with the current specific plan boundary. In response to public and agency comments, this 

additional area has been designated as a Preservation/Mitigation use. 

Potential Impacts to Special Status Plants and Wildlife 

There is potential for direct and indirect impacts to special status plants and wildlife within the 

Project site during operation of the proposed Project, which would result from increased 

encroachment (i.e. offroading) within undeveloped portions of the Project site, as the Project 

site is made more accessible through installation of new roads, and incremental development of 

the site. Domestic cats may also pose a potential hazard to species where residential areas are 

situated adjacent to conservation areas. In addition, as the site is developed, less suitable 

habitat would remain for those special status species identified as occurring in the Project site. 

These impacts are anticipated to be less than significant. 

Much of the proposed planning areas are undeveloped and not lit at night, with the exception of 

proposed PA-1, PA-4 and portions of PA-2, PA-3 and PA-8. New development may increase the 

overall level of ambient light at night in areas adjacent to open-space conservation/mitigation 
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areas. Species in these areas may be subject to increased predation from diurnal predators 

foraging for longer periods with light from adjacent development and increase visual acuity by 

nocturnal predators without proper shielding or buffers. Indirect noise impacts on adjacent 

open-space conservation/mitigation areas may also pose a source of nuisance or disruption to 

wildlife breeding, roosting, nesting and/or foraging activities without proper shielding or buffers.  

Direct impacts are anticipated to be less than significant based on the Project’s obligation to 

preserve a minimum of 770 acres of Preservation/Mitigation Areas, as shown on Figure 3-4 

Proposed Land-Use Plan, and based on the requirement that future implementing development 

projects must help meet and manage preservation/mitigation areas per ELSPA No. 11 Section 

2.5.4.2. It is further anticipated that managing and policing conserved areas to prohibit illegal 

offroading and dumping would be facilitated by new development and police and property 

owner access within the Project site. 

Indirect impacts related to drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers (for 

restricting public access, domestic animal predation, illegal trespass and dumping), and 

grading/land development are anticipated to be less than significant through compliance with 

MSHCP urban interface requirements detailed in Section 6.1.4 Guidelines Pertaining to the 

Urban/Wildlands Interface.  Furthermore, additional project-specific environmental review per 

ELSPA No. 11 Section 10.7.2 is required to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR 

prior to future specific development project implementation. Specific measures to minimize 

noise impacts may include one or more of the following: setbacks, berms, or walls to minimize 

the effects of noise on MSHCP Conservation Area resources pursuant to applicable rules, 

regulations, and guidelines. Specific measures to minimize night-lighting impacts may include 

one or more of the following: directing night lighting away from conservation areas; shielding of 

lights to ensure ambient lighting in the conservation areas is not increased; use of amber lights; 

the use of motion sensors and other controls, especially for security lighting, so that lights 

operate only when the area is occupied by people; surface treatment specifications that 

minimize glare and sky glow; and always-on security lighting be limited to one low-wattage, fully 

shielded, full cutoff light fixture at the main entrance to facilities. 

The commenter also provides a general discussion of special status species, including species of special 

concern as defined by CDFW, and general regulatory requirements under the Endangered Species Act 

(ESA) and CEQA.  The information provided in 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. 

17-35. The commenter states that the Project will impact the following special status species, which are 

not covered by the MSHCP: western snowy plover, American white pelican, coast patch-nosed snake 

and two-stripped garter snake. A discussion and impact analysis for these species is included in the DEIR 

at pages 5.3-33 and 5.3-34, which determined impacts would be less than significant. Regarding the 

western snowy plover, the DEIR occurrence data for species was taken from the California Natural 
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Diversity Database (CNDDB), which is an industry standard data resource. However, the commenter has 

identified an alternative online resource documenting several recent sitings along the Lake shoreline in 

July of 2016. These sitings have been added to the DEIR as described below. 

The commenter also questions the concept that “With implementation of the MSHCP Conservation 

requirements, suitable habitat for the coast patch-nosed snake would be preserved within the Back 

Basin” because the coast patch-nosed snake is not covered by the MSHCP.  It was not the intent of the 

DEIR to suggest that this species is covered by the MSHCP, but only that collateral effect of compliance 

with the MSHCP would be the preservation of coast patch-nosed snake habitat.  

In response to this comment, the discussion of these species on page 5.3-33 of the DEIR has been 

revised for clarity as shown below. Please also note that Figure 3-4 has been revised to include portions 

of the western shoreline/existing levee in Planning Areas 5 and 6 within the specific plan boundary, 

consistent with the current specific plan boundary. In response to public and agency comments, this 

additional area has been designated as a Preservation/Mitigation use. 

Potential Impacts to Special Status Wildlife 

Of the federal and state endangered or threatened species with potential to occur within the 

Project site, the western snowy plover is the only species not covered under the MSHCP. Based 

on the lack of recent observation (within the last 40 years), it is unlikely the species would occur 

in the Project site. Although occurrence of western snowy plover is unlikely, any potential for 

impacts to this species during construction of future implementing development projects would 

be minimized through implementation of MM BIO-7, which requires all future implementing 

development projects in the Project site to complete a pre-construction nesting bird survey 

prior to clearing and grubbing activities within the Project site. Therefore, potential impacts to 

western snowy plover would be less than significant. Figure 8 of the Biological Technical Report 

shows historical CNDDB occurrences of plover around the Lake shoreline, consistent with the 

July 2016 sitings (eBird, https://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L1743855). As shown in Figure 3-4, 

Land Use Plan, the proposed development areas avoid lake shoreline areas by preserving 

proposed Planning Area 5, Planning Area 7 and approximately 50 percent of the “T Peninsula” in 

Planning Area 6. Implementation of MM BIO-7 for preconstruction nesting bird surveys and 

avoidance of development in these areas would ensure potential short-term and long-term 

impacts to western snowy plover are less than significant. In addition, future implementing 

development projects would require project-specific biological surveys and environmental 

review prior to implementation to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

Impact BIO-4 Construction of future implementing development projects including clearing, 

grubbing, and demolition activities would may result in less than significant 

impacts to western snowy plover and other nesting birds in the Project site. 

Three additional special status wildlife with potential to occur in the Project site are not covered 

by the MSHCP including: 

https://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L1743855


City of Lake Elsinore 

Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017  Page 153 

• American white pelican: potential nesting grounds and foraging habitat are not 

expected to be directly impacted by development within the Project site due to the 

designated preservation/mitigation areas in Planning Areas 5, 6 and 7 and due to 

avoidance of shoreline development.  In addition, although potential roosting and 

breeding habitat occurs along the avoided shoreline areas, Lake Elsinore is 

considered more of a stopover location for migrating pelicans rather than a 

roosting/breeding ground because the species requires safe roosting and breeding 

places in the form of well-sequestered islets. Therefore, no direct and no significant 

indirect impacts are expected based on the general avoidance of shoreline and 

designated preservation areas that will provide adequate habitat and buffer 

distances between any potential birds and development. , and less than significant 

impacts would result from the Project. In addition, future implementing projects 

would require project-specific biological surveys and environmental review prior to 

implementation to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

 

• Coast patch-nosed snake: potential loss of suitable habitat for this species, which 

typically includes semi-arid brush areas, canyons, rocky hillsides, and plains would 

result from the Project. With implementation of the MSHCP conservation 

requirements, However, suitable habitat for the coast patch-nosed snake would be 

preserved within the Back Basin Preservation/Mitigation Areas, as shown on Figure 

3-4 Proposed Land Use Plan, designated for achieving MSHCP conservation goals of 

the Back Basin 770 Plan. Preserved suitable habitat would include part of those 

currently identified mitigation areas associated with the Summerly development 

known as the “25-acre site” – upstream area and slopes in the “10-acre site” (semi-

arid brush); along Rome Hill (rocky hillside) and other areas that fall into that 

classification (the slopes in the future “71-acre site” plus part of the preservation 

areas in PA-4, PA-5 and PA-7). Given the potential loss of habitat impacts and 

implementation of MSHCP Conservation requirements that would retain suitable 

habitat, impacts to this species would be less than significant. In addition, future 

implementing projects would require project-specific biological surveys and 

environmental review prior to implementation to verify these findings made in this 

programmatic DEIR. 

 

• Two-striped garter snake: potential loss of suitable habitat for this species would 

result from the Project. However, Tthere is a low potential for occurrence onsite or 

impacts and because suitable habitat is limited to areas adjacent to open water, 

which would primarily include areas along the Lake shoreline and San Jacinto River 

inlet channel that are to remain undeveloped. No other open water areas have been 

observed in the survey area. Given the limited potential for direct impact and no 

significant indirect impacts expected to this species per the Technical Report, the 

minimal potential loss of habitat would result in a less than significant impact to this 
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species. In addition, future implementing projects would require project-specific 

biological surveys and environmental review prior to implementation to verify these 

findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

17-36. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze or mitigate impacts on the 

Riverside Fairy Shrimp. The DEIR provides both an analysis and mitigation that is appropriate for this 

programmatic Project.  The discussion on page 5.3-34 has been amplified for clarity as described below.  

Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat 

Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat is located in the Project site within the 33-acre preserved 

open space (see Figure 5.3-6, Critical Habitat). Direct impacts to Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical 

Habitat are identified within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas including 0.28 acre 

permanent impacts and 0.91 acre temporary impacts (total of 1.23 acres). However, These 

impact calculations account for a worst-case evaluation of potential impacts because they 

include everything within the Infrastructure Improvement Area study area, which does not 

account for ultimate roadway widths, alignment or design. in fDuring future final design of the 

roadway improvements at this location, the City would avoid and minimize these impacts to the 

maximum extent practicable. If avoidance is not possible, mitigation measure MM BIO-6 

requires focused surveys be conducted to determine presence/absence of Riverside fairy shrimp 

within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. If fairy shrimp are present, the City shall 

determine whether avoidance can be achieved. If not, mitigation measure MM BIO-6 would 

require 90 percent of the occupied portions of the property that provide for long-term 

conservation value for the fairy shrimp to be conserved consistent with the MSHCP. No indirect 

impacts due to the Infrastructure Improvements are expected with the implementation of 

MSHCP urban interface requirements. Direct impacts to the Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical 

habitat, to the extent it occurs, would be considered less than significant if in-kind replacement 

within the Back Basin occurs, avoidance of Critical Habitat is achieved, or the constituent 

elements for Ffairy Sshrimp are documented to be absent prior to these impacts occurring. 

Furthermore, MSHCP compliance and additional environmental review is required to verify 

these findings made in this programmatic DEIR prior to future implementing development 

project implementation. 

No indirect impacts due to the Infrastructure Improvements are anticipated with the 

implementation of MSHCP urban interface requirements detailed in Section 6.1.4 Guidelines 

Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface. Compliance with these standard guidelines would 

ensure indirect impacts from drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasives, barriers, and 

grading/land development are less than significant. Specifically, compliance with drainage and 

toxics guidelines would ensure less than significant impacts occur to the watershed of any vernal 

pools that may be found during future implementing development project project-level surveys. 

Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat is located in the Project site within the 33-acre preserved 

open space (see Figure 5.3-6, Critical Habitat). 
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No additional direct impacts are anticipated to Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat. No further 

direct or indirect impacts to Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat are expected to result from 

the implementation of other future implementing development projects within the Project site. 

The commenter also asks that the Project implement the recommendations of U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service’s Recovery Plan for Vernal Pools of Southern California. The USFWS was an active participant in 

the development and adoption of the MSHCP and issued a Biological Opinion for the MSHCP. Because 

Riverside fairy shrimp are a covered species under the MSHCP, implementation of a future 

implementing development project in compliance with MSHCP requirements would fulfill the 

requirements for the species. Therefore, reference to the Recovery Plan is not required.  Appropriate 

mitigation would be fulfilled through compliance with Section 6.1.2 (Protection of Species associated 

with Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pool resources). If this species is identified on future implementing 

development project sites, the MSHCP requires 90 percent of the occupied portions of the property that 

provide for long-term conservation value for the fairy shrimp to be conserved. Mitigation measure MM 

BIO-6 has been revised as shown below to ensure consistency with the MSHCP.  

MM BIO-6 Unless impacts can be avoided, focused surveys conducted pursuant to Appendix E 

of the MSHCP, Summary of Species Survey Requirementsshould shall be conducted 

to determine presence/absence of Riverside fairy shrimp within vernal pool habitat. 

If fairy shrimp are present, the City shall determine whether avoidance can be 

achieved. If not, mitigation will be provided at a 2:1 ratio in the form of in kind 

habitat replacement within the Back Basin , and 90 percent of the occupied portions 

of the property that provide for long-term conservation value for the fairy shrimp 

shall be conserved consistent with the MSHCP. 

17-37. The comment states that the DEIR fails to set forth adequate or enforceable mitigation 

measures to protect special status wildlife, regarding wetlands and Waters of the United States (WOUS). 

Specifically, the comment states that mitigation measure MM BIO-8 “recommends” minimum mitigation 

ratios which, by way of recommendation, is not enforceable. Ratios were framed as recommendations 

because ultimately the regulatory agencies will require specific ratios through the permitting process on 

a project-specific basis in consideration of site characteristics, resource values, and nature of impacts.  

The commenter also states that mitigation ratios provided are inadequate. The ratios provided in 

measure MM BIO-8 establishes minimums, not maximums. The 4:1 or 5:1 ratio recommended by the 

commenter for impacts to WOUS is arbitrary and unsupported. Impact ratios established for vegetation 

communities such as ornamental woodland and tamarisk scrub are less than 1:1 because these 

communities have low habitat value or are considered invasive vegetation communities.   

However, in response to this comment and those from USFWS and CDFW, the following mitigation 

measure MM BIO-8 has been added; and mitigation measures previously identified as MM BIO-8 and 

MM BIO-9 have been renumbered as MM BIO-9 and MM BIO-10, respectively. 
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MM BIO-8 To reduce the impact of domestic cats on special status species in the 

conservation areas, cat-proof barriers shall be erected between future 

implementing residential development projects and any conservation area that 

exists at the time of development. The barrier should consist of a minimum 8- 

foot tall fencing made of secure materials that cats cannot scale placed along 

the entire boundary adjacent to the conservation areas to prohibit movement 

of people and pets from residential and recreational areas into the conservation 

area. No section of the barrier should include clear panels or sections such as 

glass or plastic as these are a hazard to birds, which may fly into them and 

perish. 

17-38. The commenter states that the DEIR does not establish that the Project will comply with the 

MSHCP. The commenter also states that the DEIR needs to discuss the MSHCP-mandated Guidelines 

with regards to the protected species at issue. The Project does comply with the MSHCP as discussed in 

Sections 5.3.6.10 and 5.3.6.11.  The DEIR provides an appropriate assessment of existing conditions for 

this programmatic Project. General biological surveys and literature reviews are appropriate at this 

phase of analysis and provide sufficient level of detail on the existing biological setting of the ELSP 

project site for the purposes of this programmatic level of analysis.  Furthermore, natural conditions 

could potentially alter field conditions over the next several decades of specific plan implementation. 

Therefore, future implementing development projects in the ELSP would require additional 

environmental review and documentation including project-specific surveys (including protocol surveys 

where required) prior to approval and as appropriate prior to construction, as outlined in mitigation 

measures MM BIO-1, MM BIO-3 (revised), MM BIO-4 (revised), MM BIO-5, MM BIO-6 (revised), and MM 

BIO-7 (revised) and Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11. Furthermore, additional project-specific 

environmental review per ELSPA No. 11 Section 10.7.2 is required to verify these findings made in this 

programmatic DEIR prior to implementation of future implementing development projects.  No further 

response or action is required. In response to this comment letter and the Wildlife Agencies’ comment 

letter, applicable mitigation measures have been revised below as follows: 

MM BIO-3a Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant of a future 

implementing development project shall complete systematic wildlife and 

sensitive plant surveys to document species occurrence. For sensitive species 

detected onsite, but not covered by the MSHCP, project specific mitigation 

measures will be included in future specific plan approvals to offset impacts. 

These measures shall include the preservation of appropriate natural open 

space areas in perpetuity via a conservation easement and provision of a non-

wasting endowment to fund the long-term management by a CDFW-approved 

local conservation entity. Preservation of open space shall occur at a minimum 

1:1 ratio. 

MM BIO-4 Mitigation for impacts to special status plant species caused by development 

within the Project site will be achieved through compliance with MSHCP 
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requirements. Each development will go through the MSHCP approval process 

(including required Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area Plant surveys). If impacts 

will occur to Narrow Endemic or Criteria Area plant species identified during the 

focused surveys, mitigation is proposed to occur in compliance with MSHCP 

requirements, specifically 90% preservation (translocation may be performed) 

of the impacted species population either onsite or offsite within a preservation 

area of the Back Basin. The 90% preservation will be appropriate for the species 

(i.e. seed collection, soil translocation, etc.). 

Surveys for Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area Plant species will occur during the 

appropriate season within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. If impacts will 

occur to Narrow Endemic or Criteria Area plant species identified during the 

focused surveys, mitigation is proposed to occur in compliance with MSHCP 

requirements, specifically 90% preservation (translocation may be performed) 

of the impacted species population either onsite or offsite within a preservation 

area of the Back Basin. The 90% preservation will be appropriate for the species 

(i.e. seed collection, soil translocation, etc.) Translocation may occur in 

preserved open spaces areas. 

Future implementing development projects within the ELSP will adhere to the 

MSHCP special status plant species requirements, which include the Narrow 

Endemic and Criteria Area Plant surveys (NEPSSA and CAPSSA respectively). All 

surveys will be performed during the time of year specified in the MSHCP. Per 

the MSHCP, either Equivalency Findings or a Determination of Biologically 

Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) will be prepared for each project on 

which a NEPSSA or CAPSSA species is found during surveys. If 90% of the area 

with long term conservation value to the NEPSSA or CAPSSA plant species on 

the project site can be avoided then an Equivalency Finding will be made. If 

impacts to more than 10% of the area with conservation value to the plant 

species is not avoided, then a DBESP will be prepared and provided to the 

Wildlife Agencies for review and approval. 

MM BIO-4a Whenever more than 10% of the area with long term conservation value within 

a future implementing development project’s footprint is affected by that future 

implementing development project’s activities and the DBESP has been 

prepared and approved, if the mitigation strategy includes translocation and or 

seed collection with propagation to an on-site or off-site preserved property, 

the receiving property must be acceptable to the City and Wildlife Agencies. The 

property shall provide habitat characteristics suitable to support the plant 

species, including but not limited to: appropriate soils, elevation, hydrology and 

vegetation community. The property shall be conserved via recordation of a 

conservation easement or deed restriction in favor of a CDFW-due diligence 
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approved local conservation entity to protect sensitive plant species on the 

property in perpetuity. Alternatively, the land may be transferred in fee title to a 

CDFW-approved local conservation entity. A management fund shall be 

established by the Applicant and will consist of an interest-bearing account with 

the amount of capital necessary to generate sufficient interest and/or income to 

fund all monitoring, management, and protection of the conservation area(s), 

including but not limited to, reasonable administrative overhead, biological 

monitoring, invasive species and trash removal, fencing and signage 

replacement and repair, law enforcement measures, long-term management 

reporting (as described below), and other actions designed to maintain and 

improve the habitat of the conserved land(s), in perpetuity. A Property Analysis 

Record, or substantially equivalent analysis, shall be conducted by the Applicant 

and approved by the City to determine the management needs and costs 

described above, which then will be used to calculate the capital needed for the 

management of the fund. This management fund shall be held and managed by 

a CDFW-approved local conservation entity. To protect the mitigation area(s), 

the Applicant shall place appropriate fencing and/or natural barriers and 

signage around the perimeter of each site. Except for uses appropriate to a 

habitat conservation area, the public shall not have access to the mitigation 

area(s), and no activities shall be permitted within the site, except maintenance 

of habitat, including the removal of nonnative plant species, trash, and debris, 

and the installation of native plant materials. Mitigation areas can include 

limited trails to allow passive use of the land, subject to CDFW and City 

approval. Prior to any ground disturbance, the Applicant shall prepare a Planting 

Plan (Plan) for sensitive plant species. The Plan shall require a replacement ratio 

of 1:1 by area, and ensure a minimum 90 percent survivorship at the end of a 

five-year monitoring period, which shall be verified by the monitoring biologist 

(minimum qualifications of the monitoring biologist are specified below). At a 

minimum, the five-year plan shall include the following information: 

a. A description of the existing conditions of the receiver site(s), characterizing 

the suitability of the site(s) for the plant, and documenting the acreage of 

the site. 

b. A description of how the site will be preserved in perpetuity, e.g., 

conservation easement, deed restriction, etc., and the name of the CDFW-

approved due diligence entity that will hold the easement/deed restriction, 

etc. 

c. Qualifications of the monitoring biologist: At a minimum, the monitoring 

biologist will possess a minimum of two-year’s experience conducting 

habitat restoration projects in coastal sage scrub, chaparral and/or other 

native habitat in Riverside County, California. 

d. Receiver site preparation for transplanting. 
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e. Goals for success. 

f. Schedule. 

g. Propagation techniques. 

h. Transplant and seedling installation methods. 

i. Plant spacing. 

j. Performance criteria for success, including provision for control of non-

native and invasive species. 

k. Monitoring and reporting procedures for each of the five years of the 

monitoring period. 

l. Adaptive management strategies, including a contingency plan should the 

site fail to meet the specified success criteria. 

m. Maintenance requirements that will be reviewed and approved by the City. 

The Plan shall also ensure a mixture of both male and female plants (where 

appropriate). 

MM BIO-7 The following measures shall be performed by each respective applicant for 

future implementing development projects prior to clearing and grubbing within 

the Project site to avoid impacts to burrowing owl and other nesting birds: 

• Prior to the commencement of future implementing development project-

related activities (including all ground-disturbing activities) during the 

nesting season of January 1 through September 1, The removal of potential 

nesting bird habitat will be conducted outside of the nesting season 

(February 1 to August 31) to the extent feasible. If grading or site 

disturbance is to occur between February 1 and August 31, a nesting bird 

survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within no not more than 

72 hours of prior to ground disturbance activities scheduled vegetation 

removal, to determine the presence of if active bird nests or nesting birds 

are present. If active nests are identified, the avian biologist will establish 

appropriate buffers around the vegetation nest (typically 500 feet for 

raptors and sensitive species, 200 feet for non-raptors/non-sensitive 

species). All work within these buffers will be halted until the nesting effort 

is finished (i.e. the juveniles are surviving independent from the nest). The 

on-site biologist will review and verify compliance with these nesting 

boundaries and will verify the nesting effort has finished. Work can resume 

within the buffer area when no other active nests are found. Alternatively, 

the qualified avian biologist may determine alternate appropriate buffer 

distances by referencing current species-specific standards, and taking into 

account the conservation status of the species, species-specific biology, and 

the nature of the planned disturbance (e.g., driving past a nest versus 

extensive grading).a qualified biologist may determine that construction can 

be permitted within the buffer areas and would develop a monitoring plan 
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to prevent any impacts while the nest continues to be active (eggs, chicks, 

etc.). In either case, the qualified avian biologist shall develop a monitoring 

plan to ensure that the project complies with all rules and regulations 

pertaining to nesting birds. Upon completion of the survey and any follow-

up construction avoidance management, a report shall be prepared and 

submitted to the City for mitigation monitoring compliance record keeping. 

If vegetation clearing is not completed within 72 hours of a negative survey 

during nesting season, the nesting survey must be repeated to confirm the 

absence of nesting birds. 

• Pre-construction presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl within the 

Project site where suitable habitat is present shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist within 30 days prior to the commencement of ground 

disturbing activities pursuant to California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

and MSHCP protocols (Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Additional Survey Needs 

and Procedures). If active burrowing owl burrows are detected during the 

breeding season, all work within an appropriate buffer (typically a minimum 

300 feet) of any active burrow will be halted until that nesting effort is 

finished. The on-site biologist will review and verify compliance with these 

boundaries and will verify the nesting effort has finished. Work can resume 

in the buffer when no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found 

within the buffer area. 

If BUOW are found onsite, the Lead Agency shall notify the Wildlife Agencies 

and the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) to 

develop a conservation strategy including a Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan. 

If active burrowing owl burrows are detected during the breeding season, 

the qualified biologist will establish an appropriate buffer (typically a 

minimum 300 feet) and all work will be halted within the buffer until the 

biologist observes that nesting efforts have finished. Work can resume in 

the buffer when no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found 

within the buffer area. 

• If active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season 

or during the breeding season and its determined nesting activities have not 

begun, then passive and/or active relocation may be approved with a 

Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan following consultation with the City of Lake 

Elsinore, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA. Passive relocation, the 

installation of one-way doors, is not recommended unless suitable burrows 

are available within 100 meters of the closed burrows and the relocation 

area is protected through a long-term conservation mechanism (e.g., 

conservation easement). The installation of one-way doors may be installed 

as part of a passive relocation program. Burrowing owl burrows shall be 
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excavated with hand tools by a qualified biologist when determined to be 

unoccupied, and back filled to ensure that animals do not re-enter the 

holes/dens. Upon completion of the survey and any follow-up construction 

avoidance management, a report shall be prepared and submitted to the 

City, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA for mitigation monitoring 

compliance record keeping. 

17-39. The commenter states that the DEIR is inconclusive as to whether the Project would be 

consistent with the MSHCP, excerpting two sentences from page 5.9-16 as evidence. These sentences 

from the discussion of Threshold LUP-C are presented in the comment letter out of context. The 

complete text on page 5.9-16 shows that the DEIR states that although future implementing 

development projects “could” conflict with the MSHCP; implementation of the goals and policies in the 

Biological Resources section of the Resource Protection chapter of the General Plan Update which 

“ensure that the City is consistent with the programs and policies set forth in the MSHCP.” The 

conclusion of this analysis clearly states, “The Project would comply with the MSHCP; therefore, impacts 

would be less than significant and no mitigation required.” (DEIR 5.9-16, no emphasis added). 

17-40. The commenter states that the DEIR defers to the MSHCP for analysis of impacts and mitigation 

for special-status species; the comment requests a full quantitative analysis of impacts on a “project-

level” basis. The DEIR demonstrates Project consistency with the MSHCP as a programmatic specific plan 

land use implementation document intended to guide future development in the approximately 2,950-

acre ELSP over the next 20 plus years. A full quantitative analysis would require details on all future 

implementing development projects, such as details on development footprints, locations, designs, 

proximities to resources, construction schedules and operations, which are currently unknown. Rather 

than speculating on the nature of these unknown details, the DEIR provides an appropriate impact 

analysis based on proposed land uses and mitigation is included where required. In addition, the Wildlife 

Agencies on page 2 of their June 6, 2017 comment letter, “acknowledge that the project is a specific 

plan and that additional environmental review may be forthcoming (on a project-by-project basis).” 

Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11 outlines the process for additional environmental review under CEQA as 

future implementing development projects within the ELSP seek project-specific discretionary 

approvals. 

17-41. The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately analyze noise impacts. Potential noise 

impacts on wildlife were analyzed in DEIR Section 5.3.6.2. The discussion in Section 5.3.6.2 has been 

amplified for clarity as described above in response to comment 17-34. 

17-42. The commenter states that the DEIR does not address harmful interactions between humans 

and wildlife such that coyotes and other animals could forage in trash cans, prey on domestic pets, and 

otherwise disturb and frighten residents – potentially resulting in residents poisoning animals that could 

then kill an endangered or special status species. As described in the amplified Section 5.3.6.2 described 

above in response to comment 17-34, direct and indirect impacts would be less than significant based 

on the Project’s obligation to preserve a minimum of 770 acres of Preservation/Mitigation Areas and 

through compliance with MSHCP urban interface requirements detailed in Section 6.1.4 Guidelines 
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Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface. EIR Sections 5.3.4.3 and 5.3.6.2 have been revised to 

amplify this discussion as shown above in responses to Comments 17-33 and 17-34. Finally, it should be 

noted that the Project site is already approved for predominantly residential land use development 

under the existing adopted ELSP, which is the type of land use most closely associated with the 

commenter’s concerns. The proposed Project would reduce the amount of residential uses at the 

Project site with predominantly sports and recreation-oriented uses.   

17-43. The commenter provides a description of general issues related to urban/wildlands interface 

including wildlife dependency on human-supplied food; as an example, bird feeders placed outside 

people’s homes can increase certain bird-species populations as well as bird predators in that area, 

creating competition among birds, increased predation, and the spread of parasites between species. 

See response to comment 17-42 above.  

This comment also describes the subject Project as an “exurban type of development” and discusses 

biological issues associated with “exurban development.”  As described above in the response to 

comment 17-5, the Project site is located in the City of Lake Elsinore within 0.25 mile of the Interstate 15 

Freeway and is bound by existing urban and suburban development of the City of Lake Elsinore to the 

north, City of Wildomar to the east and unincorporated County to the south. The Project site, which has 

been subject to an adopted specific plan since 1993, is already partially developed with residential 

development, an 18-hole golf course, a motocross facility and a private recreational airport. The 

proposed Project is in effect an infill project, and therefore, does not meet the definition of an “exurban 

development.”  

17-44. The comment provides a general discussion of impacts to habitat and species resulting from 

development of large renewable energy solar and wind projects. The Project does not propose a 

renewable energy solar or wind project.  

The comment also introduces the concept of distributed solar as a means to reducing the impacts 

associated with energy production.  Section 2.4.1 (Specific Plan Development Requirements) of the 

ELSPA No. 11 contains a project-wide standard (Standard 27), which directly relates to energy efficiency.  

Specifically, Standard 27(c) requires that 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.  See the 

response to comment 17-59 regarding roof top solar energy. 

17-45. The comment provides a general discussion about the need for new forms of energy generation, 

efficiency and conservation to reduce greenhouse gas and other air pollution. The comment also 

describes general standards related to the California Green Building Standards Code and the Public 

Utilities Commission’s zero net energy residential development goals for 2020 and 2030.  Future 

implementing development projects within the ELSP would be required to conform with building 

efficiency standards in effect at the time that building permits are issued. In addition, ELSPA No. 11 

provides additional information on energy efficiency requirements as described in Section 9.1.2.2 
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Energy. Further, DEIR mitigation measure MM GHG-1, as amended in the below response to comment 

17-51, has required projects to accelerate the City’s Climate Action Plan and Title 24 with increased 

energy efficiency requirements.  

17-46. The comment states that “neither the Draft EIR nor the CalEEMod spreadsheets describe how or 

whether the project size and attributes analyzed by CalEEMod are identical to the project described in 

the Draft EIR.” The DEIR Project Description summarizes analyzed land use activities. CalEEMod was 

used to quantify operational emissions and residential population based on land use types and land use 

activities discussed in the Project Description. However, whereas the Project Description presents a lay-

person description of land use activities, CalEEMod requires a specific technical input format. Table 1 

(East Lake Specific Plan Land Use by Phase) in Appendix B (Calculation Tables) of the Draft EIR Technical 

Appendix E (Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis) presents the actual land use information 

developed by the City. This information was summarized by land use category and used in CalEEMod. 

Section 1.1 of each CalEEMod modeling run output identifies the summarized land uses and associated 

metrics used in the analysis.  

The comment also makes the statement that “as noted in the Air Quality section above, there appear to 

be assumptions in the CalEEMod analysis that are not explained or supported by evidence.” Please see 

the above response to comment 17-7. 

17-47. The comment restates a portion of the DEIR describing the programmatic nature of this specific 

plan Project and need for future quantitative analysis at a project-specific level and suggests that this 

means that this represents “only a partial analysis of the GHG and air quality impacts of the Project.” As 

discussed in the DEIR, this is a programmatic level Project in support of a specific plan amendment.  The 

City did not speculate on unknown construction activities or schedules of future implementing 

development projects over the life of the specific plan. The GHG analysis is a complete analysis with an 

appropriate level of detail for a program EIR.  Future implementing development projects in the ELSP 

shall require additional environmental review and documentation prior to approval, as outlined in 

Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11.  

17-48. The comment states that the DEIR defers dispersion modeling to analyze localized impacts and 

states that it is not clear how future analysis would occur with future implementing development 

project-specific analysis. Please see above response to comment 17-10. 

17-49. The comment states that land use targets provide sufficient information to quantify 

construction GHG emissions. The use of land use targets alone would result in only a partial analysis of 

GHG construction emissions. GHG emissions result from direct sources (e.g., off-road construction 

equipment, on-road haul and delivery vehicles, worker vehicles) and indirect sources (e.g., the use of 

electricity). Land use targets could be used to predict construction equipment utilization, but not the use 

of on-road haul and delivery vehicles because this information would be specific to the location and 

requirements of each construction project. For example, the types and quantities of construction 

materials, the distance needed to bring them from the manufacturers to the project site, and 

construction schedules would vary from project to project even for the same land use type. This 
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information cannot be known or estimated until actual implementing development projects are 

submitted for City review. Inasmuch as such future GHG emissions cannot be quantified without 

knowing the specifics regarding individual development projects, quantification would be speculative 

and cannot be accurately determined as part of this DEIR.  (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.) 

Additionally, a partial analysis of GHG emissions would not provide useful information for decision 

makers, would not alter the determination of significance in the DEIR, and would not relieve the need 

for further project-specific analysis.  

17-50. The comment requests a citation that supports the DEIR’s conclusion that construction GHG 

emissions typically constitute 5 percent or less of total Project emissions. In response to this comment, 

the following footnote has been added to the DEIR’s reference that construction-related GHG emissions 

“would be expected to generate a relatively small amount of the Project’s total future GHG emissions 

(approximately 5% or less) compared to the operational phase emissions, quantified in Table 5.6-3” 

(pages 5.6-13 and 5.6.14); to provide this requested source information for clarification: 

2 The approximate 5 percent or less estimate cited here and in Appendix E (Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Analysis) is based on three other analyses prepared by iLanco Environmental, 

LLC for residential and commercial developments within the past 5 years; and is provided for 

informational purposes only and is not used for determination of significance. Construction GHG 

emissions as a percentage of these projects’ total emissions equaled 3 percent, 1 percent and 1 

percent. The project exhibiting the highest percentage of GHG emissions at 3 percent was 

mainly attributed to the intensity of site preparation required, which included demolition, 

onsite-crushing, import of fill, soil remediation of existing unstable fill, and mass hillside grading. 

The comment also questions whether the DEIR provides a “worst-case scenario” of GHG impacts 

because construction emissions are not analyzed. As discussed in the above response to comment 17-

49, the DEIR does not speculate on the unknown nature of future implementing development project’s 

construction activities or schedules based on land use alone. The DEIR instead provides a qualitative 

discussion based on expert opinion that construction emissions are anticipated to be approximately 5 

percent or less of total GHG emissions. Further, the DEIR makes the reasonable assumption that a worst-

case scenario was analyzed because the analysis did not discount emissions associated with ambient 

traffic growth, which would occur regardless without the Project; and, as shown in Table 5.6-3, Mobile 

Emissions constitute the bulk of impacts for the Project. However, in order response to this comment, 

the first full paragraph on page 5.6-14 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 

As shown above in Table 5.6-3, the Project would exceed the target efficiency metric by 9.3 

Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2022 and by 11.5 Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2040. It should be noted; 

this analysis represents a worst-case scenario conservative analysis, as it does not discount the 

increased GHG emissions that would result from ambient traffic growth and future development 

that could occur without the proposed Project under the existing approved specific plan. Based 

on this conservative analysis, the proposed Project would result in significant unavoidable 

increased GHG emissions from future operations and construction. Compliance with the ELSPA 
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No. 11 Section 9 Sustainability Plan as well as implementation of mitigation measures MM AQ-1 

and MM AQ-3 through MM AQ-5, listed in Section 5.2.9, and MM GHG-1 would be required for 

future implementing development projects to reduce such GHG impacts generated during 

construction and operations; however, it cannot be guaranteed at this time that such measures 

would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

17-51. The commenter opines that the DEIR’s approach to GHG analysis of construction-related 

impacts is inconsistent with the DEIR’s approach to the Air Quality analysis of construction-related 

impacts. Although the GHG section of the DEIR (Section 5.6) did not specifically list the land use 

assumptions listed in the Air Quality section (Section 5.2), the existing baseline development and 

proposed land use assumptions are consistent for both the Air Quality and GHG analyses. GHG 

construction impacts are qualitatively discussed on page 5.6-14 of the DEIR.  The qualitative discussions 

take the form that are most appropriate to each topic area, as air quality construction impacts are 

assessed based on daily emission levels and the distance between source and receiver, whereas GHG 

construction impacts are amortized over the life of the project and are not localized. See the above 

responses to comments 17-49 and 17-50. 

17-52. The commenter posits that the DEIR does not demonstrate that the Project is consistent with SB 

32 or AB 32. SB 32 requires the State to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 

levels by 2030. AB 32 directs the State to reduce California GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Both 

instruct State agencies, including CARB, to establish a program of regulatory and market mechanisms to 

achieve GHG reductions and to implement a mandatory GHG reporting and verification program but do 

not identify project-level measures. Nonetheless, certain elements of the proposed Project serve to 

forward State goals by providing for improved connectivity within the ELSPA No. 11 site and nearby 

destinations and by incorporating gathering places, strong pedestrian connections, and linkages to 

surrounding city-wide trails and open space (see Project Objectives). 

