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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Recirculated Program Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) has been prepared to 
comply with the requirements of Section 15089 of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code 
of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq.). As required by Section 15132 of the Sate CEQA 
Guidelines, this Final EIR consists of the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report (“RDP-EIR”), comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR, a list of 
persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the RDP-EIR, the responses of the 
Lead Agency (City of Lake Elsinore) to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process, and any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

Additionally, pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and Section 15097 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.), public agencies are required 
to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) to ensure that the 
mitigation measures identified in an Environmental Impact Report are implemented.  The 
MMRP for the subject EIR is included in Section 5.0 of this document. 

1.1 RELATIONSHIP TO THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT PROGRAM 
EIR 

Minor changes that better clarify or correct minor inaccuracies in the RDP-EIR are described in 
the Corrections, Errata, and Changes from RDP-EIR to Final Recirculated Program EIR (“RP-
EIR”) section of this document (Section 3.0).  Together with the MMRP, the Environmental 
Findings and the other information in the Record of Proceedings (Administrative Record), these 
documents constitute the environmental disclosure record that will serve as the basis for the 
City Council decision-makers decision on the proposed project. 

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW SUMMARY 
The EIR process typically consists of three parts – the Notice of Preparation, the Draft EIR and 
the Final EIR.  A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR and a description of potential adverse 
impacts were distributed on or about November 15, 2005 and December 5, 2005. Pursuant to 
Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP were requested to provide 
responses within 30 days after their receipt of the NOP. A copy of the NOP and the NOP 
distribution list are located in Appendix A of the RDP-EIR.  Copies of comments regarding the 
NOP, received by the City, are also included in Appendix A of the RDP-EIR.  In addition, in 
compliance with Section 21083.9 of CEQA and Section 15082 (c)(1) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the City held a public scoping meeting on November 30, 2005, 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 
PEIR prepared for the proposed project. 
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In 2007, a draft Program EIR (“PEIR”) was prepared for the proposed project in accordance with 
then-current CEQA regulations and guidelines.  The first draft PEIR was circulated for a 45-day 
public review period on or about December 6, 2007.  Notification was provided to the State 
Clearinghouse (SCH), responsible and trustee agencies, and all interested parties and 
jurisdictions pursuant to the requirements of Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

In April 2008, a Final PEIR for the City of Lake Elsinore General Plan Update was prepared but 
was not certified by the City Council.  Rather, City staff began work on a substantive revision of 
the proposed project.   In addition to revisions to the Land Use Element and Land Use Map, and 
the updating of the Traffic Impact Study to reflect those changes, further revisions to the GPU 
were made in order to incorporate (1) an updated Housing Element that was not a part of the 
original General Plan scope; (2) the provisions of a Downtown Lake Elsinore Master Plan, 
impacting both the Historic District Plan and the immediately adjacent portions of the Lake 
Edge District Plan; and (3) a Climate Action Plan.   

The combined changes to the General Plan Update made between 2008 and 2011 triggered the 
need to update, revise, and where necessary expand upon the analysis of General Plan Update 
impacts presented in the first draft PEIR.  As lead agency, the City determined that the new 
information added to the PEIR after its initial circulation in 2008, made in response to changes 
in the GPU is “significant” and that the first circulated PEIR has been changed so extensively 
that an updated and revised draft PEIR must be re-circulated so that the public might have a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon identified new impacts and/or mitigation measures. 

Due to the combined changes made to the proposed project, the City of Lake Elsinore 
determined that it was appropriate to reissue the Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (NOP).  The reissued NOP for an EIR and a revised description of 
potential adverse impacts were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, 
and other interested parties on or about May 26, 2011. The reissued NOP was posted by the 
Riverside County Clerk on May 27, 2011.  Additionally, a notice advising of the availability of 
the reissued NOP was published in the Press-Enterprise newspaper on May 27, 2011. Pursuant 
to Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, recipients of the NOP were requested to provide 
responses within 30 days after their receipt of the reissued NOP. Copies of the reissued NOP 
and the NOP distribution list are located in Appendix A of the RDP-EIR. Copies of comments 
regarding the revised NOP, received by the City, are also included in Appendix A of the RDP-
EIR.  

The RDP-EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period on or about September 6, 2011.  
The RDP-EIR and the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion were provided to the State 
Clearinghouse (SCH), and to more than 100 responsible and trustee agencies, and interested 
parties and jurisdictions pursuant to the requirements of Section 15087 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  Documents were distributed via U.S. Postal Service and/or FedEx. 

The required distribution to the State Clearinghouse was completed by FedEx on September 7, 
2011.  The official State Clearinghouse review period began on September 7, 2011 and ended on 



 

Section 1.0 - Introduction

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  1 . 0 - 3  

October 21, 2011.  The standard response letter confirming completion of the State 
Clearinghouse review period is included in Section 4.0 of this document. 

General public Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion was given by publication in the 
Press-Enterprise on September 7, 2011.  As required by Public Resources Code Section 21092.3, a 
copy of the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion was posted with the Riverside County 
Clerk on September 7, 2011.  Copies of the published notice and the posted public notice are 
included in Section 4.0 of this document. 

As provided in the public notice and in accordance with CEQA Section 21091(d), the City of 
Lake Elsinore accepted written comments through October 21, 2011.  Twenty (20) letters & e-
mails were received during and immediately after the 45-day public review period.  Responses 
to all of the letters/e-mails received, prepared pursuant to Section 15088 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, are included in Section 2.0 of this Final Recirculated Program EIR. 

The City of Lake Elsinore will provide a written proposed response to each commenting public 
agency no less than 10 days prior to certifying the Recirculated Program EIR in compliance with 
the provisions set forth in Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) which states that “At least 
10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report, the lead agency shall provide a 
written proposed response to a public agency on comments made by that agency which 
conform with the requirements of this division.” 
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1.3 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS AND PUBLIC 
AGENCIES COMMENTING ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT 
PROGRAM EIR 

 

State Agencies 

Native American Heritage Commission 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Regional Agencies 

Riverside Transit Agency 
Southern California Association of Governments 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Local Agencies 

Riverside County Fire Department 
City of Canyon Lake 
Riverside County Waste Management Department 
Riverside County Transportation Department 
City of Menifee 

Other Comments Received 

Pala Band of Mission Indians 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
Endangered Habitats League (2 letters) 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
RGP Planning & Development Services 
Sierra Club 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the responses to comments presented in this 
section address specific, relevant comments on environmental issues raised in the submitted 
comment letters. For clarification, copies of the original letters, including all attachments, are 
included in Section 2.1 following the Responses to Comments. 
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STATE AGENCIES 

Response to 

Native American Heritage Commission 

Comment Letter dated: September 30, 2011 

The State of California Native American Heritage Commission provided comments regarding 
the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State 
Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 
81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, 
and Climate Action Plan in its letter dated September 30, 2011 and received by the City of Lake 
Elsinore on October 3, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  
The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the 
comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing any 
new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #1 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #1 
This comment sets forth the role of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) as a 
“trustee agency” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public 
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.).  Additionally, this comment states that the proposed 
project is subject to the provisions of Senate Bill (SB) 18 and states that the NAHC letter includes 
applicable state and federal statutes including Public Resources Code Section 5097.9. 

Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the RDP-EIR discusses the proposed 
project’s potential impacts upon cultural resources.  SB 18 is discussed on page 3.2-30 of the 
RDP-EIR.  The discussion of SB 18 describes the City of Lake Elsinore’s compliance with the 
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provisions of SB 18 as it pertains to the proposed project.  Section 3.2 of the RDP-EIR also 
provides summaries of many applicable state and federal statutes.  No new environmental 
issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no 
modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #2 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #2 
This comment summarizes the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provisions 
regarding cultural resources.  This comment states that CEQA requires that any project that 
causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, including 
archaeological resources, requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.  
Additionally, the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse 
impact on these resources within the area of potential effect, and if so, to mitigate that effect.  
The NAHC also states that it performed a “Sacred Lands File search” and identified Native 
American cultural resources in the project area. 

In compliance with the provisions of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Lake 
Elsinore prepared the RDP-EIR which assessed the proposed project’s potential impacts upon 
historical resources, including archaeological resources, in Section 3.2 (Cultural and 
Paleontological Resources) and in Section 4.0 (Cumulative Impacts).  These sections of the RDP-
EIR include mitigation measures that reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
Therefore, the City of Lake Elsinore has complied with the provisions of CEQA and the State 
CEQA Guidelines referenced in this comment. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 



Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 4  

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #3 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #3 
The City of Lake Elsinore acknowledges that the items in the NAHC Sacred Land Inventory are 
confidential and exempt from the Public Records Act.  No new environmental issues have been 
raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-
EIR are required. 

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #4 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #4 
This comment recommends consultation with Native American tribes and “urges” the City to 
contact the list of Native American Contacts on an attach list of Native American contacts.  This 
letter also makes reference to specific requirements that mandate consultation with Native 
American tribes where electrical transmission lines are proposed.  The proposed project does 
not propose electrical transmission lines and therefore the enabling legislation to the federal 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 is not applicable. 

The list of Native American contacts attached to the NAHC comment letter includes nineteen 
Native American contacts representing twelve different Tribes.  The City of Lake Elsinore, as 
Lead Agency, sent each of these twelve Tribes a copy of the “Notice of Availability/Notice of 
Completion of a Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report” and a copy of the 
RDP-EIR on or about September 6, 2011. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Native American Heritage Commission Comment #5 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #5 
The City of Lake Elsinore, as Lead Agency, sent each of the twelve Tribes identified on the 
NAHC-provided list of Native American contacts a copy of the “Notice of Availability/Notice 
of Completion of a Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report” and a copy of 
the RDP-EIR on or about September 6, 2011.  This documentation included a complete project 
description which contained all the pertinent project information necessary for the consulted 
Native American tribes to review and provide input regarding the RDP-EIR discussion of 
cultural resources.  Mitigation measures MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 2 through 
MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 8 address any discovery and documentation of 
unknown archaeological resources discovered during ground disturbance activities.  Mitigation 
measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 6 specifically states that all “sacred sites, 
should they be encountered within the project area, shall be avoided and preserved as the 
preferred mitigation, if feasible.” 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #6 
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Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #6 
Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the RDP-EIR discusses the proposed 
project’s potential impacts upon cultural resources.  The “Regulatory Setting” portion of this 
section of the RDP-EIR describes the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, the 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and other federal, State 
and local laws and regulations. 

The NAHC recommends consultation conducted in compliance with the requirements of 
federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 106 and 4(f) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), NAGPRA and other federal requirements.  However, these federal 
are not applicable to the proposed project.  Instead, this proposed Project is subject to SB 18 and 
environmental analysis pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.  
As Lead Agency under CEQA, the City of Lake Elsinore is responsible for compliance with 
applicable State and local regulations. Because there is no federal involvement, the Project is not 
considered a “federal undertaking.” Therefore regulations and guidelines set forth in NEPA 
and Section 106 of the NHPA do not apply to the proposed project.  However, the City 
acknowledges that any individual projects that are implemented in accordance with the 
proposed project will be required to comply with any applicable federal, State and local 
regulatory requirements. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #7 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #7 
The NAHC recommends that confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural 
significance” should be considered as protected by California Government Code Section 6254(r).  
Section 6254(r) exempts from disclosure under the California Public Records Act the following: 
“Records of Native American graves, cemeteries, and sacred places and records of Native 
American places, features, and objects described in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public 
Resources Code maintained by, or in the possession of, the Native American Heritage 
Commission, another state agency, or a local agency.” 

The City of Lake Elsinore concurs with this comment regarding the confidentiality of these 
types of historic properties.  The RDP-EIR does not identify the specific locations of any cultural 
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resources.  Table 3.2-3 (General Plan Goals, Policies and Implementation Programs) beginning 
on page 3.2-32 of the RDP-EIR cites Policy 5.3 from Chapter 4.0 (Resource Protection and 
Preservation) of the proposed General Plan, which states: “It is understood by all parties that 
unless otherwise required by law, the site of any reburial of Native American human remains or 
cultural artifacts shall not be disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure 
requirements of the California Public Records Act.”  Thus, the City will continue to consider 
any information regarding the location of “historic properties of religious and cultural 
significance” to be confidential and not subject to public disclosure. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #8 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #8 
This comment references legal requirements pertaining to the discovery of human remains. 
Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the RDP-EIR discusses the proposed 
project’s potential impacts upon cultural resources.  The “Regulatory Setting” portion of this 
section of the RDP-EIR describes federal, State and local laws and regulations including Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5, which address 
disturbance of human burial remains and the accidental discovery of human remains in any 
location other than a dedicated cemetery.  California Government Code Section 27491 pertains 
to coroner inquests and does not specifically address Native American remains. 

The RDP-EIR addresses the accidental discovery of human remains in Section 3.2 on pages 3.2-
49 through 3.2-50.  Mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10 addresses 
the accidental discovery of human remains during excavation and construction activities.  This 
mitigation measure identifies the procedures to be followed if human remains are encountered, 
including compliance with applicable laws and regulations, including Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98, Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5, and State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(e). 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 



Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 8  

Native American Heritage Commission Comment #9 

 

Response to Native American Heritage Commission Comment #9 
This comment expresses the NAHC’s opinion regarding what constitutes effective tribal 
consultation.  This comment is acknowledged by the City of Lake Elsinore.  Table 3.2-3 (General 
Plan Goals, Policies and Implementation Programs) beginning on page 3.2-32 of the RDP-EIR 
cites Policy 5.2 from Chapter 4.0 (Resource Protection and Preservation) of the proposed 
General Plan, which states that the City will consult with Native American tribes for projects 
identified under SB 18 and Policy 5.4 which requires Native American consultation prior to 
development project approval whenever archaeological excavations are recommended on a 
project site.  Through these policies, the City acknowledges the importance of timely 
consultation with Native American tribes. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Comment Letter dated: October 20, 2011 

The State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) provided comments 
regarding the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State 
Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 
81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, 
and Climate Action Plan in its letter dated October 20, 2011 and received by the City of Lake 
Elsinore on October 21, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  
The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the 
comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing any 
new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #1 
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Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #1 

As discussed on page 3.10-23 of the RDP-EIR, an Environmental Data Resources (EDR) report 
was prepared for the project area and included as Appendix H of the RDP-EIR.  The EDR report 
includes an environmental regulatory database search which reviewed all regulatory agency 
lists compiled pursuant to California Government Code Section 65962.5.  The report shows that 
there were 28 “Cortese sites” located within the City and its Sphere of Influence at the time the 
report was prepared.  However the records referenced therein do not indicate any active 
enforcement actions related to hazardous materials at those sites.  A full discussion of the 
potential impacts of hazardous sites to the public or environment is included in Section 3.10 
(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the RDP-EIR. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #2 

 

Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #2 

A full discussion of the potential impacts of hazardous sites to the public or environment is 
included in Section 3.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the RDP-EIR.  The RDP-EIR 
addresses the mechanism for addressing potentially contaminated sites on page 3.10-23 where it 
states that “individual development projects implemented pursuant to the proposed project 
could be affected by sites that once or in the future may be listed on a hazardous materials site 
list.  The Implementation Program for Goal 3 in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section 
of the Public Safety and Welfare chapter states that through project review and the CEQA 
process the City shall assess new development and reuse applications for potential hazards, and 
shall require compliance with the County Hazardous Waste Management Plan and 
collaboration with its Department of Environmental Health.” 
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No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #3 

 

Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #3 

This comment describes DTSC’s recommendations for environmental investigations conducted 
for development proposals.  The subject RDP-EIR is a programmatic analysis of the proposed 
project and does not include any site specific development proposals.  Therefore the inclusion of 
a Phase I or II Environmental Site Assessment is not included as part of the subject RDP-EIR.  
Subsequent development proposals will be evaluated through project review and the CEQA 
process.  Site specific Phase I or II Environmental Site Assessments will be prepared by project 
applicants as needed to comply with applicable regulatory requirements including CEQA, and 
with the goals, policies and implementation programs set forth in the proposed General Plan 
Update. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #4 

 

Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #4 

The subject RDP-EIR is a programmatic analysis of the proposed project and does not include 
any site specific development proposals.  Therefore the proposed project does not include any 
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proposal for the demolition of building or other structures or paved surface areas.  Subsequent 
development proposals will be evaluated through project review and the CEQA process.  Any 
development proposals implemented in compliance with the proposed project will require that 
any such demolition that is proposed will comply with applicable regulatory requirements 
including CEQA, and with the goals, policies and implementation programs set forth in the 
proposed General Plan Update. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #5 

 

Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #5 

This DTSC comment describes procedures for sampling and disposal of contaminated soil.  The 
subject RDP-EIR is a programmatic analysis of the proposed project and does not include any 
site specific development proposals; therefore the proposed project does not include any 
construction that would require sampling and disposal of contaminated soil.   

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #6 

 

Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #6 

The subject RDP-EIR is a programmatic analysis of the proposed project and does not include 
any site specific development proposals.  Subsequent development proposals will be evaluated 
through project review and the CEQA process.  Any development proposals implemented in 
compliance with the proposed project will comply with applicable regulatory requirements 
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including CEQA, and with the goals, policies and implementation programs set forth in the 
proposed General Plan Update. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #7 

 

Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #7 

The subject RDP-EIR is a programmatic analysis of the proposed project and does not include 
any site specific development proposals.  Subsequent development proposals will be evaluated 
through project review and the CEQA process.  Any development proposals implemented in 
compliance with the proposed project will comply with applicable regulatory requirements 
including CEQA, and with the goals, policies and implementation programs set forth in the 
proposed General Plan Update.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #8 
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Response to Department of Toxic Substances Control Comment #8 

This comment indicates that DTSC can provide cleanup oversight services.  This comment is 
acknowledged. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Comment Letter dated: October 24, 2011 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan 
Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master 
Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its letter dated October 24, 2011 and 
received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 26, 2011.  The following discussion provides 
responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and 
amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental 
issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial 
evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

State Clearinghouse Comment #1 
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Response to State Clearinghouse Comment #1 

This comment confirms that the State Clearinghouse received and distributed the RDP-EIR as 
required by CEQA.  This comment also confirms the completion of the 45-day RDP-EIR 
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 RDP-
EIR are required. 
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REGIONAL AGENCIES 