The proposed Project would comply with existing regulations, which would, by law, comply with future 

regulatory requirements and would be consistent with the City’s CAP, which was developed to be 

consistent with AB 32. In addition, mitigation measure GHG-1 requires future implementing 

development projects to accelerate the City’s CAP requirements with elevated efficiency standards. The 

proposed Project would therefore not preclude the State’s compliance with SB 32 or AB 32. 

The comment also opines that the DEIR “does not adequately explain why greater emissions reductions 

are not required for the Project, given that designing new buildings and infrastructure for maximum 

energy efficiency and renewable energy use is easier than achieving the same savings from older 

structures.” The Project requires emission reductions specific to new developments. The Project 

incorporates all applicable elements of the City CAP as project elements. Furthermore, mitigation 

measure MM GHG-1 accelerates several City CAP measures beyond CAP requirements. Specifically, MM 

GHG-1 accelerates CAP Measure E-1.3 by requiring development projects to achieve 15 percent energy 

efficiency above Title 24 after 2018, two years earlier than what is required by the CAP measure, and 

further accelerates the measure by requiring 25 percent energy efficiency above Title 24 after 2020. 
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Also, MM GHG-1 accelerates CAP Measure E-4.2 by requiring development projects to reduce water 

consumption by 30 percent after 2020, two years earlier than what is required by the CAP measure, and 

further accelerates the measure by requiring a 35 percent reduction after 2020. Notably, City CAP 

measures exceed Title 24 requirements and the Project’s mitigation measures exceed the City CAP 

measures. 

The following revision is made to the third paragraph on page 5.6-10 of the DEIR for clarification: 

The efficiency evaluation consists of comparing the pProject’s efficiency metric to efficiency targets. 

Efficiency targets represent the maximum quantity of emissions each resident and employee in the 

State of California could emit in various years based on emission levels necessary to achieve the 

statewide GHG emissions reduction goals. A project which results in a lower rate of emissions would 

be more efficient than a project with a higher rate of emissions, based on the same service 

population. The metric considers GHG reduction measures integrated into a project’s design and 

operation (or through mitigation). The Project incorporates all applicable elements of the City CAP 

as Project elements. Since adoption of the CAP, the City has achieved many of the CAP measures 

and has incorporated many into its ordinances and conditions of approval (DEIR Appendix E, Table 

9). However, several CAP measures stipulate future compliance dates that have yet to be achieved. 

In particular, CAP measures E-1.3 and E-4.2 offer opportunity for mitigation. This EIR quantifies the 

following CAP measures as part of the proposed Project’s design: 

• CAP Measure E-1.3, Energy Efficient Building Standards requires all development projects, 

after 2020, to achieve 15% energy efficiency above Title 24. 

• CAP Measure E-4.2, Indoor Water Conservation Requirements requires all development 

projects, after 2020, to reduce indoor water consumption by 30%.   

The following revision is made to Section 5.6.9 of the DEIR for clarification: 

5.6.9 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact GHG-1 The Project would allow for new development at the Project site, ultimately 

resulting in a future operational phase that may exceed the GHG target 

efficiency metric by approximately 9.3 Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2022 and by 

11.5 Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2040. Future construction would also increase 

GHG emissions by an additional approximately 5% of the total estimated 

operational phase emissions, which may contribute to an exceedance of the 

target efficiency metric. 

MM GHG-1 Prior to issuance of a building permit for new implementing development projects 

within the East Lake Specific Plan, the applicant shall be required to demonstrate 

compliance with the City of Lake Elsinore’s 2011 Climate Action Plan measures as 

follows following: 
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1. CAP Measure E-1.3, Energy Efficient Building Standards requires all 

development projects, after 2020, to achieve 15% energy efficiency above 

Title 24. Exceedance shall aAchieve 15% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24, 

Part 6 for projects after 2018 and 25% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24 

for projects after 2020. 

2. CAP Measure E-4.2, Indoor Water Conservation Requirements requires all 

development projects, after 2020, to reduce indoor water consumption by 

30%. Exceedance shall rReduce indoor water consumption by 30% for projects 

after 2018 and 35% for projects after 2020 above baseline identified in 2016 

Title 24, Part 11. 

Mitigation measure MM GHG-1 accelerates compliance with CAP Measures E-1.3 and E-4.2 and 

exceeds the reduction goals stipulated in these CAP measures. Benefits associated with MM 

GHG-1 are not quantified in the analysis because evaluation of specific mitigation measures 

would be speculative at the programmatic level. Mitigation measures and impacts following 

mitigation should be evaluated once project-specific construction information is available. 

In addition, implementation of required mitigation measures MM AQ-1, and MM AQ-3 through 

MM AQ-5 listed in Section 5.2.9 would reduce GHG emissions during future construction and 

operations at the Project site as a co-benefit to these measure’s intended air quality emission 

reductions. 

The comment also states that “contrary to the Draft EIR's suggestion that the City lacks jurisdiction to 

address these issues,” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 

204 (“Newhall”) held that "local governments bear the primary burden of evaluating a land use project's 

impact on greenhouse gas emissions." The DEIR does not claim that the City lacks jurisdiction or 

responsibility for analysis of the Project’s GHG emissions. 

17-53. The comment states that feasible mitigation must be required and that “mitigation measure 

MM GHG-1 is untenably vague because it does not specify whether it is referring to (1) Title 24 Building 

Standards in effect when the City's CAP was approved in 2011, (2) Title 24 Building Standards currently 

in effect, or (3) Title 24 Building Standards that will be in effect in the future when development occurs.” 

Please see above response to comment 17-52, which clarifies the applicable version of Title 24. 

17-54. The comment states that the MM GHG-1 requirement that development projects, after 2020, 

reduce indoor water consumption by 30 percent is a water-conservation and not a GHG reduction 

measure. Indoor water use is linked to water purveying, which results in indirect GHG emissions due to 

the use of electricity associated with pumping, treating and conveying. CalEEMod calculations show that 

water purveying would generate approximately 3 percent of total operational GHG emissions. A 

reduction in water consumption, per MM GHG-1, would result in corresponding indirect GHG emission 

reductions. 
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The comment also states that MM GHG-1 does not state what baseline developers will use to "reduce" 

water consumption by 30 percent. Please see above response to comment 17-52. 

17-55. The comment reiterates it position that mitigation measures MM AQ-1, and MM AQ-3 through 

MM AQ-5 are either vague, unenforceable or restatements of current law. Please see above responses 

to comments 17-13, 17-15, 17-16, and 17-17.   

17-56. The comment states that the DEIR should include mitigation to reduce energy demands and 

increase renewable energy onsite, suggesting use of CAPCOA’s recommended mitigation measures. 

Please see above response to comment 17-19 and below response to comment 17-58.  

17-57.  The comment suggests that the DEIR consider mitigation that increases energy efficiency 

including incorporation of “green building.” Section 9 Sustainability Plan of the ELSPA No. 11 includes 

opportunities to increase sustainability and minimize greenhouse gas emissions and reduce water and 

energy consumption, as well as decrease the impacts of construction activities and waste generation. 

Energy and green building standards are specifically addressed in DEIR Section 5.16, ELSPA No. 11 

Section 9.1.2.2 Energy, and Section 9.1.3 California Green Building Code. In addition, DEIR mitigation 

measure GHG-1 requires future implementing development projects within the ELSP to exceed the City’s 

CAP requirements and Title 24 requirements to reduce GHG emissions through increased energy 

efficiency standards.  

17-58. The comment provides a list of potential mitigation measures for reducing the Project’s energy 

consumption. Equivalent measures are included in ELSPA No. 11 Section 9 Sustainability Plan. Because 

this is a programmatic level document, future implementing development projects will be required to 

incorporate these measures and demonstrate on a project-specific level that they have reduced their 

energy needs above current energy efficiency standards through compliance with Mitigation Measure 

GHG-1. No further response or action is required.  

17-59. The comment requests on-site renewable energy (mainly solar) be used to meet at least 75 

percent of the Project’s energy use. Provisions for meeting energy efficiency requirements through 

potential use of photovoltaic systems and/or solar water heating are included in DEIR Section 5.16 and 

ELSPA No. 11 Section 9.1.2.2. Future implementing development projects may utilize solar to 

demonstrate on a project-specific level that they have reduced their energy needs above current energy 

efficiency standards as required by Mitigation Measure GHG-1. Senate Bill No. 350, signed by Governor 

Brown on October 7, 2015, established a target of generating 50 percent of total retail sales of electricity 

in California from eligible renewable energy resources by December 31, 2030.  Therefore, in response to 

this comment, Section 2.4.1 (Specific Plan Development Requirements) of the proposed Project (ELSPA 

11) is amended by adding a new subparagraph f to Development Requirement 27 as follows: 

f. All new multi-family residential, commercial and industrial development shall include solar 

photovoltaic systems that meet at least 50 percent of the development’s projected energy 

use. 
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17-60.  The commenter posits that the DEIR does not adequately analyze the energy conservation 

mitigation measures set forth in Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, including the viability of adding 

renewable energy systems. As is discussed in the DEIR, Section 5.16 was prepared in accordance with 

Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(C) states that “Energy 

conservation measures, as well as other appropriate mitigation measures, shall be discussed when 

relevant” and applicable to the project. Per the Guidelines, relevant conservation and mitigation 

measures applicable to this programmatic project are discussed in the DEIR, which determined potential 

impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. In addition, provisions for meeting energy 

efficiency requirements through potential use of photovoltaic systems and/or solar water heating are 

included in DEIR Section 5.16 and ELSPA No. 11 Section 9.1.2.2. Last, the link between mitigation 

measures MM AQ-3, MM AQ-4, MM AQ-5, MM GHG-1 and energy efficiency is discussed (DEIR page 

5.17-7), which would have the co-benefit of further reducing energy consumption in the form of 

increased building efficiency, reduced water usage and reduced single-occupancy vehicle transportation. 

17-61. This comment claims the DEIR does not analyze or mitigate impacts to water quality and 

requests a study or analysis of the conditions of permanent and ephemeral water bodies; impacts of 

foreseeable development on water quality, people, fish and wildlife; and an analysis of water quality 

mitigation. The DEIR Section 5.8.5 provides an analysis of potential impacts on water quality from a 

programmatic land use implementation perspective, which is appropriate for this proposed specific plan 

amendment Project. The analysis includes potential impacts on permanent and ephemeral waters 

including Lake Elsinore and surface waters in the Project vicinity and downstream; water quality, people, 

fish and wildlife associated with applicable Beneficial Uses listed and defined in Table 5.8-1; and water 

quality mitigation measures MM HWQ-1 through MM HQW-5 detailed in Section 5.8.8. A Project-

specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) or other development-specific study is not possible at 

the programmatic level because site-specific details about future implementing development projects 

are currently unknown. For example, information about the precise designs and locations of 

development footprints, amount of proposed impermeable surface areas, incorporation of onsite water 

quality BMP facilities, nature of operations and other site-specific characteristics needed as a 

prerequisite to determine runoff flow rates and appropriate pollutant treatment requirements is 

unknown. Thus, the DEIR does not speculate on this level of detail. Future implementing development 

projects will require additional environmental review, site-specific evaluations, and must demonstrate 

compliance with quality standards through WQMP, LID, NPDES, Section 401, 404 and 1602 

requirements. No further response or action is required. 

17-62. The comment states that the DEIR does not include adequate baseline information because it 

does not list 303(d) impairments of impacted water bodies. The DEIR did include this information in 

Section 5.8.3, Regulatory Context, Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) on page 5.8-17. Additional 

information related to Section 303(d) impairments has been inserted as paragraph between the first and 

second paragraphs under the “Water Quality” heading in the Environmental Setting on page 5.8-5 as 

follows: 
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The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that a list (Section 303(d) list) of water quality 

limited segments be developed to identify those water bodies that do not meet water quality 

standards even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of 

pollution control technology. The Lake, which includes the San Jacinto River inlet channel, was 

identified on the list as impaired for the following pollutants:  

• Nutrients – Unknown Nonpoint Source; 

• Organic Enrichment/Low Dissolved Oxygen – Unknown Nonpoint Source; 

• PCBs (Polychlorinated biphenyls) – Source Unknown; 

• Sediment Toxicity – Source Unknown; and 

• Unknown Toxicity – Source Unknown. 

The City of Lake Elsinore lists the following potential sources of these pollutants: 

• discharges from wastewater treatment facilities; 

• runoff from homes, forested lands, agriculture, and streets or highways; 

• contaminated soils/sediments, legacy contaminants such as DDT and PCBs; 

• on-site septic systems; and 

• deposits from the air. 

No change in analysis, impacts or mitigation has occurred and no further response or action is required. 

17-63. The commenter posits that impacts on water quality and biological resources from residential 

use of pesticides and chemicals are not analyzed. Potential impacts on water quality, smaller 

watercourses, and biological resources resulting from common urban pollutants such as pesticides and 

chemicals are appropriately analyzed on a programmatic level. Please see above response to comment 

17-61.  

17-64. This comment is that the DEIR analysis on groundwater impacts is inconsistent because it 

discloses that future development at the site would increase impervious surface areas but has 

determined impacts would be less than significant. The rationale for this determination was provided on 

page 5.8-28 of the DEIR as follows: “The area of the project site is not particularly suited for 

groundwater recharge due to the presence of a semipermeable clay layer at depth. Consequently, the 

potential loss of infiltration and recharge or supply from the increase in impervious surface area would 

be less than significant.” No further response or action is required. 

The comment also requests an analysis on water flow and water quality in surface water bodies from 

groundwater pumping. Any potential discharge to surface waters (including discharge of pumped 

groundwater) would be regulated through compliance with applicable project-specific WQMP, LID, 

NPDES, Section 401, 404 and 1602 requirements (see above response to comment 17-61).   
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However, it is recognized that there is an internal inconsistency within the paragraph on page 5.8-27 of 

the DEIR titled “Groundwater Recharge and Supply”, and therefore this paragraph is amended as 

follows: 

Groundwater Recharge and Supply 

Per Section 6.2 of the ELSPA No. 11, untreated water from the Lake could be used for sports 

track and field watering, irrigation of the golf course, parks, streetscapes and other landscaped 

areas. This concept effectively conserves fresh water supplies for domestic use while serving to 

replenish the groundwater supply. As discussed in Section 5.15 (Utilities) of this DEIR, local 

groundwater pumped from Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District’s twelve District-owned 

wells accounted for approximately 33 percent of the District’s water supply from 1992 to 2015. 

(page 5.15-5).  Additionally, “[a]lthough the groundwater wells have a total capacity of 20,808 

acre-ft/yr, a safe yield from the Elsinore Basin is 5,500 acre-ft/yr, and therefore the projected 

groundwater volume from the Elsinore Basin will remain at 5,500 acre-ft/yr.” 

Future development within the Project site would increase the amount of impervious pavement 

and building surfaces. At the same time, groundwater infiltration at the site would be reduced. 

The area of the project site is not particularly suited for groundwater recharge due to the 

presence of a semipermeable clay layer at depth. Consequently, the potential loss of infiltration 

and recharge or supply from the increase in impervious surface area would be less than 

significant. 

17-65. The commenter claims that the DEIR violates CEQA because the water quality analysis is not 

quantified or based on development-specific studies or models. Again, the DEIR Section 5.8.5 provides a 

sufficient degree of analysis of the reasonably feasible potential impacts on water quality from a 

programmatic land use implementation perspective, which is appropriate for this proposed specific plan 

amendment Project. The analysis “need not be exhaustive” (CEQA Guidelines § 15151.) Please see 

above response to comment 17-61. 

17-66. The comment states that the DEIR does not analyze or mitigate impacts on flood hazards. Flood 

hazards were analyzed in DEIR Section 5.8.5 under Thresholds D and H, beginning on DEIR page 5.8-27, 

and under Thresholds I and J, beginning on DEIR page 5.8-29.  The analysis determined compliance with 

local and federal, including FEMA, building regulations and mitigation measures MM HWQ-6 through 

MM HWQ-8 would reduce any potential flood hazards to less than significant.  

The comment also states the DEIR is unclear whether the Project is proposing development within the 

100-year floodplain inconsistent with existing policies. On page 5.8-27, the DEIR states that most of the 

site, with the exception of the Summerly and Serenity development, is within the 100-year floodplain 

and would be subject to a potential 100-year flood event based on current site elevations. [Emphasis 

Added] The DEIR also clearly states that General Plan policies require new future implementing 

development projects to be constructed above the 100-year base flood elevation, in conformance with 

all applicable provisions of the National Flood Insurance Program (page 5-8-28). The discussion of the 
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Lake Management Project and Flood Storage Requirements on page 5.8-28 of the DEIR describes that 

development proposing habitable structures can occur through the “use of fill material to raise the 

development pad to an elevation above the projected 100-year inundation level (an elevation of 

approximately 1,263.3 feet) along with meeting certain freeboard requirements.” 

In order to clarify the discussion of Flooding and Flood Flows on pages 5.8-27 and 5.8-28 of the DEIR, 

that section is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Flooding and Flood Flows 

Most of the Project site, with the exception of existing residential developments at Summerly 

(proposed PA 1) and Serenity (proposed PA 4), is located within the 100-year floodplain and 

would be subject to a potential 100-year flood event1 based on current site elevations (Figures 

5.8-1 Lake Management Features and 5.8-2 Hydrologic Resources). Future development within 

the 100-year floodplain could pose be subject to potentially significant on-site flooding impacts 

as an indirect result from Project implementation; however, the following General Plan policies 

would avoid exposing people or property to flooding: Flooding and Floodplains Policies 5.1–5.2. 

These policies require that new future implementing development projects to be constructed 

above the 100-year base flood elevation, in conformance construction conforms with to all 

applicable provisions of the National Flood Insurance Program in order to protect buildings and 

property from flooding and that the City utilize the Capital Improvement Program for storm 

drainage projects and maintenance and improvement of local storm drain systems including 

channels, pipes, and inlets to ensure capacity for maximum runoff flows. Flooding hazards are 

required to be evaluated during the environmental review process, including restricting 

development within designated floodplain areas in accordance with FEMA floodplain zoning 

recommendations and requirements. Future development would be subject to floodplain 

policies as well as local and federal regulations. Nonetheless, future implementing development 

projects would potentially result in significant alteration of the drainage patterns by altering or 

extending grading within the Project site in order to raise building pads for inhabitable 

structures above the projected 100-year inundation level. Any development that does not 

include habitable structures within the 100-year floodplain would be subject to potentially 

significant flooding impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures MM HWQ-6 through MM HWQ-8 

would be required of all future development to ensure potential flood hazard impacts are less 

than significant. 

17-67. The comment states that the DEIR discloses the Project site is identified as being within a “high 

inundation zone” but that the DEIR does not explain whether additional water flowing through the 

Railroad Canyon Dam area could cause additional flooding if the dam where to fail and release 12,000 

acre feet of water during an extreme precipitation event. On page 5.3-29, the DEIR states, “The available 

storage… is approximately 95,000 acre-feet, which is more than sufficient to accommodate the 12,000 

acre-feet stored in Railroad Canyon Dam should a failure occur.” If the dam were to fail, this would leave 
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an additional 83,000 acre feet of capacity to handle additional water generated during an extreme 

precipitation event. No further response or action is required. 

The comment also says that “the Draft EIR does not consider whether the Railroad Canyon Dam is in 

good repair”; and the commenter’s position that “the Draft EIR’s conclusion that failure of the dam is an 

‘extremely unlikely event’ is not based on substantial evidence.” According to the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineer’s National Inventory of Dams, the report on the Railroad Canyon Dam indicates the dam was 

last inspected on November 19, 2014, and it currently has no Emergency Action Plan. According to the 

National Inventory of Dams web site “From August 2015 to January 2016, information was collected 

from the states and federal agencies that regulate dams in the United States.”  The California agency 

that regulates dams is the California Department of Water Resource’s Division of Safety of Dams.  On 

page 75 of 101 of The Division of Safety of Dams’ September 2017 publication titled “Dams Within 

Jurisdiction of the State of California” (http://www.water.ca.gov/damsafety/damlisting/index.cfm, 

accessed on September 6, 2017) the condition assessment of the Railroad Canyon Dam (National 

Inventory of Dams Identification Number CA00765) is “Satisfactory,” with no reservoir restrictions.  On 

Page ii of the Data Definitions in that publication, the “Satisfactory” rating is defined according to the 

National Inventory of Dams Definitions as meaning that there are “No existing or potential dam safety 

deficiencies are recognized. Acceptable performance is expected under all loading conditions (static, 

hydrologic, seismic) in accordance with the applicable regulatory criteria or tolerable risk guidelines.” 

The following paragraph is hereby added after the first paragraph on page 5.8-33 of the DEIR to amplify 

the discussion: 

According to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s National Inventory of Dams, the report on the 

Railroad Canyon Dam indicates the dam was last inspected on November 19, 2014, and it 

currently has no Emergency Action Plan. The California agency that regulates dams is the 

California Department of Water Resource’s Division of Safety of Dams.  According to the Division 

of Safety of Dams, the condition assessment of the Railroad Canyon Dam is “satisfactory;” which 

means that no existing or potential dam safety deficiencies are recognized. Acceptable 

performance is expected under all loading conditions (static, hydrologic, seismic) in accordance 

with the applicable regulatory criteria or tolerable risk guidelines. 

Additionally, U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s National Inventory of Dams and the Division and the Division 

of Safety of Dams’ publication titled “Dams Within Jurisdiction of the State of California” will be added 

to Section 9.0 of the DEIR (Bibliography). 

17-68. The comment claims that the DEIR lacks detail on whether the USACE Lake Management 404 

Permit (No. 88-00215-RRS) applies to all development under the Project, or whether compliance with 

the permit is a condition of project activities. DEIR Section 5.8.3 Regulatory Context (page 5.8-16) clearly 

explains that this permit applies to all development projects within the Back Basin of the Lake at 

elevations of 1,260 feet or below; and that such projects must demonstrate that they do not adversely 

impact flood storage capacity.  

http://www.water.ca.gov/damsafety/damlisting/index.cfm


City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 174  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

The comment also states that the DEIR does not define what constitutes an “adverse” impact on flood 

storage, rendering the mitigation vague and unenforceable. As identified under Impact HWQ-2 (DEIR p. 

5.8-29), an adverse impact would occur if a future implementing development project would alter flood 

storage volume capacity required under the USACE Lake Management 404 Permit (No. 88-00215-RRS). It 

is estimated that the total water storage volume of the Back Basin and the Lake is 150,000 acre-feet 

(DEIR page 5.8-28). Mitigation measures MM HWQ-6 through MM HWQ-8 provide enforceable 

mitigation measures on a programmatic level appropriate to this specific plan amendment Project.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 

and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

17-69. This claims that the DEIR defers project-level analysis and mitigation; and fails to provide 

substantial evidence that impacts on flood hazards would be less than significant. DEIR Section 5.8 

provides an analysis of the reasonably feasible potential impacts on flood hazards from a programmatic 

land use implementation perspective, which is appropriate for this proposed specific plan amendment 

Project. The City has not speculated on the design or operations of future implementing development 

projects which may be constructed over the life of the specific plan. CEQA does not require analysis if a 

particular impact is too speculative. (CEQA Guidelines §15145). Furthermore, future implementing 

development projects in the ELSP would require additional environmental review and documentation 

prior to approval, as outlined in Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11.  

17-70. The comment states, “the Draft EIR cannot rely upon existing laws and regulations and assume 

that impacts [on water quality] will be less than significant,” including potential erosion and siltation 

impacts, because “the region already suffers from ’poor’ water quality despite existing laws and 

regulations.” DEIR page 5.8-14 discloses that there are multiple factors contributing to poor water 

quality in the Project vicinity’s watershed, including those associated with inadequate subsurface 

sewage disposal, waste disposal management of the Santa Ana River watershed, agricultural runoff, 

sediment from construction-related erosion, and urban stormwater runoff. Laws and regulations under 

the jurisdiction of various regulatory agencies including the California Regional Water Quality Control 

Board are programmatically updated to address existing water quality issues and include guidance and 

requirements for future development to meet water quality goals. For example, the Santa Ana Regional 

Water Quality Control Board issued the current MS4 NPDES Permit Order No. R8-2010-0033, NPDES NO. 

CA 618033 on July 1, 2010, which outlines the regulations and programs that the City must implement 

to control pollution (DEIR 5.8-16). Future implementing development projects implemented under the 

proposed Project would be required to provide a site-specific stormwater pollution prevention plan 

(SWPPP), Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and meet Low Impact Development (LID) 

requirements to demonstrate compliance with this (or the most current) permit during construction and 

operations. In other words, compliance with laws and regulations current at the time of future project 

implementation would ensure project-specific measures are also implemented based on proposed 

construction activities, development footprints and operations.  Furthermore, future implementing 

development projects in the ELSP would require additional environmental review to verify these findings 

prior to approval, as outlined in Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11.  
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17-71. The comment states the DEIR does not provide evidence that potential water quality impacts 

would be reduced to less than significant through compliance with existing laws and regulations and 

mitigation measures MM HWQ-1 through MM HWQ-5. The rationale for this determination is provided 

on DEIR pages 5.8-21 through 5.8-24. Please see above responses to Comments 17-61 and 17-70 for 

additional discussion. No further response or action is required. 

17-72. The comment states the DEIR does not provide evidence that potential urban runoff impacts 

would be reduced by local drainage systems. The rationale for this determination is provided on DEIR 

page 5.8-24. Please see above responses to Comments 17-61 and 17-70 for additional discussion. No 

further response or action is required. 

17-73. The comment states that impacts on water quality and biological resources from commercial 

use of pesticides and chemicals are not analyzed. Potential impacts on water quality, smaller 

watercourses, and biological resources resulting from common urban pollutants such as pesticides and 

chemicals are appropriately analyzed on a programmatic level. Inasmuch as the future potential use of 

hazardous substances, including specific chemical or pesticide use, cannot be quantified without 

knowing the specifics regarding individual development projects, such an analysis would be speculative 

and cannot be accurately made as part of this DEIR (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). Please see 

above responses to Comments 17-61 and 17-70 for additional discussion. No further response or action 

is required. 

17-74. This comment states, “The Draft EIR claims that Best Management Practices (’BMPs’) for various 

substances will ensure that impacts are mitigated to less than significant levels” is taken out of context 

from the full description provided on DEIR pages 5.8-35 and 5.38-36 as follows: “Additional project-level 

assessment conducted for future implementing development projects would be required to address 

goals and policies of the General Plan relating to hydrology and water quality, as well as related 

biological resources policies. Compliance with USACE, EPA, RWQCB, and City regulations as well as 

implementation of BMPs would improve water quality and control potential flooding and erosion 

caused by future construction and development.”  Treatment Control BMPs listed in Table 3 of the 

Riverside County Stormwater Quality Best Management Practice Design Handbook, cited by the 

commenter, lists various BMP methods for pollutant control that have varying levels of efficiency: “L: 

Low removal efficiency;” “H/M: High or medium removal efficiency”; and “U: Unknown removal 

efficiency”. An appropriate combination of these BMP methods would be selected based on future 

implementing development project-specific actions and needs. No further response or action is 

required. 

17-75. The comment states, “none of these BMPs are described in the Draft EIR.” The DEIR discusses 

programmatically how BMPs would be required to reduce the potential construction-related and 

operational-related water quality impacts of future implementing development projects. To amplify this 

discussion, the first complete paragraph on page 5.8-23 of the DEIR has been amended as follows, to 

add examples of construction and operational BMPs: 
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Per the General Plan, Water Resources Policies 4.1, and 4.2 require development projects to 

obtain an NPDES permit and implement BMPs to reduce the amount of pollutants being 

discharged into the drainage system and Biological Resources Policies 1.1 through 1.4 call for 

implementation of the MSHCP to preserve wetlands and natural drainages. In addition, project 

level assessment must be prepared for any future development for hydrology or groundwater 

and surface water quality impacts to ensure runoff is adequately retained and treated for 

pollutants prior to release into the storm water system. Future implementing development 

projects under the proposed Project would be required to implement an appropriate 

combination of BMP methods from those listed below based on proposed actions and 

requirements as described in their project-specific SWPPP and WQMP.  

Construction BMPs 

• Erosion control – e.g. scheduling work activities; preservation of vegetation; stabilization 

paths by applying erosion control blankets, check dams, erosion control seeding or alternate 

methods; 

• Sediment Control – e.g. silt fencing, fiber rolls, street sweeping/vacuuming, sand bag 

barriers, storm drain inlet protection; 

• Tracking Control – e.g. street sweeping and vacuuming, stabilized construction entrance;  

• Wind Erosion – e.g. high wind work restrictions, watering, soil stabilizers, covers; and/or 

• Waste management and materials pollution – e.g. waste management, material 

management, stockpiles, vehicle storage and maintenance. 

Operational BMPs 

• Biofilters – e.g. grass swales, grass strips, wetland vegetation swales, and bioretention; 

• Detention Basins – e.g. extended/dry detention basins with grass lining and extended/dry 

detention basins with impervious lining; 

• Infiltration BMPs – e.g. infiltration basins, infiltration trenches, and porous pavements; 

• Wet Ponds or Wetlands – e.g. permanent pool wet ponds and constructed wetlands; 

• Filtration Systems – e.g. sand filters and media filters; 

• Water Quality Inlets – e.g. hydrodynamic devices, baffle boxes, swirl concentrators, or 

cyclone separators;  

• Hydrodynamic Separator Systems – e.g. hydrodynamic devices, baffle boxes, swirl 

concentrators, or cyclone separators; and/or 

• Manufactured or Proprietary Devices – e.g. proprietary stormwater treatment devices as 

listed in the CASQA Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbooks, other stormwater 

treatment BMPs not specifically listed in this WQMP, or newly developed/emerging storm 

water treatment technologies. 

No further response or action is required. 
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17-76. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR does not appear to identify the geographic scope of the 

traffic analysis;” does not explain why the selected freeway exits were studied and others were not; and 

does not confirm if agencies with transportation facilities within 10 miles of the site were consulted. The 

Traffic Impact Analysis Report” (TIA) pages 2 and 3 explain that 23 existing key study intersections, 7 

future internal intersections, 26 existing roadway segments, and 6 future internal roadway segments 

were selected in consultation with City staff. The key intersections were selected for evaluation because 

they provide local and regional access to the study area, and the key segments were selected based on 

the arterial network within the study area. Appendix A of the TIA, Approved Traffic Impact Study Scope 

of Work, was independently peer-reviewed by Webb and Associates prior to City approval of the Study 

area. No further response or action is required. 

The following transportation-interested agencies having jurisdiction within 10 miles of the Project were 

notified during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) period: Caltrans District 8, Federal Highway 

Administration, County Transportation Department, County of Riverside Transportation and Land 

Management Agency, Riverside County Transportation Commission, Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG), and local cities: Murrieta, Corona, Canyon Lake, Perris, Wildomar, Menifee, 

Temecula. Only two transportation-related comment letters were received on the NOP, one from SCAG 

requesting a copy of the DEIR and one from County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management 

Agency requesting analysis of impacts on County road facilities. LLG selected likely impacted facilities 

serving the Project, including County and Caltrans facilities for the TIA. Only one comment letter was 

received on the DEIR from Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency requesting a 

mitigation measure that future implementing development projects pay their fair-share to improve 

impacted facilities. This measure is already covered under DEIR mitigation measure MM TC-2. No 

comments were received on the adequacy nor inadequacy of the facilities selected for study from these 

agencies.  

17-77. The comment claims that Table 5.14-11 “does not clearly identify the impacts of the Project and 

should be revised.” Column 4 of the table clearly indicates whether a significant impact on an analyzed 

intersection would occur due to programmatic implementation of the proposed Project. Column 5 

provides information on anticipated LOS should the recommended improvements included in the TIA 

and summarized under mitigation measure MM TC-2 be constructed as future implementing 

development projects under the specific plan to provide either a fair-share contribution and/or direct 

improvements to these facilities based on future assessment of their project-specific impacts.  

The comment also requests clarification on the DEIR footnote that states, “[v]olumes have been 

rerouted due to the recommended improvement at the intersection of Diamond Drive at Campbell 

Street during the Saturday Midday peak hour.” This footnote does not mean that traffic will be 

“rerouted” through direct action by an agency (e.g. barriers, traffic control).  It is intended to disclose 

that the traffic model accounts for how implementation of the recommended improvements would 

influence the distribution of traffic volumes by providing new and/or improved facilities throughout the 

study area; thereby resulting in traffic taking different routes to its destinations.  
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The comment also requests clarification on whether the LOS presented in column 5 would remain the 

same after implementation of the recommended improvements under MM TC-2. Yes, LOS shown in 

column 5 would remain with the recommended improvements. No further response or action is 

required. 

17-78. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR needs to specify what these recommended improvements 

are and provide evidence that they would actually result in the Project achieving acceptable LOS.” The 

recommended improvements are summarized under mitigation measure MM TC-2 and fully described 

in the TIA (DEIR Appendix K). In addition, please see DEIR page 5.14-95 through 5.14-96 for a summary 

of the traffic impact conclusions.  

The comment also states, “the Draft EIR is confusing because while it claims that ‘recommended 

improvements’ would render LOS at acceptable levels, Table 5.14-12 states that certain intersections 

will have an ‘adverse condition.’ (See, e.g., Draft EIR at 5.14-45.)”. This statement is inaccurate; the DIER 

does not state that all intersections would have an acceptable LOS with implementation of the 

recommended improvements. The DEIR distinguishes between those intersections that would have 

acceptable LOS and those that would remain adverse, even with the recommended improvements.  

17-79. The comment states, “[o]n the one hand, the Draft EIR claims that LOS will achieve the 

unacceptable LOS F, but then – on the other hand – claims that under “peak hours,” they would operate 

at acceptable LOS. (Draft EIR at 5.14-64.).”  This statement is inaccurate; Table 5.14-15 discloses that 

based on 24-hour traffic volumes and the capacity under the Volume to Capacity (V/C) Ratio analysis 

LOS at roadway segments 1, 22 and 23 would operate at LOS F/F (weekday/Saturday), F/F 

(weekday/Saturday) and F/E (weekday/Saturday), respectively. However, the significance determination 

was made based on LOS during the peak-hour travel demand (not 24-hour periods), which represents 

the time of day concentrated traffic volumes loading the system would be at the worst levels rather 

than totaled over a 24-hour period. Table 5.14-16 shows that street segments 1, 22 and 23 would 

operate at LOS A for all peak-hour travel except for Intersection 1 during Saturday Midday at LOS C and 

Intersection 23 during Saturday Midday at LOS B. Therefore, impacts are considered less than 

significant.  

17-80. The comment states “the Draft EIR should disclose why the [TIA] analysis was revised, including 

any differences between the reports” and “include the original report as an appendix.” The report was 

revised per internal City review and third-party consultant review performed by Webb and Associates 

prior to finalization for the DEIR and public distribution. The report was revised for accuracy, clarity, 

refined mitigation measures and typographical errors. Significance findings and determinations made in 

the TIA did not differ between reports. The revised report also includes the addition of Figures 4-1 

through 4-4 depicting traffic volumes. Adding the internal administrative Draft TIA as an appendix is not 

appropriate, since that version of the document was not used in the preparation of the DEIR.   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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17-81. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR and the Traffic Study need to clarify what version of the 

Project was utilized in reaching the conclusions in the traffic analysis.” The Project was appropriately 

analyzed on a programmatic land use level per the phasing plan provided in DEIR Section 3.4.3. Table 2-1 

of the TIA, which was cited by the commenter, includes a detailed breakdown of the Project by phase. 

No further response or action is required. 

17-82. The comment states it is unclear which Alternative was selected for the Railroad Canyon Road I-

15 Interchange project that was considered in the DEIR and TIA analysis. The TIA and DEIR page 5.14-80 

clearly states, “[f]ollowing the public review period of the Draft EIR/EIS, and considering public input, 

the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and Caltrans have identified Alternative 2 as 

the preferred project alternative” for the Railroad Canyon Road I-15 Interchange project. Alternative 4 

previously noted on the City’s website was an old reference made prior to RCTC’s and Caltrans’ 

selection.  A September 11, 2017 review of the web page referenced by the commenter in its footnote 

to this comment shows that the web page now states that “The City has studied and considered several 

alternatives and has decided to proceed with Alternative 2 in Phase I.” 

The comment also states that, “[f]unding constraints or feasibility or regulatory issues could delay the 

interchange project, or even result in it not being built,” and therefore, “the Draft EIR cannot base the 

traffic analysis upon the construction of projects that have not or may not be completed.”  The Traffic 

Impact Analysis (TIA) is not based upon “the construction of projects that have not or may not be 

completed.”  Rather the TIA, as described in the DEIR and included as Appendix K, consists of an analysis 

of current traffic levels and projected Project-generated and cumulative traffic, and their impacts upon 

the current road system and road improvements included in the proposed Project. As standard practice 

in the preparation of Traffic Impact Analyses, it is appropriate to consider any and all known traffic 

improvement projects within proximity to the proposed Project.  With regards to the proposed Project, 

this includes the Railroad Canyon Road/I-15 interchange improvements.  The DEIR recognizes the 

potential that the ultimate approval and construction of the Railroad Canyon Road/I-15 interchange 

project is beyond the sole control of the City of Lake Elsinore and therefore concludes that: 

In addition, the Project cannot guarantee the timing and construction of improvements required 

under MM TC-2, some of which are regional and would 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 would not be constructed in time to 

mitigate the proposed Project’s traffic and circulation impacts to less than significant levels. 

Therefore, the proposed Project would cause an increase in traffic, which is substantial in 

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. Impacts would remain 

significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, page 5.14-111) 

No further response or action is required. 

17-83. The comment states, “the Draft EIR promises that implementation of “recommended 

improvements” would reduce impacts, but fails to specify what these improvements are or how they 
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would actually reduce such impacts. (Draft EIR at 5.14-90.)” This comment is inaccurate; DEIR page 5.14-

96 states, “after the implementation of the recommended improvements, the Proposed project would 

not result in any significant impacts at any of the analyzed locations and therefore the proposed Project 

does not conflict with the Riverside County Congestion Management Program. However, it is possible 

that the required improvements would not be constructed in time to mitigate the proposed Project’s 

traffic and circulation impacts to below significant levels.” Therefore, Impact TC-3 is identified as 

significant and unavoidable. The recommended improvements are listed under mitigation measure MM 

TC-2 beginning on DEIR page 5.14-108 and fully described in the TIA. No further response or action is 

required. 

17-84. The comment opines that “the Draft EIR should require that each project construed [sic] within 

the Project area (e.g., residential homes, stadium, etc.) conduct an independent traffic analysis based 

upon the conditions that exist at the time such projects are proposed.” The comment further opines 

that, “implementing portions of the Project should not be permitted to “tier” off the traffic analysis in 

the DEIR, given that many of the traffic improvements identified in the DEIR either may never be built or 

may not be built at the time that a specific project is proposed.” Mitigation measure MM TC-2 details 

how future traffic analysis will determine a future implementing development project’s fair-share 

and/or specific improvements. Either a fair-share analysis or project-level traffic study will be required 

to demonstrate that an individual future implementing development project’s specific obligations have 

been fulfilled. No further response or action is required. 

17-85. The comment claims that, “an analysis of mitigation measures and whether all feasible 

mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR is missing.” A detailed impact analysis and analysis of 

recommended improvements as potential mitigation for future implementing development projects’ 

project-specific requirements is appropriately provided in the DEIR on a programmatic level. A summary 

of the traffic impact analysis is provided beginning on DEIR page 5.14-95 and the recommended 

improvements are detailed under mitigation measure MM TC-2. No further response or action is 

required. 

17-86. The comment states, “[d]espite the impacts of adding thousands of people far from existing 

employment centers, the Draft EIR does not contain adequate mitigation measures to alleviate traffic 

impacts.” Please see above response to comment 17-85. It should also be noted that the Project would 

allow for reduced residential development compared to the currently adopted version of the East Lake 

Specific Plan (through Amendment No. 10) and an increase in Action Sports, Tourism and Recreation 

uses that would provide a diverse mix of destinations and employment opportunities in the City, which 

is currently housing-rich.  No further response or action is required. 

The comment also states, “the Draft EIR does not analyze whether such road construction projects will 

further impair air quality, lead to growth inducing impacts, harm wildlife or destroy habitat, or impair 

wildlife connectivity.” Key backbone infrastructure described in DEIR Section 3.4.3 and depicted on 

Figure 3-5 includes the extension of Malaga Road/Sylvester Street, and the construction of Lucerne 

Street and Cereal Street.  These road construction projects were specifically considered in the DEIR 
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analysis. Details of future implementing development projects’ design and specific improvements were 

adequately analyzed from a programmatic level to avoid speculation. CEQA does not require analysis if a 

particular impact is too speculative (CEQA Guidelines §15145). No further response or action is required. 

17-87. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR also does not provide for adequate public transportation.” 

The City has no authority over Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) operations; however, the Project site 

would continue to be served by RTA’s Route 8: Lake Elsinore, Wildomar Loop Route (DEIR page 5.14-98). 

In addition, dedicated shuttle drop-off point(s) and/or bus stop(s) at new Action Sports, Tourism, 

Commercial and Recreation facilities with connections to Malaga Drive, Lucerne Street or Cereal Street 

would be required per mitigation measure MM AQ-5 (see section 5.2.9, Air Quality). This comment also 

suggests that the DEIR was referring to a “single bus” to meet the needs of the Project.  The DEIR does 

not refer to a “single bus” serving the Project site.  The current schedule for RTA Route 8 

(https://www.riversidetransit.com/images/stories/DOWNLOADS/ROUTES/008.pdf; accessed September 

11, 2017) shows that bus service stops at the Mission Trail & Malaga bus stop generally hourly all day 

from 5:20 a.m. to 8:20 p.m. on weekdays; with slightly shorter hours on weekends. The Project would 

not impede or have an adverse impact on RTA’s operations, policies, plans, or programs. No further 

response or action is required. 

17-88. The comment also states, “[t]he Draft EIR’s analysis of baseline water supply conditions is 

incomplete and inaccurate” because it did not consider the Elsinore Basin as a DWR-identified “high” 

priority basin and because it did not consider a 2012 study that showed an average annual overdraft of 

1,800 AFY had occurred for 11 years, with a cumulative deficit of 19,000 AF between 1990 and 2000 

(http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/casgem/pdfs/lists/SRO_BasinName_05262014.pdf). Source 

information on the Elsinore Basin used for the DEIR and WSA was taken from several documents 

including the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, Final 

Report (June 2016), and the 2016 Water System Master Plan (August 2016). 

(http://www.evmwd.com/about/departments/water_resources/reports_plans_and_studies.asp; 

verified on September 12, 2017) which represents more current data sources than the one provided by 

the commenter. Section 6.2.3 Overdraft Conditions of the Urban Water Management Plan (page 6-8) 

explains, “Bulletin 118 does not identify the Elsinore Basin to be in a state of overdraft. Water levels in 

the Elsinore Basin and Coldwater Basin were declining due to over-pumping in the late 1990s and early 

2000s. However, after the 2005 GWMP [Groundwater Management Plan] and an agreement with 

Corona, the Elsinore Basin and Coldwater Basin are well managed to limit withdrawals to the safe-yield 

of the basin.”  Additionally, the Urban Water Management Plan includes the following information 

which is also found on page 3-17 of the WSA: 

EVMWD is the largest groundwater producer in the Elsinore Basin accounting for approximately 

99 percent of the total production. Groundwater supply from the Elsinore Basin is considered a 

reliable source of supply due to the long-term natural recharge of the groundwater basin. 

During a normal year, the well pumps are not operated regularly during winter months when 

demands are low. However, during dry years, the well pumps can be used to extract 

groundwater throughout the year increasing total extraction. EVMWD’s conjunctive use 

https://www.riversidetransit.com/images/stories/DOWNLOADS/ROUTES/008.pdf
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/casgem/pdfs/lists/SRO_BasinName_05262014.pdf
http://www.evmwd.com/about/departments/water_resources/reports_plans_and_studies.asp
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program recharges imported water in the Elsinore Basin during wet years enhancing 

groundwater supply reliability. Conjunctive use and artificial recharge programs instituted by 

EVMWD over the past several years and continued implementation of such programs in the 

future is expected to result in satisfactory management of the Elsinore Basin. (UWMP, page 7-2) 

The comment also states, “[t]he Draft EIR and WSA do claim that the “safe yield” of the basin is 5,500 

AYF, but provide no analysis or studies to support that conclusion.” Again, the 5,500 “safe yield” 

information is taken from page 6-6 of the 2016 Urban Water Management Plan.  

Additionally, the 2016 Water System Master Plan includes the following information which is also found 

on page 3-1 of the WSA: 

The GWMP also summarizes inflows to the Elsinore Basin, which include infiltration of local 

precipitation, runoff from the surrounding watershed, infiltration from the San Jacinto River 

prior to reaching Lake Elsinore, and return flows from irrigation and domestic use. Groundwater 

inflows are estimated to average 5,500 acre feet per year (acre-ft/yr) based on a 41-year (1961-

2001) hydrologic analysis conducted for the GWMP. This natural inflow is roughly equal to the 

average yield of the basin because there are no natural outflows from the basin. (2016 Water 

System Master Plan, page 2-8) 

17-89. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR uses manifestly inaccurate estimates for water availability. 

For example, the Draft EIR states that due to the drought, the Canyon Lake Water Treatment Plant 

(“WTP”) has treated an average of 2,322 acre feet per year (“AFY”). (Draft EIR at 5.15-9.) Nonetheless, 

the Draft EIR assumes that the Canyon Lake WTP would treat a 2,500 AFY, which is greater than the 

current treatment amount. (Id.)” This is a misrepresentation of the source information provided by the 

2016 Urban Water Management Plan (page 6-34) and the Water Supply Assessment (page 3-11) and 

presented on DEIR page 5.15-9, which explains, “recent drought has reduced the Canyon Lake WTP to 

an average treatment of approximately 2,322 acre-ft/yr. It is assumed in the future that the natural 

runoff to be treated at the Canyon Lake WTP would remain around 2,500 acre-ft/ yr. In 2020, 

modifications to the Canyon Lake operations will allow for an additional supply of 1,500 acre-ft/yr.” No 

further response or action is required. 

17-90. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR also states that current ’purchased or imported’ water 

amounts to 15,318 AFY (Table 5.15-1) but that projected purchased or imported water will be 26,282 

AFY for the years 2020 through 2040 (Table 5.15-2). Although the Draft EIR does not explain this 

discrepancy, the WSA (Appendix L) suggests that this water has been available to EVMWD but EVMWD 

’has never reached their available capacity from imported water.’ (Appx. L at 3-19.) The Draft EIR needs 

to explain the origin of the 26,282 AFY figure.” This source information is provided in the 2016 Urban 

Water Management Plan. The “discrepancy” between the 15,318 AFY figure and the 26,282 AFY figure 

stems from the difference between what is currently purchased and what is anticipated to be purchased 

in the future. In addition, page 7-6 of the Urban Water Management Plan explains, “1) Imported water – 

EVMWD has never reached their available capacity from imported water. Therefore, a base year of 
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2000-2015 was evaluated with the available capacity provided to EVMWD from MWD at 26,286 acre-

ft/yr.”  

17-91. The comment states the DEIR does not “adequately disclose existing water supplies [, which] 

renders its discussion of long-term future water supplies similarly deficient” and that “California law 

requires agencies to discuss and disclose a proposed project’s long-term future water supply.” Proper 

baseline conditions were established and the Project-specific WSA used for the DEIR was prepared in 

accordance with CEQA. Please see above response to comment 17-88.  No further response or action is 

required.  

17-92. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR appears to assume that this imported water supply is 100 

percent reliable” but that EVMWD could be subject to cutbacks in imported water deliveries during 

droughts. This interpretation of the information contained in the DEIR is not correct.  The analysis 

contained within the DEIR is based upon analysis contained within the WSA (DEIR Appendix L) which 

recognizes the potential reduction in the availability of imported water from MWD. The analysis of 

imported water supply is based on the 2016 Urban Water Management Plan, which analyzes EVMWD’s 

future water supply considering the possibility of multiple dry-year conditions. The Urban Water 

Management Plan states: 

Per Metropolitan’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), Metropolitan indicates that its 

existing supplies are adequate to meet the projected demands in all hydrologic conditions 

through 2040 (Metropolitan, 2015). Implementation of planned supplies by Metropolitan 

increases reliability and maintains an adequate reserve. Based on Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP, it 

is assumed that imported water is fully reliable during average, dry, and wet years. Therefore, it 

is assumed that Metropolitan will have sufficient supplies to meet all demands during wet and 

average years. (UWMP, page 7-1; WSA, page 3-16) 

Although Metropolitan has reported that it will be fully reliable until 2040, in order to plan for 

uncertainties associated with imported water supplies, this report assumes that Metropolitan 

will extract up to 4,000 acre-ft annually during single dry and multiple dry years from the 

Groundwater Storage Program. This is approximately 10 percent less than existing imported 

water supply capacity available to EVMWD. (UWMP, page 7-2; WSA, page 3-16) 

Therefore, the biggest constraint in the imported water supply will be the availability of 

Metropolitan water supply, which is dependent on legal, environmental, and climatic changes. 

(UWMP, page 7-2; WSA, page 3-17) 

Additionally, the WSA (page 3-20) and the UWMP (page 7-7) recognize that during dry years and during 

multiple-dry year periods that there will be lowered available supply of imported water to EVMWD. 

17-93. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR’s WSA is deficient because it does not identify water 

supplies for the maximum buildout scenario of 5,651.39 AFY. (Draft EIR at 5.15-16) [sic]. Instead, it only 

identifies water supplies for up to 5,401.23 AFY.” This statement is incorrect. DEIR page 5.15-32, which 
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references Tables 5.15-5 and 5.15-8 through 5.15-13 (WSA Tables 2-17 and 4-3 through 4-8) explains 

that EVMWD projects adequate overall surplus water supply to address the approximate 250 acre-feet 

shortfall of water supply within the Project boundaries under the worst-case scenario (where no 

reclaimed water is used for the existing golf course and that only 758.92 acres of 

“Preservation/Mitigation Areas” is set aside instead of the minimum 770 acres required for MSHCP 

compliance as discussed in DEIR Section 5.3).  However, in response to this comment, the discussion in 

the first paragraph under the “Conclusion” heading on DEIR page 5.15-32 will be revised and amplified 

for clarity as follows: 

As shown in Error! Reference source not found. Table 2-14 of the WSA, EVMWD included a total 

water demand for the Project site of 5,401.23 acre-ft/year in EVMWD’s service area water 

demand projections. Table 5.15-5 shows that the potable water demand of the land uses 

proposed by the proposed Project ranges from 4,601.99 to 5,651.39 acre/ft per year depending 

upon different build-out scenarios. Tables 5.15-8 through 5.15-13 show that EVMWD projects 

surplus water supply over demand through 2040, with a surplus range of 5,174 to 7,871 acre-

ft/year for total water and 2,902 to 4,514 acre-ft/year for potable water. This surplus is more 

than sufficient to address the small (approximately 250 acre-ft/year) increase in projected water 

demand for the Project under the worst-case scenario. 

17-94. The comment states, “The Draft EIR assumes that sports and active recreation uses would utilize 

recycled water.  (Draft EIR at 5.15-27.)  However, it is unclear whether the Draft EIR requires that such 

recreation uses rely upon recycled water” and requests “a condition of approval or mitigation measure 

that mandates such use of recycled water.” As a City-initiated Specific Plan Amendment, there will be no 

Conditions of Approval.  Rather, specific requirements have been incorporated into the ELSPA No. 11 

document, either as general provisions or as Specific Plan Development Requirements.  

In response to this comment, Section 2.4.1 (Specific Plan Development Requirements) of the proposed 

Project (ELSPA 11) is hereby amended by adding a new subparagraph g to Development Requirement 27 

as follows: 

g. A purple pipe system will be constructed as part of the infrastructure for implementing 

development projects. Reclaimed water when available will be utilized for sports track and 

field watering, irrigation of the golf course, parks, streetscapes and other landscaped areas. 

17-95. The comment provides general information related to cumulative impacts pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines.  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. 

17-96. The comment provides general information related to how to analyze cumulative impacts 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.  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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17-97. The commenter claims position that the DEIR does not adequately analyze cumulative impacts, 

with specific reference to the hydrology and water quality analysis and that the DEIR “does not offer a 

shred of evidence to support the claim that mere regulatory compliance will reduce cumulative impacts 

to less than significant levels.”  The commenter states that the DEIR’s discussion of the existing 

environmental setting appears to contradict the claim that compliance with existing regulations would 

safeguard water quality.  However, the referenced discussion of the regulatory context discusses issues 

associated within the regional area.  It does not contain site-specific information regarding the Project 

area and Lake Elsinore.  For example, the issue of agricultural runoff is an issue in the Riverside County 

region, but not specifically within the Project area since no agricultural operations are currently present 

within any areas of the Project site, including this parcel (DEIR page 4-1). Potential cumulative impacts 

for each relevant topic are covered in Sections 5.1 through 5.17 of the DEIR.  Please see above responses 

to comments 17-74 and 17-75 related to the Project’s hydrology and water quality analysis, which also 

relates to the EIR’s approach to cumulative impact analysis related to this topic.  

17-98. The comment states that the DEIR does not properly define the geographic scope of the area 

affected by the cumulative effect and provide a reasonable explanation for the geographic area, 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(3).  The geographic area covered for each resource’s 

cumulative impact analysis is generally the same as the area covered by each resource’s environmental 

setting, existing conditions, and thresholds of significance (impact) discussion, except where otherwise 

indicated in the cumulative impact text of DEIR Section 5.1 through 5.17.  

17-99. The comment states that the DEIR fails to meet CEQA’s requirement for a rigorous analysis of 

reasonable alternatives to the Project because the analysis is inadequate and the range of alternatives is 

too limited.   

Level of Analysis:  Section 7 of the DEIR provides sufficient information about each of the three 

alternatives analyzed to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison of the alternatives 

consistent with requirements contained in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  Also, major 

characteristics and significant environmental impacts were described in tables and mapping provided in 

Section 7 of the DEIR to allow for meaningful public participation and informed decision making on this 

Project.  No further response to this comment is required. 

Reasonable Range of Alternatives:  Consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15126.6, the DEIR has analyzed a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the Project that 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.  As stated 

in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “[a]n EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 

project,” only “a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 

making and public participation.”  The alternatives selected by the City to be analyzed in the DEIR were 

guided by the “rule of reason,” which requires that the EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to 

permit a reasoned choice.  Only those alternatives that would achieve most of the Project objectives and 

which were determined by the City to be feasible were analyzed in the DEIR, and the DEIR did not 

consider any alternatives whose implementation was determined remote and/or speculative.  As 
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required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), a No Project Alternative was analyzed in Section 7 of 

the DEIR, and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) the feasibility of alternative 

locations to the ELSP Project site was discussed in DEIR Section 7.5.1. In addition, DEIR Section 7.5.1 

provides a rationale as to why the ‘Alternative Site’ alternative was rejected from further consideration 

and analysis.  

17-100. The comment states that the DEIR should have discussed the need for the Project and whether 

the uses that would potentially utilize the Project can be accommodated in existing, previously 

disturbed infill areas instead of the ELSP site.   DEIR Section 7.5.1 provides a rationale as to why the 

‘Alternative Site’ alternative was rejected from further consideration and analysis. Please see above 

response to comment 17-5 regarding the infill nature of the proposed Project and 17-99 above.  No 

further response to this comment is required. 

17-101. The comment states that the DEIR should have included an alternative that provides 

“significantly more preservation of open space onsite.”  The Project site consists of a significant amount 

of privately-owned property.  Therefore, an alternative with “significantly more preservation of open 

space on site” would require the designation of much privately-owned property as 

“preservation/mitigation” and thereby potentially resulting in a “taking” of private property claim.  For 

this reason, such an alternative is considered to be infeasible and not included in the DEIR. It should be 

noted that the proposed Project preserves 27.6 percent of the site; Alternative 1 preserves 26.8 percent; 

and Alternative 2 would provide for preservation of approximately 40 percent of the 2,950-acre site. 

Please see above response to comment 17-99 above for a discussion on the alternatives analysis.  No 

further response to this comment is required. 

17-102. The comment states that the DEIR did not analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, including 

alternatives such as:  increased density with a substantially smaller Project footprint; transportation-

oriented design surrounding existing transit nodes or transit corridors within or adjacent to the Project 

area; a low carbon alternative; conversion of the land into a conservation or mitigation bank; and mixed 

use development combined with greater preservation and enhancement of existing wildlife habitat.  The 

comment also states that case law requires that alternatives not be excluded from consideration merely 

because they would impede to some degree the attainment of the Project objectives, or would be 

costlier.  Please see response to comment 17-99 and 17-101 above.  No further response to this 

comment is required. 

17-103. The comment states that the DEIR should include quantitative and meaningful comparisons 

between the Project’s impacts and proposed alternatives, and claims that the DEIR’s analysis is 

insufficient.  A “quantitative” analysis between alternatives is not required by CEQA and may not be 

appropriate for specific topics in a programmatic document as discussed above.  A meaningful 

comparison between alternatives was provided in DEIR Table 7-5. Please also see response to comment 

17-99 above. No further response to this comment is required. 

17-104. The comment states that due to the size and nature of the Project, a more detailed analysis of 

growth-inducing impacts should have been provided in the DEIR.  The Project site is located in the City of 
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Lake Elsinore within 0.25 mile of the Interstate 15 Freeway and is bound by existing urban and suburban 

development of the City of Lake Elsinore to the north, City of Wildomar to the southeast and 

unincorporated County to the southwest. The Project site, which has been subject to an adopted 

specific plan since 1993, is already partially developed with residential development, an 18-hole golf 

course, a motocross facility and a private recreational airport (see DEIR Table 7-2 in the Alternatives 

Analysis for comparison between adopted and proposed development targets). Because the proposed 

Project is in effect an infill project, the extension of infrastructure consists of bringing the infrastructure 

into the interior of the Project site from adjacent areas that are already developed.  The location of 

existing infrastructure and surrounding existing and known proposed or approved projects in the area 

were considered in the analysis and preparation of Section 5.17 (Growth Inducing Impacts) of the DEIR.  

The evaluation of impacts provided in Section 5.17 is appropriate for the programmatic nature of this 

Project.  No further response or action is required. 

17-105. The comment states that the DEIR fails to discuss that the Project will lead to an increase in 

population and will likely require the construction of new or expanded public facilities, which may have 

significant impacts on the environment themselves.  The DEIR adequately discloses the potential for an 

increase in population over the baseline condition, and the likely need for new or expanded public 

facilities to service uses within the ELSP.  These topics were previously discussed and disclosed in detail 

in DEIR Section 5.11 (Population and Housing), Section 5.12 (Public Services), and Section 5.15 (Utilities).    

17-106. The comment states that the DEIR attempts to “bootstrap” upon previous versions of the 

Project, which it claims to be improper.  The commenter is incorrect in drawing the conclusion that 

because the fact that “the current planning and guidance documents have become difficult to follow 

and implement” (DEIR, page 5.17-2) means that the Project site was not being developed pursuant to 

existing East Lake Specific Plan documents. However, although the commenter may find the multiple 

documents difficult to interpret, others have found the interpretation of development rights and 

development standards is possible as shown by the development of the Serenity and Summerly projects 

and other residential projects, the golf course, and motocross operation and the approval of the 

Waterbury project (VTTM 34017) under the current East Lake Specific Plan.  Any facilitation of future 

development within the boundaries of the East Lake Specific Plan resulting from the proposed Project is 

addressed in the DEIR by its analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed Project. 

The comment mischaracterizes the discussion in DEIR Section 5.17, which appropriately compares the 

proposed Project to Alternative 1, the Adopted ELSP and No Project Alternative consistent with the 

findings also presented in the alternatives analysis in Section 7.0 of the DEIR.  In addition to this analysis 

between alternatives, the DEIR provides sufficient information for the public and decision makers to 

analyze the proposed Project’s growth-inducing impacts against the baseline condition.  No further 

response or action is required.   

17-107. The comment states that the DEIR’s claim that the Project would not lead to growth-inducing 

impacts is not accurate because it is premised on the concept that any infrastructure described in 

previous iterations of the Project does not actually exist.  The comment states that the DEIR must 
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analyze growth-inducing impacts in light of the baseline conditions, not previous plans that have not yet 

been constructed.  Please see above response to comment 17-105.  No further response or action is 

required per this comment. 

17-108. The comment requests that the City maintain all documents and communications that may 

constitute part of the Project’s administrative record.  The comment is noted.  The City will maintain the 

Project’s administrative record consistent with Section 21167.6(e) of CEQA. No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of 

the DEIR are required. 

17-109. The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to comment on the Project, and strongly 

urges that the Project not be approved in its current form.  The commenter’s opposition to the Project is 

noted.  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 18 – Riverside County Transportation Department
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Response to Comment Letter 18 

Riverside County Transportation Department 

18-Intro. The introductory paragraph of the comment letter summarizes general overview 

information regarding the project.  Given that this comment is not concerned with the content or 

adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary.    

18-1. The comment states that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and traffic study for the 

project identified a significant impact on a County jurisdictional intersection that will be mitigated to 

below a level of significance by the project build-out year of 2022.  The County comment recommends 

that the City place a condition on all phases of the subsequent proposed projects to pay its fair share 

contribution as illustrated in Table 11-1 page 103 of the project’s Traffic Study, or otherwise construct 

the required improvements.  Mitigation measure MM TC-2 requires that future implementing 

development projects within the ELSP participate in the construction of on- and off-site intersection and 

street segment improvements through payment of Lake Elsinore fees and/or participation in the 

Western Riverside County Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees (TUMF) program. Either a fair-share 

analysis or project-level traffic study will be required to demonstrate to the City Engineer that an 

individual future implementing development project’s specific obligations have been fulfilled.  For 

needed improvements that are not covered by specified City and/or TUMF programs in existence at the 

time of project implementation, mitigation shall be implemented through a fair-share contribution or as 

otherwise determined by the City Engineer.  No further response or action is necessary. 
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Comment Letter 19 – Office of Planning and Research 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research: State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
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Response to Comment Letter 19 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research: State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

19-1. This comment confirms that the State Clearinghouse received and distributed the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

This comment also confirms the completion of the 45-day DEIR comment period. 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. 

19-2. This comment is the Document Details Report sent by the State Clearinghouse and lists the 

reviewing agencies as: Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 6; Department of 

Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services, California; 

California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 8; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8; 

Department of Toxic Substances Control; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking 

Water; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission.  Comment letters from three of 

the agencies listed in this comment were received during the comment period. The three agencies are 

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (in joint letter with US Fish and Wildlife Service, Letter 

27), the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (Letter 26), and the California Department of 

Toxic Substances Control (Letter 8).    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 20 – Patrick Brown (Letter 1)
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Response to Letter 20 

Patrick Brown (Letter 1) 

20-1. The commenter’s email objected to the land uses designated for proposed Planning Area 8 in 

the East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11).  The commenter also expressed concern 

that the land use designation would restrict the possible use of portions of the commenter’s property 

for habitat mitigation use.  This comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the 

ELSPA No. 11 and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  In response to this 

comment, the list of permitted uses within the Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial and Recreation land 

use designation (ELSPA No. 11, Section 2.5.1) was revised to also allow for “Native areas or preserves” 

and “Passive Open Space” as permitted uses.   There was no change in the maximum intensity of 

development allowed by the ELSPA No. 11 as analyzed by the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

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 21 – Patrick Brown (Letter 2)
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Response to Comment Letter 21 

Patrick Brown (Letter 2) 

21-1. The commenter expressed concerns about the land use designations for proposed Planning Area 

8 in the East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 11 (ELSPA No. 11).  This comment is acknowledged; 

however, it pertains to the provisions of the ELSPA No. 11 and is not concerned with the content or 

adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  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 22 – RCFC&WCD 

‘Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
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Response to Comment Letter 22 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

22-1. This comment summarizes the District’s role in reviewing land use cases in incorporated cities.  

It states that the District’s comments/recommendations are normally limited to items of specific interest 

to the District including District Master Drainage Plan facilities, other regional flood control and drainage 

facilities that would be an extension of a master plan system and District Area Drainage Plan fees 

(development mitigation fees.)   This comment is acknowledged. No new environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) are required. 

22-2. The commenter stated that the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

(Flood Control District) did not review the proposed Project in detail but had the two comments. First, 

the project describes storm drains 36 inches or other facilities that could be considered regional facilities 

and/or logical extensions of the adopted Sedco Master Drainage Plan and that the District would 

consider accepting ownership of these facilities, but that they would need to be constructed to District 

standards and would be subject to District plan check, inspection and fees in order for the District to 

accept ownership.  Also, an encroachment permit would be required for construction related activities 

occurring within District right of way or facilities.  The DEIR describes the role of the Flood Control 

District on Page 5.8-19 and Storm Water Drainage Systems and Facilities on pages 5.8-24 and 5.8-25.  An 

encroachment permit from the Riverside County Flood and Water Conservation District has been added 

to Table 2-1 (Required Approvals) in Section 2 of the EIR.  

22-3. The commenter advised the City to require the following before clearance for grading, 

recordation or other final approval is given:  proof of NPDES permitting; proof that FEMA requirements 

have been met; and acquisition of a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR).  In addition, the 

commenter noted that Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) should be required prior to occupancy.  

Additional permits that may be required include a 1602 Agreement from the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife, a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers, and a 

Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board.  The City of Lake Elsinore and all future implementing development projects in the Back 

Basin are required to comply with various Federal, State, and local laws pertaining to water resources 

and flood control depending on each project’s setting and its proposed improvements.  These applicable 

Federal, State, and local laws are discussed in DEIR Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and DEIR 

Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Mitigation measure MM HWQ-1 requires that 

implementing development projects that require these permits obtain such permits prior to the 

issuance of grading permits. All of these approvals have been provided in Table 2-1 (Required Approvals) 

in Section 2 of the EIR.   
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Comment Letter 23 – The Southwick Law Firm
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Response to Comment Letter 23 

The Southwick Law Firm 

Intro-1. The commenter states that this comment letter is written on behalf of Southern California 

Association for Law and Environment, and requests that this comment letter as well as all documents 

referred to in the letter be maintained as part of the administrative record for this project.  The 

commenter’s affiliation and client are noted.  The comment letter, this response to comments, as well 

as other project-related documents will be included in the project’s administrative record consistent 

with California Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e). 

23-1. The commenter states that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is “vague and 

unintelligible”; the “specific locations, types and intensities of development proposals are unclear”; and 

that “conservation objectives are uncertain.”  The commenter also states that the “Draft EIR relies too 

heavily on future analyses of Project impacts and future formulation of mitigation measures outside the 

scope of CEQA review”, and that “the Draft EIR fails as an informational document under CEQA.”  The 

locations, types, and intensities of potential development are clearly specified in Chapter 3 of the DEIR 

and the ELSPA No. 11 from a land use perspective, as this is a programmatic specific plan 

implementation project.  Future implementing development projects implemented under the specific 

plan are required to undergo future environmental review as outlined in Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11. 

Conservation objectives, including the plan for achieving 770-acres of open space conservation in the 

ELSP site as well as compensatory mitigation are also addressed in the DEIR (Section 5.3) as well as the 

ELSPA No. 11.  This comment provides no further specifics related to deficiencies of the content or 

analysis within the DEIR, therefore no modifications of the DEIR are required. 

23-2. The commenter states that noise levels coming from the existing Lake Elsinore Motorsports Park 

(LEMP) are intolerable, particularly due to racing of 4-wheel quad vehicles and special racing and 

concert events.  The commenter also asserts that the City is not enforcing the existing LEMP conditional 

use permit.  The comment that the LEMP is an existing noise source and concern for adjacent residents, 

including those in Summerly and Sedco Hills is acknowledged; however, this is an existing facility and not 

proposed by the Project. It should be noted that the proposed Project identifies motocross sports facility 

as an “Action Sports 1” use.  The proposed ELSPA No. 11 would allow only one Action Sports 1 use and 

that would be allowed only in Planning Area 6, which would be located further away from existing 

Summerly and Sedco Hills residents than the current LEMP. Should the proposed Project be approved, it 

is expected that the existing LEMP would continue operations as a non-conforming use consistent with 

the conditional use permit, close, or to submit an application to relocate to Planning Area 6 as an Action 

Sports 1 use. New motorsports facilities, including racing and motocross facilities, is not a planned use in 

the proposed Planning Area 2, the current location of the LEMP. No further response or action is 

necessary. 

The comment also states that no noise monitoring or analysis was completed by the Project for 

residential areas neighboring the LEMP; and, that the Project’s Noise Study did not collect noise 

measurements for the LEMP during a major event.  DEIR pages 5.10-6 and 5.10-7 discusses monitoring 
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locations L2 and S11, and specifically explains why these locations were chosen to establish average 

baseline operational noise of the LEMP in relation to the nearest residential receptors, i.e. Summerly. 

Although no major events occurred during preparation of the Noise Technical Study or DEIR, a detailed 

analysis was modeled utilizing anticipated operations and literature review of other comparable racing 

facilities as described on DEIR pages 5.10-50 and 5.10-51. No further response or action is necessary.  

The commenter states that the Project “proposes an increase in activity involving the LEMP, as well as 

additional noise intensive land uses proposed in PA 6”, which may result in significant impacts.  The 

proposed Project does not propose an increase in activity involving the existing LEMP, which is in PA 2.  

As noted above, the proposed Project identifies a motocross sports facility as an “Action Sports 1” use, 

which would be a permitted use in PA 6. Mitigation measures MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-5 are 

required to minimize noise from future implementing development racing facility projects in proposed 

Planning Area 6. This is a programmatic land use Project, therefore, the DEIR neither currently has the 

site-specific details, nor does it speculate on such details of potential future projects, which would be 

required to provide their own project-specific acoustical study and undergo additional environmental 

review prior to implementation per ELSPA No. 11 Section 10.7.2. CEQA does not require analysis if a 

particular impact is too speculative. (CEQA Guidelines §15145) No further response or action is 

necessary.  

23-3. The commenter states that the DEIR provides an inadequate consideration of impacts and 

feasible mitigation related to the Project’s location within a 100-year FEMA Floodplain.  Please see 

Section 5.8 of the DEIR, which discloses the setting of much of the ELSP site within the 100-year FEMA 

floodplain, potential for impacts, and feasible mitigation measures (MM HWQ-6 through MM HWQ-8) 

that would be required of all future development in the ELSP site to ensure potential flood hazard 

impacts are less than significant.  For example, on page 5.8-27, the DEIR states that most of the site, 

with the exception of the Summerly and Serenity development, is within the 100-year floodplain and 

would be subject to a potential 100-year flood event based on current site elevations [Emphasis Added]. 

The DEIR also clearly states that General Plan policies require new future implementing development 

projects to be constructed above the 100-year base flood elevation, in conformance with all applicable 

provisions of the National Flood Insurance Program (page 5-8-28). The discussion of the Lake 

Management Project and Flood Storage Requirements on page 5.8-28 of the DEIR describes that 

development proposing habitable structures can occur through the “use of fill material to raise the 

development pad to an elevation above the projected 100-year inundation level (an elevation of 

approximately 1,263.3 feet) along with meeting certain freeboard requirements.” No further response 

or action is necessary per this comment. 

23-4. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately consider the presence of an Alquist-

Priolo Special Studies Earthquake Zone within the ELSP project site. Section 5.5 of the DEIR provided a 

detailed analysis on Alquist-Priolo Special Studies zones, and identified and disclosed potential impacts 

related to faulting hazards within the ELSP under Impact GEO-1. Mitigation measures MM GEO-4 and 

MM GEO-5 specifically address potential seismic fault hazards. However, in response to this comment, 
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the following revisions are made to Section 5.5 in order to clarify the presence of an Alquist-Priolo 

Special Studies zone within a portion of the project boundaries. 

Section 5.5.6.2 (Operational Impacts) is hereby amended as follows: 

5.5.6.2 Operational Impacts 

The Elsinore fault zone is assumed active within the Project’s boundaries. The last recorded 

ground rupture on the Elsinore fault occurred in 2010 in vicinity of the Laguna Salada segment in 

Baja California. The last earthquake over magnitude 5.2 along the main trace of the Elsinore 

fault was a Mw 6 quake near the Temescal Valley in 1910 that produce no known surface 

rupture. Lesser magnitude earthquakes have occurred along the Elsinore fault zone in 1890, 

1918, 1923, 1937, 1954, 1968, and 1982. Therefore, although the Elsinore fault complex is 

considered active, it is unlikely that the Project site would be subject to surface rupture during a 

seismic event. Additionally, the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone for the Wildomar Fault, an 

Elsinore fault zone strand, is found within ELSPA No. 11 along the southwestern boundary of 

Planning Area 3, the northeastern boundary of Planning Area 4 and a portion of the 

southwestern boundary of Planning Area 5. Nonetheless, implementation of mitigation 

measures MM GEO-1 through MM GEO-5 would ensure adequate setbacks for habitable 

structures away from active faults and fissures would be required to reduce potential impacts to 

less than significant levels. 

The Consistency Analysis for Goal PS 6 in Table 5.5-1 is hereby amended as follows: 

CONSISTENT. Potential seismic impacts are evaluated in the Project’s EIR. The Site does not lie 

within the latest A portion of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Zone for the Wildomar 

Fault crosses the southwestern portion of the Project site. The Project would comply with City 

and state building and seismic safety requirements that reduce the risk of loss of life, injury, 

property damage, and economic and social displacement due to seismic and geological hazards. 

Mitigation Measure MM GEO-4 is hereby amended as follows: 

MM GEO-4 Prior to approval of future implementing development projects within the ELSP and 

within areas enclosed by the State of California Special Studies maps, a fault 

hazards investigation shall be conducted by a geotechnical engineer to identify 

potential hazards onsite associated with the Glen Ivy North Wildomar fault and 

previously theorized buried en-echelon faults. The geotechnical engineer in 

coordination with the City shall make design and setback recommendations, where 

required. Pending results of the investigation, additional evaluation (e.g. fault 

trenching) may be required by the geotechnical engineer in coordination with the 

City to ensure engineering design and setback recommendations are site-

appropriate. 