Response to 

Riverside Transit Agency 

Comment Letter dated: September 23, 2011 

The Riverside Transit Agency provided comments following its review of the Recirculated 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 
2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as 
the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action 
Plan in its letter dated September 23, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on 
September 26, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The 
responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the 
comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing any 
new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

Riverside Transit Agency Comment #1 

 

Response to Riverside Transit Agency Comment #1 
This comment is acknowledged. This comment is regarding the proposed project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional 
mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Riverside Transit Agency Comment #2 

 

Response to Riverside Transit Agency Comment #2 
This comment is acknowledged. This comment is regarding the proposed project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required.  The City’s general development procedures include the transmittal of proposed 
projects to the Riverside Transit Agency for review and comment.  Where the RTA requests the 
incorporation of transit stops into projects, the City has, where feasible, incorporated transit 
stops into project design. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

Southern California Association of Governments 

Comment Letter dated: October 19, 2011 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) provided comments regarding 
the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State 
Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 
81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, 
and Climate Action Plan in its letter dated October 19, 2011 and received by the City of Lake 
Elsinore (“City”) on October 21, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those 
comments.  The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the 
analysis and conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in 
the comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing 
any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #1 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #1 

This comment describes SCAG’s authorization and role as a regional agency and regional 
clearinghouse regarding the review of CEQA documents related to regionally significant 
projects.  This comment also states SCAG’s conclusion that the proposed project is considered a 
regionally significant project pursuant to Sections 15125 and/or 15206 of the State CEQA 
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Guidelines.  This conclusion is acknowledged on page 1.0-5 of the RDP-EIR, where it states: 
“The City of Lake Elsinore, as lead agency, determined that the proposed project is a project of 
statewide, regional, or areawide significance pursuant to Section 15206(b)(1) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.”  Therefore, no new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no 
additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #2 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #2 

This comment notes that SCAG evaluated the proposed project based upon the policies of 
SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Compass Growth Vision Principals that it 
found may be applicable to the proposed project.  Ms. Pamela Lee was contacted by the City on 
October 25, 2011 and Ms. Lee confirmed that the referenced SCAG List of Mitigation Measures 
are not required mitigation measures, but rather offered for consideration.  The Response to 
Southern California Association of Governments Comment #12, below, address the suggested 
mitigation measures. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #3 
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Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #3 

This comment summarizes the project description information contained within Section S.0 
(Executive Summary) and Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the RDP-EIR.  No new 
environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 
and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #4 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #4 

This comment describes the Regional Housing Need Assessment (RHNA) process regarding 
any transfer of housing need from the County to the City related to Annexation No. 81 (also 
known as the 3rd Street Annexation).  This comment also notes that SCAG is currently 
developing a policy to address annexations as part of its 5th RHNA cycle methodology.  This 
comment is acknowledged. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Southern California Association of Governments Comment #5 

 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #5 

This comment provides adopted forecasts for population, households and employment for the 
SCAG region, the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) subregion and City of 
Lake Elsinore. As noted in this comment, the RDP-EIR considered the 2008 RTP Regional 
Growth Forecasts in its discussion of population, housing and employment in Section 3.1 (Land 
Use and Planning) and Section 3.13 (Population and Housing).  
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No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #6 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #6 

This comment confirms that based upon information contained within the RDP-EIR that the 
proposed project is consistent with RTP goals RTP G1, RTP G4, and RTP G6 and partially 
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consistent with RTP G5.  SCAG also states that RTP goals RTP G2, G3 and G7 are not applicable 
to the proposed project.  These consistency findings are acknowledged by the City.  No new 
environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 
and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #7 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #7 

This comment states that SCAG has determined that the proposed project is partially consistent 
with Compass Growth Visioning (CGV) Principle 1 (Improve mobility for all residents).  
Specifically, SCAG confirmed that the proposed project is consistent with GV P1.1, GV P1.2 and 
GV P1.3.  It is acknowledged that SCAG concluded that it did not make a consistency 
determination regarding GV P1.4 (Promote a variety of travel choices).  It is noted that the RDP-



Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 2 6  

EIR found that the proposed General Plan Update “contains policies to encourage alternative 
forms of transportation, including walkways and bikeways, and provide incentives for 
reducing travel time and vehicle miles traveled for residents (RDP-EIR, page 3.1-23).  
Additionally, Section 3.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the RDP-EIR includes a discussion 
of alternative means of transportation and finds that the proposed General Plan “meets the 
goals and policies of the Complete Streets Act” by increasing “the range of transportation 
options for travel within the City of Lake Elsinore and to adjacent western Riverside County 
jurisdictions by identifying a backbone network of bicycle and pedestrian routes.” (RDP-EIR, 
page 3.4-111) 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #8 

 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #8 

This comment confirms that based upon information contained within the RDP-EIR that SCAG 
finds that the proposed project generally meets consistency with CGV Principle 2 (Foster 
livability in all communities.)  This consistency finding is acknowledged.  No new 
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environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 
and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #9 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #9 

This comment confirms that based upon information contained within the RDP-EIR that SCAG 
finds that the proposed project is partially consistency with CGV Principle 3 (Enable prosperity 
for all people.)  This comment is acknowledged.   

SCAG determined that the proposed project is generally consistent with GV P3.1, but states that 
it did not make a consistency determination regarding GV P3.2, GV P3.3, GV P3.4 and GV P3.5.  
Although SCAG did not make a consistency determination regarding GV P3.2 (Support 
educational opportunities that promote balanced growth), Table 3.14-1 (General Plan Public 
Services Goals, Policies and Implementation Programs) in Section 3.14 (Public Services) of the 
RDP-EIR cites Land Use Policy 1.6 of proposed General Plan Chapter 2.0 (Community Form) 
and Goal 9 and Policy 9.1 of proposed General Plan Chapter 3.0 (Public Safety and Welfare) 
which state: 

Policy 1.6 - Encourage development of institutions including hospitals and educational 
campuses and facilities 

Goal 9 – Encourage all school districts serving Lake Elsinore to provide school facilities 
that are adequate to serve all students. 
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Policy 9.1 - Encourage the establishment and development of a trade school, junior 
college, and/or four-year college campus within the City boundaries.” 

Therefore, the RDP-EIR includes information that shows that the proposed project supports 
educational opportunities. 

Under CEQA, an analysis of environmental justice is not required.  Accordingly, the proposed 
project is consistent with GV P3.3. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #10 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #10 

This comment confirms that based upon information contained within the RDP-EIR that SCAG 
finds that the proposed project partially meets consistency with CGV Principle 4 (Promote 
sustainability for future generations.)  This comment is acknowledged.  It is noted that SCAG 
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determined that the proposed project is consistent with GV P4.2, GV P4.3 and GV P4.3.  
Although SCAG determined that the proposed project does not meet consistency with GV P4.1 
due to the planned conversion of the limited amount of agricultural lands to non-agricultural 
uses, it is noted that the RDP-EIR states that none of the farmland that is affected is considered 
to be ‘important farmland” by the State of California (RDP-EIR, page 3.1-42.)  Both SCAG and 
the RDP-EIR acknowledge that the conversion of this small percentage of land dedicated to 
agricultural uses within the City and its Sphere of Influence will result in a less-than-significant 
impact. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #11 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #11 

The City acknowledges SCAG’s conclusion that the proposed project is generally consistent 
with SCAG Regional Transportation Plan Goals and also consistent with Compass Growth 
Visioning Principles. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #12 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #12 

This comment requests that feasible mitigation measures which could mitigate any potentially 
negative regional impacts be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA.  As required 
by Section 21002 of CEQA and Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, all feasible 
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the RDP-EIR.  The Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the proposed project, prepared pursuant to the requirements of 
CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6) and Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
has been completed and is located in Section 3.0 of this Final Recirculated Program EIR.   
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The first page of the referenced SCAG List of Mitigation Measures (page 7-1 of the 2008 RTP 
Final PEIR Mitigation and Monitoring Program) states” 

“The purpose of this MMRP is to ensure compliance with the adopted mitigation 
measures included in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Program EIR 
(PEIR), in accordance with CEQA requirements. The 2008 RTP PEIR evaluates 
the transportation plan on a system-wide, regional scale, and includes feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce environmental impacts. The MMRP for the 2008 
RTP PEIR clarifies the process for implementing agencies to comply with these 
mitigation measures and designates responsibility for implementing, monitoring, 
and reporting mitigation. [Emphasis Added] 

“This MMRP applies to all projects in the 2008 RTP that are required to prepare 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for a project, pursuant to CEQA. This MMRP calls for monitoring reports 
prepared for these individual projects to be submitted directly to SCAG and to 
the Lead Agency for each particular project.” [Emphasis Added] 

As described in this language, the list of mitigation measures applies to projects in the 2008 
RTP.  A review of the 2008 RTP List of Projects (http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2008/final.htm) 
shows that the proposed project is not a 2008 RTP project.  Therefore, the proposed project is 
not required to comply with the referenced SCAG List of Mitigation Measures.  In its letter 
dated October 19, 2011, SCAG does not identify specific mitigation measures that it 
recommends be implemented by the proposed project. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Southern California Association of Governments Comment #13 

 