These minor revisions merely clarity and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 

DEIR; therefore, do not represent any substantial evidence showing any new of different potentially 

significant impacts. 
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23-5. The commenter states that an analysis of impacts and mitigation measures related to the future 

location and use of the Skylark Airport, relative to project-related details of other future implementing 

development projects that would occur within the ELSP site, have not been included in the DEIR.  The 

commenter also states that mitigation measures related to the airstrip are intangible and uncertain.  

Chapter 3 of the DEIR and the ELSPA No. 11 document clearly designates an airport overlay zone in 

proposed Planning Area 3, which includes an area where the airport may relocate.  The precise location 

of the runway and other airport facilities are not known at this time; however, mitigation measures MM 

HAZ-3 and MM HAZ-4 are required to address potential construction and operational impacts associated 

with the airport and future development, whether relocation occurs or does not.  At this time, the 

timing and ultimate design of a relocated Skylark Airport is not known and any conclusions drawn 

regarding that information would be speculative. Due to the programmatic nature of this Project, the 

DEIR does not speculate on the construction or design details of multiple future implementing 

development projects, including the potential relocation of Skylark Airport. CEQA does not require 

analysis if a particular impact is too speculative. (CEQA Guidelines §15145) Please see Section 10.7.2 of 

the ELSPA No. 11 for more information related to project-level CEQA documentation for subsequent 

implementing development projects that are proposed in the ELSP site. 
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Comment Letter 24 – Terri Mullins
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Response to Comment Letter 24 

Terri Mullins 

24-1. The commenter is a resident/homeowner in the Summerly neighborhood and is grateful for the 

opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  The 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. 

24-2. The commenter states that the DEIR failed to consider environmental effects on the existing 

residents of Summerly; that operational aspects of the recreation uses including vibration and air quality 

emissions should be carefully considered; that analysis of emissions should address the different types 

of fuels utilized; that traffic accidents from an influx of visitors be addressed; that adequate access to 

Summerly and recreation venues be dedicated for emergency service vehicles. 

As stated in DEIR Section 5.10, Noise, a noise technical report prepared for the project in March 2017 

(included as Appendix I of the DEIR) evaluated the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed 

Project on nearby receptors, including adjacent single-family homes including those in the Summerly 

community (Planning Area 1).  The findings and recommendations of the Noise Report, as well as 

mitigation measures for noise and vibration impacts, are identified and included in DEIR Section 5.10, 

Noise.  This noise technical report evaluated the potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed 

Project on nearby receptors, and potential impacts related to future development within the Project site 

and Project vicinity based on the proposed land use changes. 

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), used to quantify potential criteria pollutant and 

greenhouse gas emissions associated with both construction and operations from projects, inputs the 

square footage of the various land uses to determine emissions.  The model factors in the different 

types of fuels used in project construction and operations based on land use.  In addition, future 

implementing development projects, including extreme sports/racing facilities, are required to evaluate 

project-specific air quality emissions (Mitigation measures MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2). As such, future 

quantitative analysis may be required to ensure future implementing development project’s specific 

actions are consistent with the analysis and determinations made in the DEIR.  Additional information 

on air quality analysis is provided in Section 5.2 of the DEIR and the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Analysis (Appendix E of the DEIR). 

Potential impacts and mitigation measures related to transportation are discussed in DEIR Section 5.14, 

Transportation and Circulation, as well as the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis Report (Appendix K of the 

DEIR).  The analysis referenced above has taken the project’s proposed land uses, including action sports 

and active recreation uses into account. 

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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24-3. The commenter requested that these concerns be addressed with diligence and understanding.  

The CEQA review process is designed to provide decision makers and the public with information about 

the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities, and to disclose to the public the 

reasons why a government agency may approve a project if significant environmental effects are 

involved.  The commenter’s participation in this process 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 25 – Offices of Miller, Catlin, and Holmstrom
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Response to Comment Letter 25 

Offices of Miller, Catlin, and Holmstrom 

25-1. The comment states that the project will impact the aquatic health of the Lake and produce 

contamination; increase traffic and heat; increase noise; impact cultural resources; impact air quality; 

and interfere with the natural rise and fall of the Lake levels on the floodplain.  This comment also 

mistakenly suggests that Lake Elsinore will be “dried and completely filled for tract housing and malls.”  

The proposed amendment of the East Lake Specific Plan (ELSPA No. 11) does not propose any 

development of Lake Elsinore or any activities on the lake itself. 

Information on the aquatic health/water quality and mitigation measures can be found in Draft EIR 

(DEIR) Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality.  Information on the traffic generated by the project 

and measures to mitigate impacts can be found in DEIR Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation.  

Information on greenhouse gases and human-induced global warming can be found in DEIR Section 5.6, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Information on noise impacts and measures to minimize them can be found 

in DEIR Section 5.10, Noise.  Cultural resources and measures to protect them are discussed in DEIR 

Section 5.4, Cultural, Paleontological and Tribal Resources. (It is noted that the mitigation measures for 

potential impacts to cultural resources were developed in consultation with the Pechanga Band of 

Luiseño Indians and the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians.)  Air quality is discussed in DEIR Section 5.2, Air 

Quality; and hydrology and floodplain issues are discussed in DEIR Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water 

Quality.  As discussed in Section 6.2 of the DEIR, significant unavoidable impacts may occur to air quality, 

GHGs, noise and traffic should the Project be implemented. Therefore, the City would be required to 

prepare findings of fact and a statement of overriding considerations in accordance with CEQA prior to 

final decision on Project approvals. Other environmental issues analyzed were determined to either 

have no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with implementation of 

required mitigation measures. The comment is noted and no further response is necessary. 

25-2. The comment expresses concern over noise levels emitted from sports developments and 

related population growth in the ELSP vicinity.  Current levels of noise, potential noise impacts of the 

proposed project, and measures to minimize noise are discussed in DEIR Section 5.10, Noise.  The 

comment is noted and no further response is necessary. 

25-3. The comment expresses concern over water contamination in the Lake.  Existing water quality, 

potential water quality impacts of the proposed project, and measures to reduce impacts to water 

quality are discussed in DEIR Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality.  The comment is noted and no 

further response is necessary. 

25-4. The comment expresses concern over current air quality in Lake Elsinore, which the commenter 

attributes to increased development.  Current air quality conditions, potential air quality impacts of the 

proposed project, and measures to reduce impacts to air quality are discussed in DEIR Section 5.2, Air 

Quality.  The comment is noted and no further response is necessary. 
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25-5. The comment expresses general concerns over traffic and the resulting carbon footprint in Lake 

Elsinore.  Current traffic and air quality related to the Project are discussed; potential traffic and air 

quality impacts of the proposed project are addressed, and feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

impacts to traffic and air quality are discussed in DEIR Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation, and 

DEIR Section 5.2, Air Quality.  The comment is noted and no further response is necessary. 

25-6. The comment expresses general opposition to development projects in Riverside County and 

Lake Elsinore and the desire to have CEQA obeyed.  This Project’s EIR complies with the provisions of 

CEQA.  This comment is acknowledged; however, since it is not explicitly concerned with the content or 

adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. However, for context, it should be noted 

that the Project site is already approved for predominantly residential land use development under the 

existing East Lake Specific Plan as detailed in DEIR Section 7.0, Alternatives Analysis. The proposed 

Project would reduce the amount of currently approved residential and commercial uses at the Project 

site with predominantly sports and recreation-oriented uses. 

The comment also requests that CEQA be obeyed.  Section 2.0, Introduction, of the DEIR describes how 

the EIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA.  Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 11 outlines the means by 

which future implementing development projects within the ELSP site will be required to comply with 

CEQA regulations.  The comment is noted and no further response is necessary. 

25-7. The comment expresses general opposition to development in Lake Elsinore.  This comment is 

acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no 

further response or action is necessary. Please also see response to Comment 25-6 for additional 

context. 

25-8. The comment expresses opposition to the construction of “two more concert areas” at the ELSP 

site and suggests use of existing venues instead.  This is a comment regarding the proposed ELSPA No. 

11 and not regarding the DEIR.  This comment incorrectly identifies the potential for two concert areas 

within the ELSP.  Table 2-3 of the ELSPA No. 11 identifies two areas where a potential outdoor concert 

venue could be located but specifically states that there would be a “[m]aximum of 1 of these facilities 

within ELSP.”  This comment also references concerts that have occurred in the past that “left the next 

day.”  Table 2-3 also states that the potential outdoor concert venue “would share grounds with an 

Active Recreation 1 Use facility.”  Therefore, the concert venue is envisioned as a temporary use and not 

a “venue that stays empty most of the time.”  Additionally, potential uses in the ELSP do not preclude 

the use of the existing facilities.  No further response or action is necessary. 

25-9. The comment expresses opposition to residential development.  This comment is 

acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not concerned with the 

content or adequacy of the DEIR.  Therefore, no further response or action is necessary. However, it 

should be noted that the proposed Project would reduce the amount of residential development 

currently approved under the existing adopted specific plan. Please see DEIR Table 7-2 for a comparison. 

It is noted that the Waterbury project (VTTM 34017) referenced in this comment was approved on 

December 13, 2005.  This 2005 approval is not part of the proposed Project. 
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25-10. The comment compares hotel and single-family residential development.  The comment is not 

concerned with the content or adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no further response or action is 

necessary. 

25-11. This comment questions the viability of the Diamond Sports Complex, and its air quality impacts.  

The Diamond Sports Complex is a separate project from the one under consideration by this EIR.  The 

comment is acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of this EIR.  No 

further response or action is necessary. 

25-12. The comment indicates that fairgrounds and lighted athletic fields will produce noise, traffic, 

light and glare impacts and impacts to the water supply.  Project impacts related to light and glare are 

discussed in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR.  Noise impacts are addressed in Section 5.10, Noise.  

Traffic impacts are analyzed in Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation.  Water supply is discussed in 

Section 5.15, Utilities.  Given this comment does not address any deficiencies in the EIR analysis, no 

further response or action is necessary. 

25-13. The comment expresses disapproval of hockey rinks, and suggests that it may lead to growth 

inducement.  Growth-inducing impacts of the Project are presented in Section 5.17 of the EIR.  This 

comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not 

concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

25-14. The comment re-states the Development Targets of ELSPA No. 11.  No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of 

the DEIR are required. 

25-15. The comment contends that Active Recreation 1 uses will not be used adequately.  This 

comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not 

concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

25-16. The comment expresses opposition to Active Recreation 2 uses due to traffic impacts and 

increased water usage.  Traffic impacts are evaluated in Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation.  

Water supply is covered in the Project’s Water Supply Assessment (Appendix L) and the Utilities Section 

(Section 5.15).  Since the comment does not relate to the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further 

response or action is necessary. 

25-17. The comment expresses opposition to Action Sports 1 uses due to traffic and greenhouse gas 

impacts.  Traffic impacts are evaluated in Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation.  Greenhouse gas 

impacts are discussed in Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  The comment is noted; however, it 

does not relate to the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or action is 

necessary. 

25-18. The comment expresses opposition to Action Sports 2 uses due to water quality, noise, air 

quality, and greenhouse gas impacts.  The comment is noted; however, there are no specific comments 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017  Page 227 

related to the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Each of these topics is covered in Section 5.0 of the 

Project’s EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

25-19. The comment states that concerts have been previously held at other venues in the City, and 

that no additional venues are needed.  Please see response to comment 25-8.  No further response or 

action is necessary. 

25-20. The comment suggests rehabilitating existing venues as an alternative to constructing new 

hotels.  The comment is noted; however, there are no specific comments related to the content or 

adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

25-21. The comment suggests establishing an electric express bus system to link the City with hotels 

outside of the City as an alternative to constructing new hotels.  This comment is acknowledged; 

however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or 

action is necessary. However, it should be noted that mitigation measure AQ-5 requires one or more 

secure dedicated shuttle drop-off point(s) and/or bus stop(s) at new Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial 

and Recreation facilities with connections to Malaga Drive, Lucerne Street or Cereal Street.  

25-22. The comment expresses doubt that there is a market to fill the hotel rooms proposed in the 

ELSPA No. 11.  This comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan 

and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or action 

is necessary.   

25-23. The comment questions the suitability of Lake Elsinore for fairgrounds and comments on the 

greenhouse gas impacts of fairs.  Greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in Section 5.6, Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions.  The comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific 

Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

25-24. The comment proposes alternative uses for the Specific Plan area.  A reasonable range of 

alternatives was analyzed for the Project site in DEIR Section 7, consistent with CEQA.  No further 

response or action is necessary. 

25-25. The comment asks about possible mass transit facilities along I-15.  In addition, mass transit 

facilities go beyond the scope of this Project.  No proposals regarding a mass transit station and 

associated parking facility within the City of Lake Elsinore have been submitted to the City.  Mass transit 

facilities going up the I-15 is not within the land use authority of the City and Car Max Murrieta is 

located within the City of Murrieta and also not within the City’s purview. No further response or action 

is necessary. 

25-26. The comment expresses opposition to additional houses in Planning Area 1 and to development 

in Planning Area 2.  The comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific 
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Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is 

necessary. 

25-27. The comment disapproves of the Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial and Recreation uses 

designated for Planning Area 3, preferring preservation.  The comment is acknowledged; however, it 

pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the 

EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

25-28. The comment opposes development in Planning Area 4.  The 98.2-acre Planning Area 4 is the 

Serenity community which has already been built.  No further development is planned for this area; 

therefore, no more new units are proposed at this location.  This comment pertains to the provisions of 

the Specific Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR. No further response or 

action is necessary. 

25-29. The comment questions the compatibility of Skylark Airport with proposed land uses in the 

Specific Plan.  As discussed in Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, future implementing 

development projects within the Project site and within the Skylark Airport Influence Area would be 

evaluated for consistency with continued operations at the airport and/or compliance with FAA safety 

requirements.   Therefore, the ELSPA No. 11 does not preclude Skylark’s continued operations.  The 

ELSPA No. 11 also allows for the future relocation of the airport as described in Section 2.5.6 of the 

ELSPA No. 11.  

The comment also says that “allowing recreation and housing in the direct path of a run way [sic] and 

drop zone” could lead to a safety hazard. As further discussed in Section 5.7 of the EIR, mitigation 

measures have been provided to reduce these potential impacts.  Specifically, MM HAZ-3 and MM HAZ-

4 would require development within both the Project site and Skylark Airport Influence Area to 

demonstrate no construction equipment would be placed within the airport’s runway protection zone 

(RPZ) or imaginary surfaces area that could obstruct navigable airspace; or otherwise, demonstrate 

compliance with applicable requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regarding any 

encroachment into the airport’s navigable airspace in accordance with Federal Aviation Regulations 

(FAR) Part 77. This comment is acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or 

adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

25-30. The comment states the development densities of the Waterbury development (Vesting TTM 

34017 Overlay) must be “fought legally and fought until applicant removes the petition”.  It is unclear as 

to what petition this comment is referencing.  The comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to 

the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR. 

However, as noted above in the response to comment 25-9, the Waterbury development, which was 

approved in 2005, is currently entitled under the existing adopted specific plan and not proposed as part 

of this Project; this Project honors the existing entitlement but would change the underlying land use to 

Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial and Recreation uses should the Waterbury development not move 

forward. No further response or action is necessary. 
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25-31. The comment questions whether the project will earn the green certifications that the Specific 

Plan describes in Section 9.1.4.  Energy consumption is discussed in Section 5.16, Energy and 

Irretrievable Resources.  Also, please see Section 9.1.4 of the ELSPA No. 11 related to green building.  

This comment is acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  

Therefore, no further response or action is necessary.   

25-32. The comment claims that the project violates the Lake Elsinore Climate Action Plan (CAP).  In 

addition, it voices concern about traffic impacts, light pollution, noise and stressful living.  Section 5.6, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, discusses the CAP and its role in evaluating emissions for the project.  The 

Project does not conflict with the CAP and has required mitigation measure GHG-1, which places stricter 

requirements on GHG reductions for future implementing development projects with efficiency 

measures that accelerate the base requirements of the CAP. Traffic, noise, and aesthetics are covered in 

Section 5.0 of the EIR. No further response or action is necessary. 

25-33. The comment states that the Project “[c]leary [sic] violates the cumulative amount of ghg from 

not stopping Canyon Crest plus Alberhill which won’t happen, however we must deal with what could 

happen and see that the average over polluted days will rise dramatically in the Community Wide GHG 

Emission Statistics.” As described in Section 5.6, “the California Natural Resources Agency noted in its 

public notice… that impacts of GHG emissions should be considered in the context of a cumulative 

impact, rather than a project impact.” Therefore, as fully analyzed in DEIR Sections 5.6.6 and 5.6.8, the 

proposed Project’s cumulative contribution to GHG emissions was considered. No further response or 

action is necessary. 

25-34. The comment requests that residential units in the ELSP site be energy independent, and 

suggests use of solar cells.  Air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy-related mitigation measures to 

reduce impacts have been incorporated.  For example, use of solar photovoltaic systems and/or solar 

water heating units, as outlined in ELSPA No. 11 2.4.1, Development Regulation 27, may be utilized to 

demonstrate future implementing development projects have reduced their GHG emissions through 

energy efficiency requirements that exceed the City’s CAP requirements as detailed in mitigation 

measure MM GHG-1. Also, as noted in the response to Center for Biological Diversity comment 17-59, 

Section 2.4.1 (Specific Plan Development Requirements) of the proposed Project (ELSPA 11) is amended 

by adding a new subparagraph f to Development Requirement 27 as follows: 

f. All new multi-family residential, commercial and industrial development shall include solar 

photovoltaic systems that meet at least 50 percent of the development’s projected energy 

use. 

No further response or action is necessary. 

25-35. The comment re-states portions of Section 5.15.2, Existing Conditions, of Section 5.15, Utilities. 

It also lists the minimum green building standards for the California Green Building Code as found in the 

Specific Plan, Section 9.1.3.   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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25-36. This comment provides metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions information excerpted from 

Table ES-1 (Existing and Projected Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Development Assumptions (2008, 

2020 and 2030)) of the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP).  This comment takes this information out of the 

context of Table ES-1 and associated CAP text, and states the purpose of citing this information. Air 

quality and greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposed Project are covered in Sections 5.2 

and 5.6 of the EIR respectively.  This comment is acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the 

content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or action is necessary.   

25-37. This comment requests that the Diamond Sports Complex be reduced in size.  The comment 

refers to a previously approved project outside the scope of the current EIR.  This comment also 

continues the mistaken concept that the subject project includes Lake Elsinore.  The proposed 

amendment of the East Lake Specific Plan (ELSPA No. 11) does not propose any development of Lake 

Elsinore or any activities on the lake itself. No further response or action is necessary. 

25-38. This comment states that the Project will contribute to existing visual impacts that have 

occurred related to other prior projects in the ELSP vicinity, which the commenter states block some 

views of the Lake.  The Project’s aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 5.1 of the EIR.  This comment 

is acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no 

further response or action is necessary.   

25-39. The comment expresses opposition to active and passive recreational uses in the ELSP site.  The 

comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the Specific Plan and is not 

concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or action is necessary. 

The comment states that adding more pavement to the site would lead to more intense storms and 

would impair absorption of flood waters.  See Section 5.8 of the EIR for discussions related to hydrology 

and water quality.  This comment is acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or 

adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or action is necessary. 

The comment also states that there are several other sports field venues throughout the City that could 

be used instead of building new facilities in the ELSP.  Potential uses in the ELSP do not preclude the use 

of existing facilities.  The comment is acknowledged; however, it pertains to the provisions of the 

Specific Plan and is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  No further response or 

action is necessary. 

25-40. The comment includes text from Section 3.3.3 of the ELSPA No. 11 with no additional 

information.  Given there was no specific comment provided related to the content or adequacy of the 

EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

25-41. The comment includes text from Section 3.3.3 of the ELSPA No. 11 with no additional 

information.  Given there was no specific comment provided related to the content or adequacy of the 

EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 
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25-42. The comment expresses concern related to increased noise and lighting.  The EIR discusses 

these topics in Sections 5.1 and 5.10 respectively.  This comment is acknowledged; however, since it is 

not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

25-43. The comment expresses concern with potential Project impacts to endangered species and 

biodiversity.  These topics are discussed in more detail in Section 5.3 of the EIR as well as the Biological 

Resources Technical Report, Appendix H to the EIR.  This comment is acknowledged; however, since it is 

not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

25-44. The comment opposes vegetation removal associated with the Project.  These topics are 

discussed in more detail in Section 5.3 of the EIR as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, 

Appendix H to the EIR.  This comment is acknowledged; however, since it is not concerned with the 

content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

25-45. The comment includes text describing previously approved Amendment No. 6 to the East Lake 

Specific Plan contained in Section 3.3.1 (Historic Perspective) of Section 3.0, Project Description of the 

DEIR. The comment also includes links to Section 5.5 (Geology, Soils and Seismicity) of the DEIR and to 

the April 14, 2017 Draft ELSPA No. 11. The comment states, “Where are the other 4,3335? [sic] Not in 

our town.  Not any where [sic] in California or the North American Continent.”   Given there was no 

specific comment provided related to the content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action 

is necessary. 

25-46. The comment states that burrowing owl occur within the ELSP site.  Burrowing owl are 

discussed in more detail in Section 5.3 of the EIR as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, 

Appendix H to the EIR.  This comment is acknowledged; however, since it is not concerned with the 

content or adequacy of the EIR, no further response or action is necessary. 

25-47. The comment restates the same comment which was provided under comment 25-31.  Please 

see above response to comment 25-31.  No further response or action is necessary per this comment. 

25-48. The comment restates the same comments made in comments 25-29, 25-32, 25-35, 25-38, 25-

42, 25-45, and 25-47.  Please see above response to comments 25-29, 25-32, 25-35, 25-38, 25-42, 25-45, 

and 25-47.  No further response or action is necessary per this comment. 

25-49. The comment expresses concern related to increased traffic congestion related to the Project, 

and states opposition to the Project as proposed.  Traffic impacts are discussed in more detail in Section 

5.14 of the EIR as well as the Traffic Impact Analysis Report, Appendix K to the EIR.  This comment is 

acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no 

further response or action is necessary.   

25-50. The comment requests that the land be preserved as MSHCP open space.  As discussed in 

Section 5.3, Biological Resources, the proposed Project will comply with the MSHCP.  This comment is 
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acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no 

further response or action is necessary.   

25-51. The comment expresses concern that sensitive plant and wildlife species would be impacted by 

the Project.  Potential Project impacts to plant and wildlife species are discussed in more detail in 

Section 5.3 of the EIR as well as the Biological Resources Technical Report, Appendix H to the EIR.  This 

comment is acknowledged; however, since it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR, 

no further response or action is necessary. 

25-52. The comment expresses opposition to the Project.  This comment is acknowledged; however, it 

is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or action is 

necessary.   

25-53. The comment asks how much potable water is needed to accommodate the Project in the 

context of regional and statewide population growth.  A Water Supply Assessment has been prepared in 

support of the Project, and was provided as Appendix L of the EIR.  This information is analyzed with 

respect to CEQA requirements in Section 5.15 of the EIR, which covers utilities.  This comment is 

acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no 

further response or action is necessary. 

25-54. The comment expresses opposition to the Project.  The comment also expresses concern related 

to recent storm events and trends.  This comment is acknowledged; however, it is not concerned with 

the content or adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further response or action is necessary.   
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Comment Letter 26 – Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Response to Comment Letter 26 

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 

26-1. The commenter stated that Regional Water Quality Control Board staff from the Sana Ana 

Region reviewed the project, and goes on to summarize project location and project description 

information with references to the EIR and ELSPA No. 11. This comment incorrectly states that “[t]he 

golf course located in the center of the Project site will be reconstituted as ‘The Links at Summerly’ in 

the western portion of PA 1.”  The existing golf course within the Project site is currently known as “The 

Links at Summerly” and is located in the western portion of the proposed PA 1.  There is no proposed 

relocation of the golf course.   No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no 

additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are required. 

26-2. The commenter provided the beneficial uses for Lake Elsinore and the San Jacinto River, Reach 

1.  The comment also acknowledges incorporation of MM HWQ-2 and MM HWQ-3, which would require 

the pre-testing of sediments for toxicity and the use of silt curtains for project-related dredging 

operations, respectively.  Despite these mitigation measures for future implementing development 

projects, the commenter recommends adoption of the DEIR’s Environmentally Superior Alternative, 

which involves no development in PA 6, to avoid and minimize vulnerability to levee breaches, 

liquefaction, and other potential lake encroachment issues.  The Board staff’s preference for Alternative 

2 is noted.  In response to this comment’s information regarding the San Jacinto River, Reach 1, Table 

5.8-1 (Beneficial Uses for Water Bodies within the Project Site) is hereby amended to incorporate the 

beneficial uses for the San Jacinto River, Reach 1, as follows: 

Table 5.8-1. Beneficial Uses for Water Bodies with in the Project Site 

Water Body Beneficial Uses 

Surface Water BodyLakes and Reservoirs  

Lake Elsinore REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD 

Inland Surface Streams  

San Jacinto River – Reach 1 MUN, AGR, GWR, REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD 

Groundwater Management Zone  

Elsinore MUN, AGR, PROC 

Definitions 

MUN Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) waters are used for community, military, municipal or individual 
water supply systems. These uses may include, but are not limited to, drinking water supply. 

AGR Agricultural Supply (AGR) waters are used for farming, horticulture or ranching. These uses may 
include, but are not limited to, irrigation, stock watering, and support of vegetation for range grazing. 

PROC Industrial Process Supply (PROC) waters are used for industrial activities that depend primarily on 
water quality. These uses may include, but are not limited to, process water supply and all uses of 
water related to product manufacture or food preparation. 

GWR Groundwater Recharge (GWR) waters are used for natural or artificial recharge of groundwater for 
purposes that may include, but are not limited to, future extraction, maintaining water quality or 
halting saltwater intrusion into freshwater aquifers. 

REC1 Water Contact Recreation (REC1) waters are used for recreational activities involving body contact with 
water where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses may include, but are not limited to, 
swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, whitewater activities, fishing and use of 
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natural hot springs. 

REC2 Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2) waters are used for recreational activities involving proximity to 
water, but not normally involving body contact with water where ingestion of water would be 
reasonably possible. These uses may include, but are not limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, 
beachcombing, camping, boating, tide pool and marine life study, hunting, sightseeing and aesthetic 
enjoyment in conjunction with the above activities. 

WARM Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) waters support warm water ecosystems that may include, but are 
not limited to, preservation and enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish and wildlife, 
including invertebrates. 

WILD Wildlife Habitat (WILD) waters support wildlife habitats that may include, but are not limited to, the 
preservation and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by waterfowl and other wildlife. 

Source: Santa Ana Region Basin Plan, Chapter 3, Table 3-1 (February 2016) 

 

26-3. The comment recommends that PA 6 be preserved as open space and used for low-impact uses 

such as walking paths.  The comment also mentions that Board staff believes that the entire western 

half of the Project site could be planned to accommodate rising lake levels within a restored freshwater 

marsh.  As noted above in response to comment 26-2, the Board staff’s preference for Alternative 2 is 

noted. In response to this comment and the Center for Biological Diversity’s comment 17-34, note that 

Figure 3-4 has been revised to include portions of the western shoreline/existing levee in Planning Areas 

5 and 6 as Preservation/Mitigation areas. No further action is required in response to this comment. 

26-4. This comment restates information from the project’s EIR and Biological Technical Report 

related to the location of the 770 acres of open space that will be used to fulfill MSHCP conservation 

requirements in the ELSP project site.  This comment does not relate to the content or adequacy of the 

EIR; therefore, no further response or action is necessary. 

26-5. The comment’s recognition of the ELSPA No. 11 expectation that the 770-acre objective for 

MSHCP conservation in the Back Basin will be achieved by the end of the project’s Phase 1 is noted.  In 

order to complete the 770-acre commitment to the MSHCP, Section 2.5.4.2 of the ELSPA No. 11 states 

that the City will require that all new development in the Back Basin preserve a certain percentage of its 

acreage in open space.  Further details on this requirement are discussed in Section 2.5.4.2 of the ELSPA 

No. 11.  Achievement of this objective is partially dependent on the pace and nature of development in 

the ELSP project site. 

The comment acknowledges that the DEIR discloses permits that would be required for subsequent 

implementing development projects in the ELSP; however, the commenter states that Tables 12 through 

26 of the Biological Technical Report and discussion “provide confusion” between impacts to Waters of 

the US, Waters of the State, and wetland/riparian/vernal pools above and below agreed elevations.  The 

regulatory context for delineation of jurisdictional resources in the Back Basin is quite complex given 

multiple overlapping jurisdictions and previous agreements related to elevation-related jurisdiction 

within the ELSP site. However, the Tables, Figures, and narrative contained in the Biological Technical 

Report and Section 5.3 of the document provide a detailed assessment of existing jurisdictional 

resources as well as potential project impacts.  No further response or edits are warranted to address 

this comment. 
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The comment states that given the substantial acreage of potential impacts to jurisdictional waters, a 

future interagency meeting where the total amount of impact acreage could be finalized.  The comment 

also requests that the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) present a single comprehensive 

mitigation solution for these future impacts.  The comment is noted.  The EIR’s MM BIO-8 and MM BIO-9 

(now reordered as MM BIO-9 and MM BIO-10, respectively) provide minimum ratios for temporary and 

permanent impacts to Waters of the US, Waters of the State, and Riparian-Riverine resources in the 

Project site, which may be used as a starting point in future coordination with resource agencies, 

including the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board.  No new environmental issues have been 

raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the DEIR are 

required. 

26-6. The comment notes that although the EIR considers both on- and off-site mitigation for 

jurisdictional waters impacts, Board staff prefer on-site mitigation.  As described in the MM BIO-8 and 

MM BIO-9 in the EIR, on-site (within the Back Basin) and off-site mitigation, within the City of Lake 

Elsinore or other agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program within the MSHCP, would be 

used as mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional waters.  The Board staff’s preference for on-site 

mitigation is noted.  The final location of compensatory mitigation as well as the compensatory 

mitigation ratios will be based on each subsequent implementing development project’s project-specific 

impacts during the regulatory permitting process.  No further response or action is necessary. 

The comment states that, as already described in the EIR, structural BMPs should capture and eliminate 

dry-weather flows to downstream receiving waters, while stormwater runoff should have pollutants 

minimized to the Maximum Extent Practicable.  No further response or action is required. 

26-7. The comment states that there appears to be confusion between compensatory mitigation 

requirements contained in the DEIR, including MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-8 (now reordered as MM BIO-9).  

MM BIO-4 relates to special status plant species, including MSHCP narrow endemic and criteria area 

species.  However, MM BIO-4 does not apply to special status plant communities including the 6.08 

acres of Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest sited in the commenter’s example, which would 

be covered instead by BIO-8 (now reordered as MM BIO-9).  

The comment also urges that a 3:1 on-site ratio be applied for all jurisdictional waters and MSHCP 

compliance for the Project, which Board staff believe would satisfy all permits and prior agreements 

while also maximizing beneficial uses. The mitigation ratios provided in mitigation measure MM BIO-8 

(reordered as MM BIO-9) consider the unique circumstances of the Back Basin, where multiple agencies 

assume jurisdiction over the historic lakebed at elevations of 1,265 mean sea level (msl) (i.e. CDFW) and 

at 1,246 msl (i.e. USACE). This measure is intended to mitigate for impacts to vegetation communities 

within these unique historic lakebed elevations, not for impacts to special status plants covered under 

mitigation measure MM BIO-4. Although a 3:1 recommended ratio may be appropriate for impacts to 

surface expressions (i.e. drainage features), they may not be appropriate for impacts to historic lakebed 

elevations that lack waters-related characteristics such as areas with no bed, bank or ordinary high-

water mark. Therefore, utilizing a standardized 3:1 ratio to cover all impacts may not adequately 
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account for the variety of jurisdictional waters potentially impacted on the Project site in terms of 

habitat type, value and disturbance level. For example, a narrow disturbed dry ephemeral drainage 

would have less value (and therefore require less mitigation) compared to a densely vegetated riparian 

woodland (where a 3:1 ratio may be appropriate), regardless of the impacted feature’s location within 

the historic lakebed elevation.  No further response or action is necessary per this comment. 
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Comment Letter 27 – Wildlife Agencies 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Response to Letter 27 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

27-1. The commenter introduces the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS; Service) and the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW; Department), collectively referred to as the Wildlife 

Agencies. The comment also notes the Wildlife Agencies have reviewed the proposed Project’s Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and describes the Wildlife Agencies’ role as trustee and responsible 

agencies related to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), 

Natural Community Conservation Planning Program (NCCP), and Western Riverside County Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The comment is acknowledged; no further response or 

action is required. 

27-2. The commenter provides information on the Project Description and background information 

about the ELSP planning area found in DEIR Section 3. No further response or action is required. 

27-3. The commenter describes establishment of the MSHCP on June 22, 2004, provides an overview 

of MSHCP covered activities, and notes the City of Lake Elsinore is a MSHCP permittee. A description of 

the MSHCP is included in Section 5.3.4.3 of the DEIR.  The comment is acknowledged; no further 

response or action is required. 

The commenter also notes that the western portion of the proposed Project is located within the plan 

area boundary of the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan and that take of SKR is 

addressed under the SKR HCP.  The comment also notes that the City of Lake Elsinore is an SKR HCP 

permittee. A description of the SKR HCP is included in Section 5.3.4.3 of the DEIR. No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of 

the DEIR are required. 

Finally, the commenter states the purpose of the comment letter is to “address biological analysis in the 

DEIR relative to CEQA and the analysis of the project impacts on MSHCP implementation.” The comment 

is acknowledged; no further response or action is required. 

27-4. The comment states, “[t]he Wildlife Agencies acknowledge that the project is a specific plan and 

that additional environmental review may be forthcoming (on a project-by-project basis).” However, the 

commenter is concerned about the adequacy of the DEIR’s project description and environmental 

setting for biological resources, including biological surveys conducted to date.  The commenter states 

that, “if the threshold for triggering additional environmental review is high, or if additional 

environmental review is not anticipated” for future implementing development projects, then the 

commenter requests that the City conduct those surveys now, include them in the EIR, and recirculate it 

for public review. The Project’s environmental setting has been established using aerial reconnaissance, 

field surveys, record searches and review of other available data appropriate for this programmatic level 

Project in support of a specific plan amendment. Future implementing development projects in the ELSP 

would require additional environmental review and documentation including project-specific biological 
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surveys (including protocol surveys where required) as outlined in mitigation measures MM BIO-1, MM 

BIO-4 (revised), MM BIO-5, MM BIO-6 (revised), and MM BIO-7 (revised) and Section 10.7.2 of ELSPA No. 

11. Project-specific details (e.g. site plans, construction schedules, operations) would be reviewed for 

consistency with the findings and mitigation in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and 

appropriate CEQA documentation consistent with the CEQA statutes and guidelines would be required 

for City discretionary approvals. No further response or action is required. 

27-5. The comment states that the DEIR does not clearly identify and disclose the location or potential 

impacts to mitigation land in the Back Basin that has already been earmarked as compensatory 

mitigation for previously approved projects. As an example, the commenter states the location of 

potential impacts to 33.02 acres of mitigation resulting from the Infrastructure Improvement Area, as 

disclosed in Table 5.3-4, is not provided. Mitigation land that has already been earmarked as 

compensatory mitigation for previously approved projects are identified in the Section 5.3 figures, 

incorporated into the locations shown as “Mitigation Areas”. The figures also include areas of potential 

development impacts shown as “Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial, Recreation and Transition Areas.” 

No overlap or impacts to Mitigation Areas is anticipated from the designated Action Sports, Tourism, 

Commercial, Recreation and Transition Areas. DEIR Figure 5.3-2 shows potential impacts to Mitigation 

Areas resulting from the Infrastructure Improvement Area, which would total 33.02 acres of combined 

temporary and permanent impacts. These potential impacts were determined based on the presence of 

existing dirt road and berm alignments; assumed right-of-way for permanent improvements; and a 

temporary construction buffer. The DEIR assumed the Infrastructure Improvement Area would 

potentially result in permanent and/or temporary impacts to the 33-acre mitigation site, 10-acre 

mitigation site, 356-site wetland mitigation site and/or 71-acre mitigation site because precise 

alignments are not currently known; therefore, a conservative impact analysis was conducted. The 

extent and nature of impacts that would occur to these Mitigation Areas would be refined and 

potentially reduced during the development of engineering plans for these improvements; however; the 

DEIR has considered a conservative impact footprint for disclosure within this programmatic DEIR in 

support of the specific plan amendment. The City intends to avoid impacts to these areas to the greatest 

extent possible during preliminary and final design of these improvements by realignment and/or 

reducing the right-of-way width of proposed backbone roadways.  In response to this comment, the 

Section 5.3.6.11 on page 5.3-50 of the DEIR is hereby amended to amplify the text for clarity as follows:    

MSHCP 770 

As mapped in Figure 5.3-2, up to 33.02 acres of temporary and permanent impacts to existing 

mitigation areas in the ELSP may occur as a result of infrastructure improvements.  Impact 

analysis was conservative, assuming the maximum right-of-way width and using a conceptual 

alignment, both of which may be modified to further avoid and minimize impacts to these 

mitigation areas during the design of these infrastructure improvements.  No other permanent 

operational impacts to the MSHCP would result from construction of the proposed Project. 

Currently, the following properties are considered part of the MSHCP 770 Plan: 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 262  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

• The 130-acre Lake Elsinore Inlet Channel  

• The 356-acre wetlands  

• The 10-, 25-, and 71- acre sites on the Summerly project  

• The 33 acres around the “Australia”n Vernal Pool 

• The 11.66 acres at TR 30846 (Serenity Park)  

 

Additional land is proposed to be preserved, includingwhich may include all or portions of the 

following: 

• An 3511.5-acre portion of the “T-Peninsula”  

• The City’s ownership of 48-acres south of the 356-acre wetlands  

• An additional 59 acres around the 356-acre wetlands or 45 acres of the riparian forest in 

PA 6.  

• 45 acres of the riparian forest in PA 6 

• Portions of additional City-owned land in the Back Basin 

• Additional managed open space set aside by implementing development projects as 

biological mitigation. 

 

The exact final acreage of the above-listed properties has yet to be determined pending 

preparation and recordation of conservation easements. However, upon following recordation 

of all conservation easements, the total acreages conserved would total or exceed 770 acres and 

would fulfill the MSHCP criteria for the Back Basin. These lands would be preserved as 

development occurs and would be credited as mitigation for development projects in the Back 

Basin. 

27-6. The comment states “specific information identifying each affected mitigation area and 

describing how it will be impacted should have been included in the DEIR …[b]ecause a thorough 

description of the compensatory mitigation lands is paramount to the environmental setting of the 

project and forms the foundation from which project impacts are assessed.” The commenter requests 

this information be included in either a recirculated DEIR or FEIR. DEIR Figures depicted these areas 

collectively as “Mitigation Area”.   In order to respond to this comment and the below comments 27-10 

and 27-29, the discussion within Section 5.3.4.3 of the DEIR under the heading “Back Basin 770 

Agreement” (DEIR, page 5.3-29) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

Back Basin 770 Agreement Plan 

In 2003, when the draft MSHCP mapping was first released to the public, the original cell 

criterion for the Back Basin was not acceptable to the City of Lake Elsinore because it would 

have created severe economic impacts to the City based on its effect on the longstanding Lake 

Elsinore East Lake Specific Plan. To rectify this situation, a series of meetings were held between 

the City of Lake Elsinore, Jim Bartel of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Ron Rempel of 

the CDFW and staff and consultants from Riverside County and representatives of Laing-CP Lake 
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Elsinore, who was developing the Summerly project at the time. A letter from CDFW to Lake 

Elsinore dated October 2013 provides further information on CDFW’s understanding of the 

history of the 770 Plan (Included as Appendix F(1)). 

As a result of the City’s discussions with the agencies, it was determined that conservation in the 

Back Basin was not tied to protection of specific habitat or wildlife movement corridors, but 

rather to the need to conserve a minimum of 770-acres in the Back Basin in order to meet the 

numeric requirements for the MSHCP (Back Basin 770 AgreementPlan). As described in CDFW’s 

October 2013 letter to the City (Included as Appendix F(1)), conservation in the ELSP site 

conservation lands used to achieve the 770 Plan should target lands that benefit shorebirds or 

wetland/marsh associated species, vernal pool species, sensitive plant species, and/or Planning 

Species for Subunit 3 and Proposed Extension of Existing Core 3, as described in the MSHCP. All 

lands should be managed consistent with the MSHCP and protected, in perpetuity, and will be 

reviewed and approved by CDFW, USFWS, and RCA.  Several specific geographic areas in the 

Back Basin have been previously identified for conservation toward fulfillment of the 770-acre 

requirement, including Planning Area 5, most of Planning Area 7, and smaller portions of other 

Planning Areas as Preservation/Mitigation Areas. These areas are depicted as “Mitigation Area” 

on Figure 5.3-1 and described in more detail in ELSPA No. 11 Section 2.5.4 which provides the 

following description of the currently identified areas: 

Wetland Mitigation Area 

Within Planning Area 5 is the commonly referred to “356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area” 

which is actually approximately 369.3 acres in size.  This area contains the existing U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers’ man-made wetlands created as part of the Lake Elsinore 

Management Project.  The wetlands provide habitat for birds, small mammals, reptiles 

and amphibians.  No development shall occur within the Wetland Mitigation Area 

except for those improvements that are necessitated to implement the Lake Elsinore 

Management Project, as permitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or to enhance 

the existing 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area. 

San Jacinto River Corridor and River/Lake Corridor 

Located within the Links at Summerly Golf Course in Planning Area 1, the approximately 

25-acre San Jacinto River Corridor follows the historic drainage course of the river and 

provides an approximately 200-foot wide wetlands and wildlife corridor function.  This 

corridor is separated from urban land uses to enhance its biological value and wetlands 

function. 

In addition to the 25-acre San Jacinto River Corridor, an approximately 10-acre, 165-foot 

wide River/Lake Corridor wetland is located on the western edge of Planning Area 1, 

adjacent to Planning Area 6. 
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Lake Elsinore Inlet Channel 

As part of the Lake Elsinore Management Project, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

created a “lake type inlet” with the purpose of conveying discharge from the San Jacinto 

River into Lake Elsinore.  The 130-acre inlet channel and portion of the San Jacinto River 

are located in Planning Area 7 and are designated as a Preservation/Mitigation Area. 

Recreational water sports will continue to be allowable uses within the inlet channel. 

“Australia” Vernal Pool Mitigation Area 

Located within Planning Area 7, the City-owned 33-acre preservation area contains the 

“Australia” shaped vernal pool and additional mitigation capability for sensitive plant 

species. 

11.66-acre TR 30846 (Serenity Park) 

The 11.66 mitigation area located at the southeast corner of the Eastlake Specific Plan 

between Corydon and Skylark, which was dedicated as part of the Serenity Project.  

“T” Peninsula Area 

The 11.5-acre mitigation area located at the end of the “T” Peninsula in Planning Area 6 

will be used to provide biological habitat functions and will be conserved and managed 

in accordance with the adopted Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan (MSHCP). 

Open Space Buffers 

Located along the southerly boundary of Planning Area 1, an approximately 71-acre 

open space buffer separates the Summerly Residential Neighborhood and The Links at 

Summerly golf course from the 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area immediately to the 

south of Planning Area 1.  It will provide drainage, flood retention and biological habitat 

functions.   

An additional open space buffer to separate the 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area from 

adjacent uses has been included in the ELSP as follows: 

❖ City-owned land along the southern edge of Planning Area 5 between 

the 356-acres and the southwestern boundary of the ELSP.  

(Approximately 48 acres) 

Additionally, future implementing development projects within the Project site may help to 

achieve the 770-acre requirement by dedicating acreage for managed open space as biological 

mitigation, consistent with Section 2.5.4.2 of the SPA which states: 
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To complete the 770-acre commitment to the MSHCP, the City will require that all new 

development in the Back Basin preserve a certain percentage of its acreage in open 

space.  This open space area may include any lost storage volume areas required to 

flood protect a parcel and/or may require an open space set aside for those projects 

that do not require flood protection.   

The Back Basin is subject to periods of high flooding.  Open space areas may be 

inundated for many months in major flood events.  As a result, it is not cost effective to 

spend money on traditional habitat establishment.  Instead, all open space areas will be 

required to set aside an endowment for woody invasive species removal in perpetuity in 

order to meet this managed open space requirement.  Additional managed open space 

may be set aside by implementing development projects as biological mitigation.  This 

additional managed open space should be located adjacent to other managed open 

space areas.  Managed open space can include any buffers, berms, lost storage volume 

areas and/or other open space.  It cannot include active recreation sites.  These open 

space areas can include limited trails to allow passive use of the land, subject to City 

approval.  The land may also be utilized for mitigation for sensitive plants and/or 

“waters of the U.S. and State” as needed. 

The Back Basin is regulated to elevation 1265 by the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW).  If an applicant also has a CDFW jurisdictional wetland or drainage on 

its site, additional mitigation may be necessary. 

Developers of future implementing development projects are encouraged to attend an 

MSHCP Pre-application meeting to facilitate coordinated mitigation among the Army 

Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department, and the Service 

for project impacts to jurisdictional waters and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine features. 

Two transition areas to separate the 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area from adjacent 

Action Sports, Tourism, Commercial and Recreation uses have been included in the ELSP 

as follows: 

❖ 350-foot wide transition area along the southern edge of Planning Area 

6 (approximately 34-acres) 

❖ 200-foot wide transition area along the western edge of Planning Area 3 

(approximately 20 acres) 

The transition areas are locations where developers are encouraged to place required 

managed open space set-asides. 

In addition, all future implementing development projects within the Project site would ensure 

consistency with the MSHCP by obtaining a consistency determination and any other additional 

approvals required by the MSHCP, including processes such as the City’s implementation of the 
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HANS (Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy) process known as the LEAP 

process, when appropriate. Applicable plan-wide requirements may include:  

• Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool 

Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.2),  

• Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.3),  

• Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (MSHCP, § 6.3.2),  

• Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.4),  

• Vegetation Mapping (MSHCP, § 6.3.1) requirements,  

• Fuels Management Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.4), and Payment of the MSHCP Local 

Development Mitigation Fee (MSHCP Ordinance, § 4). 

These revisions merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the DEIR; 

and therefore, do not represent any substantial evidence showing any new of different potentially 

significant impacts. 

The precise boundaries of each mitigation area will be finalized at the time that conservation easements 

are recorded.  Please also see above response to Comment 27-5 for a discussion on potential impacts to 

these areas. No further response or action is required. 

27-7. The comment states either a recirculated DEIR or the FEIR should “identify all existing mitigation 

commitments, any outstanding commitments such as restoration and/or the recording of conservation 

easements, and provide clear details and analysis describing how the project may affect each of these 

areas.” Please see above response to Comments 27-5 and 27-6. No further response or action is 

required. 

27-8. The comment describes the “770 Agreement” (770 Plan) between the City of Lake Elsinore and 

the Wildlife Agencies; references a 2013 letter and map detailing the Department’s understanding 

regarding conservation in the Lake Elsinore Back Basin to meet MSHCP reserve assembly requirements; 

notes the 2013 letter requested the City of Lake Elsinore work with the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA to 

identify remaining parcels to finalize the “770 Agreement”; notes requirements (restoration and/or 

recording of easements) that need to be implemented before these lands can be counted toward the 

conservation goal; and notes that this information was not included in the DEIR but is “relevant and 

pertinent to the analysis of the lands that can contribute to the final mitigation configuration.” 

The DEIR included a discussion of the 770 Agreement on pages 5.2-29 and 5.3-30. The discussion in 

Section 5.3.6.11 of the DEIR (DEIR, page 5.3-50) has been amplified in response to this comment and 

comment 27-5, as shown above in the response to comment 27-5.  No further response or action is 

required. 

27-9. The comment states, “[t]he characterization in the DEIR that the only requirement for the 770 

acres is to meet an acreage goal is an over simplification.” The comment cites a 2013 Department letter 

to the City, describing the Department’s interpretation of the 770 requirement and states, “areas 
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included in the 770 acres of conservation should include areas that were identified for Reserve Assembly 

as described in the MSHCP (based on the written cell criteria) and/or provide connectivity to lands that 

are conserved and/or proposed for conservation. The conservation should target lands that benefit 

shorebirds or wetland/marsh associated species, vernal pool species, sensitive plant species, and/or 

Planning Species for Subunit 3 and Proposed Extension of Existing Core 3, as described in the MSHCP. All 

lands should be managed consistent with the MSHCP and protected, in perpetuity.”  Please see above 

responses to comments 27-5 and 27-8 for additional clarification added to pages 5.2-29 and 5.3-30 of 

the EIR.  No further response or action is required.   

27-10. The comment notes additional areas that could contribute to the 770-acre requirement 

including, “the 10-acre Laing/Summerly property, the 11.66-acre Tract 30846 mitigation area, and the 

53.5 acre borrow site (5.75 acres were committed by the City for the Lake Elsinore Boat Ramp in 

Agreement No. 1600-2007-0216-R6).” The comment also states, “[t]he Draft EIR identifies alternative 

properties such as the 35-acre T-area that have unknown resource values and need to be reviewed to 

determine if they are appropriate for inclusion in the 770 acres.”  The discussion on potential 770 

mitigation areas has been amplified per responses to comments 27-5, 27-6 and 27-8 above. No further 

response or action is required. 

27-11. The comment requests the EIR be more specific on MSHCP’s plan-wide requirements of future 

implementing development projects.  As requested by the commenter, the discussion has been 

amplified per responses to comments 27-5 and 27-6 above. No further response or action is required. 

27-12. The comment states, “[t]he Wildlife Agencies are concerned that use of lost storage volume 

areas dispersed across project sites as contribution towards the 770-acre acre goal will result in 

piecemeal conservation that does not have the MSHCP resource values and/or connectivity to the 

adjacent mitigation areas.” The commenter also requests a meeting with the City, Wildlife Agencies and 

the RCA to discuss the proposed additions of the mitigation lands to meet the 770 Back Basin acreage 

goals. Please see above responses to comments 27-5, 27-6, 27-8 and 27-9. Per discussions during a 

follow-up meeting between the City and the Wildlife Agencies held on August 30, 2017 regarding the 

770 acreage goals, the City shall work with the Wildlife Agencies to consider additional mitigation areas 

as future implementing development projects are proposed within the ELSP site. Portions of City-owned 

land in the Back Basin is available to meet or exceed the 770-acre requirement and can be officially 

committed to meet the mitigation needs of future implementing development projects pending City 

Council approval and/or in consultation and cooperation between the City, Wildlife Agencies and RCA. 

Figure 5.3-1 shows the current “Mitigation Area” with an approximate acreage of 725 acres. Much of 

this acreage is sizable and/or contiguous (e.g. Inlet Channel in proposed Planning Area 7; 356-acre 

wetlands in proposed Planning Area 5; and 71-acre site in proposed Planning Area 1) and/or provides 

connectivity (e.g. 10-acre site, 25-acre site, and 33-acre site). The City will require additional acreages 

set aside for mitigation to be contiguous and/or of substantial size. See response to comment 27-13 

below. No further response or action is required. 
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27-13. The comment states, “[t]he Wildlife Agencies are concerned that an endowment for woody 

species removal will be inadequate to manage the open space and to maintain the resource values in 

perpetuity.” The Wildlife Agencies suggest a management plan and Property Analysis Record (PAR) or 

equivalent be prepared to inform the endowment needs for long-term management of the conservation 

properties.  ELSPA No. 11 Section 2.5.4.2 has been amplified to include the additional language below.  

To complete the 770-acre commitment to the MSHCP, the City will require that all new 

development in the Back Basin preserve a certain percentage of its acreage in open space. This 

open space area may include any lost storage volume areas required to flood protect a parcel 

and/or may require an open space set aside for those projects that do not require flood 

protection.  To avoid piecemeal conservation, new preservation areas shall be contiguous with 

existing 770 features and/or major riparian areas, unless otherwise approved by the regulatory 

agencies. 

The Back Basin is subject to periods of high flooding. Open space areas may be inundated for 

many months in major flood events. As a result, it is not cost effective to spend money on 

traditional habitat establishment. Instead, all open space areas will be required to set aside an 

endowment for woody invasive species removal in perpetuity in order to meet this managed 

open space requirement. Future implementing development projects would also require 

preparation of a long-term management plan and Property Analysis Record (PAR) or equivalent 

to inform the endowment needs for long term management of the conservation properties, 

including:  controlling access through signage, fencing, and/or enforcement; removal of invasive 

species; maintenance of facilities; and/or trash pickup based on project-specific impacts and 

compensatory mitigation requirements.  Additional managed open space may be set aside by 

future implementing development projects as biological mitigation. This additional managed 

open space should be located adjacent to other managed open space areas. Managed open 

space can include any buffers, berms, lost storage volume areas and/or other open space. It 

cannot include active recreation sites. These open space areas can include limited trails to allow 

passive use of the land, subject to City approval. The land may also be utilized for mitigation for 

sensitive plants and/or “waters of the U.S. and State” as needed. 

Mitigation measure MM BIO-9 has been renumbered as MM BIO-10 and has also been updated as 

follows: 

MM BIO-910: Mitigation for each future implementing development project will be completed 

prior to or concurrently with each project’s implementation (may require 

grading to occur to establish mitigation area) and will be consistent with the 

770-acre mitigation agreement Plan currently in place developed for the Back 

Basin as well as other requirements as described in Section 2.5.4.2 of ELSPA No. 

11.  

Removal of tamarisk scrub will be considered a benefit to the Back Basin and no 

mitigation will be necessary required by the City provided the Tamarisk is 
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eradicated in perpetuity. This means that development of a site that is graded, 

paved, etc. such that Tamarisk cannot survive, does not need mitigation. If a 

portion of Tamarisk scrub remains on a project site, the project proponent will 

be required by the City to establish an endowment to remove/eradicate the 

Tamarisk in perpetuity. Impacts to riverine and riparian resources will be 

mitigated in the Back Basin, Lake Elsinore or other agency-approved mitigation 

bank or in-lieu fee program within the MSHCP. Impacts to riparian resources will 

be compensated for at a minimum ratio of 2:1 preservation in the Back Basin, 

Lake Elsinore or other agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program 

within the MSHCP.  

No further response or action is required. 

27-14. The comment states, “[t]he Transportation Section of the Draft EIR, Section 5.14, should have 

included (in the local regulatory framework subsection) a description of the MSHCP covered roads, 

requirements and citing of roads in Criteria Areas, and other measures such as wildlife crossings.   The 

comment also states that “[r]oadways identified in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP and on Figure 7-1 are 

Covered Activities within the Criteria Area” and that “[r]oadways other than those identified in this 

section are not covered activities without an amendment to the MSHCP.”  Additionally, the comment 

includes a listing of roadway classifications and right-of-way widths identified in the MSHCP.  The 

comment also notes that although the DEIR identifies the improvement and development of Cereal 

Street, Lucerne Street, and Malaga Road, that Cereal Street is the only covered road in the Back Basin 

and that the proposed 100-foot right of way for these roads and additional width for temporary impacts 

exceeds the maximum with of 74 feet identified in the MSHCP. The Wildlife Agencies recommend 

modifying the proposed roads and widths to be consistent with the covered roads elements in Figure 7-

1 of the MSHCP.  

In response to the request to add language regarding MSHCP covered roads to DEIR Section 5.14, 

Section 5.14.3 (Regulatory Setting) is hereby amended to add the following new section between the 

discussion of the “Riverside County Integrated Project” and “Congestion Management Plan” on page 

5.14-10 of the DEIR: 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 

As described in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources), in 2004, the City adopted the MSHCP, a 

comprehensive multi-jurisdictional effort that focuses on conservation of 146 species and their 

associated habitats within western Riverside County. The MSHCP serves as the Habitat 

Conservation Plan pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal Endangered Species Act of 

1973, as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the NCCP Act of 2001. 

The MSHCP allows for the Permittees (i.e., City of Lake Elsinore, County of Riverside, the other 

14 participating cities, etc.) to authorize “take” of plant and wildlife species identified within the 

Plan area for private and public works projects. 
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Section 7 of the MSHCP describes covered Activities/Allowable Uses.  Section 7.3.5 describes 

Planned Roads within the Criteria Area (“Covered Roads”). Planned roadways are defined as 

either existing facilities that require improvements (i.e. widening) or new facilities to be 

constructed.  Covered roads include seven types of roadways, freeways, CETAP Corridors and 

other major facilities that have been identified as part of the General Plan Circulation Element.  

Evaluations of planned roadways with respect to Conservation of biological resources have been 

conducted throughout the MSHCP planning process. As a result, only those planned roadways 

identified in this section are Covered Activities within the Criteria Area. Roadways other than 

those identified in Section 7.3.5 are not covered without an amendment to the MSHCP in 

accordance with the procedures described in Section 6.10 of the MSHCP. 

The MSHCP states that “[t]he improvement/construction of circulation element roadways 

shown on Figure 7-1 [of the MSHCP] are Covered Activities within the Criteria Area, as well as 

the operation and Maintenance Activities conducted for these facilities. The Circulation element 

roads included in Figure 7-1 and that are analyzed in this section include a composite of County 

and Cities General Plan Circulation Elements.” (MSHCP, page 7-31) Section 7.5.1 of the MSHCP 

sets forth the “Guidelines for the Siting and Design of Planned Roads Within the Criteria Area 

and Public/Quasi-Public Lands”. 

As stated on page 7-31 of the MSHCP, “[t]he Circulation element roads included in Figure 7-1 and that 

are analyzed in this section include a composite of County and Cities General Plan Circulation Elements.  

The City of Lake Elsinore General Plan Circulation Element in effect at the time that the MSHCP was 

prepared and adopted had the following roads and right-of-way widths within the interior of the East 

Lake Specific Plan: 

• Bundy Canyon Road – Urban Arterial (6-Lanes/120-foot right-of-way) (Between Lakeshore Drive 

and Corydon) 

• Stoneman Street – Major Roadway (4-Lanes/100-foot right-of-way) 

• Diamond Drive– Major Roadway (4-Lanes/100-foot right-of-way) 

These roadway designations are also reflected in the East Lake Specific Plan as originally adopted in 

1993.  Notwithstanding these City of Lake Elsinore Circulation Element designations, the adopted 

MSHCP utilized different road designations and right-of-way widths.  MSHCP Figure 7-1 only shows 

Cereal Street (referred to as Bundy Canyon Road in City General Plan) as a Collector Road with a 74-foot 

right-of-way and a portion of Diamond Drive (identified as a Major Roadway with a 118-foot right-of-

way). 

In response to the commenters’ request to modifying the proposed roads and widths, ELSPA No. 11 is 

hereby amended to change the designations of Cereal Street, Lucerne Street, and Sylvester/Malaga 

Street from Major Roads with 100-foot right of way to Collector Roads with a modified 68-foot right-of-

way.  An analysis conducted by Webb Associates (included as EIR Appendix K(1)) of this reduction in 

right-of-way width shows that because the roads will still be 4-lane roads there will be no change in the 
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potential traffic impacts as described in DEIR Section 5.14, Transportation and Circulation and no 

additional mitigation will be required.   

MSHCP Section 7.5.1 states that the specific location for planned roads, bridges and interchanges 

depicted on Figure 7-1 are not exact; the ultimate alignment and design will be determined during 

project level engineering and approval for the alignment.  This section also states that alignments will 

follow existing roads, easements, rights-of-way, and disturbed areas.  The locations of Cereal Street, 

Lucerne Street, and Sylvester/Malaga Street as shown in Figure 4.1 of the ELSPA No. 11 and Figure 5.14-

1 of the DEIR reflect the locations of existing rights-of-way for these roads.  MSHCP Figure 7-1 shows a 

total length of Cereal Street is approximately 17,068 feet with a 74-foot right-of-way (29 acres).  The 

total length of Cereal Street, Lucerne Street, and Sylvester/Malaga Street as shown in ELSPA No. 11 is 

approximately 14,062 feet with a 68-foot right-of-way and approximately 2,656 feet with a 100-foot 

right-of-way (totaling 28.05 acres).  Therefore, Cereal Street, Lucerne Street, and Sylvester/Malaga 

Street represent a more accurate alignment for the road labeled “Cereal Street” in MSHCP Figure 7-1 

and the total acreage for these roads is less than that shown in Figure 7-1 for Cereal Street. Therefore, 

all three roads can be considered to be “covered roads” and consistent with the MSHCP. It should also 

be noted that current Geographic Information System (GIS) files provided to the City by the RCA and 

verified by CDFW allow for 63.7 acres of roadway development associated with MSHCP Figure 7-1 Cereal 

Street improvements, which would leave a remaining balance of 35.65 (63.7-28.05) acres for future 

covered roadway improvements if needed.  

The ELSPA No. 11 also shows a bridge across the inlet channel that would allow the completion of 

Lucerne Street from Sylvester/Malaga Street to Lakeshore Drive.  This connection is shown on Figure 7-1 

as part of Cereal Street.  Additionally, as described above, Stoneman Street has been shown in the East 

Lake Specific Plan since its initial adoption in 1993 and in the City General Plan Circulation Element since 

1990.  It is understood that at such time that these facilities are proposed for development, that a 

determination of MSHCP compliance through the MSHCP’s Joint Project Review (JPR) process shall be 

required.  Through the JPR process these facilities can be determined to be “covered roads” if the 

development footprint can be offset by an equivalent acreage from a covered road shown on Figure 7-1 

that will not be developed. 

The comment also requests, “a discussion of MSHCP road requirements, identification of the MSHCP 

Covered Roads in the ELSP, a description of how the circulation portion of the ELSP will comply with 

MSHCP roads requirements and a commitment to meeting the wildlife connectivity and the other 

MSHCP covered road requirements.” Please see the above response to this comment 27-14. 

27-15. The comment states, “[w]ithout the results of focused surveys and information on mitigation 

strategies as appropriate, the Wildlife Agencies cannot evaluate if proposed roads or projects are 

consistent with MSHCP.” Please see above response to comment 27-4. No further response or action is 

required. 

This comment also reviews mitigation measure MM BIO-4 and provides the Wildlife Agencies’ position 

that the mitigation as worded “is not consistent with the MSHCP requirements.”  Please see the 



City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 272  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

following response to comment 27-16, for revisions to mitigation measure MM BIO-4 in response to this 

comment and to comment 27-16. 

27-16. The comment suggests revisions be made to mitigation measure MM BIO-4 for consistency with 

MSHCP requirements. Per the Wildlife Agencies request, MM BIO-4 is hereby revised per the comment 

as follows: 

MM BIO-4 Mitigation for impacts to special status plant species caused by development 

within the Project site will be achieved through compliance with MSHCP 

requirements. Each development will go through the MSHCP approval process 

(including required Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area Plant surveys). If impacts 

will occur to Narrow Endemic or Criteria Area plant species identified during the 

focused surveys, mitigation is proposed to occur in compliance with MSHCP 

requirements, specifically 90% preservation (translocation may be performed) 

of the impacted species population either onsite or offsite within a preservation 

area of the Back Basin. The 90% preservation will be appropriate for the species 

(i.e. seed collection, soil translocation, etc.). 

Surveys for Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area Plant species will occur during the 

appropriate season within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. If impacts will 

occur to Narrow Endemic or Criteria Area plant species identified during the 

focused surveys, mitigation is proposed to occur in compliance with MSHCP 

requirements, specifically 90% preservation (translocation may be performed) 

of the impacted species population either onsite or offsite within a preservation 

area of the Back Basin. The 90% preservation will be appropriate for the species 

(i.e. seed collection, soil translocation, etc.) Translocation may occur in 

preserved open spaces areas. 

Future implementing development projects within the ELSP will adhere to the 

MSHCP special status plant species requirements, which include the Narrow 

Endemic and Criteria Area Plant surveys (NEPSSA and CAPSSA respectively). All 

surveys will be performed during the time of year specified in the MSHCP. Per 

the MSHCP, either Equivalency Findings or a Determination of Biologically 

Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) will be prepared for each project on 

which a NEPSSA or CAPSSA species is found during surveys. If 90% of the area 

with long term conservation value to the NEPSSA or CAPSSA plant species on 

the project site can be avoided then an Equivalency Finding will be made. If 

impacts to more than 10% of the area with conservation value to the plant 

species is not avoided, then a DBESP will be prepared and provided to the 

Wildlife Agencies for review and approval. 

No further response or action is required. 
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27-17. The comment recommends a mitigation measure be added to outline next steps for future 

implementing development projects that propose impacts to more than 10% of the area with long term 

conservation value to the NEPSSA or CAPSSA plant population(s). Per the Wildlife Agencies request, MM 

BIO-4a is hereby added to the DEIR as follows: 

MM BIO-4a Whenever more than 10% of the area with long term conservation value within 

a future implementing development project’s footprint is affected by that future 

implementing development project’s activities and the DBESP has been 

prepared and approved, if the mitigation strategy includes translocation and or 

seed collection with propagation to an on-site or off-site preserved property, 

the receiving property must be acceptable to the City and Wildlife Agencies. The 

property shall provide habitat characteristics suitable to support the plant 

species, including but not limited to: appropriate soils, elevation, hydrology and 

vegetation community. The property shall be conserved via recordation of a 

conservation easement or deed restriction in favor of a CDFW-due diligence 

approved local conservation entity to protect sensitive plant species on the 

property in perpetuity. Alternatively, the land may be transferred in fee title to a 

CDFW-approved local conservation entity. A management fund shall be 

established by the Applicant and will consist of an interest-bearing account with 

the amount of capital necessary to generate sufficient interest and/or income to 

fund all monitoring, management, and protection of the conservation area(s), 

including but not limited to, reasonable administrative overhead, biological 

monitoring, invasive species and trash removal, fencing and signage 

replacement and repair, law enforcement measures, long-term management 

reporting (as described below), and other actions designed to maintain and 

improve the habitat of the conserved land(s), in perpetuity. A Property Analysis 

Record, or substantially equivalent analysis, shall be conducted by the Applicant 

and approved by the City to determine the management needs and costs 

described above, which then will be used to calculate the capital needed for the 

management of the fund. This management fund shall be held and managed by 

a CDFW-approved local conservation entity. To protect the mitigation area(s), 

the Applicant shall place appropriate fencing and/or natural barriers and 

signage around the perimeter of each site. Except for uses appropriate to a 

habitat conservation area, the public shall not have access to the mitigation 

area(s), and no activities shall be permitted within the site, except maintenance 

of habitat, including the removal of nonnative plant species, trash, and debris, 

and the installation of native plant materials. Mitigation areas can include 

limited trails to allow passive use of the land, subject to CDFW and City 

approval. Prior to any ground disturbance, the Applicant shall prepare a Planting 

Plan (Plan) for sensitive plant species. The Plan shall require a replacement ratio 

of 1:1 by area, and ensure a minimum 90 percent survivorship at the end of a 

five-year monitoring period, which shall be verified by the monitoring biologist 
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(minimum qualifications of the monitoring biologist are specified below). At a 

minimum, the five-year plan shall include the following information: 

a. A description of the existing conditions of the receiver site(s), characterizing 

the suitability of the site(s) for the plant, and documenting the acreage of 

the site. 

b. A description of how the site will be preserved in perpetuity, e.g., 

conservation easement, deed restriction, etc., and the name of the CDFW-

approved due diligence entity that will hold the easement/deed restriction, 

etc. 

c. Qualifications of the monitoring biologist: At a minimum, the monitoring 

biologist will possess a minimum of two-year’s experience conducting 

habitat restoration projects in coastal sage scrub, chaparral and/or other 

native habitat in Riverside County, California. 

d. Receiver site preparation for transplanting. 

e. Goals for success. 

f. Schedule. 

g. Propagation techniques. 

h. Transplant and seedling installation methods. 

i. Plant spacing. 

j. Performance criteria for success, including provision for control of non-

native and invasive species. 

k. Monitoring and reporting procedures for each of the five years of the 

monitoring period. 

l. Adaptive management strategies, including a contingency plan should the 

site fail to meet the specified success criteria. 

m. Maintenance requirements that will be reviewed and approved by the City. 

The Plan shall also ensure a mixture of both male and female plants (where 

appropriate). 

27-18. The comment states, “The number of burrowing owls occupying the site may change over time 

as local populations and environmental conditions fluctuate. Given the phased development timing of 

the project and the fluctuating nature of burrowing owl populations, the Revised DEIR/FEIR should 

acknowledge and recognize that the proposed mitigation measures may be required for more (or less) 

than one burrowing owl pair.”  Additional clarifying text has been added to Section 5.3.3 of the EIR as 

follows:   

Two BUOWs were observed within the Project site during the VCS survey. Each BUOW was 

observed at a burrow with characteristic sign of BUOW occupation/use. The Project site is 

considered to host suitable habitat for BUOW. The two burrowing owls were not observed 

within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas.  Given the phased development timing of the 

project and the fluctuating nature of burrowing owl populations, the number of burrowing owls 
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occupying the site may change over time as local populations and environmental conditions 

fluctuate. Therefore, although only two BUOWs were observed during the VCS survey, the 

proposed project may impact and require mitigation measures for more, or less, than the two 

BUOW individuals observed during the Project’s surveys. 

The comment recommends revisions to mitigation measure MM BIO-7. Per the Wildlife Agencies 

request, MM BIO-7 bullet 2 and 3 have been revised per the comment as follows: 

• Pre-construction presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl within the Project site where 

suitable habitat is present shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to 

the commencement of ground disturbing activities pursuant to California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife and MSHCP protocols (Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Additional Survey 

Needs and Procedures). If active burrowing owl burrows are detected during the breeding 

season, all work within an appropriate buffer (typically a minimum 300 feet) of any active 

burrow will be halted until that nesting effort is finished. The on-site biologist will review 

and verify compliance with these boundaries and will verify the nesting effort has finished. 

Work can resume in the buffer when no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found 

within the buffer area.  

If BUOW are found onsite, the Lead Agency shall notify the Wildlife Agencies and the 

Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) to develop a conservation 

strategy including a Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan. If active burrowing owl burrows are 

detected during the breeding season, the qualified biologist will establish an appropriate 

buffer (typically a minimum 300 feet) and all work will be halted within the buffer until the 

biologist observes that nesting efforts have finished. Work can resume in the buffer when 

no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found within the buffer area. 

• If active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season or during the 

breeding season and its determined nesting activities have not begun, then passive and/or 

active relocation may be approved with a Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan following 

consultation with the City of Lake Elsinore, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA. Passive 

relocation, the installation of one-way doors, is not recommended unless suitable burrows 

are available within 100 meters of the closed burrows and the relocation area is protected 

through a long-term conservation mechanism (e.g., conservation easement). The installation 

of one-way doors may be installed as part of a passive relocation program. Burrowing owl 

burrows shall be excavated with hand tools by a qualified biologist when determined to be 

unoccupied, and back filled to ensure that animals do not re-enter the holes/dens. Upon 

completion of the survey and any follow-up construction avoidance management, a report 

shall be prepared and submitted to the City, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA for 

mitigation monitoring compliance record keeping. 

27-19. The comment states, “[p]lease note that CEQA Guidelines §15126.4, subdivision (a)(1)(8) states 

that formulation of feasible mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future date. Deferral 
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may be permissible, but an agency must commit itself to mitigation and either adopt a performance 

standard on which future approvals are contingent or consider and analyze specific alternatives.” The 

comment is acknowledged. Feasible mitigation has been included that is appropriate for this 

programmatic Project, including measures requested by the Wildlife Agencies. Where appropriate, the 

mitigation measures are based on a performance standard. No further response or action is required.  

27-20. The comment describes applicable laws related to nesting birds and birds of prey including the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game 

Code (FGC). The comment is acknowledged. No further response or action is required. 

27-21. The comment states, “Impact BIO-4 is inconsistent with the described impacts and should be 

revised in revised DEIR/Final EIR to reflect that significant impacts may occur to nesting birds.” As 

disclosed in the text on page 5.3-33, “any potential for impacts to this species [western snowy plover] 

during construction of future implementing development projects would be minimized through 

implementation of MM BIO-7, which requires all future implementing development projects in the 

Project site to complete a pre-construction nesting bird survey prior to clearing and grubbing activities 

within the Project site.” Impact BIO-4 has been revised as shown below for clarity and consistency with 

the amplified language provided for response to comment 17-35: 

Impact BIO-4 Construction of future implementing development projects including clearing, 

grubbing, and demolition activities would may result in less than significant impacts to western 

snowy plover and other nesting birds in the Project site. 

27-22. The comment recommends revision to bullet 1 of mitigation measure MM BIO-7 for 

preconstruction nesting bird surveys. Per the Wildlife Agencies request, MM BIO-7 bullet 1 has been 

revised per the comment as follows: 

• Prior to the commencement of future implementing development project-related activities 

(including all ground-disturbing activities) during the nesting season of January 1 through 

September 1, The removal of potential nesting bird habitat will be conducted outside of the 

nesting season (February 1 to August 31) to the extent feasible. If grading or site disturbance is 

to occur between February 1 and August 31, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist within no not more than 72 hours of prior to ground disturbance activities 

scheduled vegetation removal, to determine the presence of if active bird nests or nesting birds 

are present. If active nests are identified, the avian biologist will establish appropriate buffers 

around the vegetation nest (typically 500 feet for raptors and sensitive species, 200 feet for non-

raptors/non-sensitive species). All work within these buffers will be halted until the nesting 

effort is finished (i.e. the juveniles are surviving independent from the nest). The on-site 

biologist will review and verify compliance with these nesting boundaries and will verify the 

nesting effort has finished. Work can resume within the buffer area when no other active nests 

are found. Alternatively, the qualified avian biologist may determine alternate appropriate 

buffer distances by referencing current species-specific standards, and taking into account the 

conservation status of the species, species-specific biology, and the nature of the planned 
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disturbance (e.g., driving past a nest versus extensive grading).a qualified biologist may 

determine that construction can be permitted within the buffer areas and would develop a 

monitoring plan to prevent any impacts while the nest continues to be active (eggs, chicks, etc.). 