Response to Southern California Association of Governments Comment #13 

This comment refers to Section 21081.7 of CEQA and Section 15097(g) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines requirements regarding transportation information generated by a required 
monitoring and reporting program for a project of statewide, regional or areawide importance 
and the requirement that the information be submitted to the regional transportation agency 
and to the California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”).  As discussed in the above 
Southern California Association of Governments Comment #1 and the response thereto, the 
proposed project is considered to be a project of statewide, regional or areawide significance. 
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A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the proposed project has been 
completed and is located in Section 3.0 of this Final Recirculated Program EIR.  Pursuant to the 
requirements set forth in the MMRP, no additional transportation information that would be 
submitted to SCAG and to Caltrans will be generated. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Comment Letter dated: October 26, 2011 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) provided comments 
regarding the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State 
Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 
81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, 
and Climate Action Plan in its letter dated October 26, 2011 and received by the City of Lake 
Elsinore on October 26, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  
The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the 
comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing any 
new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #1 

 

Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #1 

This comment summarizes the SCAQMD comments that are detailed in following parts of their 
comment letter.  This comment is acknowledged.  Response to the detailed SCAQMD 
comments summarized in this comment are addressed in the below Responses to South Coast 
Air Quality Management District Comments #3 though #7. 
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South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #2 

 

Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #2 

In this comment, the SCAQMD requests that the City provide it with written responses to all 
comments contained within their comment letter.  The City of Lake Elsinore will provide a 
written proposed response to each commenting public agency no less than 10 days prior to 
certifying the Recirculated Program EIR in compliance with the provisions set forth in Public 
Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) which states that “At least 10 days prior to certifying an 
environmental impact report, the lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a 
public agency on comments made by that agency which conform with the requirements of this 
division.”  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #3 
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Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #3 

This comment recommends that the City, “at a minimum, follow the guidelines specified by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) in their April 2005 document titled “Air Quality and 
Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.” SCAQMD also recommends that 
where future implementing development projects propose to place “sensitive receptors” within 
1,000 feet of an industrial source or 500 feet of a freeway that a health risk assessment be 
conducted to determine whether there will be significant impacts that will require mitigation.  

The referenced “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook” is a joint publication of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board. This publication 
suggests that set-backs be considered when citing sensitive land uses near particular uses, such 
as freeways and distribution centers. (Table 1-1 on page 4 of the Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook)  It is noted that this document does not recommend setbacks for all industrial uses, 
but for only specific types of uses.  This document also states that setbacks are merely 
“recommended” and not required, and the Environmental Protection Agency and Air 
Resources Board point out that: “These recommendations are advisory. Land use agencies have 
to balance other considerations, including housing and transportation needs, economic 
development priorities, and other quality of life issues.” (Note to Table 1-1 on page 4 of the 
Handbook) 

Mitigation measure Air Quality 5, on page 3.6-34 of the RDP-EIR requires that “Individual 
projects implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will be required to demonstrate avoidance 
of significant impacts on air quality emissions associated with sensitive land uses.  Where 
project-specific analysis determines that air quality emissions will adversely affect sensitive 
receptors, the City shall require mitigation measures that will reduce the emissions to the 
greatest extent practicable.”  Implementation of this mitigation measure will enable the City to 
evaluate each future development project for the potential air quality impacts upon sensitive 
receptors and pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines to require 
mitigation measures that will reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels.  As 
appropriate, such air quality analysis would include the preparation of health risk assessments.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #4 
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Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #4 

In this comment, the SCAQMD is requesting that development project-specific construction 
mitigation be added to the Recirculated Program EIR that was prepared for the proposed 
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project.  As stated on page 3.6-1 of the RDP-EIR, Section 3.6 (Air Quality) provides “a 
programmatic analysis of air quality issues associated with implementation of the proposed 
project.  Given the programmatic nature of the PEIR, specific impacts resulting from individual 
projects are not identified or known at this time.”  The RDP-EIR also states that “Inasmuch as 
development project-related air quality impacts cannot be quantified without knowing the 
specifics regarding individual development projects in terms of their scale, duration and 
proximity to sensitive receptors, construction-related air quality impacts at any point in the 
future would be speculative and cannot be accurately determined as part of this PEIR.” (RDP-
EIR, page 3.6-24)  As required by mitigation measure MM Air Quality 1, future development 
projects will be evaluated for their potential construction-related impacts and where project-
specific air quality analyses determine that air quality emissions may be exceeded, appropriate 
mitigation measures will be required. Additionally, the implementation program for Goal 1 in 
Chapter 3.0 (Public Health and Safety) requires the City to continue to condition projects to 
comply with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s rules and regulations. 

The SCAQMD mitigation measures indicate the timing that certain Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and California Air Resources Board (CARB) Certified emission standards are 
required for all internal combustion engines/construction equipment operating of a project site.  
These standards apply to future development projects that implement the proposed project’s 
Land Use Plan and become more stringent in the future.  The applicability of these measures for 
individual development proposals would be determined as part of project-specific CEQA 
review and implementation of mitigation measure MM Air Quality 1. 

This comment also recommends that the City “encourage” the participation of construction 
contractors in the SOON (Surplus Off-Road Opt-in for NOx) program.   As noted above, the 
proposed General Plan includes an implementation program that will require the City to 
condition projects to comply with SCAQMD rules and regulations.  Additionally the 
implementation program for Goal 2 in Chapter 3.0 (Public Health and Safety) requires the City 
to “coordinate with the South Coast Air Quality Management District regarding effective 
methods for improving local air quality.”  This coordination could include the encouragement 
of construction contractors to participate in the SOON program. 
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South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #5 

 

Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #5 

Table 3.6-10 of the RDP-EIR provides an estimate of the total daily emissions for criteria 
pollutants within the City and its Sphere of Influence from area and mobile sources during the 
proposed General Plan’s 2030 potential buildout conditions.  The estimates shown in Table 3.6-
10 do not reflect emissions from individual development projects.  It is noted that SCAQMD has 
only established thresholds of significance for individual projects and has not established such 
thresholds for General Plans or programmatic level analyses and that the established thresholds 
do not apply to cumulative developments or multiple projects. For this reason, the RDP-EIR 
noted on page 3.6-27 that, “the thresholds are intended to identify individual projects that emit 
excessive amounts of regulated pollutants, and the GPU is a much larger endeavor than a 
stand-alone development project.  Nevertheless, the estimates have been presented for 
informational purposes.” 

The RDP-EIR identifies several goals and policies that would reduce operational emissions, 
including the maintenance of a system of bike lanes and multi use trails (General Plan Chapter 
2.0, Policy 6.4), the encouragement of mixed-use developments to reduce public service costs 
and environmental impacts (GP Chapter 2.0, Policy 7.1) and the requirement to establish 
measures that aim to reduce emissions from City uses, community uses and new development 
(GP Chapter 4.0, Policy 14.2).  Additionally, as shown in Table 3.7-6 (Climate Action Plan 
Strategies and Measures) and the Climate Action Plan (Appendix G of the RDP-EIR), the City 
will be implementing measures that would reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated mobile 
source emissions.  These CAP measures are designed to increase bicycle, pedestrian and public 
transit travel, increase efficiency of land use patterns, and reduce trips. 
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As required by mitigation measures MM Air Quality 2. MM Air Quality 3 and MM Air Quality 
4, future development projects will be evaluated for their potential operational-related impacts, 
and where project-specific air quality analyses determine that air quality emissions may be 
exceeded, appropriate mitigation measures will be required.  

South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #6 

 

Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #6 

In this comment, the SCAQMD makes the statement that “neither these summary tables nor the 
CAP provide the technical emission calculations . . . to substantiate the lead agency’s GHG 
significance determination.  The City acknowledges this comment but disagrees.  The details 
regarding the technical emission calculations are found in Appendix A: Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Inventory and Appendix C: GHG Emissions Reduction Analysis Calculations of the 
Climate Action Plan (Appendix G of the RDP-EIR).  The Climate Action Plan (“CAP”) was 
incorporated by reference into Section 3.7 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the RDP-EIR on page 
3.7-1 and on page 3.7-17.)  As set forth in Section 15150(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
“Where all or part of another document is incorporated by reference, the incorporated language 
shall be considered to be set forth in full as part of the text of the EIR or Negative Declaration.”  
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Therefore, the technical emission calculations found in Appendix A and Appendix C of the CAP 
are considered to be part of the RDP-EIR. 

Regarding this comment’s reference to Measure T-5.1, this measure is to be considered in 
combination with Measure T-2.1, which would provide designated parking for fuel-efficient 
vehicles. Other incentives would be promoted on the City’s website. Additionally, as described 
on page 6-12 of the CAP, performance indicators are provided with each quantified GHG 
reduction measure so the City can verify that necessary reductions are being met. By evaluating 
whether the implementation measure is on track, the City can identify successful measures and 
reevaluate or replace under-performing ones. If through subsequent inventories the City 
determines that the CAP is not achieving established GHG reduction targets, the City will 
amend the document with revisions or additions to the emissions reduction measures. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #7 

 

Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #7 

As discussed in the Response to South Coast Air Quality Management District Comment #6, 
above, the Climate Action Plan (CAP) was incorporated by reference into Section 3.7 of the 
RDP-EIR and the requested metrics are found in Appendix A and Appendix C of the CAP 
(Appendix G of the RDP-EIR).  The CAP summarizes how the City will reduce emissions 
consistent with Senate Bill (SB) 375 and meet or exceed the SCAG regional GHG emissions 
reduction targets on page 5-2, where it states that: 

SCAG’s regional targets for passenger vehicles and light trucks include an 8% 
per capita reduction from 2005 levels by 2020 and a 13% per capita reduction 
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from 2005 levels by 2035. For Lake Elsinore, this is equivalent to reducing 
transportation emissions to 5.7 MT CO2e per capita by 2020 and 5.4 MT CO2e 
per capita by 2035. . . .[T]he local transportation and land use measures, 
identified in Section 5.2 below, will result in reductions that bring per capita 
emissions to 5.3 MT CO2e by 2020 and 5.2 MT CO2e by 2030, thereby exceeding 
these targets. 