In either case, the qualified avian biologist shall develop a monitoring plan to ensure that the 

project complies with all rules and regulations pertaining to nesting birds. Upon completion of 

the survey and any follow-up construction avoidance management, a report shall be prepared 

and submitted to the City for mitigation monitoring compliance record keeping. If vegetation 

clearing is not completed within 72 hours of a negative survey during nesting season, the 

nesting survey must be repeated to confirm the absence of nesting birds.  

No further response or action is required. 

27-23. The comment states, “[t]he Wildlife Agencies request that the FSEIR/Revised Draft EIR clearly 

describe the process for delineating the riparian/riverine resources in the ELSP area, the specific impacts 

to those resources, and measures to mitigate those impacts. Please note that the MSHCP consistency 

review process is not [deemed to] be complete until any comments the Wildlife Agencies have on a 

DBESP have been addressed.” It is acknowledged that the DBESP will not been deemed to be complete 

until comments from the Wildlife Agencies, if any, that have been received within the time periods 

established by the MSHCP have been addressed. As previously discussed in this response to comments 

and in the DEIR, the DEIR appropriately provides mitigation on a programmatic level for potential 

impacts to jurisdictional waters described under mitigation measures MM BIO-8, and MM BIO-9, which 

have been renumbered as MM BIO-9 and MM BIO-10. Future implementing development projects will 

be required to assess project-specific impacts based on proposed development footprints in relation to 

jurisdictional features that reflect current conditions at the time of implementation, as well as complete 

site-specific MSHCP consistency requirements. No further response or action is required. 

27-24. The comment recommends compensatory mitigation for impacts to waters of the State at a 

minimum 1:1 ratio and for impacts to wetland and riparian waters at a minimum 2:1 ratio. The comment 

also encourages avoidance to the greatest extent possible. The mitigation ratios provided in revised 

mitigation measure MM BIO-8 (reordered as MM BIO-9) consider the unique circumstances of the Back 

Basin, where CDFW assumes jurisdiction over the historic lakebed at elevation of 1,265 mean sea level 

(msl) and the USACE at 1,246 msl. Although the Wildlife Agencies’ recommended ratios may be 

appropriate for surface expressions (i.e. drainage features), they may not be appropriate for historic 

lakebed areas that lack waters-related characteristics. Examples would include currently 

disturbed/developed areas and ruderal vegetated areas with no bed, bank or ordinary high-water mark. 

Much of these areas support ruderal and/or invasive plant species. The ratios below 1:1 relate to those 

types of areas. That said, mitigation measure MM BIO-8 has been renumbered as MM BIO-9 and has 

been revised to address the agencies concerns that these minimums may not be sufficient. The 

mitigation measure has been revised as follows: 

MM BIO-89:  Mitigation for each future implementing development project will be completed 

prior to or concurrently with Project implementations and will be consistent with the 770-acre 

Plan currently in place developed for the Back Basin. 
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Impacts to Corps jurisdiction below elevation 1246’ and CDFW jurisdiction below elevation 

1265’ are recommended to be shall be compensated for by the preservation of waters below 

elevation 1246’ and/or 1265’ in the confines of the Back Basin or Lake Elsinore at a ratio to be 

negotiated with USACE and CDFW respectively during the regulatory permitting process for 

subsequent implementing development projects at a minimum 0.25:1 ratio, except for 

developed, ruderal, and/or tamarisk scrub areas which may require a lesser ratio pending 

review and approval of the Corps and CDFW during the regulatory permitting processminimum 

0.25:1 ratio. Impacts to non-wetland WoUS and streambed WoS are recommended to shall be 

compensated for at a minimum ratio of 1:1 preservation in the Back Basin, Lake Elsinore or 

other agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program within the MSHCP. Impacts to 

wetland and riparian waters recommended to shall be compensated for at a minimum ratio of 

2:1 preservation in the Back Basin, Lake Elsinore or other agency-approved mitigation bank or 

in-lieu fee program within the MSHCP. Mitigation for non-elevation related impacts to 

jurisdictional features may be combined with the elevation mitigation areas, due to the 

significant overlap in these areas in the acreage calculations in the previous sections. 

The following tables identify the anticipated minimum mitigation necessary for impacts within 

the Project site.  Each subsequent implementing development project will be evaluated 

individually by each applicable regulatory agency to determine appropriate mitigation for the 

project’s impacts to jurisdictional resources, based on a case-by-case analysis of the function 

and value of impacted resources as compared to the function and value of mitigation proposed 

by the developer. 

Table 5.3-18. Compensatory Mitigation for “Other Waters” Impacts within the Project site 

Feature* 
Impacts Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Non-wetland WOUS 2.41 1 2.41 

Potential Wetland 
WOUS 

53.88 2 
107.76 

Riparian WoS  53.88  2 107.76 

Rivers, Streams, or 
Lakes WoS 

3.08 1 
3.08 

Mitigation Areas 17.01 1 17.01 

*includes the Infrastructure Improvement Areas 

Table 5.3-19.  Compensatory Mitigation for “Other Waters” Impacts 
within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas 

Feature 
Impacts Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Non-wetland WOUS 0.00 1 0.00 
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Feature 
Impacts Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Potential Wetland 
WOUS 

0.23 2 
0.46 

Riparian WoS 0.23 2 0.46 

Rivers, Streams, or 
Lakes WoS 

0.00 1 0.00 

Mitigation Areas 17.01 1 17.01 

*see Table 24 below for additional detail regarding habitat types within the 1265’ elevation 

Table 5.3-20. Compensatory Mitigation for Habitat Impacts within the Project site and Below 
Elevations 1265’ for CDFW and 1246’ for USACE 

Vegetation Communities Impacts 
Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 

Mitigation 

Acreage 

Borrow Site 11.64 0.5 5.82 

Mitigation Areas 33.02 1 33.02 

Mixed Scrub 40.43 1 40.43 

Mulefat Scrub 0.63 1 0.63 

Ornamental Woodland 27.00 0.25 6.75 

Riversidean Sage Scrub 12.90 2 25.80 

Riversidean Sage Scrub – 
disturbed 

2.39 1 2.39 

Ruderal 775.53 0.25 193.88 

Saltgrass Ruderal 13.13 0.25 3.28 

Southern Cottonwood – Willow 
Riparian Forest 

6.08 2 12.16 

Tamarisk Scrub 341.48 0* 0 

Willow Scrub 6.81 1 6.81 

*See under Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools 

The Infrastructure Improvements will result in the following direct impacts to vegetation communities. 

Table 5.3-21. Compensatory Mitigation for Habitat Impacts within the Infrastructure Improvement 
Areas and Below Elevations 1265’ for CDFW and 1246’ for USACE 

Vegetation Communities Impacts 
Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Borrow Site 0.57 0.5 0.29 
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Vegetation Communities Impacts 
Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Mitigation Areas 17.01 1 17.01 

Mulefat Scrub 0.21 1 0.21 

Ruderal 6.51 0.25 1.63 

Tamarisk Scrub 3.11 0* 0 

Willow Scrub 0.03 1 0.03 

    *See under Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools 

No further response or action is required. 

27-25. The comment suggests that proponents of future implementing development projects attend an 

MSHCP Pre-application meeting to facilitate coordinated mitigation among the Army Corps of Engineers, 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department, and the Service for project impacts to jurisdictional 

waters and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine features. In response to this comment Section 2.5.4.2 of the ELSPA 

No. 11 is hereby amended by adding a new paragraph following “The Back Basin is regulated to 

elevation 1265 by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  If an applicant also has a 

CDFW jurisdictional wetland or drainage on its site, additional mitigation may be necessary.” to read as 

follows: 

Developers of future implementing development projects are encouraged to attend an MSHCP 

Pre-application meeting to facilitate coordinated mitigation among the Army Corps of Engineers, 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department, and the Service for project impacts to 

jurisdictional waters and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine features. 

No further response or action is required. 

27-26.   The comment states, “[i]ncreased human presence brings a risk of increased fire hazards. The 

DEIR identifies fuel management to protect development areas, but does not analyze the long-term 

cumulative effects to sensitive species and resources from a human-caused increase in fire frequency. In 

addition, the Revised Draft EIR/Final EIR should clearly specify that fuel management cannot occur in 

conservation areas and must be contained within the development footprint.” The proposed Project 

would not have impacts associated with increased fire hazards aside from those already analyzed in 

DEIR Section 5.7.6.10, with some areas showing moderate susceptibility on the eastern portion near 

Mission Trail Drive and some areas showing moderate to very high susceptibility within and adjacent to 

the southern edge of the Project site (DEIR 5.7-5). Per the commenter’s suggestion and as shown below, 

mitigation measure MM HAZ-5 has been revised to reference compliance with Section 6.4 Fuels 

Management of the MSHCP. It should also be noted that the 71-acre buffer zone, part of the 770 

mitigation area, has always proposed fuel modification. No further response or action is required.  
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MM HAZ-5 As part of the approval process for a future implementing development project, 

projects shall be required to demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts associated with 

wildfire hazards through implementation of Policies 4.1 through 4.3 of the Wildfire Hazards 

section of the Public Safety and Welfare chapter of the General Plan. (Ref. General Plan EIR 

Mitigation Measure MM Hazards 5). In addition, all fuel modification activities for future 

implementing development projects must be conducted in accordance with Section 6.4 Fuels 

Management of the MSHCP, where applicable. 

27-27. The comment expresses concern about post-buildout domestic cat predation on various bird, 

reptile, and small mammal species covered by the MSHCP and requests mitigation for cat-proof barriers. 

Impact BIO-6 was identified on DEIR pages 5.3-34 and 5.3-56, which disclosed potential issues related to 

encroachment of development within the Project site. Per the Wildlife Agencies comment and request, 

the discussion under the heading “Potential Impacts to Special Status Plants and Wildlife” in Section 

5.3.6.2, Operational Impacts, on page 5.3-34 is amplified by the addition of the following sentence as 

shown below in the response to Comment 27-32: 

Domestic cats may also pose a potential hazard to species where residential areas are situated 

adjacent to conservation areas. 

Additionally, the following mitigation measure MM BIO-8 has been added; and mitigation measures 

previously identified as MM BIO-8 and MM BIO-9 have been renumbered as MM BIO-9 and MM BIO-10, 

respectively. 

MM BIO-8 To reduce the impact of domestic cats on special status species in the 

conservation areas, cat-proof barriers shall be erected between future 

implementing residential development projects and any conservation area that 

exists at the time of development. The barrier should consist of a minimum 8- 

foot tall fencing made of secure materials that cats cannot scale placed along 

the entire boundary adjacent to the conservation areas to prohibit movement 

of people and pets from residential and recreational areas into the conservation 

area. No section of the barrier should include clear panels or sections such as 

glass or plastic as these are a hazard to birds, which may fly into them and 

perish. 

27-28. The comment states that the EIR should include an analysis of noise and light impacts on 

wildlife, and reference the Urban/Wildlands Interface (MSHCP, § 6.1.4) as a local regulatory requirement 

in EIR Section 5.3.4.3. Potential impacts on wildlife were analyzed in DEIR Section 5.3.6.2, which has 

been amplified for clarity as described in response to Comment 17-34. The following revision to the last 

sentence under the heading “Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

(MSHCP)” in Section 5.3.4.3 of the DEIR is hereby made in order to amplify the discussion on regulatory 

setting per the Commenter’s request:  



City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 282  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

The City assists in processing projects consistent with the Plan, including review through the City 

of Lake Elsinore Acquisition Process (LEAP) and pursuant to Section 6.0 of the MSHCP. 

Consistency reviews for proposed development within Criteria Cells also require a Joint Project 

Review with the Regional Conservation Authority. Plan wide MSHCP requirements for 

implementing development projects include the following: Protection of Species Associated with 

Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.2), Protection of Narrow 

Endemic Plant Species Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.3), Additional Survey Needs and Procedures 

(MSHCP, § 6.3.2), Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.4), Vegetation Mapping 

(MSHCP, § 6.3.1) requirements, Fuels Management Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.4), and payment of 

the MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee (MSHCP Ordinance, § 4). MSHCP Section 6.1.4 

Urban/Wildlands Interface also contains provisions for development to address impacts from 

drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers (for restricting public access, domestic 

animal predation, illegal trespass and dumping), and grading/land development on MSHCP 

conservation areas. 

Section 5.3.6.2 has also been revised per this comment shown below. Please also note that Figure 3-4 

has been revised to include portions of the western shoreline/existing levee in Planning Areas 5 and 6 

within the specific plan boundary, consistent with the current specific plan boundary. In response to 

public and agency comments, this additional area has been designated as a Preservation/Mitigation use. 

There is potential for direct and indirect impacts to special status plants and wildlife within the 

Project site during operation of the proposed Project, which would result from increased 

encroachment (i.e. offroading) within undeveloped portions of the Project site, as the Project 

site is made more accessible through installation of new roads, and incremental development of 

the site. Domestic cats may also pose a potential hazard to species where residential areas are 

situated adjacent to conservation areas. In addition, as the site is developed, less suitable 

habitat would remain for those special status species identified as occurring in the Project site. 

These impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.  

Much of the proposed planning areas are undeveloped and not lit at night, with the exception of 

proposed PA-1, PA-4 and portions of PA-2, PA-3 and PA-8. New development may increase the 

overall level of ambient light at night in areas adjacent to open-space conservation/mitigation 

areas. Species in these areas may be subject to increased predation from diurnal predators 

foraging for longer periods with light from adjacent development and increase visual acuity by 

nocturnal predators without proper shielding or buffers. Indirect noise impacts on adjacent 

open-space conservation/mitigation areas may also pose a source of nuisance or disruption to 

wildlife breeding, roosting, nesting and/or foraging activities without proper shielding or buffers.  

Direct impacts are anticipated to be less than significant based on the Project’s obligation to 

preserve a minimum of 770 acres of Preservation/Mitigation Areas, as shown on Figure 3-4 

Proposed Land-Use Plan, and based on the requirement that future implementing development 

projects must help meet and manage preservation/mitigation areas per ELSPA No. 11 Section 
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2.5.4.2. It is further anticipated that managing and policing conserved areas to prohibit illegal 

offroading and dumping would be facilitated by new development and police and property 

owner access within the Project site. 

Indirect impacts related to drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers (for 

restricting public access, domestic animal predation, illegal trespass and dumping), and 

grading/land development are anticipated to be less than significant through compliance with 

MSHCP urban interface requirements detailed in Section 6.1.4 Guidelines Pertaining to the 

Urban/Wildlands Interface.  Furthermore, additional project-specific environmental review per 

ELSPA No. 11 Section 10.7.2 is required to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR 

prior to future implementing development project implementation. Specific measures to 

minimize noise impacts may include one or more of the following: setbacks, berms, or walls to 

minimize the effects of noise on MSHCP Conservation Area resources pursuant to applicable 

rules, regulations, and guidelines. Specific measures to minimize night-lighting impacts may 

include one or more of the following: directing night lighting away from conservation areas; 

shielding of lights to ensure ambient lighting in the conservation areas is not increased; use of 

amber lights; the use of motion sensors and other controls, especially for security lighting, so 

that lights operate only when the area is occupied by people; surface treatment specifications 

that minimize glare and sky glow; and always-on security lighting be limited to one low-wattage, 

fully shielded, full cutoff light fixture at the main entrance to facilities.  

27-29. The comment describes potential lighting impacts on conservation areas and says mitigation 

measures should be developed and included in the EIR to address potential lighting and noise effects. 

The Commenter’s discussion has been used to amplify the discussion on EIR pages 5.3-33 and 5.3-34. 

Please see above response to comment 27-28. No further response or action is required. 

27-30. The comment describes the Department’s jurisdiction and responsibilities related to Fish and 

Game Code Section 1602 and requests mitigation measure “MM BIO-C” be added. Per the Department’s 

request, the following language from proposed MM BIO-C is hereby added as a new mitigation measure 

MM BIO-9a: 

MM BIO-9a Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant of each future 

implementing development project shall provide to the City of Lake Elsinore 

either of the following: Written correspondence from the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife stating that notification under Section 1602 of the California 

Fish and Game Code is not required for the project; or a copy of a Department-

executed Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement, authorizing impacts to 

California Fish and Game Code, section 1602 resources associated with the 

project. 

27-31. The comment references regulations related to CWA Section 401 certification or waiver, CWA 

Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), CWA Section 404 Permit, and the 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit (MS4) with reference to Total Maximum Daily Loads 
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(TMDLs). The comment also requests that the “City take measures to coordinate all of the permits and 

mitigation strategies for activities and construction that discharge into the Lake. The City currently 

coordinates implementation of all its existing permits and strategies, as cited in this comment.  The 

City’s interdepartmental development review process requires projects to comply with NPDES, MS4 and 

other regulations regarding discharge into the Lake. The City is also an active participant of the Lake 

Elsinore/Canyon Lake TMDL Task Force.  Hydrology and water quality were discussed in DEIR Section 5.8 

and mitigation was required. The comment does not relate to the analysis of the DEIR. No further 

response or action is required.   

27-32. The comment describes background information in context of the DEIR’s analysis of sensitive 

and special status species associated with the Project site that are not covered by the MSHCP. The 

comment is acknowledged and no further response or action is required. 

27-33. The comment expresses concern over the need for wildlife (i.e. American white pelican; coast 

patch-nosed snake; and two-striped garter snake) and sensitive plant species surveys to establish 

presence/absence and provide appropriate mitigation where necessary.  The discussion on sensitive 

species not covered by MSHCP has been amplified on pages 5.3-33 and 5.3-34 (Please see response to 

comment 17-35 for revisions). Per the agencies’ request, mitigation measure “BIO-D” is hereby 

incorporated as “MM BIO-3a” as shown below:  

MM BIO-3a Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant of a future implementing 

development project shall complete systematic wildlife and sensitive plant surveys to 

document species occurrence. For sensitive species detected onsite, but not covered by 

the MSHCP, project specific mitigation measures will be included in future specific plan 

approvals to offset impacts. These measures shall include the preservation of 

appropriate natural open space areas in perpetuity via a conservation easement and 

provision of a non-wasting endowment to fund the long-term management by a CDFW-

approved local conservation entity. Preservation of open space shall occur at a 

minimum 1:1 ratio. 

27-34. The comment discusses compensatory mitigation for impacts to jurisdictional waters within the 

Project site. Please see response to comment 27-24. No further response or action is required. 

27-35. The comment suggests that proponents of future implementing development projects attend an 

MSHCP Pre-application meeting to facilitate coordinated mitigation among the Army Corps of Engineers, 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department, and Service for project impacts to jurisdictional 

waters and MSHCP Riparian/Riverine features. Please see response to comment 27-25. No further 

response or action is required. 

27-36. The comment requests identification of all current mitigation commitments and existing 

conservation land in the ELSP.  Please see response to Comments 27-5, 27-6, and 27-8. In addition, the 

comment also requests a strategy and or schedule for resolving outstanding mitigation obligations (e.g. 

restoration and/or to record conservation easements). The City of Lake Elsinore has two outstanding 
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mitigation requirements that will be re-installed in 2018 in response to resource agency comments. 

They include: 

1. Boat Launch Borrow Site 

CDFW required 5.75 acres of mitigation associated with the Boat Launch borrow site.  The land 

is required to be planted with native vegetation, meet specific growth standards and either be 

dedicated in fee title or have a conservation easement placed over it.  This area was previously 

planted, with little success.  The City will work with CDFW to modify the planting palette and 

growth standards. As part of the revegetation, the City will remove woody invasive species and 

record a CE over the area. 

Boat Launch Island Mitigation 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers required the preservation of 11.5 acres on the T-Peninsula.  

The Corps acknowledged that the T-Peninsula is frequently completely inundated.  Planting 

requirements were to be based on a California Rapid Assessment Methodology (CRAM) 

approach, rather than specific growth standards.  The City will conduct an updated CRAM to 

determine site status and ensure woody invasive species are maintained at less than 5% in the 

mitigation area pursuant to the Section 404 Permit. 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board required tamarisk removal over both the CDFW and 

Corps mitigation areas.  The actions described above will ensure compliance with the Section 

401 Water Quality Certification for the Boat Launch project.  

2. Wetlands Enhancement Project 

The State Water Resources Control Board provided a voter approved Proposition-40 Grant of 

$600,000 to the Lake Elsinore/San Jacinto Watersheds Authority (LESJWA) for the purpose of 

implementing an efficient and cost effective Best Management Practices (BMP) strategy to help 

address Lake Elsinore’s nutrient Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) to improve water 

quality.  The City of Lake Elsinore was the local lead agency for the project.  

The project created 2,800 linear feet of riparian shoreline and approximately 18,000 linear feet 

of new island shoreline for subsequent planting to expand riparian and aquatic vegetation and 

wildlife habitat in the existing 356-acre wetlands area.  CDFW required that the vegetation 

installed as part of project meet specific vegetation growth standards for a five-year period.  The 

City will work with CDFW to confirm the current status of the vegetation and discuss any needed 

remedial measures to meet the requirements of the project’s Section 1600 Streambed 

Alteration Agreement 

The City will continue to work with the Wildlife Agencies on this request to resolve outstanding 

mitigation obligations as a separate effort. No further response or action is required.  
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27-37. The comment states that “[a]reas considered for addition to the Back Basin 770-acre Plan 

should be biologically meaningful and contribute to resource protection in the Back Basin. The Wildlife 

agencies would like the opportunity to assist the City in finding biologically meaningful conservation 

sites.” The comment is acknowledged and the City appreciates the Wildlife Agencies’ offer of assistance. 

As future implementing development projects occur within the ELSP site, the location and presence of 

resources with biological significance will be a major consideration for developers and the City in 

identifying additional conservation sites during future environmental review for compliance with CEQA 

and the MSHCP. No further response or action is required. 

27-38. The comment recommends an Open-Space management plan be Drafted and reviewed by the 

Wildlife Agencies to effectively manage the long-term conservation goals of the 770-acre Plan parcels. 

This request is beyond the scope and analysis of this Project and EIR; however, the City looks forward to 

working with the Wildlife Agencies on this request as a separate effort. No further response or action is 

required. 

27-39. The comment states, “[t]he City needs to provide an evaluation of the biological relevancy of the 

35-acre T-area set for inclusion in the Back Basin 770-acre Plan.” Please see the above response to 

comment 27-5, 27-12 and 27-36. No further response or action is required. 

27-40. The comment requests reference to “Plan Wide MSHCP Requirements” be made in the EIR. The 

requested references have been added to the regulatory setting section as described in response to 

comment 27-28. No further response or action is required.  

27-41. The comment requests revisions to MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-7. Revisions to the mitigation 

measures have been made at the Wildlife Agencies’ request, with minor revisions, as discussed in 

response to comments 27-16, 27-17, 27-21 and 27-22. No further response or action is required. 

27-42. The comment states “[t]he Revised Draft EIR/FEIR should clearly describe the process for 

delineating each constituent project’s MSHCP Riparian/Riverine Resources and Vernal Pool Resources, 

the specific impacts to those resources, measures to mitigate those impacts, and, if required by MSHCP 

standards, the completion of the corresponding DBESP to compensate for impacts to MSHCP 

Riparian/Riverine Resources and Vernal Pool Resources.” Mitigation to address MSHCP related issues is 

provided on a programmatic level, which is appropriate for this Project. Future implementing 

development projects will require development-specific environmental review for CEQA and MSHCP 

compliance, which will include biological resources and jurisdictional waters surveys and preparation of 

a development-specific DBESP if resources are present and will be impacted. See the above response to 

comment 27-23. No further response or action is required. 

27-43. The comment restates issues raised in Comment 27-14 regarding MSHCP covered roads and 

infrastructure improvements proposed for Cereal Street and Malaga Road/Sylvester Street. Please see 

above response to comment 27-14. No further response or action is required. 
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27-44. The comment restates issues raised in Comment 27-23 about special status species that are not 

covered by the MSHCP. Please see above response to comment 27-21. No further response or action is 

required. 

27-45. The comment restates issues raised in Comment 27-26 about fire hazards and fuel modification. 

Please see response to comment 27-26. No further response or action is required.  

27-46. The comment states, “[t]he Wildlife agencies recommend that the proposed mitigation ratios in 

the Draft EIR be removed entirely. Each project will be evaluated individually by the appropriate 

regulatory agency.” Please see above response to Comment 27-24. 

27-47. The comment states, “Mitigation Measure BIO-9 concerning tamarisk removal should be revised 

to avoid impacts to nesting birds.” The requested measure to avoid impacts to nesting birds is covered 

by mitigation measure MM BIO-7; therefore, no further response or action is required per this 

comment. 

27-48. The comment restates issues raised in Comment 27-27 about potential impacts of domestic cats 

on special status species. Please see response to comment 27-27. No further response or action is 

required.  

27-49. The comment states, “[t]he Draft EIR does not provide the level of detail necessary for the 

Wildlife Agencies to concur that impacts for the buildout of the ELSP would be reduced to a level that is 

less than significant. We request the City include our revised and additional mitigation measures, as 

provided above, in the Revised Draft EIR/FEIR to ensure that future projects built under the ELSP are 

consistent with the MSHCP and avoid substantial effects to biological resources including listed and 

special-status species.” The Wildlife Agencies’ requested mitigation measures have been incorporated 

into the EIR as described above. No further response or action is required. 

27-50. The comment provides contacts for the Wildlife Agencies and references. The comment is 

acknowledged and no further response or action is required.  

  



City of Lake Elsinore 

Page 288  Final EIR – ELSPA No. 11 – November 2017 

Chapter 3: Corrections, Errata and Changes from DEIR 

3.1 Introduction 

Corrections, errata and changes from the DEIR that are included in this FEIR represent additional 

information or corrections 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. Such 

items are sometimes added as a result of comments received from responsible agencies and the public 

or are minor corrections or clarifications. These modifications and clarifications are not “significant new 

information” under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines because they represent minor 

modifications, clarifications or amplifications to the analysis and significance conclusions already clearly 

stated in the DEIR. Further, no new issues or additional environmental impacts would result from these 

changes. Finally, because these additions merely clarify and amplify the discussion in the DEIR, the DEIR 

has not been “changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon 

a substantial adverse environmental effect of the proposed project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 

such an effect. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)). Accordingly, the responses to comments, 

corrections, errata and changes, and other material contained in this FEIR do not require recirculation 

under CEQA (Section 15088.5(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines). 

Any changes identified to the mitigation measures described below in Section 3.2 (Corrections/Errata 

and Changes) are not required to reduce significant impacts to a less than significant level, nor are they 

imposed due to the discovery of new significant impacts. Instead, the clarifications made to the 

mitigation measures included in the DEIR provide minor changes that make mitigation clearer and more 

specific. However, none of these clarified mitigation measures will result in any potentially significant 

impacts of their own. Accordingly, these clarifications do not require recirculation of the DEIR under 

CEQA. (See State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5.) 

The following discussion presents the location and types of changes or corrections made within the 

listed sections by this FEIR since the DEIR was published. Those sections of the DEIR not listed below 

have not been modified. The revisions are presented in a strikethrough/underline format, with 

underlines being additions and strike-through being deletions. 

In addition, reference to the “DEIR” has been updated to “revised DEIR” (Appendix A of this FEIR) within 

the attached revised DEIR document, where appropriate.  

3.2 Corrections/Errata and Changes 

0.0 Table of Contents 

The revised DEIR table of contents has been updated the current page numbers.   
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1.0 Executive Summary 

Table 1-1, Table 1-2 and Table 1-3 have been revised as described below in Section 3.0 Project 

Description to reflect inclusion of the shoreline/levee area as Preservation/Mitigation uses within the 

specific plan boundary. 

Tables 1-2 and 1-3 have been changed to reference Skylark Airport as Private Recreational Airport 

Facility. 

Section 1.1.3 Project Phasing and Infrastructure has been revised as described below in Section 3.0 

Project Description. 

Section 1.4 Impact Summary Table 1-4 was revised to update the Project’s following mitigation 

measures: MM AQ-1, MM AQ-3, MM AQ-4, MM BIO-3a, MM BIO-4, MM BIO-4a, MM BIO-6, MM BIO-7, 

MM BIO-8, MM BIO-9, MM BIO-10, MM GEO-4, MM GHG-1 and MM HAZ-5. Please see Sections 5.2 Air 

Quality; 5.3 Biological Resources; 5.5 Geology, Sols and Seismicity; 5.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and 

5.7; Hazards and Hazardous Materials for the revised language, respectively. 

2.0 Introduction 

Table 2-1. Required Approvals (page 2-2 and 2-3), was updated to include the following additional 

approvals in response to Comment 22-2 received from the Riverside County Flood and Water 

Conservation District (RCFC&WCD): 

Permit/Approval Agency Purpose 

Encroachment Permits RCFC&WCD Work within RCFC&WCD facilities. 

 

Table 2-1. Required Approvals additional edits include the following: 

 

Permit/Approval Agency Purpose 

Required Approvals Related to the Adoption of ELSPA No. 11 

General Plan 
Amendment to Land Use 
& Circulation Elements, 
Zone Change and 
Specific Plan 
Amendment 

City of Lake Elsinore Modify the existing land uses within the current 
boundary of the existing ELSP; to make minor 
modifications to the ELSP boundaries and add general 
plan land use designations for properties removed from 
the ELSP; amend the circulation element to revise the 
ELSP backbone roadway. Change the zoning of the Inlet 
Channel from Auto Center Drive (north) to the Lake 
(west) into the ELSP Project site from F (Floodway) to SP 
(Specific Plan). Change the zoning of the two Limited 
Industrial properties along Corydon that are being 
removed from the ELSPA 11 Project site from SP 
(Specific Plan) to M-1 (Limited Manufacturing). This 
zoning is the same as that of the adjacent developed 
properties that are not within the East Lake Specific 
Plan.   

Required Approvals Related to Future Implementing Development Projects (Where Applicable) 
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Water Quality 
Management Plan 
(WQMP) 

City of Lake Elsinore Construction and operation water pollution control 

Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

City of Lake Elsinore Construction and operation water pollution control 

MSHCP Consistency 
Determination; MSHCP 
JPR; MSHCP DBESP; 
HANS/LEAP process 

City of Lake Elsinore 
and/or RCA and/or 
California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and/or 
United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Wildlife 
Agencies) 

Project implementation; Major Amendments and/or 
Minor Amendments to the MSHCP. 

Other Discretionary Permit/Approvals Include (Where Applicable) 

The following two additional documents, Appendix F.1 and Appendix K.1, were added to the list of 

Appendices on page 2-11 as reference documents in response to the Wildlife Agencies Comment Letter 27: 

 

Appendix F.1  California Fish & Wildlife, Lake Elsinore Back Basin Letter, October 17, 2013 

 

[and] 

 

Appendix K.1 East Lake Specific Plan Amendment – Potential Impact to Traffic Analysis 

(Changes to Roadway Classifications) memorandum 

 

3.0 Project Description 

Total approximate acreage for the specific plan boundary has been revised on page 3-1 (and throughout 

the revised DEIR) from 2,950 acres to 2,977 acres to account for inclusion of the eastern lake 

shoreline/levee within the specific plan boundary, consistent with the existing adopted specific plan 

boundary Amendments 1 through 10. The inclusion of this area has been made to the revised DEIR 

Figure 3-2 Vicinity Map and DEIR Figure 3-4 Proposed Land Use Plan. In response to agency and public 

comments, this area has been designated for Preservation/Mitigation. Figure 1 shown below is included 

in the revised DEIR as Figure 5.3-1a and is included in this FEIR to document the revisions made to the 

Project boundary described here and below. 

Figure 3-4 has also been revised to show that mixed-use development is allowed in a portion of Planning 

Area 3 within the Mixed-Use Overlay and to show a minor adjustment to the Airport Overlay boundary. 

Table 3-1 Preservation/Mitigation land use development targets have been revised to include the 

western shoreline/levee within the specific plan boundary, consistent with the existing adopted specific 

plan Amendments 1 through 10 as follows: 

Preservation/Mitigation7 815.18 835.0 acres minimum 
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Figure 3-3, Existing Land Use Plan has been revised to more accurately reflect existing land use 

designations by distinguishing between areas designated as “Open Space” and “Recreation” uses shown 

in the revised DEIR and the from the same area collectively referred to only as “Open Space” in DEIR 

Figure 3-3. 

Figure 1. Added Shoreline/Levee Area in PA 5 and PA 6 
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Section 3.3.1 has been revised to include additional background information regarding previously 

adopted amendments as follows: 

• Amendment No. 6: Approved in July 2004, Amendment No. 6 redistributed land uses and 

eliminated a portion of the circulation loop within Phase I. Amendment No. 6 also reduced the 

overall residential yield of the ELSP from 9,000 dwelling units in the original Specific Plan to 

7,975 dwelling units. Amendment No. 6 consists of a large portion of land that was previously 

modified by Amendment Nos. 1 and 2. An Erratum to Amendment No. 6 was approved on April 

26, 2016, which changed the land use designation of lot 18 from RES‐1 to RES‐2, revised the lot 

boundary between lots 18 and 19, and modified development standards.  

Section 3.4.2 has been updated to include additional language and Figure 3-4a as follows: 

Figure 3-4a depicts, the 11 acres added to proposed Planning Area 5 and 14.2 acres added to 

proposed Planning Area 6 to account for inclusion of the eastern lake shoreline/levee within the 

specific plan boundary, consistent with the existing adopted specific plan boundary 

Amendments 1 through 10. This area was designated as Preservation/Mitigation area in 

response to public and agency comments submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR). 

Table 3-2 acreages for Planning Area 5 and Planning Area 6 have been revised as follows to reflect 

inclusion of the shoreline/levee area as Preservation/Mitigation uses within the specific plan boundary 

as shown on Figure 1 above. 

Planning Area 5 422.6 433.6  

Preservation/Mitigation12  422.6 433.6 

Planning Area 6 425.2 439.4  

Active Recreation 1 Uses4,6,10  0-1 

Active Recreation 2 Uses5,7,10  0-1 

Action Sports 1 Uses6,8  1 

Action Sports 2 Uses6,9  1 

Outdoor Concert Venue (10,000 
attendees maximum)6, 11 

 0-1 

Commercial  10,000 sq.ft. 

Hotel1  1 (150 rooms)1 

Restaurants  7,500 sq.ft. 

Preservation/Mitigation12  70.18 84.38 acres 

 

Table 3-2 has been changed to reference Skydive Airport as Private Recreational Airport Facility. 

Table 3-2, “NOTES” bullet 1 has been revised as follows: 
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1 Maximum total of 4 hotels with a maximum of 540 rooms. Each individual hotel may exceed 

the number of rooms identified; provided however that the total number of hotel rooms within 

the East Lake Specific Plan does not exceed 540 rooms. 

Section 3.4.3 on has been revised as follows: 

Table 3-3, East Lake Specific Plan Phasing, shows the anticipated development of the Project site 

taking place in two phases. However, the two phases do not necessarily indicate the sequence in 

which the East Lake Specific Plan will build out. For example, development identified in Phase 2 

may actually develop prior to or concurrently with development identified in Phase 1. 

Development will occur in response to market demands and in accordance with the installation 

of infrastructure necessary to serve the development, including but not limited to roadways, 

public utilities including sewer availability, and regional drainage facilities1. These The two 

phases are briefly described as follows[…]   

Development proposals will be evaluated for potential environmental impacts in accordance 

with the provisions of Section 10.7.2 of the ELSPA No. 11. 

Table 3-3 acreages for Planning Area 5 and Planning Area 6 have been revised as follows to reflect 

inclusion of the shoreline/levee area as Preservation/Mitigation uses within the specific plan boundary 

as shown on Figure 1 above. 

Planning Area 5 422.6 433.6   

Preservation/Mitigation12  422.6 433.6 acres  

Planning Area 6 425.2 439.4   

Active Recreation 1 Uses4,6,10  0-1  

Active Recreation 2 Uses5,7,10  0-1  

Action Sports 1 Uses6,8  1  

Action Sports 2 Uses6,9  1  

Outdoor Concert Venue (10,000 
attendees maximum)6, 11 

 0-1  

Commercial   10,000 sq.ft. 

Hotel1   1 (150 rooms) 

Restaurants   7,500 sq.ft. 

Preservation/Mitigation12  70.18 84.4 acres  

 

Table 3-3 has been changed to reference Skydive Airport as Private Recreational Airport Facility. 

Table 3-3, “NOTES” bullet 1 has been revised as follows: 
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1 Maximum total of 4 hotels with a maximum of 540 rooms. Each individual hotel may exceed 

the number of rooms identified; provided however that the total number of hotel rooms within 

the East Lake Specific Plan does not exceed 540 rooms. 

Section 3.4.4.4 has been revised as follows: 

Negotiations between the County of Riverside, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife in 2004 resulted in an agreement a plan to preserve 

770 acres of the Back Basin portion of the Project site as open space (“770 Plan”).  

Section 3.4.4.5 has been revised as follows: 

Summerly Residential Neighborhood (TR 31920-1 through -16 -25) 

[and] 

City Council approved Amendment No. 10 of the ELSP, which increased the maximum number of 

dwelling units in this area to 1,979. Amendment No. 10 was adopted by Ordinance 2013-1316 

on August 27, 2013. An Erratum to Amendment No. 6 was approved on April 26, 2016 which 

changed the land use designation of lot 18 from RES‐1 to RES‐2, revised the lot boundary 

between lots 18 and 19, and modified development standards. 