As shown in Table 5-1, state-level measures are expected to reduce emissions in 
Lake Elsinore by approximately 22.5%, which translates to approximately 
239,528 MT CO2e (or 1.7 MT CO2e/SP) in 2020 and to approximately 456,484 MT 
CO2e (or 1.5 MT CO2e/SP) in 2030. City-led actions, described below, are 
designed to achieve additional emissions reductions necessary to accomplish the 
City’s GHG reduction targets. 

Therefore, the Climate Action Plan demonstrates how the proposed project will be consistent 
with regional efforts to reduce GHG emissions.  No new environmental issues have been raised 
by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR 
are required. 
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LOCAL AGENCIES 

Response to 

Riverside County Fire Department 

Comment Letter dated: October 20, 2011 

The Riverside County Fire Department provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) 
for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd 
Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its 
letter dated October 20, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 20, 2011.  The 
following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in 
the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Riverside County Fire Department Comment #1 

 

Response to Riverside County Fire Department Comment #1 

This comment states that the Riverside County Fire Department has determined that the RDP-
EIR adequately addresses the Fire Department’s concerns.  This comment is acknowledged.   

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

 



 

Section 2.0 – Response to Comments

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 4 3  

Response to 

City of Canyon Lake 

Comment Letter dated: October 20, 2011 

The City of Canyon Lake provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the 
Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street 
Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its letter 
dated October 20, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 20, 2011.  The 
following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in 
the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

City of Canyon Lake Comment #1 

 

Response to City of Canyon Lake Comment #1 

This comment is acknowledged.  This comment is regarding the proposed project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required.  The issue of Aesthetics is addressed in Section 3.3 (Aesthetics) of the RDP-EIR.  
Mitigation measure MM Aesthetics 1 states that: 

MM Aesthetics 1: Future development projects will be required to prepare 
visual simulations demonstrating compliance with the applicable GPU goals 
and policies.  Preparation of visual simulations demonstrating compliance with 
the GPU goals and policies would be required for future development projects 
located in scenic viewsheds along the I-15 corridor and other areas at the 
discretion of the Director of Community Development. 

Applicable aesthetics-related goals, policies and implementation programs from the proposed 
General Plan are listed in Table 3.3-1 (General Plan Aesthetics and Scenic Resources Goals, 
Policies and Implementation Programs) on page 3.3-25 of Section 3.3 (Aesthetics) of the RDP-
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EIR.  These goals, policies and implementation programs include preserving valued public 
views (General Plan Chapter 4.0, Goal 11), encouraging development designs that provide 
public views of Lake Elsinore and ridgelines (GP Chapter 4.0, Policy 11.1), requiring contour 
grading on steep slopes (GP Chapter 4.0, Policy 3.3) and preserving the City’s visual character 
particularly in the surrounding hillsides. (GP Chapter 4.0, Policy 3.4). 

Through implementation of the goals, policies and implementation programs and 
implementation of mitigation measure MM Aesthetics 1, the RDP-EIR concluded that potential 
aesthetic-related impacts can be reduce to less-than-significant levels. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

City of Canyon Lake Comment #2 

 

Response to City of Canyon Lake Comment #2 

This comment suggests that consideration should be given to performing CO hotspot analyses 
for intersections within the City of Canyon Lake.  This comment is acknowledged.  However, 
according to the California Department of Transportation’s “Transportation Project-Level 
Carbon Monoxide Protocol” (accessed on November 8, 2011 at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/air/pages/coprot.htm), a project which does not involve or 
lead directly to construction, such as a planning document, is considered exempt from CO 
hotspot analyses (page 2-7).  The proposed project consists of planning documents that do not 
include specific proposals for development.  Therefore, no CO hotspot analysis is required. 

City of Canyon Lake Comment #3 
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Response to City of Canyon Lake Comment #3 

The daily traffic volume on Railroad Canyon Road east of Canyon Hills Drive has varied as 
follows per the various transportation analysis reports that have been produced during the 
course of the General Plan update process and included in Appendix D of the RDP-EIR: 

        DAILY VOLUME  
SCENARIO    (VEHICLES PER DAY) 
Existing Conditions    31,200 
Preferred Alternative    52,000 
City Council Directed Alternative  50,000 
Proposed Land Use Plan    54,000 

In all of the General Plan scenarios that have been explicitly evaluated in the City of Lake 
Elsinore General Plan Update process, future traffic volumes in excess of 50,000 vehicles per 
day (VPD) have been identified. Therefore, a cumulative impact due to areawide growth 
(including growth in the City of Lake Elsinore) can be expected. Given that the existing traffic 
volume on Railroad Canyon Road east of Canyon Hills Drive is already approaching the 
capacity of a four lane roadway, it appears that the projected cumulative traffic volumes will 
require future widening beyond a four lane roadway (either the existing 4-lane section within a 
110 foot right of way or the planned 4-lane section within a 128 foot right of way) regardless of 
the land use alternative evaluated for the City of Lake Elsinore. 

As part of the City of Lake Elsinore development process, future development projects that 
contribute traffic in excess of 50 peak hour trips will be required to explicitly evaluate the 
potential impacts of their development on the arterial roadway system, including the 
intersection of Railroad Canyon Road at Canyon Lake Drive South.  

The City has added an additional policy to Goal 6 in the proposed General Plan’s Section 2.4 
(Circulation) of Chapter 2.0 (Community Form).  This new policy (Policy 6.6) will read as 
follows: 

Policy 6.6 As appropriate, coordinate City improvements with the efforts of 
the County and adjacent cities that provide a circulation network which moves 
people and goods efficiently to and from the City. 

Implementation of this policy will assure that there is adequate coordination between the City 
of Lake Elsinore and the City of Canyon Lake regarding future development projects within the 
City of Lake Elsinore that implement the proposed project. 
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City of Canyon Lake Comment #4 

 

Response to City of Canyon Lake Comment #4 

Figure 3.4-7 of the RDP-EIR (Existing AM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes) inadvertently 
shows the same information contained on Figure 3.4-17 (General Plan AM Peak Hour 
Intersection Volumes).  Figures 3.4-8 (Existing PM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes) and 3.4-18 
(General Plan PM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes) do not present the same traffic volumes. 

Figure 3.4-7 is hereby amended to reflect the information contained on Figure 3-G of the Urban 
Crossroads 2006 Traffic Study, which was updated in 2007.  This traffic study is included as 
Appendix D of the RDP-EIR.  The correction of Figure 3.4-7 does not require any changes to the 
analysis contained within Section 3.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the RDP-EIR. 

The above-described edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR. No new environmental issues have been raised 
by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required.   
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Response to 

Riverside County Waste Management Department 

Comment Letter dated: October 20, 2011 

The Riverside County Waste Management Department provided comments regarding the 
Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse 
Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also 
referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and 
Climate Action Plan in its letter dated October 20, 2011 and received by the City of Lake 
Elsinore on October 20, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  
The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the 
comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing any 
new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

Riverside County Waste Management Comment #1 

 

Response to Riverside County Waste Management Comment #1 

This comment requests that references to the Riverside County Waste Management Department 
within the RDP-EIR be revised from “Riverside County Waste Management (RCWM)” to 
“Riverside County Waste Management Department (RCWMD)”.  In response to this comment, 
the 2nd and 3rd paragraphs on page 3.16-5 of the RDP-EIR are hereby revised as follows: 

CR&R is responsible for trash disposal in the City of Lake Elsinore as well as in 
Temecula, Canyon Lake, and parts of the unincorporated County of Riverside.  
Residents are provided a 60-gallon trash container for garbage.  Trash is taken to 
either a landfill within Riverside County or the Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF).  There are no landfills in the City.  Riverside County Waste Management 
Department (RCWMD) manages the landfills used by the City of Lake Elsinore.  
Capacity levels of landfills within RCWMD’s jurisdiction are calculated 
according to the system-wide capacity level.  Landfills within their jurisdiction 
adhere to state guidelines, which specify that a minimum of 15 years of system-
wide landfill capacity shall be provided. 