[and] 

The Summerly Residential Neighborhood as implemented by TTM 31920 includes one two 

residential density densities, recreational facilities, landscaping lots and public streets. 

Section 3.4.4.6 has been revised as follows: 

The Airport Overlay designation identifies the potential lands in Planning Area 3 to relocate the 

existing Skylark Airport, as proposed shown as a private recreational airport facility in the 

original ELSP adopted in 1993. 

Section 3.5 has been revised as follows: 

▪ Designate Cereal Street, Lucerne Street and Malaga Road/Sylvester Street as 
Major Streets Collector/Modified Collector Roadways.  

4.0 Impacts Determined Less Than Significant 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 4.0 of the DEIR. 

5.1 Aesthetics 

The following minor corrections were made to Section 5.1.5 and 5.1.5.2, respectively: 
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Although the Project would alter a portion of these views of the site and surrounding area, the 

Project would not result in a substantial degradation or change in character of those views when 

taking the substantial acreage of remaining preservation/mitigation areas and the surrounding 

urbanized context of the site into consideration. 

[and] 

Implementation of the Project would permanently alter the nature and appearance of the site; 
however, the Project would be compatible with surrounding development given the similar 
nature of proposed uses as on the site as compared to existing uses of neighboring parcels. 

5.2 Air Quality 

Section 5.2.9 has been revised in response to Comment Letters 16 and 17 to amplify mitigation measure 

MM AQ-1 to include the following additional requirement under new bullet 23: 

23. Require the use of 2010 model year diesel haul trucks that conform to 2010 EPA truck 

standards or newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil import/export), 

and if 2010 model year or newer diesel haul trucks cannot be obtained, the City shall require 

use of trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements. Example 

verification includes making this provision a part of the construction contractor’s bid 

package, construction contract, or hauling permit. 

Additional development requirements that have been incorporated into the revised ELSPA No. 11 in 

response to Comment Letters 16 and 17 include the following: 

f. All new multi-family residential, commercial and industrial development shall include solar 

photovoltaic systems that meet at least 50 percent of the development’s projected energy 

use. 

[and] 

h. All non-residential development shall install electric vehicle charging stations at a minimum 

of five percent (5%) of its parking spaces. 

Section 5.2.9 has been revised in response to Comment Letters 16 and 17 as follows: 

MM AQ-3 Prior to issuance of a building permit for new implementing development projects 

within the East Lake Specific Plan, the applicant shall demonstrate that the following 

measures to conserve energy have been incorporated into building design: 

 

1. Submit plans demonstrating that any new residential buildings shall exceed 

those California Title 24 energy efficiency requirements in effect at the time of 

building permit issuance.  achieve 15% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24, 
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Part 6 for projects after 2018 and 25% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24 for 

projects after 2020. 

2. Submit plans demonstrating that any new commercial buildings shall include the 

following green building design features: 

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

b. Install hHigh-efficiency lighting systems and incorporate advanced lighting 

controls, such as auto shut-offs, timers, and motion sensors; 

c. Install hHigh R-value wall and ceiling insulation; and, 

d. Incorporate uUse of low pressure sodium and/or fluorescent lighting 

and/or LED lighting, where practicable. 

3. Require acquisition of new ENERGY STAR qualified appliances and equipment. 

4. Implement passive solar design strategies in new construction. Examples of 

passive solar strategies include orienting building to enhance sun access, 

designing narrow structures, and incorporating skylights and atria. 

 

[and] 

 

MM AQ-4 Prior to issuance of a building permit for new commercial, multi-family residential 

and mixed-use implementing development projects within the East Lake Specific 

Plan, the applicant shall demonstrate on the landscaping plan that the following 

water and energy conservation measures have been incorporated:  

 

1. ParticipateParticipation in green waste collection and recycling programs for 

landscape maintenance with designated green waste collection and storage 

areas and/or identification of potential use of vendors that provide green waste 

collection and recycling services during operation of future development 

projects;  

2. Require uUse of landscaping with low water requirements in accordance with 

the City of Lake Elsinore’s Water Efficient Landscape Requirements Ordinance 

(Lake Elsinore Municipal Code Chapter 19.08);  

3. Planting of trees or vegetation to shade buildings and thus reduce 

heating/cooling demand.   

5.3 Biological Resources 

Section 5.3 has been revised to refer to the 770 Agreement as the 770 Plan for document consistency. 

Section 5.3.1 has been revised as follows: 

The findings and recommendations presented in the Technical Report are summarized in this 

section.  The Technical Report is included as Appendix F of the DEIR. Figure 3-4a, found in 

Section 3 Project Description, depicts the 11 acres added to Planning Area 5 and 14.2 acres 

added to Planning Area 6 to account for inclusion of the eastern lake shoreline/levee within the 
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specific plan boundary, consistent with the existing adopted specific plan boundary 

Amendments 1 through 10. This area was designated as preservation/mitigation area in 

response to public and agency comments submitted on the DEIR. Section 5.3 figures have not 

been revised to include this area within boundary line; however, the tables have been revised to 

reflect updated acreages and noted where applicable. 

Section 5.3.2 has been retitled as Existing Conditions Environmental Setting. 

Section 5.3.3 has been updated in response to Comment 27-18 as follows: 

Two BUOWs were observed within the Project site during the VCS survey. Each BUOW was 

observed at a burrow with characteristic sign of BUOW occupation/use. The Project site is 

considered to host suitable habitat for BUOW. The two burrowing owls were not observed 

within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas.  Given the phased development timing of the 

project and the fluctuating nature of burrowing owl populations, the number of burrowing owls 

occupying the site may change over time as local populations and environmental conditions 

fluctuate. Therefore, although only two BUOWs were observed during the VCS survey, the 

proposed project may impact and require mitigation measures for more, or less, than the two 

BUOW individuals observed during the Project’s surveys. 

Section 5.3.3 has been updated with 2 additional figures and the following text taken from the Appendix 

F, Biological Technical Report in response to Comment 17-29: 

Soils Mapping 

The United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service lists 43 soil 

types (series) for the Survey Area (Figures 5.3-2a and 5.3-2b shown above). The soil types within 

the Survey Area are predominantly loams ranging from rocky to silty in texture and many saline-

alkaline. The MSHCP identifies two general classes of soil known to be associated with listed and 

sensitive plant species in certain regions of the MSHCP Plan Area, including clay soils and Traver-

Domino-Willows association soils [clay soils digitized within the MSHCP Plan Area included the 

Bosanko, Auld, Altamont, and Porterville series]. 

The Traver-Domino-Willows association includes saline-alkali soils largely located along 

floodplain areas of the San Jacinto River (including the inlet to Lake Elsinore). Sensitive plants 

supported by the Traver-Domino-Willows soil association include two federally-listed species: 

San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior) and spreading navarretia 

(Navarretia fossalis). Other sensitive plant species found in this association include Parish's 

brittlescale (Atriplex parishii), Davidson's saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii), and vernal 

barley (Hordeum intercedens). 

Please see below for the soil type descriptions for the five soil types mapped within the Survey 

Area considered MSHCP sensitive: 
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Domino Silt Loam (Dw) [0.5% Survey Area] 

The Domino series consists of moderately deep, moderately well drained soils over 

limecemented hardpans. Domino soils are in basin areas and have slopes up to 2 percent. The 

Domino soil mapped is located in the southern portion of the Survey Area. A majority of mapped 

Domino soil has been developed (residential development). 

Traver Loamy Fine Sand, eroded (Tp2) [2.2% Survey Area] and Traver Loamy Fine Sand, 

salinealkali (Tr2) [8.3% Survey Area] 

The Traver series is a member of a coarse-loamy, mixed, thermic family of Natric Haploxeralfs. 

The soils have light brownish gray, calcareous, fine sandy loam A horizons, light brownish gray, 

calcareous, fine sandy loam Bt horizons which overlie very pale brown, calcareous fine sandy 

loam C horizons. The alluvium is from granitic bedrock. The Traver soils are located in the 

southern and north portions of the Survey Area. 

Willows Silty Clay, saline-alkali (Wm) [0.0% Survey Area] and Willows Silty Clay, strongly 

salinealkali (Wn) [0.2% Survey Area] 

Willows Silty Clay is a silty clay soil typically associated with basin floors with slopes up to 2 

percent. The alluvium is typically derived from mixed sources. These poorly draining soils are 

slightly to strongly saline in nature. The areas mapped within the Survey Area as Willows Silty 

Clay have been developed (residential development). 

Soils considered MSHCP sensitive within the Infrastructure Improvement Area include the 

Traver Loamy Fine Sand, eroded (Tp2) and Traver Loamy Fine Sand, saline-alkali (Tr2). 

Section 5.3.3 Table 5.3-1. Waters of the United States within the Project Site has been updated as 

follows: 

Table 5.3-1. Waters of the United States within the Project Site 

Feature* Total Acreage 

Below Elevation 1246’ -- 

Other WoUS 0.09 

Potential Wetlands 27.90 

Mitigation Areas*** 345.72 370.92 

Above Elevation 1246’ -- 

Other WoUS 2.32 

Potential Wetlands 28.98 

Mitigation Areas 379.70 

 Totals -- 
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Feature* Total Acreage 

Below Elevation 1246’ 688.88 

Other WoUS** 2.41 

Potential Wetlands** 53.88 

Mitigation Areas*** 725.00 750.02 

*includes the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. 

**includes overlap with the Below Elevation 1246’ feature. 
***Includes Added Shoreline/Levee Area shown in Figure 3-4a although portions of 
Levee may have actual elevations above 1246’.   

Section 5.3.3 Table 5.3-3. Waters of the State within the Project Site has been updated as follows: 

Table 5.3-3. Waters of the State within the Project site 

Feature* Total Acreage 

Below Elevation 1265’ 2,615.40 

Rivers, Streams, or Lakes 2.59 

Riparian/Potential Wetland 51.39 

Mitigation Areas*** 707.74 732.94 

Above Elevation 1265’ -- 

Rivers, Streams or Lakes** 1.96 

Riparian/Potential Wetland 5.33 

Mitigation Areas 17.67 

Totals -- 

Below Elevation 1265’ 2,279.04 

Riverine** 4.55 

Riparian/Potential 
Wetland** 

56.72 

Mitigation Areas*** 725.00 750.02 

*includes the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. 

**includes overlap with the Below Elevation 1265’ feature. 
***Includes Added Shoreline/Levee Area shown in Figure 3-4a although portions of 

Levee may have actual elevations above 1265’. 

Section 5.3.3 Table 5.3-5. Riparian/Riverine within Project site has been updated as follows: 
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Table 2.3-5. Riparian/Riverine within Project site 

Feature* Total Acreage 

Riverine** 4.55 

Riparian** 56.72 

Mitigation Areas*** 725.00 750.02 

Tamarisk Scrub** 342.84 

*includes the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. 

**includes overlap with the Below Elevation 1265’ feature. 
***Includes Added Shoreline/Levee Area shown in Figure 3-4a. This area may 

contain areas that do not meet the Riparian/Riverine criteria as defined by the 

MSHCP. 

Section 5.3.4.3 has been revised in response to comments received in Letters 17 and 27 as follows: 

[…]The City assists in processing projects consistent with the Plan, including review through the 

City of Lake Elsinore Acquisition Process (LEAP) and pursuant to Section 6.0 of the MSHCP. 

Consistency reviews for proposed development within Criteria Cells also require a Joint Project 

Review with the Regional Conservation Authority. Plan wide MSHCP requirements for 

implementing development projects include the following: Protection of Species Associated with 

Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.2), Protection of Narrow 

Endemic Plant Species Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.3), Additional Survey Needs and Procedures 

(MSHCP, § 6.3.2), Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.4), Vegetation Mapping 

(MSHCP, § 6.3.1) requirements, Fuels Management Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.4), and payment of 

the MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee (MSHCP Ordinance, § 4). MSHCP Section 6.1.4 

Urban/Wildlands Interface also contains provisions for development to address impacts from 

drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers (for restricting public access, domestic 

animal predation, illegal trespass and dumping), and grading/land development on MSHCP 

conservation areas. 

Back Basin 770 Agreement Plan 

In 2003, when the draft MSHCP mapping was first released to the public, the original cell 

criterion for the Back Basin was not acceptable to the City of Lake Elsinore because it would 

have created severe economic impacts to the City based on its effect on the longstanding Lake 

Elsinore East Lake Specific Plan. To rectify this situation, a series of meetings were held between 

the City of Lake Elsinore, Jim Bartel of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Ron Rempel of 

the CDFW and staff and consultants from Riverside County and representatives of Laing-CP Lake 

Elsinore, who was developing the Summerly project at the time. A letter from CDFW to Lake 

Elsinore dated October 2013 provides further information on CDFW’s understanding of the 

history of the 770 Plan (Included as Appendix F(1)). 
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As a result of the City’s discussions with the agencies, it was determined that conservation in the 

Back Basin was not tied to protection of specific habitat or wildlife movement corridors, but 

rather to the need to conserve a minimum of 770-acres in the Back Basin in order to meet the 

numeric requirements for the MSHCP (Back Basin 770 AgreementPlan). As described in CDFW’s 

October 2013 letter to the City (Appendix F (1)), conservation in the ELSP site conservation lands 

used to achieve the 770 Plan should target lands that benefit shorebirds or wetland/marsh 

associated species, vernal pool species, sensitive plant species, and/or Planning Species for 

Subunit 3 and Proposed Extension of Existing Core 3, as described in the MSHCP. All lands 

should be managed consistent with the MSHCP and protected, in perpetuity, and will be 

reviewed and approved by CDFW, USFWS, and RCA.  Several specific geographic areas in the 

Back Basin have been previously identified for conservation toward fulfillment of the 770-acre 

requirement, including Planning Area 5, most of Planning Area 7, and smaller portions of other 

Planning Areas as Preservation/Mitigation Areas. These areas are depicted as “Mitigation Area” 

on Figure 5.3-1 and described in more detail in ELSPA No. 11 Section 2.5.4 which provides the 

following description of the currently identified areas: 

Wetland Mitigation Area 

Within Planning Area 5 is the commonly referred to “356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area” 

which is actually approximately 369.3 acres in size.  This area contains the existing U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers’ man-made wetlands created as part of the Lake Elsinore 

Management Project.  The wetlands provide habitat for birds, small mammals, reptiles 

and amphibians.  No development shall occur within the Wetland Mitigation Area 

except for those improvements that are necessitated to implement the Lake Elsinore 

Management Project, as permitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or to enhance 

the existing 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area. 

San Jacinto River Corridor and River/Lake Corridor 

Located within the Links at Summerly Golf Course in Planning Area 1, the approximately 

25-acre San Jacinto River Corridor follows the historic drainage course of the river and 

provides an approximately 200-foot wide wetlands and wildlife corridor function.  This 

corridor is separated from urban land uses to enhance its biological value and wetlands 

function. 

In addition to the 25-acre San Jacinto River Corridor, an approximately 10-acre, 165-foot 

wide River/Lake Corridor wetland is located on the western edge of Planning Area 1, 

adjacent to Planning Area 6. 

Lake Elsinore Inlet Channel 

As part of the Lake Elsinore Management Project, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

created a “lake type inlet” with the purpose of conveying discharge from the San Jacinto 
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River into Lake Elsinore.  The 130-acre inlet channel and portion of the San Jacinto River 

are located in Planning Area 7 and are designated as a Preservation/Mitigation Area. 

Recreational water sports will continue to be allowable uses within the inlet channel. 

“Australia” Vernal Pool Mitigation Area 

Located within Planning Area 7, the City-owned 33-acre preservation area contains the 

“Australia” shaped vernal pool and additional mitigation capability for sensitive plant 

species. 

11.66-acre TR 30846 (Serenity Park) 

The 11.66 mitigation area located at the southeast corner of the Eastlake Specific Plan 

between Corydon and Skylark, which was dedicated as part of the Serenity Project.  

“T” Peninsula Area 

The 11.5-acre mitigation area located at the end of the “T” Peninsula in Planning Area 6 

will be used to provide biological habitat functions and will be conserved and managed 

in accordance with the adopted Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan (MSHCP). 

Open Space Buffers 

Located along the southerly boundary of Planning Area 1, an approximately 71-acre 

open space buffer separates the Summerly Residential Neighborhood and The Links at 

Summerly golf course from the 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area immediately to the 

south of Planning Area 1.  It will provide drainage, flood retention and biological habitat 

functions.   

An additional open space buffer to separate the 356-acre Wetland Mitigation Area from 

adjacent uses has been included in the ELSP as follows: 

❖ City-owned land along the southern edge of Planning Area 5 between 

the 356-acres and the southwestern boundary of the ELSP.  

(Approximately 48 acres) 

Additionally, future implementing development projects within the Project site may help to 

achieve the 770-acre requirement by dedicating acreage for managed open space as biological 

mitigation, consistent with Section 2.5.4.2 of the SPA. 

In addition, all future implementing development projects within the Project site would ensure 

consistency with the MSHCP by obtaining a consistency determination and any other additional 

approvals required by the MSHCP, including processes such as the City’s implementation of the 
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HANS (Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy) process known as the LEAP 

process, when appropriate. Applicable plan-wide requirements may include:  

• Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pool 

Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.2),  

• Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.3),  

• Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (MSHCP, § 6.3.2),  

• Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.1.4),  

• Vegetation Mapping (MSHCP, § 6.3.1) requirements,  

• Fuels Management Guidelines (MSHCP, § 6.4), and Payment of the MSHCP Local 

Development Mitigation Fee (MSHCP Ordinance, § 4). 

Section 5.3.6.1 has been revised in response to comments received in Letters 9, 17 and 27 as follows: 

Potential Impacts to Special Status Wildlife 

Of the federal and state endangered or threatened species with potential to occur within the 

Project site, the western snowy plover is the only species not covered under the MSHCP. Based 

on the lack of recent observation (within the last 40 years), it is unlikely the species would occur 

in the Project site. Although occurrence of western snowy plover is unlikely, any potential for 

impacts to this species during construction of future implementing development projects would 

be minimized through implementation of MM BIO-7, which requires all future implementing 

development projects in the Project site to complete a pre-construction nesting bird survey 

prior to clearing and grubbing activities within the Project site. Therefore, potential impacts to 

western snowy plover would be less than significant. Figure 8 of the Biological Technical Report 

shows historical CNDDB occurrences of plover around the Lake shoreline, consistent with the 

July 2016 sitings (eBird, https://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L1743855). As shown in Figure 3-4, 

Land Use Plan, the proposed development areas avoid lake shoreline areas by preserving 

proposed Planning Area 5, Planning Area 7 and approximately 50 percent of the “T Peninsula” in 

Planning Area 6. Implementation of MM BIO-7 for preconstruction nesting bird surveys and 

avoidance of development in these areas would ensure potential short-term and long-term 

impacts to western snowy plover are less than significant. In addition, future implementing 

development projects would require project-specific biological surveys and environmental 

review prior to implementation to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

Impact BIO-4 Construction of future implementing development projects including clearing, 

grubbing, and demolition activities would may result in less than significant 

impacts to western snowy plover and other nesting birds in the Project site. 

Three additional special status wildlife with potential to occur in the Project site are not covered 

by the MSHCP including: 

https://ebird.org/ebird/hotspot/L1743855
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• American white pelican: potential nesting grounds and foraging habitat are not 

expected to be directly impacted by development within the Project site due to the 

designated preservation/mitigation areas in Planning Areas 5, 6 and 7 and due to 

avoidance of shoreline development.  In addition, although potential roosting and 

breeding habitat occurs along the avoided shoreline areas, Lake Elsinore is 

considered more of a stopover location for migrating pelicans rather than a 

roosting/breeding ground because the species requires safe roosting and breeding 

places in the form of well-sequestered islets. Therefore, no direct and no significant 

indirect impacts are expected based on the general avoidance of shoreline and 

designated preservation areas that will provide adequate habitat and buffer 

distances between any potential birds and development. , and less than significant 

impacts would result from the Project. In addition, future implementing projects 

would require project-specific biological surveys and environmental review prior to 

implementation to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

 

• Coast patch-nosed snake: potential loss of suitable habitat for this species, which 

typically includes semi-arid brush areas, canyons, rocky hillsides, and plains would 

result from the Project. With implementation of the MSHCP conservation 

requirements, However, suitable habitat for the coast patch-nosed snake would be 

preserved within the Back Basin Preservation/Mitigation Areas, as shown on Figure 

3-4 Proposed Land Use Plan, designated for achieving MSHCP conservation goals of 

the Back Basin 770 Plan. Preserved suitable habitat would include part of those 

currently identified mitigation areas associated with the Summerly development 

known as the “25-acre site” – upstream area and slopes in the “10-acre site” (semi-

arid brush); along Rome Hill (rocky hillside) and other areas that fall into that 

classification (the slopes in the future “71-acre site” plus part of the preservation 

areas in PA-4, PA-5 and PA-7). Given the potential loss of habitat impacts and 

implementation of MSHCP Conservation requirements that would retain suitable 

habitat, impacts to this species would be less than significant. In addition, future 

implementing projects would require project-specific biological surveys and 

environmental review prior to implementation to verify these findings made in this 

programmatic DEIR. 

 

• Two-striped garter snake: potential loss of suitable habitat for this species would 

result from the Project. However, Tthere is a low potential for occurrence onsite or 

impacts and because suitable habitat is limited to areas adjacent to open water, 

which would primarily include areas along the Lake shoreline and San Jacinto River 

inlet channel that are to remain undeveloped. No other open water areas have been 

observed in the survey area. Given the limited potential for direct impact and no 

significant indirect impacts expected to this species per the Technical Report, the 

minimal potential loss of habitat would result in a less than significant impact to this 
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species. In addition, future implementing projects would require project-specific 

biological surveys and environmental review prior to implementation to verify these 

findings made in this programmatic DEIR. 

Section 5.3.6.2 has been revised in response to Comment 17-34 and 17-36 as follows: 

Potential Impacts to Special Status Plants and Wildlife 

There is potential for direct and indirect impacts to special status plants and wildlife within the 

Project site during operation of the proposed Project, which would result from increased 

encroachment (i.e. offroading) within undeveloped portions of the Project site, as the Project 

site is made more accessible through installation of new roads, and incremental development of 

the site. Domestic cats may also pose a potential hazard to species where residential areas are 

situated adjacent to conservation areas. In addition, as the site is developed, less suitable 

habitat would remain for those special status species identified as occurring in the Project site. 

These impacts are anticipated to be less than significant. 

Much of the proposed planning areas are undeveloped and not lit at night, with the exception of 

proposed PA-1, PA-4 and portions of PA-2, PA-3 and PA-8. New development may increase the 

overall level of ambient light at night in areas adjacent to open-space conservation/mitigation 

areas. Species in these areas may be subject to increased predation from diurnal predators 

foraging for longer periods with light from adjacent development and increase visual acuity by 

nocturnal predators without proper shielding or buffers. Indirect noise impacts on adjacent 

open-space conservation/mitigation areas may also pose a source of nuisance or disruption to 

wildlife breeding, roosting, nesting and/or foraging activities without proper shielding or buffers. 

Direct impacts are anticipated to be less than significant based on the Project’s obligation to 

preserve a minimum of 770 acres of Preservation/Mitigation Areas, as shown on Figure 3-4 

Proposed Land-Use Plan, and based on the requirement that future implementing development 

projects must help meet and manage preservation/mitigation areas per ELSPA No. 11 Section 

2.5.4.2. It is further anticipated that managing and policing conserved areas to prohibit illegal 

offroading and dumping would be facilitated by new development and police and property 

owner access within the Project site. 

Indirect impacts related to drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasive species, barriers (for 

restricting public access, domestic animal predation, illegal trespass and dumping), and 

grading/land development are anticipated to be less than significant through compliance with 

MSHCP urban interface requirements detailed in Section 6.1.4 Guidelines Pertaining to the 

Urban/Wildlands Interface.  Furthermore, additional project-specific environmental review per 

ELSPA No. 11 Section 10.7.2 is required to verify these findings made in this programmatic DEIR 

prior to future implementing development project implementation. Specific measures to 

minimize noise impacts may include one or more of the following: setbacks, berms, or walls to 

minimize the effects of noise on MSHCP Conservation Area resources pursuant to applicable 
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rules, regulations, and guidelines. Specific measures to minimize night-lighting impacts may 

include one or more of the following: directing night lighting away from conservation areas; 

shielding of lights to ensure ambient lighting in the conservation areas is not increased; use of 

amber lights; the use of motion sensors and other controls, especially for security lighting, so 

that lights operate only when the area is occupied by people; surface treatment specifications 

that minimize glare and sky glow; and always-on security lighting be limited to one low-wattage, 

fully shielded, full cutoff light fixture at the main entrance to facilities. 

 [and] 

Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat 

Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat is located in the Project site within the 33-acre preserved 

open space (see Figure 5.3-6, Critical Habitat). Direct impacts to Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical 

Habitat are identified within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas including 0.28 acre 

permanent impacts and 0.91 acre temporary impacts (total of 1.23 acres). However, These 

impact calculations account for a worst-case evaluation of potential impacts because they 

include everything within the Infrastructure Improvement Area study area, which does not 

account for ultimate roadway widths, alignment or design. in fDuring future final design of the 

roadway improvements at this location, the City would avoid and minimize these impacts to the 

maximum extent practicable. If avoidance is not possible, mitigation measure MM BIO-6 

requires focused surveys be conducted to determine presence/absence of Riverside fairy shrimp 

within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. If fairy shrimp are present, the City shall 

determine whether avoidance can be achieved. If not, mitigation measure MM BIO-6 would 

require 90 percent of the occupied portions of the property that provide for long-term 

conservation value for the fairy shrimp to be conserved consistent with the MSHCP. No indirect 

impacts due to the Infrastructure Improvements are expected with the implementation of 

MSHCP urban interface requirements. Direct impacts to the Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical 

habitat, to the extent it occurs, would be considered less than significant if in-kind replacement 

within the Back Basin occurs, avoidance of Critical Habitat is achieved, or the constituent 

elements for fFairy sShrimp are documented to be absent prior to these impacts occurring. 

Furthermore, MSHCP compliance and additional environmental review is required to verify 

these findings made in this programmatic DEIR prior to future implementing development 

project implementation. 

No indirect impacts due to the Infrastructure Improvements are anticipated with the 

implementation of MSHCP urban interface requirements detailed in Section 6.1.4 Guidelines 

Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface. Compliance with these standard guidelines would 

ensure indirect impacts from drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, invasives, barriers, and 

grading/land development are less than significant. Specifically, compliance with drainage and 

toxics guidelines would ensure less than significant impacts occur to the watershed of any vernal 

pools that may be found during future implementing development project project-level surveys. 
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Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat is located in the Project site within the 33-acre preserved 

open space (see Figure 5.3-6, Critical Habitat). 

No additional direct impacts are anticipated to Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat. No further 

direct or indirect impacts to Riverside Fairy Shrimp Critical Habitat are expected to result from 

the implementation of other future implementing development projects within the Project site. 

Section 5.3.6.6 Impact has been revised for document consistency as follows: 

Nesting Birds 

The Project site contains breeding, nesting and roosting habitat for bird species, in both 

vegetation and structures. Given the potential for nesting birds throughout the Project site and 

proposed clearing, grubbing, and other activities proposed, which would disturb nesting 

activities, potentially significant impacts to nesting birds in the Project site as a result of future 

implementing development projects would occur. Implementation of MM BIO-7 for 

preconstruction nesting bird surveys would ensure potential short-term impacts to nesting birds 

are less than significant. 

Impact BIO-4 Construction of future implementing development projects including clearing, 

grubbing, and demolition activities would may result in less than significant 

impacts to western snowy plover and other nesting birds in the Project site. 

Section 5.3.6.11 has been revised in response to Comment 27-5 as follows: 

MSHCP 770 

As mapped in Figure 5.3-2, up to 33.02 acres of temporary and permanent impacts to existing 

mitigation areas in the ELSP may occur as a result of infrastructure improvements.  Impact 

analysis was conservative, assuming the maximum right-of-way width and using a conceptual 

alignment, both of which may be modified to further avoid and minimize impacts to these 

mitigation areas during the design of these infrastructure improvements.  No other permanent 

operational impacts to the MSHCP would result from construction of the proposed Project. 

Currently, the following properties are considered part of the MSHCP 770 Plan: 

• The 130-acre Lake Elsinore Inlet Channel  

• The 356-acre wetlands  

• The 10-, 25-, and 71- acre sites on the Summerly project  

• The 33 acres around the “Australian” Vernal Pool 

• The 11.66 acres at TR 30846 (Serenity Park) 

  

Additional land is proposed to be preserved, includingwhich may include all or portions of the 

following: 
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• An 3511.5-acre portion of the “T-Peninsula”  

• The City’s ownership of 48-acres south of the 356-acre wetlands  

• An additional 59 acres around the 356-acre wetlands or 45 acres of the riparian forest in 

PA 6.  

• 45 acres of the riparian forest in PA 6 

• Portions of additional City-owned land in the Back Basin 

• Additional managed open space set aside by implementing development projects as 

biological mitigation. 

 

The exact final acreage of the above-listed properties has yet to be determined pending 

preparation and recordation of conservation easements. However, upon following recordation 

of all conservation easements, the total acreages conserved would total or exceed 770 acres and 

would fulfill the MSHCP criteria for the Back Basin. These lands would be preserved as 

development occurs and would be credited as mitigation for development projects in the Back 

Basin. 

Section 5.3.7, Table 5.3-17 includes the following addition in response to Comment 9-80: 

RP 1.6 The City shall establish a plan for a trail 

network intended for active or passive use 

within public open space areas and traversing 

around and through MSHCP Conservation 

areas where compatible with guidelines set 

forth in the MSHCP and City Council MSHCP 

policies. 

CONSISTENT. The ELSP incorporates a 

portion of the Murrieta Creek Trail and 

trails along the top of the Lake Elsinore 

Levee, which are components of the Lake 

Elsinore Regional Trail, that will connect 

directly to the internal onsite pedestrian 

circulation system. The trail, sidewalk, and 

other pedestrian circulation systems in the 

ELSP provide connectivity to MSHCP 

Conservation areas along Lake Elsinore. 

 

Section 5.3.8 has been revised to correct a minor typographical error as follows: 

… would ensure that implementation of the GP, and future implementing development projects 

derived from the GP, would not make a cumulatively considerable accumulate contribution to 

biological resource impacts within either the Elsinore Area Plan jurisdictional area or the areas 

covered by the Lake Elsinore and San Jacinto Watersheds. 

Section 5.3.9.1 mitigation measure MM BIO-3a has been included in response to Comment Letters 17 

and 27 as shown below: 

MM BIO-3a Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant of a future 

implementing development project shall complete systematic wildlife and 
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sensitive plant surveys to document species occurrence. For sensitive species 

detected onsite, but not covered by the MSHCP, project specific mitigation 

measures will be included in future specific plan approvals to offset impacts. 

These measures shall include the preservation of appropriate natural open 

space areas in perpetuity via a conservation easement and provision of a non-

wasting endowment to fund the long-term management by a CDFW-approved 

local conservation entity. Preservation of open space shall occur at a minimum 

1:1 ratio. 

Section 5.3.9.2 mitigation measures MM BIO-4 and MM BIO-4a have been revised/included in response 

to Comment Letters 17 and 27 as shown below: 

MM BIO-4 Mitigation for impacts to special status plant species caused by development 

within the Project site will be achieved through compliance with MSHCP 

requirements. Each development will go through the MSHCP approval process 

(including required Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area Plant surveys). If impacts 

will occur to Narrow Endemic or Criteria Area plant species identified during the 

focused surveys, mitigation is proposed to occur in compliance with MSHCP 

requirements, specifically 90% preservation (translocation may be performed) 

of the impacted species population either onsite or offsite within a preservation 

area of the Back Basin. The 90% preservation will be appropriate for the species 

(i.e. seed collection, soil translocation, etc.). 

Surveys for Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area Plant species will occur during the 

appropriate season within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas. If impacts will 

occur to Narrow Endemic or Criteria Area plant species identified during the 

focused surveys, mitigation is proposed to occur in compliance with MSHCP 

requirements, specifically 90% preservation (translocation may be performed) 

of the impacted species population either onsite or offsite within a preservation 

area of the Back Basin. The 90% preservation will be appropriate for the species 

(i.e. seed collection, soil translocation, etc.) Translocation may occur in 

preserved open spaces areas. 

Future implementing development projects within the ELSP will adhere to the 

MSHCP special status plant species requirements, which include the Narrow 

Endemic and Criteria Area Plant surveys (NEPSSA and CAPSSA respectively). All 

surveys will be performed during the time of year specified in the MSHCP. Per 

the MSHCP, either Equivalency Findings or a Determination of Biologically 

Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) will be prepared for each project on 

which a NEPSSA or CAPSSA species is found during surveys. If 90% of the area 

with long term conservation value to the NEPSSA or CAPSSA plant species on 

the project site can be avoided then an Equivalency Finding will be made. If 
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impacts to more than 10% of the area with conservation value to the plant 

species is not avoided, then a DBESP will be prepared and provided to the 

Wildlife Agencies for review and approval. 

MM BIO-4a Whenever more than 10% of the area with long term conservation value within 

a future implementing development project’s footprint is affected by that future 

implementing development project’s activities and the DBESP has been 

prepared and approved, if the mitigation strategy includes translocation and or 

seed collection with propagation to an on-site or off-site preserved property, 

the receiving property must be acceptable to the City and Wildlife Agencies. The 

property shall provide habitat characteristics suitable to support the plant 

species, including but not limited to: appropriate soils, elevation, hydrology and 

vegetation community. The property shall be conserved via recordation of a 

conservation easement or deed restriction in favor of a CDFW-due diligence 

approved local conservation entity to protect sensitive plant species on the 

property in perpetuity. Alternatively, the land may be transferred in fee title to a 

CDFW approved local conservation entity. A management fund shall be 

established by the Applicant and will consist of an interest-bearing account with 

the amount of capital necessary to generate sufficient interest and/or income to 

fund all monitoring, management, and protection of the conservation area(s), 

including but not limited to, reasonable administrative overhead, biological 

monitoring, invasive species and trash removal, fencing and signage 

replacement and repair, law enforcement measures, long-term management 

reporting (as described below), and other actions designed to maintain and 

improve the habitat of the conserved land(s), in perpetuity. A Property Analysis 

Record, or substantially equivalent analysis, shall be conducted by the Applicant 

and approved by the City to determine the management needs and costs 

described above, which then will be used to calculate the capital needed for the 

management of the fund. This management fund shall be held and managed by 

a CDFW-approved local conservation entity. To protect the mitigation area(s), 

the Applicant shall place appropriate fencing and/or natural barriers and 

signage around the perimeter of each site. Except for uses appropriate to a 

habitat conservation area, the public shall not have access to the mitigation 

area(s), and no activities shall be permitted within the site, except maintenance 

of habitat, including the removal of nonnative plant species, trash, and debris, 

and the installation of native plant materials. Mitigation areas can include 

limited trails to allow passive use of the land, subject to CDFW and City 

approval. Prior to any ground disturbance, the Applicant shall prepare a Planting 

Plan (Plan) for sensitive plant species. The Plan shall require a replacement ratio 

of 1:1 by area, and ensure a minimum 90 percent survivorship at the end of a 

five-year monitoring period, which shall be verified by the monitoring biologist 
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(minimum qualifications of the monitoring biologist are specified below). At a 

minimum, the five-year plan shall include the following information: 

a. A description of the existing conditions of the receiver site(s), characterizing 

the suitability of the site(s) for the plant, and documenting the acreage of 

the site. 

b. A description of how the site will be preserved in perpetuity, e.g., 

conservation easement, deed restriction, etc., and the name of the CDFW-

approved due diligence entity that will hold the easement/deed restriction, 

etc. 

c. Qualifications of the monitoring biologist: At a minimum, the monitoring 

biologist will possess a minimum of two-year’s experience conducting 

habitat restoration projects in coastal sage scrub, chaparral and/or other 

native habitat in Riverside County, California. 

d. Receiver site preparation for transplanting. 

e. Goals for success. 

f. Schedule. 

g. Propagation techniques. 

h. Transplant and seedling installation methods. 

i. Plant spacing. 

j. Performance criteria for success, including provision for control of non-

native and invasive species. 

k. Monitoring and reporting procedures for each of the five years of the 

monitoring period. 

l. Adaptive management strategies, including a contingency plan should the 

site fail to meet the specified success criteria. 

m. Maintenance requirements that will be reviewed and approved by the City. 

The Plan shall also ensure a mixture of both male and female plants (where 

appropriate). 

Section 5.3.9.3 Impact BIO-4 has been revised for document consistency as shown below: 

Impact BIO-4 Construction of future implementing development projects including clearing, 

grubbing, and demolition activities would may result in less than significant 

impacts to western snowy plover and other nesting birds in the Project site. 

Section 5.3.9.3 mitigation measure MM BIO-6 has been revised in response to Comment Letters 17 and 

27 as shown below: 

MM BIO-6 Unless impacts can be avoided, focused surveys conducted pursuant to 

Appendix E of the MSHCP, Summary of Species Survey Requirementsshould 

shall be conducted to determine presence/absence of Riverside fairy shrimp 

within vernal pool habitat. If fairy shrimp are present, the City shall determine 
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whether avoidance can be achieved. If not, mitigation will be provided at a 2:1 

ratio in the form of in kind habitat replacement within the Back Basin , and 90 

percent of the occupied portions of the property that provide for long-term 

conservation value for the fairy shrimp shall be conserved consistent with the 

MSHCP. 

Section 5.3.9.3 mitigation measure MM BIO-7 has been revised in response to Comment Letters 17 and 

27 as shown below: 

MM BIO-7 The following measures shall be performed by each respective applicant for 

future implementing development projects prior to clearing and grubbing within 

the Project site to avoid impacts to burrowing owl and other nesting birds: 

• Prior to the commencement of future implementing development project-

related activities (including all ground-disturbing activities) during the 

nesting season of January 1 through September 1, The removal of potential 

nesting bird habitat will be conducted outside of the nesting season 

(February 1 to August 31) to the extent feasible. If grading or site 

disturbance is to occur between February 1 and August 31, a nesting bird 

survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within no not more than 

72 hours of prior to ground disturbance activities scheduled vegetation 

removal, to determine the presence of if active bird nests or nesting birds 

are present. If active nests are identified, the avian biologist will establish 

appropriate buffers around the vegetation nest (typically 500 feet for 

raptors and sensitive species, 200 feet for non-raptors/non-sensitive 

species). All work within these buffers will be halted until the nesting effort 

is finished (i.e. the juveniles are surviving independent from the nest). The 

on-site biologist will review and verify compliance with these nesting 

boundaries and will verify the nesting effort has finished. Work can resume 

within the buffer area when no other active nests are found. Alternatively, 

the qualified avian biologist may determine alternate appropriate buffer 

distances by referencing current species-specific standards, and taking into 

account the conservation status of the species, species-specific biology, and 

the nature of the planned disturbance (e.g., driving past a nest versus 

extensive grading).a qualified biologist may determine that construction can 

be permitted within the buffer areas and would develop a monitoring plan 

to prevent any impacts while the nest continues to be active (eggs, chicks, 

etc.). In either case, the qualified avian biologist shall develop a monitoring 

plan to ensure that the project complies with all rules and regulations 

pertaining to nesting birds. Upon completion of the survey and any follow-

up construction avoidance management, a report shall be prepared and 

submitted to the City for mitigation monitoring compliance record keeping. 
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If vegetation clearing is not completed within 72 hours of a negative survey 

during nesting season, the nesting survey must be repeated to confirm the 

absence of nesting birds. 

 

• Pre-construction presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl within the 

Project site where suitable habitat is present shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist within 30 days prior to the commencement of ground 

disturbing activities pursuant to California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

and MSHCP protocols (Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Additional Survey Needs 

and Procedures). If active burrowing owl burrows are detected during the 

breeding season, all work within an appropriate buffer (typically a minimum 

300 feet) of any active burrow will be halted until that nesting effort is 

finished. The on-site biologist will review and verify compliance with these 

boundaries and will verify the nesting effort has finished. Work can resume 

in the buffer when no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found 

within the buffer area.  

 

If BUOW are found onsite, the Lead Agency shall notify the Wildlife Agencies 

and the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) to 

develop a conservation strategy including a Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan. 

If active burrowing owl burrows are detected during the breeding season, 

the qualified biologist will establish an appropriate buffer (typically a 

minimum 300 feet) and all work will be halted within the buffer until the 

biologist observes that nesting efforts have finished. Work can resume in 

the buffer when no other active burrowing owl burrows nests are found 

within the buffer area. 

• If active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season 

or during the breeding season and its determined nesting activities have not 

begun, then passive and/or active relocation may be approved with a 

Burrowing Owl Relocation Plan following consultation with the City of Lake 

Elsinore, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA. Passive relocation, the 

installation of one-way doors, is not recommended unless suitable burrows 

are available within 100 meters of the closed burrows and the relocation 

area is protected through a long-term conservation mechanism (e.g., 

conservation easement). The installation of one-way doors may be installed 

as part of a passive relocation program. Burrowing owl burrows shall be 

excavated with hand tools by a qualified biologist when determined to be 

unoccupied, and back filled to ensure that animals do not re-enter the 

holes/dens. Upon completion of the survey and any follow-up construction 

avoidance management, a report shall be prepared and submitted to the 

City, the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA for mitigation monitoring 
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compliance record keeping. 

Section 5.3.9.3 new mitigation measure MM BIO-8 has been added in response to Comment Letter 27 as 

shown below: 

MM BIO-8 To reduce the impact of domestic cats on special status species in the 

conservation areas, cat-proof barriers shall be erected between future 

implementing residential development projects and any conservation area that 

exists at the time of development. The barrier should consist of a minimum 8- 

foot tall fencing made of secure materials that cats cannot scale placed along 

the entire boundary adjacent to the conservation areas to prohibit movement 

of people and pets from residential and recreational areas into the conservation 

area. No section of the barrier should include clear panels or sections such as 

glass or plastic as these are a hazard to birds, which may fly into them and 

perish. 

Section 5.3.9.4 mitigation measure MM BIO-8 has been renumbered as MM BIO-9 and revised in 

response to Comment Letter 27-24 as shown below: 

MM BIO-89: Mitigation for each future implementing development project will be completed 

prior to or concurrently with Project implementations and will be consistent 

with the 770-acre Plan currently in place developed for the Back Basin. 

Impacts to Corps jurisdiction below elevation 1246’ and CDFW jurisdiction 

below elevation 1265’ are recommended to be shall be compensated for by the 

preservation of waters below elevation 1246’ and/or 1265’ in the confines of 

the Back Basin or Lake Elsinore at a ratio to be negotiated with USACE and 

CDFW respectively during the regulatory permitting process for subsequent 

implementing development projects at a minimum 0.25:1 ratio, except for 

developed, ruderal, and/or tamarisk scrub areas which may require a lesser 

ratio pending review and approval of the Corps and CDFW during the regulatory 

permitting processminimum 0.25:1 ratio. Impacts to non-wetland WoUS and 

streambed WoS are recommended to shall be compensated for at a minimum 

ratio of 1:1 preservation in the Back Basin, Lake Elsinore or other agency-

approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program within the MSHCP. Impacts to 

wetland and riparian waters recommended to shall be compensated for at a 

minimum ratio of 2:1 preservation in the Back Basin, Lake Elsinore or other 

agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program within the MSHCP. 

Mitigation for non-elevation related impacts to jurisdictional features may be 

combined with the elevation mitigation areas, due to the significant overlap in 

these areas in the acreage calculations in the previous sections. 
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The following tables identify the anticipated minimum mitigation necessary for 

impacts within the Project site.  Each subsequent implementing development 

project will be evaluated individually by each applicable regulatory agency to 

determine appropriate mitigation for the project’s impacts to jurisdictional 

resources, based on a case-by-case analysis of the function and value of 

impacted resources as compared to the function and value of mitigation 

proposed by the developer. 

Table 5.3-18. Compensatory Mitigation for “Other Waters” Impacts within the Project site 

Feature* 
Impacts Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Non-wetland WOUS 2.41 1 2.41 

Potential Wetland 
WOUS 

53.88 2 
107.76 

Riparian WoS  53.88  2 107.76 

Rivers, Streams, or 
Lakes WoS 

3.08 1 
3.08 

Mitigation Areas 17.01 1 17.01 

*includes the Infrastructure Improvement Areas 

Table 5.3-19.  Compensatory Mitigation for “Other Waters” Impacts 
within the Infrastructure Improvement Areas 

Feature 
Impacts Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Non-wetland WOUS 0.00 1 0.00 

Potential Wetland 
WOUS 

0.23 2 
0.46 

Riparian WoS 0.23 2 0.46 

Rivers, Streams, or 
Lakes WoS 

0.00 1 0.00 

Mitigation Areas 17.01 1 17.01 

*see Table 24 below for additional detail regarding habitat types within the 1265’ elevation 

Table 5.3-20. Compensatory Mitigation for Habitat Impacts within the Project site and Below 
Elevations 1265’ for CDFW and 1246’ for USACE 

Vegetation Communities Impacts 
Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 

Mitigation 

Acreage 

Borrow Site 11.64 0.5 5.82 
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Vegetation Communities Impacts 
Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 

Mitigation 

Acreage 

Mitigation Areas 33.02 1 33.02 

Mixed Scrub 40.43 1 40.43 

Mulefat Scrub 0.63 1 0.63 

Ornamental Woodland 27.00 0.25 6.75 

Riversidean Sage Scrub 12.90 2 25.80 

Riversidean Sage Scrub – 
disturbed 

2.39 1 2.39 

Ruderal 775.53 0.25 193.88 

Saltgrass Ruderal 13.13 0.25 3.28 

Southern Cottonwood – Willow 
Riparian Forest 

6.08 2 12.16 

Tamarisk Scrub 341.48 0* 0 

Willow Scrub 6.81 1 6.81 

*See under Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools 

The Infrastructure Improvements will result in the following direct impacts to vegetation communities. 

Table 5.3-21. Compensatory Mitigation for Habitat Impacts within the Infrastructure Improvement 
Areas and Below Elevations 1265’ for CDFW and 1246’ for USACE 

Vegetation Communities Impacts 
Ratio Multiplier 

(minimum) 
Mitigation Acreage 

Borrow Site 0.57 0.5 0.29 

Mitigation Areas 17.01 1 17.01 

Mulefat Scrub 0.21 1 0.21 

Ruderal 6.51 0.25 1.63 

Tamarisk Scrub 3.11 0* 0 

Willow Scrub 0.03 1 0.03 

    *See under Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools 

Section 5.3.9.4 mitigation measure MM BIO-9a has been added in response to Comment Letter 27-30 as 

shown below: 

MM BIO-9a Prior to issuance of any grading permit, the project applicant of each future 

implementing development project shall provide to the City of Lake Elsinore 

either of the following: Written correspondence from the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife stating that notification under Section 1602 of the California 
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Fish and Game Code is not required for the project; or a copy of a Department-

executed Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement, authorizing impacts to 

California Fish and Game Code, section 1602 resources associated with the 

project. 

Section 5.3.9.5 mitigation measure MM BIO-9 has been renumbered as MM BIO-10 and revised in 

response to Comment 27-13 as shown below: 

MM BIO-910: Mitigation for each future implementing development project will be completed 

prior to or concurrently with each project’s implementation (may require 

grading to occur to establish mitigation area) and will be consistent with the 

770-acre mitigation agreement Plan currently in place developed for the Back 

Basin as well as other requirements as described in Section 2.5.4.2 of ELSPA No. 

11.  

Removal of tamarisk scrub will be considered a benefit to the Back Basin and no 

mitigation will be necessary required by the City provided the Tamarisk is 

eradicated in perpetuity. This means that development of a site that is graded, 

paved, etc. such that Tamarisk cannot survive, does not need mitigation. If a 

portion of Tamarisk scrub remains on a project site, the project proponent will 

be required by the City to establish an endowment to remove/eradicate the 

Tamarisk in perpetuity. Impacts to riverine and riparian resources will be 

mitigated in the Back Basin, Lake Elsinore or other agency-approved mitigation 

bank or in-lieu fee program within the MSHCP. Impacts to riparian resources will 

be compensated for at a minimum ratio of 2:1 preservation in the Back Basin, 

Lake Elsinore or other agency-approved mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program 

within the MSHCP […] 

5.4 Cultural, Paleontological and Tribal Resources 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 5.4 of the DEIR. 

5.5 Geology, Soils and Seismicity 

Section 5.5.6.2 has been revised in response to Comment 23-4 as follows: 

5.5.6.2 Operational Impacts 

The Elsinore fault zone is assumed active within the Project’s boundaries. The last recorded 

ground rupture on the Elsinore fault occurred in 2010 in vicinity of the Laguna Salada segment in 

Baja California. The last earthquake over magnitude 5.2 along the main trace of the Elsinore 

fault was a Mw 6 quake near the Temescal Valley in 1910 that produce no known surface 

rupture. Lesser magnitude earthquakes have occurred along the Elsinore fault zone in 1890, 

1918, 1923, 1937, 1954, 1968, and 1982. Therefore, although the Elsinore fault complex is 

considered active, it is unlikely that the Project site would be subject to surface rupture during a 
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seismic event. Additionally, the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone for the Wildomar Fault, an 

Elsinore fault zone strand, is found within ELSPA No. 11 along the southwestern boundary of 

Planning Area 3, the northeastern boundary of Planning Area 4 and a portion of the 

southwestern boundary of Planning Area 5. Nonetheless, implementation of mitigation 

measures MM GEO-1 through MM GEO-5 would ensure adequate setbacks for habitable 

structures away from active faults and fissures would be required to reduce potential impacts 

to less than significant levels. 

Section 5.5.7 Goal PS 6 in Table 5.5-1 has been revised in response to Comment 23-4 as follows: 

CONSISTENT. Potential seismic impacts are evaluated in the Project’s EIR. The Site does not lie 

within the latest A portion of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Zone for the Wildomar 

Fault crosses the southwestern portion of the Project site. The Project would comply with City 

and state building and seismic safety requirements that reduce the risk of loss of life, injury, 

property damage, and economic and social displacement due to seismic and geological hazards. 

Section 5.5.9 Mitigation Measure MM GEO-4 has been revised in response to Comment 23-4 as follows: 

MM GEO-4 Prior to approval of future implementing development projects within the ESLP 

and within areas enclosed by the State of California Special Studies maps, a fault 

hazards investigation shall be conducted by a geotechnical engineer to identify 

potential hazards onsite associated with the Glen Ivy North Wildomar fault and 

previously theorized buried en-echelon faults. The geotechnical engineer in 

coordination with the City shall make design and setback recommendations, 

where required. Pending results of the investigation, additional evaluation (e.g. 

fault trenching) may be required by the geotechnical engineer in coordination 

with the City to ensure engineering design and setback recommendations are 

site-appropriate. 

5.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Section 5.6.1.1 has been revised in response to Comment 17-52 as follows: 

The efficiency evaluation consists of comparing the Pproject’s efficiency metric to efficiency 

targets. Efficiency targets represent the maximum quantity of emissions each resident and 

employee in the State of California could emit in various years based on emission levels 

necessary to achieve the statewide GHG emissions reduction goals. A project which results in a 

lower rate of emissions would be more efficient than a project with a higher rate of emissions, 

based on the same service population. The metric considers GHG reduction measures integrated 

into a project’s design and operation (or through mitigation). The Project incorporates all 

applicable elements of the City CAP as Project elements. Since adoption of the CAP, the City has 

achieved many of the CAP measures and has incorporated many into its ordinances and 

conditions of approval (DEIR Appendix E, Table 9). However, several CAP measures stipulate 

future compliance dates that have yet to be achieved. In particular, CAP measures E-1.3 and E-
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4.2 offer opportunity for mitigation. This EIR quantifies the following CAP measures as part of 

the proposed Project’s design: 

Section 5.6.6.2 has been revised to include a footnote in response to Comment 17-50 as follows: 

2 The approximate 5 percent or less estimate cited here and in Appendix E (Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas Analysis) is based on three other analyses prepared by iLanco Environmental, 

LLC for residential and commercial developments within the past 5 years; and is provided for 

informational purposes only and is not used for determination of significance. Construction GHG 

emissions as a percentage of these projects’ total emissions equaled 3 percent, 1 percent and 1 

percent. The project exhibiting the highest percentage of GHG emissions at 3 percent was 

mainly attributed to the intensity of site preparation required, which included demolition, 

onsite-crushing, import of fill, soil remediation of existing unstable fill, and mass hillside grading. 

Section 5.6.6.2 has been revised in response to Comment 17-50 as follows: 

As shown above in Table 5.6-3, the Project would exceed the target efficiency metric by 9.3 

Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2022 and by 11.5 Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2040. It should be noted; 

this analysis represents a worst-case scenario conservative analysis, as it does not discount the 

increased GHG emissions that would result from ambient traffic growth and future development 

that could occur without the proposed Project under the existing approved specific plan. Based 

on this conservative analysis, the proposed Project would result in significant unavoidable 

increased GHG emissions from future operations and construction[...] 

Section 5.6.9 has been updated in response to Comment 17-52 as follows: 

5.6.9 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact GHG-1 The Project would allow for new development at the Project site, ultimately 

resulting in a future operational phase that may exceed the GHG target 

efficiency metric by approximately 9.3 Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2022 and by 

11.5 Mton CO2e/SP in the year 2040. Future construction would also increase 

GHG emissions by an additional approximately 5% of the total estimated 

operational phase emissions, which may contribute to an exceedance of the 

target efficiency metric. 

MM GHG-1 Prior to issuance of a building permit for new implementing development projects 

within the East Lake Specific Plan, the applicant shall be required to demonstrate 

compliance with the City of Lake Elsinore’s 2011 Climate Action Plan measures as 

follows following: 

1. CAP Measure E-1.3, Energy Efficient Building Standards requires all 

development projects, after 2020, to achieve 15% energy efficiency above 

Title 24. Exceedance shall aAchieve 15% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24, 
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Part 6 for projects after 2018 and 25% energy efficiency above 2016 Title 24 

for projects after 2020. 

2. CAP Measure E-4.2, Indoor Water Conservation Requirements requires all 

development projects, after 2020, to reduce indoor water consumption by 

30%. Exceedance shall rReduce indoor water consumption by 30% for projects 

after 2018 and 35% for projects after 2020 above baseline identified in 2016 

Title 24, Part 11. 

Mitigation measure MM GHG-1 accelerates compliance with CAP Measures E-1.3 and E-4.2 and 

exceeds the reduction goals stipulated in these CAP measures. Benefits associated with MM 

GHG-1 are not quantified in the analysis because evaluation of specific mitigation measures 

would be speculative at the programmatic level. Mitigation measures and impacts following 

mitigation should be evaluated once project-specific construction information is available. 

In addition, implementation of required mitigation measures MM AQ-1, and MM AQ-3 through 

MM AQ-5 listed in Section 5.2.9 would reduce GHG emissions during future construction and 

operations at the Project site as a co-benefit to these measure’s intended air quality emission 

reductions. 

Additional development requirements that have been incorporated into the revised ESLPA No. 11 in 

response to Comment Letters 16 and 17 include the following: 

f. All new multi-family residential, commercial and industrial development shall include solar 

photovoltaic systems that meet at least 50 percent of the development’s projected energy 

use. 

[and] 

h. All non-residential development shall install electric vehicle charging stations at a minimum 

of five percent (5%) of its parking spaces. 

5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Section 5.7.9 has been updated in response to Comment 27-26 as follows: 

MM HAZ-5  As part of the approval process for a future implementing development project, 

projects shall be required to demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts 

associated with wildfire hazards through implementation of Policies 4.1 through 

4.3 of the Wildfire Hazards section of the Public Safety and Welfare chapter of 

the General Plan. (Ref. General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure MM Hazards 5). In 

addition, all fuel modification activities for future implementing development 

projects must be conducted in accordance with Section 6.4 Fuels Management 

of the MSHCP, where applicable. 
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5.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Section 5.8 has been updated throughout to reference “Lake (Lake Elsinore)” to clarify reference to the 

body of water and not the City. 

Section 5.8.2 has been updated in response to Comment 17-62 as follows: 

Water Quality 

Regionally, the proposed Project lies within the basin of the Santa Ana River that is comprised of 

several tributary watersheds including the Upper and Lower Santa Ana River Watersheds and 

the San Jacinto River Watershed (Figure 5.8-2 Hydrologic Resources). Also within the San Jacinto 

River Watershed, 16 groundwater subbasins have been identified by the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (RWQCB, 1984). The Project site lies within the Elsinore groundwater subbasin 

(Figure 5.8-3 Groundwater Management Zones). 

The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that a list (Section 303(d) list) of water quality 

limited segments be developed to identify those water bodies that do not meet water quality 

standards even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of 

pollution control technology. The Lake, which includes the San Jacinto River inlet channel, was 

identified on the list as impaired for the following pollutants:  

• Nutrients – Unknown Nonpoint Source; 

• Organic Enrichment/Low Dissolved Oxygen – Unknown Nonpoint Source; 

• PCBs (Polychlorinated biphenyls) – Source Unknown; 

• Sediment Toxicity – Source Unknown; and 

• Unknown Toxicity – Source Unknown. 

 

The City of Lake Elsinore lists the following potential sources of these pollutants: 

• discharges from wastewater treatment facilities; 

• runoff from homes, forested lands, agriculture, and streets or highways; 

• contaminated soils/sediments, legacy contaminants such as DDT and PCBs; 

• on-site septic systems; and deposits from the air. 

Section 5.8.2 Table 5.8-1 has been updated in response to Comment 26-2 as follows: 

Table 5.8-1. Beneficial Uses for Water Bodies with in the Project Site 

Water Body Beneficial Uses 

Surface Water BodyLakes and Reservoirs  

Lake Elsinore REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD 

Inland Surface Streams  

San Jacinto River – Reach 1 MUN, AGR, GWR, REC1, REC2, WARM, WILD 

Groundwater Management Zone  
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Elsinore MUN, AGR, PROC 

Definitions 

MUN Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) waters are used for community, military, municipal or individual 
water supply systems. These uses may include, but are not limited to, drinking water supply. 

AGR Agricultural Supply (AGR) waters are used for farming, horticulture or ranching. These uses may 
include, but are not limited to, irrigation, stock watering, and support of vegetation for range grazing. 

PROC Industrial Process Supply (PROC) waters are used for industrial activities that depend primarily on 
water quality. These uses may include, but are not limited to, process water supply and all uses of 
water related to product manufacture or food preparation. 

GWR Groundwater Recharge (GWR) waters are used for natural or artificial recharge of groundwater for 
purposes that may include, but are not limited to, future extraction, maintaining water quality or 
halting saltwater intrusion into freshwater aquifers. 

REC1 Water Contact Recreation (REC1) waters are used for recreational activities involving body contact with 
water where ingestion of water is reasonably possible. These uses may include, but are not limited to, 
swimming, wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, whitewater activities, fishing and use of 
natural hot springs. 

REC2 Non-contact Water Recreation (REC2) waters are used for recreational activities involving proximity to 
water, but not normally involving body contact with water where ingestion of water would be 
reasonably possible. These uses may include, but are not limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, 
beachcombing, camping, boating, tide pool and marine life study, hunting, sightseeing and aesthetic 
enjoyment in conjunction with the above activities. 

WARM Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM) waters support warm water ecosystems that may include, but are 
not limited to, preservation and enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish and wildlife, 
including invertebrates. 

WILD Wildlife Habitat (WILD) waters support wildlife habitats that may include, but are not limited to, the 
preservation and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by waterfowl and other wildlife. 

Source: Santa Ana Region Basin Plan, Chapter 3, Table 3-1 (February 2016) 

 

Section 5.8.5 has been updated in response to Comment 17-75 as follows: 

Per the General Plan, Water Resources Policies 4.1, and 4.2 require development projects to 

obtain an NPDES permit and implement BMPs to reduce the amount of pollutants being 

discharged into the drainage system and Biological Resources Policies 1.1 through 1.4 call for 

implementation of the MSHCP to preserve wetlands and natural drainages. In addition, project 

level assessment must be prepared for any future development for hydrology or groundwater 

and surface water quality impacts to ensure runoff is adequately retained and treated for 

pollutants prior to release into the storm water system. Future implementing development 

projects under the proposed Project would be required to implement an appropriate 

combination of BMP methods from those listed below based on proposed actions and 

requirements as described in their project-specific SWPPP and WQMP.  

Construction BMPs 

• Erosion control – e.g. scheduling work activities; preservation of vegetation; stabilization 

paths by applying erosion control blankets, check dams, erosion control seeding or alternate 

methods; 
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• Sediment Control – e.g. silt fencing, fiber rolls, street sweeping/vacuuming, sand bag 

barriers, storm drain inlet protection; 

• Tracking Control – e.g. street sweeping and vacuuming, stabilized construction entrance;  

• Wind Erosion – e.g. high wind work restrictions, watering, soil stabilizers, covers; and/or 

• Waste management and materials pollution – e.g. waste management, material 

management, stockpiles, vehicle storage and maintenance. 

Operational BMPs 

• Biofilters – e.g. grass swales, grass strips, wetland vegetation swales, and bioretention; 

• Detention Basins – e.g. extended/dry detention basins with grass lining and extended/dry 

detention basins with impervious lining; 

• Infiltration BMPs – e.g. infiltration basins, infiltration trenches, and porous pavements; 

• Wet Ponds or Wetlands – e.g. permanent pool wet ponds and constructed wetlands; 

• Filtration Systems – e.g. sand filters and media filters; 

• Water Quality Inlets – e.g. hydrodynamic devices, baffle boxes, swirl concentrators, or 

cyclone separators;  

• Hydrodynamic Separator Systems – e.g. hydrodynamic devices, baffle boxes, swirl 

concentrators, or cyclone separators; and/or 

• Manufactured or Proprietary Devices – e.g. proprietary stormwater treatment devices as 

listed in the CASQA Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbooks, other stormwater 

treatment BMPs not specifically listed in this WQMP, or newly developed/emerging storm 

water treatment technologies. 

Section 5.8.5 has been updated in response to Comment 17-64 as follows: 

Groundwater Recharge and Supply 

Per Section 6.2 of the ELSPA No. 11, untreated water from the Lake could be used for sports 

track and field watering, irrigation of the golf course, parks, streetscapes and other landscaped 

areas. This concept effectively conserves fresh water supplies for domestic use while serving to 

replenish the groundwater supply. As discussed in Section 5.15 (Utilities) of this DEIR, local 

groundwater pumped from Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District’s twelve District-owned 

wells accounted for approximately 33 percent of the District’s water supply from 1992 to 2015. 

(page 5.15-5).  Additionally, “[a]lthough the groundwater wells have a total capacity of 20,808 

acre-ft/yr, a safe yield from the Elsinore Basin is 5,500 acre-ft/yr, and therefore the projected 

groundwater volume from the Elsinore Basin will remain at 5,500 acre-ft/yr.” 

Future development within the Project site would increase the amount of impervious pavement 

and building surfaces. At the same time, groundwater infiltration at the site would be reduced. 

The area of the project site is not particularly suited for groundwater recharge due to the 

presence of a semipermeable clay layer at depth. Consequently, the potential loss of infiltration 
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and recharge or supply from the increase in impervious surface area would be less than 

significant. 

Section 5.8.5 has been updated in response to Comment 17-66 as follows: 

Flooding and Flood Flows 

Most of the Project site, with the exception of existing residential developments at Summerly 

(proposed PA 1) and Serenity (proposed PA 4), is located within the 100-year floodplain and 

would be subject to a potential 100-year flood event1 based on current site elevations (Figures 

5.8-1 Lake Management Features and 5.8-2 Hydrologic Resources). Future development within 

the 100-year floodplain could pose be subject to potentially significant on-site flooding impacts 

as an indirect result from Project implementation; however, the following General Plan policies 

would avoid exposing people or property to flooding: Flooding and Floodplains Policies 5.1–5.2. 

These policies require that new future implementing development projects to be constructed 

above the 100-year base flood elevation, in conformance construction conforms with to all 

applicable provisions of the National Flood Insurance Program in order to protect buildings and 

property from flooding and that the City utilize the Capital Improvement Program for storm 

drainage projects and maintenance and improvement of local storm drain systems including 

channels, pipes, and inlets to ensure capacity for maximum runoff flows. Flooding hazards are 

required to be evaluated during the environmental review process, including restricting 

development within designated floodplain areas in accordance with FEMA floodplain zoning 

recommendations and requirements. Future development would be subject to floodplain 

policies as well as local and federal regulations. Nonetheless, future implementing development 

projects would potentially result in significant alteration of the drainage patterns by altering or 

extending grading within the Project site in order to raise building pads for inhabitable 

structures above the projected 100-year inundation level. Any development that does not 

include habitable structures within the 100-year floodplain would be subject to potentially 

significant flooding impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures MM HWQ-6 through MM HWQ-8 

would be required of all future development to ensure potential flood hazard impacts are less 

than significant. 

Section 5.8.2, Inundation from Dam Failure has been amplified in response to Comment 17-67 as 

follows: 

According to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s National Inventory of Dams, the report on the 

Railroad Canyon Dam indicates the dam was last inspected on November 19, 2014, and it 

currently has no Emergency Action Plan. The California agency that regulates dams is the 

California Department of Water Resource’s Division of Safety of Dams.  According to the Division 

of Safety of Dams, the condition assessment of the Railroad Canyon Dam is “satisfactory”; which 

means that no existing or potential dam safety deficiencies are recognized. Acceptable 

performance is expected under all loading conditions (static, hydrologic, seismic) in accordance 

with the applicable regulatory criteria or tolerable risk guidelines. 
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5.9 Land Use and Planning 

Section 5.9.1 has been revised to include additional background information regarding previously 

adopted amendments as follows: 

• Amendment No. 6: Approved in July 2004, Amendment No. 6 redistributed land uses and 

eliminated a portion of the circulation loop within Phase I. Amendment No. 6 also reduced the 

overall residential yield of the ELSP from 9,000 dwelling units in the original Specific Plan to 

7,975 dwelling units. Amendment No. 6 consists of a large portion of land that was previously 

modified by Amendment Nos. 1 and 2. An Erratum to Amendment No. 6 was approved on April 

26, 2016, which changed the land use designation of lot 18 from RES‐1 to RES‐2, revised the lot 

boundary between lots 18 and 19, and modified development standards. 

Section 5.9.2 Table 5.9-1 classifications “Preservation/Mitigation” Land Use Types have been renamed 

as “Open Space/Recreation1” to accurately reflect existing conditions rather than proposed conditions 

under this Project. Footnote number 1 has also been revised as follows: 

1.  Does not include acreage for the existing golf course in proposed Planning Area 6 or existing 

park within proposed Planning Area 4, which are reported separately. 

Preservation/Mitigation area and passive open space area totals subject to change. Total 

preservation/mitigation area in Back Basin required for MSHCP compliance is 770 acres. 

Section 5.9.2 Table 5.9-1 was also updated with the additional shoreline/levee acreages in Planning Area 

5 and Planning Area 6 as described above in Chapter 3, 3.0 Project Description above. 

Figure 5.9-1 Conceptual Circulation Plan, Figure 5.9-2 Bikeways Plan and Figure 5.9-3 Trails Plan were 

reordered in Section 5.9.9.2 for referencing consistency. 

5.10 Noise 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 5.10 of the DEIR. 

5.11 Population and Housing 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 5.11 of the DEIR. 

5.12 Public Services 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 5.12 of the DEIR. 

5.13 Recreation 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 5.13 of the DEIR. 
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5.14 Transportation and Circulation 

The following additional text was added to the Section 5.14.1 Introduction: 

After preparation of the TIA, the City determined a reclassification was necessary of proposed 

roadways Sylvester Street, Lucerne Street and Cereal Street as 4-lane Collector/Modified 

Collector Roadways rather than the 4-lane Major Roadways as assumed for the analysis in the 

TIA, reducing the overall right-of-way requirements from 100 feet to 68 feet in order to 

minimize encroachment potential on properties and open-space preservation areas within the 

Project site. A memorandum titled East Lake Specific Plan Amendment – Potential Impact to 

Traffic Analysis 9 Changes to Roadway Classifications) (Appendix K.1) was prepared by Webb 

Associates in August 2017 analyzing this reclassification’s potential effect on the TIA analysis; 

the memorandum determined that the reclassification would not impact the TIA analysis and 

that the findings and determinations made in the TIA remain valid as presented in this Section 

5.14 below.  

The following additional text has been added to Section 5.14.3 in response to comment 27-14: 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 

As described in Section 5.3 (Biological Resources), in 2004, the City adopted the MSHCP, a 

comprehensive multi-jurisdictional effort that focuses on conservation of 146 species and their 

associated habitats within western Riverside County. The MSHCP serves as the Habitat 

Conservation Plan pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal Endangered Species Act of 

1973, as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the NCCP Act of 2001. 

The MSHCP allows for the Permittees (i.e., City of Lake Elsinore, County of Riverside, the other 

14 participating cities, etc.) to authorize “take” of plant and wildlife species identified within the 

Plan area for private and public works projects. 

Section 7 of the MSHCP describes covered Activities/Allowable Uses.  Section 7.3.5 describes 

Planned Roads within the Criteria Area (“Covered Roads”). Planned roadways are defined as 

either existing facilities that require improvements (i.e. widening) or new facilities to be 

constructed.  Covered roads include seven types of roadways, freeways, CETAP Corridors and 

other major facilities that have been identified as part of the General Plan Circulation Element.  

Evaluations of planned roadways with respect to Conservation of biological resources have been 

conducted throughout the MSHCP planning process. As a result, only those planned roadways 

identified in this section are Covered Activities within the Criteria Area. Roadways other than 

those identified in Section 7.3.5 are not covered without an amendment to the MSHCP in 

accordance with the procedures described in Section 6.10 of the MSHCP. 

The MSHCP states that “[t]he improvement/construction of circulation element roadways 

shown on Figure 7-1 [of the MSHCP] are Covered Activities within the Criteria Area, as well as 

the operation and Maintenance Activities conducted for these facilities. The Circulation element 
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roads included in Figure 7-1 and that are analyzed in this section include a composite of County 

and Cities General Plan Circulation Elements.” (MSHCP, page 7-31) Section 7.5.1 of the MSHCP 

sets forth the “Guidelines for the Siting and Design of Planned Roads Within the Criteria Area 

and Public/Quasi-Public Lands”. 

5.15 Utilities 

Section 5.15 has been reformatted for readability and document consistency. 

Section 5.15.5.2 Project Demands has been revised as follows: “Error! Reference source not found Table 

5.15-2”. 

Section 5.15.5.2 Conclusion has been revised in response to comment 17-93 and to correct a 

typographical error referencing Table 2-14 of the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) as follows: 

As shown in Error! Reference source not found. Table 2-14 of the WSA, EVMWD included a total 

water demand for the Project site of 5,401.23 acre-ft/year in EVWMD’s service area water 

demand projections. Table 5.15-5 shows that the potable water demand of the land uses 

proposed by the proposed Project ranges from 4,601.99 to 5,651.39 acre/ft per year depending 

upon different build-out scenarios. Tables 5.15-8 through 5.15-13 show that EVMWD projects 

surplus water supply over demand through 2040, with a surplus range of 5,174 to 7,871 acre-

ft/year for total water and 2,902 to 4,514 acre-ft/year for potable water. This surplus is more 

than sufficient to address the small (approximately 250 acre-ft/year) increase in projected water 

demand for the Project under the worst-case scenario. 

ELSPA No. 11 Section 2.4.1 was revised to add a new subparagraph “g” to Development Requirement 27 

in response to Comment 17-94 as follows: 

g. A purple pipe system will be constructed as part of the infrastructure for implementing 

development projects. Reclaimed water when available will be utilized for sports track and 

field watering, irrigation of the golf course, parks, streetscapes and other landscaped areas. 

5.16 Energy and Irretrievable Resources 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 5.16 of the DEIR. 

5.17 Growth Inducing 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 5.17 of the DEIR. 

6.0 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts  

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 6.0 of the DEIR. 
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7.0 Alternatives Analysis 

Section 7.5 Table 7-2 was updated with the additional Preservation/Mitigation acreages in Planning Area 

5 and Planning Area 6 (815.18 835.0) as described in Chapter 3, 3.0 Project Description above. 

Table 7-2 has been changed to reference Skydive Airport as Private Recreational Airport Facility. 

Section 7.5.2 Table 7-3 was updated with the additional Preservation/Mitigation acreages in Planning 

Area 5 and Planning Area 6 (422.6 433.6; 425.2 439.4; and 70.18 84.4) as described in Chapter 3, 3.0 

Project Description above. 

Table 7-3 has been changed to reference Skydive Airport as Private Recreational Airport Facility. 

8.0 Preparers/Organizations and Persons Consulted 

The following additions were added to the consulted list: 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
 Leslie MacNair, Regional Manager, Inland Deserts Region 

Jeff Brandt, Habitat Conservation 
Heather Pert, Senior Environmental Scientist 

 
Center for Biological Diversity 

J.P. Rose, Staff Attorney 
 

[and] 
 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

 Karin Cleary-Rose, Inland Division Chief 
 

9.0 Bibliography 

The following documents were added to the Bibliography Section: 

Albert A. Webb Associates.  East Lake Specific Plan Amendment – Potential Impact to Traffic Analysis  

(Changes to Roadway Classifications).  August 29, 2017.  (This document is available for Public 

Review at the City of Lake Elsinore and is provided as Appendix K.1 of this EIR). 

 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Lake Elsinore Back Basin Letter.  October 17, 2013.  (This  

document is available for Public Review at the City of Lake Elsinore and is provided as Appendix  

F.1 of this EIR). 

 

California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams.  Dams  

Within Jurisdiction of the State of California.  September 2017.  (This document is available for  

Public Review at the following website:   

http://www.water.ca.gov/damsafety/docs/Dams%20by%20Dam%20Name_Sept%202017.pdf) 

http://www.water.ca.gov/damsafety/docs/Dams%20by%20Dam%20Name_Sept%202017.pdf
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10.0 Glossary of Acronyms 

No Corrections, Errata or Changes were made to Section 10.0 of the DEIR. 