RCWMD facilitates waste management services for Riverside County.  These 
services are provided on a countywide basis, and each private or public entity 
determines which landfill or transfer station to use.  Typically, this determination 
is made based on geographic proximity.  The landfills typically used by the City 
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of Lake Elsinore are the El Sobrante, Badlands, and Lamb Canyon Landfills.  All 
three of the landfills are Class III municipal solid waste landfills. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Riverside County Waste Management Comment #2 

 

Response to Riverside County Waste Management Comment #2 

This comment provides updated and corrected information regarding the operation of the El 
Sobrante Landfill. In order to incorporate this revised information into Section 3.16 (Utilities 
and Service Systems) of the RDP-EIR, the 4th paragraph on page 3.16-5 of the RDP-EIR is 
hereby revised as follows: 

The El Sobrante Landfill is located east of I-15 and Temescal Canyon Road, south 
of the city of Corona at 10910 Dawson Canyon Road.  The landfill is the only 
private landfill in Riverside County and is owned and operated by USA Waste of 
California, a subsidiary of Waste Management, Inc.  The existing landfill 
encompasses 1,322 acres, of which 485 468 acres are permitted for landfilling.  
The El Sobrante Landfill is currently permitted to receive a maximum of 70,000 
tons per 7-day week of refuse, with a daily tonnage limit of that shall not exceed 
16,054 tons (of which up to 5,000 tons are in-County wastes) in any single day. 
The landfill has a total capacity of approximately 109 184 million tons, or 184.93 
209.91 million cubic yards.  Pursuant to the Second Amendment to the Second 
Landfill Agreement between the County of Riverside and the landfill owner, a 
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maximum of 52.32 million tons of the landfill’s design capacity and 5,000 tons of 
the permitted daily capacity are reserved for refuse generated within Riverside 
County.  As of the end of 2009 2010, the landfill had a remaining total capacity of 
approximately 125.118 110.783 million tons and an in-county disposal capacity of 
approximately 50.047 44.313 million tons1.  The landfill is expected to reach 
capacity by approximately 2045. 

A similar modification has been made to the same text contained in the proposed General Plan 
in order to clarify the background information contained in the proposed General Plan Update. 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Riverside County Waste Management Comment #3 

 

Response to Riverside County Waste Management Comment #3 

This comment provides additional information regarding the annual operation of the landfills 
that currently serve the City of Lake Elsinore and provides a revised combined annual capacity.  
In order to incorporate this revised information into Section 3.16 (Utilities and Service Systems) 
of the RDP-EIR, the paragraph immediately after Table 3.16-11 on page 3.16-10 of the RDP-EIR 
is hereby amended as follows: 

As shown in Table 3.16-11, implementation of the proposed project would 
generate an estimated total of approximately 412,039 tons of solid waste during 
buildout. However, pursuant to the Integrated Waste Management Act, the State 
of California has established 50 percent as the minimum waste reduction rate for 
all cities. Additionally, Chapter 14.12 of the LEMC mandates that a minimum of 
50 percent of C&D debris to be diverted away from landfills.  Thus recycling of 
construction and demolition waste generated during construction will greatly 
reduce the amount of such waste that is directed into landfills and the estimated 
maximum amount of C&D debris that will be placed into landfills would be 
206,019.8 tons or an average of 10,300.99 tons per year over the next 20 years.  
This average represents approximately 0.1 0.25 percent of the total annual 
capacity (9,144,710 4,061,000 tons per year4) of all landfills currently serving the 
City. 
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Additionally, footnote 4 on page 3.16-30 is hereby amended as follows: 

4Daily total daily capacity multiplied by 365 days per year. Daily total tonnage of 
4,000 tons on in-County waste for each the El Sobrante Landfill and the Badlands 
Landfills multiplied by 307 days of operation per year and a daily tonnage of 
5,000 tons of waste for the Lamb Canyon Landfill multiplied by 321 days of 
operation per year. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Riverside County Waste Management Comment #4 

 

Response to Riverside County Waste Management Comment #4 

This comment provides revised calculations regarding the percentage of total annual landfill 
capacity that will be attributable to the proposed project.  In order to incorporate this revised 
information into Section 3.16 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the RDP-EIR, the revised 
calculations have been made to Section 3.16 of the RDP-EIR.  See the Response to Riverside 
County Waste Management Comment #3, above for the revision to the paragraph immediately 
after Table 3.16-11 on page 3.16-10 of the RDP-EIR.  The third paragraph on page 3.16-31 of the 
RDP-EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

Therefore, the maximum estimated increase in solid waste that would be placed 
into landfills at general plan buildout (2030) would be 87,747 tons per year.  This 
represents approximately 1.4 2.1 percent of the current combined daily permitted 
capacity (25,054 tons per day) of all landfills currently serving the City. Although 
buildout of the proposed project will result in an increase in the amount of solid 
waste that is sent to landfills, the remaining combined capacity at the landfills is 
sufficient to accommodate buildout of the proposed project. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 



 

Section 2.0 – Response to Comments

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 5 1  

Riverside County Waste Management Comment #5 

 

Response to Riverside County Waste Management Comment #5 

This comment provides additional information regarding the provision of waste collection 
services in the 3rd Street Annexation Area.  In order to incorporate this information into Section 
3.16 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the RDP-EIR, the discussion regarding the 3rd Street 
Annexation on page 3.16-32 is hereby amended as follows: 

Service provider will change from Riverside County Waste Management to the 
City of Lake Elsinore under contract with CR&R, Inc.The current waste collection 
service provider for the 3rd Street Annexation Area is Burrtec Waste Industries, 
Inc.  In accordance with California law, the County franchise hauler for the 
annexation area will have a 5-year “sunset” time period to relinquish the refuse 
collection and hauling right to the City’s franchise hauler.  Currently, CR&R, Inc. 
provides solid waste collection and hauling services within the City under 
contract with the City of Lake Elsinore. No additional waste management 
facilities or staffing would be required to serve the proposed 3rd Street 
Annexation territory.   

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Riverside County Waste Management Comment #6 

 

Response to Riverside County Waste Management Comment #6 

This comment requests clarification regarding information contained within Section 3.7 
(Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the RDP-EIR.  Regarding Table 3.7-3 and the projected 
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Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions for 2020 and 2030, the solid waste sector does not include the 
GHG emissions from truck hauling of the waste to landfills.  This approach is consistent with 
the Local Government Operations Protocol and the ICLEI International Local Government GHG 
Emissions Analysis Protocol, upon which the GHG inventory is based. 

A review of Tables 3.7-8, 3.7-9 and 3.7-10 shows that the values in Tables 3.7-8 and 3.7-10 are 
correct but that Table 3.7-9 requires correction to reflect the values contained in the other tables.  
In order to incorporate these corrections into Table 3.7-9 of the RDP-EIR, Table 3.7-9 is hereby 
amended as follows: 

Table 3.7-9, Reductions Relative to Targets 

 
2020 

(MT 

CO2E) 

2020 

(MT CO2E/ 

SP1) 

2030 

(MT 

CO2E) 

2030 

(MT 

CO2E/ SP) 

Total Projected Business-as-Usual Emissions 1,064,565 7.4 2,028,819 6.7 

Total Reduction from State and Local Measures 399,224 2.8 
764,853 
768,105 

2.5 

Total Projected Emissions with CAP  665,341 4.6 
1,263,966 
1,260,714 

4.2 

GHG Emissions Target 944,737 6.6 1,334,243 4.4 

Amount Exceeding Target 279,396 2.0 
70,277 
73,529 0.2 

Source: Appendix G (City of Lake Elsinore Climate Action Plan, Table 5-4). 
1 SP = Service Population; 2020 service population = 143,142; 2030 service population = 303,237 

 

These corrections shall also be made to Table 5-4 and Table ES-3 in the Climate Action Plan 
attached as Appendix G of the RDP-EIR. No new environmental issues have been raised by this 
comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the RDP-
EIR are required. 

Riverside County Waste Management Comment #7 

 

Response to Riverside County Waste Management Comment #7 

This comment requests the inclusion of information regarding the operation of a permanent 
household hazardous waste collection facility in the City of Lake Elsinore.  In order to 
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incorporated information regarding this facility into Section 3.10 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials) of the RDP-EIR, the first full paragraph on page 3.10-20 is hereby amended as 
follows: 

An increase in the generation, storage, and disposal of household hazardous 
wastes would be associated with buildout of the GPU.  A household hazardous 
waste is any waste generated by households that can cause illness or death or 
pose a threat to health or the environment when improperly stored, disposed, or 
otherwise managed.  Establishment of permanent collection centers or periodic 
collection events at temporary locations are the most common methods for 
gathering household hazardous waste for disposal other than through the 
municipal garbage collection system. Through ongoing cooperation between the 
City of Lake Elsinore and the Riverside County Waste Management District, the 
Lake Elsinore Regional Permanent Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
Facility (PHHWCF) serves City and County residents.  The PHHWCF is located 
at 521 North Langstaff Street within the City of Lake Elsinore.  Household 
hazardous waste collection and education programs will continue to operate in 
the City pursuant to Policy 3.4 of the Public Safety and Welfare chapter’s 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section.   

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

Riverside County Transportation Department 

Comment Letter dated: October 20, 2011 

The Riverside County Transportation Department provided comments regarding the 
Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse 
Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also 
referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and 
Climate Action Plan in its letter dated October 20, 2011 and received by the City of Lake 
Elsinore on October 20, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  
The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the 
comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing any 
new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

Riverside County Transportation Department Comment #1 

 

Response to Riverside County Transportation Department Comment #1 

The City acknowledges the Riverside County Transportation Department comment that the 
proposed Circulation Element as shown in Figure 3.4-14 of the RDP-EIR shows different 
roadway classifications and ultimate improvements for some road than those shown on the 
currently adopted Riverside County Circulation Element.  The differences are due to the 
required capacities of these roads needed to accommodate the projected traffic levels that 
would occur at buildout of the proposed General Plan, as analyzed in the Traffic Studies located 
in Appendix D of the RDP-EIR. 
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Following consultation with the Riverside County Transportation Department, as described 
below in the Response to Riverside County Transportation Department #2, the City has agreed 
to add an additional policy to Goal 6 in the proposed General Plan’s Section 2.4 (Circulation) of 
Chapter 2.0 (Community Form).  This new policy (Policy 6.6) will read as follows: 

Policy 6.6 As appropriate, coordinate City improvements with the efforts of 
the County and adjacent cities that provide a circulation network which moves 
people and goods efficiently to and from the City. 

Table 3.4-4 (General Plan Goals, Policies and Implementation Programs) in Section 3.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) of the RDP-EIR is hereby amended to add the new Policy 6.6 
to the list of proposed General Plan policies.  Implementation of this policy will assure that 
there is adequate coordination between the City and the County to address the ultimate design 
of roads at the points that City and County roads connect. 

The above-described edit merely provides a minor modification regarding proposed General 
Plan policies that clarifies the analysis and conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR. 

Riverside County Transportation Department Comment #2 

 

Response to Riverside County Transportation Department Comment #2 

In response to this comment, the City contacted the County Transportation Department to 
schedule a meeting.  At the County Transportation Department’s request a conference 
telephone call was held on October 31, 2011 to discuss the County’s Transportation 
Department’s comments.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

City of Menifee 

Comment Letter dated: October 21, 2011 

The City of Menifee provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the 
Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street 
Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its letter 
dated October 21, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 21, 2011.  The 
following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in 
the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

City of Menifee Comment #1 

 

Response to City of Menifee Comment #1 

This comment provides the City of Lake Elsinore with an updated address for the City of 
Menifee.  This comment is acknowledged and the City’s distribution list has been updated.  No 
new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

City of Menifee Comment #2 

 

Response to City of Menifee Comment #2 

The City has added an additional policy to Goal 6 in the proposed General Plan’s Section 2.4 
(Circulation) of Chapter 2.0 (Community Form).  This new policy (Policy 6.6) will read as 
follows: 
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Policy 6.6 As appropriate, coordinate City improvements with the efforts of 
the County and adjacent cities that provide a circulation network which moves 
people and goods efficiently to and from the City. 

Implementation of this policy will assure that there is adequate coordination between the City 
of Lake Elsinore and the City of Menifee regarding future development projects within the City 
of Lake Elsinore that implement the proposed project. 

In response to this comment, the City has updated the proposed General Plan’s Figure 2.6 
(Elsinore Area Trails System) to show the currently adopted Riverside County Trails System, 
which includes trails within the City of Menifee.  Figure 3.4-24 (Elsinore Area Trails System) in 
the RDP-EIR is hereby amended in order show to show the currently adopted Riverside County 
Trails System, which includes trails within the City of Menifee.  

The above-described edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR. No new environmental issues have been raised 
by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required. 

City of Menifee Comment #3 

 

Response to City of Menifee Comment #3 

This comment is acknowledged.  As discussed in the above Response to City of Menifee 
Comment #2, an additional policy to Goal 6 in the proposed General Plan’s Section 2.4 
(Circulation) of Chapter 2.0 (Community Form) has been added (Policy 6.6) as follows:  

Policy 6.6 As appropriate, coordinate City improvements with the efforts of 
the County and adjacent cities that provide a circulation network which moves 
people and goods efficiently to and from the City. 

Implementation of this policy will assure that there is adequate coordination between the City 
of Lake Elsinore and the City of Menifee regarding trails and future bikeway improvements 
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along Holland Road.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no 
additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

City of Menifee Comment #4 

 

Response to City of Menifee Comment #4 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the above Response to City of Menifee Comment #3. 

City of Menifee Comment #5 

 

Response to City of Menifee Comment #5 

This comment is acknowledged.  As discussed in the above Response to City of Menifee 
Comment #2, Figure 3.4-24 has been amended to include the adopted Riverside County trails 
system, which includes the City of Menifee Trail System. 

The above-described edit merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR. No new environmental issues have been raised 
by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required. 

City of Menifee Comment #6 

 

Response to City of Menifee Comment #6 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the above Response to City of Menifee Comment #3. 
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OTHER COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Response to 

Pala Band of Mission Indians 

Comment Letter dated: September 9, 2011 

The Pala Band of Mission Indians provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) 
for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd 
Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its 
letter dated September 9, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on September 12, 2011.  
The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in 
the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Pala Band of Mission Indians Comment #1 

 

Response to Pala Band of Mission Indians Comment #1 
The Pala Band of Mission Indians states that the project area is not located within the 
boundaries of the Pala Indian Reservation and is also beyond the boundaries of the territory 
that the Tribe considers its traditional use area.  The City of Lake Elsinore acknowledges that 
the Tribe states that it has no objection to the continuation of the proposed project and that the 
Tribe defers to the wishes of Tribes in closer proximity to the project area.  No new 
environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 
and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians 

Comment Letter dated: September 12, 2011 

The Morongo Band of Mission Indians provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) 
for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd 
Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its 
letter dated September 22, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on September 30, 
2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any 
edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented 
in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians Comment #1 

 

Response to Morongo Band of Mission Indians Comment #1 
The Morongo Band of Mission Indians states that the project area is located within an area that 
may be considered a traditional use area or one in which the Tribe has cultural ties (e.g. 
Cahuilla/Serrano territory).  The City of Lake Elsinore acknowledges that the Tribe states that 
the RDP-EIR adequately addresses the Tribe’s concerns with regard to cultural and/or 
archaeological resources and buried cultural matters, but that the Tribe reserves the right to 
comment on any future development proposals.  No new environmental issues have been 
raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-
EIR are required. 
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Response to 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 

Comment Letter dated: September 22, 2011 

The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) 
for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd 
Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its 
letter dated September 22, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on September 30, 
2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any 
edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented 
in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #1 

 

Response to Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #1 
The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians states that the project area is located within the bounds of 
its Luiseño Tribal Traditional Use Areas.  As noted above in the Morongo Band of Mission 
Indians Comment #1, the project area is also located within an area considered by the Morongo 
Band of Mission Indians to be a traditional use area or one in which the Tribe has cultural ties. 

Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the RDP-EIR discusses the proposed 
project’s potential impacts upon cultural resources and establishes feasible mitigation measures.  
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #2 

 

Response to Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #2 
Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the RDP-EIR discusses SB 18 on page 
3.2-30.  The discussion of SB 18 describes the City of Lake Elsinore’s compliance with the 
provisions of SB 18 as it pertains to the proposed project.  Through the consultation process, the 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians provided comments and policy recommendations regarding 
the protection of cultural resources of interest to the tribe. 

Table 3.2-3 (General Plan Goals, Policies and Implementation Programs) beginning on page 3.2-
32 of the RDP-EIR cites Policy 5.2 from Chapter 4.0 (Resource Protection and Preservation) of 
the proposed General Plan, which states that the City will consult with Native American tribes 
for projects identified under SB 18.  The “government to government” consultation 
requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 18 apply to general plan or specific plan processes proposed on 
or after March 1, 2005. 

When individual development projects implemented pursuant to the proposed project include 
an amendment to the City’s General Plan, a new specific plan or a specific plan amendment, the 
City shall comply with the regulatory requirements of SB 18 and will contact the appropriate 
tribes, including the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, and invite them to participate in 
consultation.  “Government to government” consultation shall be conducted in accordance with 
the requirements of SB 18. When individual development projects implemented pursuant to the 
proposed project do not include an amendment to the City’s General Plan and do not involve a 
specific plan-related application, such “government to government” consultation is not 
required.   

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #3 

 

Response to Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #3 
The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians requests that it “continue to be a lead consulting tribal 
entity for this project.”  The City acknowledges this request, but notes that in their comment 
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letter dated October 19, 2011 the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians stated that “as the tribe 
with the closest reservation, Pechanga should be considered by the City of Lake Elsinore to be 
the lead consulting tribe.”  The City will continue to include the Soboba Band of Luiseño 
Indians on its distribution list for future notices regarding the proposed project. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #4 

 

Response to Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #4 
Mitigation measures MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 2, MM Cultural/Paleontological 
Resources 3 and MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 4 address the possibility that 
individual development projects implemented pursuant to the proposed project will encounter 
unknown archaeological resources during ground disturbance activities and include provisions 
for archaeological monitoring of ground-disturbing activities, including the participation of 
Native American Tribal monitors.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the 
Environmental Impact Report is required. 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #5 

 

Response to Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #5 
This comment requests that “proper procedures be taken and requests of the tribe”, as 
described on an attachment to the comment, “be honored”.  This attachment to this comment 
discusses the treatment of any cultural items (artifacts) found within the project area including 
the developer’s relinquishment of ownership in such items, the treatment and disposition of 
Native American human remains if any such remains are found during project development, 
coordination with the County Coroner’s Office and the non-disclosure of the location of any 
reburied cultural artifacts and/or human remains. 

Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the RDP-EIR discusses the proposed 
project’s potential impacts upon cultural resources.  Mitigation measures MM 
Cultural/Paleontological Resources 2 through MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 8 and 
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MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10 address any discovery of unknown archaeological 
resources during ground disturbance activities and include provisions addressing the 
accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains during excavation/construction.  
These mitigation measures regarding cultural resources implement the “proper procedures” 
referenced in this comment from the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the 
Environmental Impact Report is required. 
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Response to 

Endangered Habitats League 

Comment Letter dated: October 18, 2011 

The Endangered Habitats League provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) 
for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd 
Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its 
letter dated October 18, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 19, 2011.  The 
following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in 
the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #1 
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Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #1 

This comment is acknowledged.  The State of California General Plan Guidelines (2003) states 
that the “land use element functions as a guide to planners, the general public, and 
decisionmakers as to the ultimate pattern of development for the city or county at build-out.” 
(OPR General Plan Guidelines, page 49)  The proposed General Plan’s land use plan therefore 
reflects the ultimate pattern of development for the City and its Sphere of Influence, rather than 
that pattern of development that would only accommodate the projected growth described by 
regional growth forecasts.  The RDP-EIR acknowledges this difference in the growth that is 
projected by SCAG and the ultimate pattern of development for the City at buildout.  

The proposed project includes a Housing Element Update.  The draft Housing Element, which 
reflects the proposed General Plan land use plan, has been reviewed by the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”).  HCD has determined that the 
draft Housing Element demonstrates adequate sites to accommodate the City’s regional 
housing need and complies with State housing element law. 

On page 15 of its “The New Economy and Jobs/Housing Balance in Southern California” 
(Available on November 7, 2011 at http://www.scag.ca.gov/Housing/pdfs/balance.pdf), 
SCAG states that jobs/housing balance for the SCAG region can be defined as “an area 
extending about 14 miles around an employment center with a ratio between jobs and 
household on the order of 1.0-1.29 jobs per household.” Policy 1.8 in Chapter 2.0 (Community 
Form) of the proposed General Plan Update states that the City will “Encourage a jobs/housing 
balance of one job for every 1.05 households by the year 2030.”  (This would result in a 
jobs/housing ratio of 0.95.)  As shown in Table 3.13-16 of the RDP-EIR, this would exceed 
SCAG’s projected job-housing ratio for the City in 2030. 

A discussion of the consistency of the proposed project with regional plans is included in the 
RDP-EIR in Table 3.1-5 (Consistency with SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
Policies.) In their comment letter dated October 19, 2011, SCAG found that “the proposed 
project generally meets consistency with SCAG Regional Transportation Plan Goals and also 
meets consistency with Compass Growth Visioning Principles.” 
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Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #2 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #2 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 
Comment #1. 

Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #3 
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Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #3 

As noted in the above Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #1, the 
proposed General Plan’s land use plan reflects the ultimate pattern of development for the City 
and its Sphere of Influence.  The CEQA analysis contained in the RDP-EIR is required to 
address the potential impacts at buildout of the proposed project and its alternatives and not, as 
suggested by the commenter, at a partial buildout level based upon a regional growth forecast 
over which the City of Lake Elsinore has no approval authority. 

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines notes that “An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.  An EIR 
is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.” [Emphasis Added]  As shown in 
Table 2.0-2 (General Plan 2030 Land Use Plan) of the RDP-EIR, approximately 50.6 percent of 
the land located within the City limits is currently subject to 18 adopted Specific Plans.  Many of 
these specific plans, as well as other land as shown on Figure 2.0-4 (Land Use Plan), are subject 
to previously executed Development Agreements.  These previously imposed land use 
commitments were reflected in the alternatives selected for analysis in the RDP-EIR.  Any 
potential alternatives that do not reflect these land use commitments are infeasible in that they 
could not be implemented, and therefore were not considered. 

The RDP-EIR determined that after mitigation the proposed project would result in significant 
and unavoidable adverse impacts related to transportation and circulation, noise and air 
quality.  There is no requirement that the selected alternatives avoid or lessen less-than-
significant impacts. Therefore, pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines since 
the Low Density Alternative would lessen the potential impacts related to transportation and 
circulation, noise and air quality; it is an appropriate alternative.  

Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #4 
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Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #4 

This comment is acknowledged.  As noted in the above Response to Endangered Habitats 
League 10-18-11 Comment #3, the proposed General Plan’s Land Use Plan and the alternatives 
discussed in the RDP-EIR reflects existing land use entitlements that were established by 18 
adopted Specific Plans and existing Development Agreements.  These land use commitments 
are reflecting in the alternatives selected for analysis in the RDP-EIR.  Any potential alternatives 
that do not reflect these land use commitments are infeasible in that they could not be 
implemented and therefore were not considered. 

Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #5 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #5 

This comment is acknowledged.  As noted in the above Response to Endangered Habitats 
League 10-18-11 Comment #3, the proposed General Plan’s Land Use Plan and the alternatives 
discussed in the RDP-EIR reflect the land use entitlements established by 18 adopted Specific 
Plans and existing Development Agreements.  These land use commitments are reflecting in the 
alternatives selected for analysis in the RDP-EIR.  Any potential alternatives that do not reflect 
these land use commitments are infeasible in that they could not be implemented, and therefore 
were not considered. 
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Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #6 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #6 

This comment is acknowledged. This comment describes the commenter’s opinion regarding 
the proposed General Plan’s Land Use Plan.  Inasmuch as this comment is regarding the 
proposed project and does not address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-
EIR; no response is required.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment 
and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 



 

Section 2.0 – Response to Comments

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 7 1  

Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #7 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #7 

This comment is acknowledged.  As noted in the above Response to Endangered Habitats 
League 10-18-11 Comment #3, the proposed General Plan’s Land Use Plan and the alternatives 
discussed in the RDP-EIR reflects the land use entitlements established by 18 adopted Specific 
Plans and existing Development Agreements.  These land use commitments are reflecting in the 
alternatives selected for analysis in the RDP-EIR.  Any potential alternatives that do not reflect 
these land use commitments are infeasible in that they could not be implemented, and therefore 
were not considered. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #8 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #8 

This comment is acknowledged.  As noted in the above Response to Endangered Habitats 
League 10-18-11 Comment #3, the proposed General Plan’s Land Use Plan and the alternatives 
discussed in the RDP-EIR reflects the land use entitlements established by 18 adopted Specific 
Plans and existing Development Agreements.  These land use commitments are reflecting in the 
alternatives selected for analysis in the RDP-EIR.  Any potential alternatives that do not reflect 
these land use commitments are infeasible in that they could not be implemented, and therefore 
were not considered. 

It is noted that, as discussed in detail in Section 3.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of the RDP-
EIR and summarized in Section 6.0 (Other CEQA Considerations), at buildout of the proposed 
General Plan in 2030, “all study area intersections are projected to operate at acceptable LOS 
during the peak hours with improvements that are consistent with the proposed roadway 
system and implementation of the GPU Circulation Element and Capital Improvements 
Program.  Therefore, with implementation of the improvements and goals and policies set forth 
by the Circulation Section of the Community Form Chapter and implementation of the City-
wide Capital Improvements Program as a part of future development, impacts of the project on 
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traffic levels would be reduced to less than significant. (RDP-EIR, page 6.0-4) [Emphasis 
Added]  The RDP-EIR determined that inasmuch as it cannot be determined with certainty 
when the actual construction of the required intersection and roadway improvements will 
occur, there is the possibility that the required improvements will not be constructed in time to 
mitigate the proposed traffic and circulation impacts to below the level of significance.  
Therefore, in an abundance of caution the RDP-EIR concluded that, even after mitigation, 
transportation and circulation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. (RDP-EIR, 
pages 3.4-122 and 6.0-4) In other words, the reason for concluding that transportation and traffic 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable is not the result of the potential traffic that will 
be generated by the proposed project, but rather the uncertainty of when required 
improvements will be constructed.  This comment does not provide any specifics as to how, 
given the reality of the 18 adopted Specific Plans and existing Development Agreements, this 
issue would be resolved through adoption of a higher density project alternative. 

Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #9 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #9 

This comment is acknowledged.  As noted in the above Response to Endangered Habitats 
League 10-18-11 Comment #3, the proposed General Plan’s Land Use Plan and the alternatives 
discussed in the RDP-EIR reflects the land use entitlements established by 18 adopted Specific 
Plans and existing Development Agreements.  These land use commitments are reflecting in the 
alternatives selected for analysis in the RDP-EIR.  Any potential alternatives that do not reflect 
these land use commitments are infeasible in that they could not be implemented, and therefore 
were not considered. 
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Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #10 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 Comment #10 

This comment summarizes the previous comments made by the Endangered Habitats League.  
This comment is acknowledged.  See the Responses to Endangered Habitats League 10-18-11 
Comment #1 through # 9 above. 
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Response to 

Endangered Habitats League 

Comment Letter dated: October 19, 2011 

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) 
for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd 
Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its 
letter dated October 19, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 19, 2011.  The 
following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in 
the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Endangered Habitats League 10-19-11 Comment #1 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-19-11 Comment #1 

In this comment, the Endangered Habitats League states its participation in the development 
and implementation of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) and concurs with the use of the MSHCP as the basis for environmental 
mitigation in the RDP-EIR.   This comment is acknowledged. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Endangered Habitats League 10-19-11 Comment #2 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-19-11 Comment #2 

This comment notes the value of the MSHCP in streamlining mitigation of impacts and 
providing the benefit of time and cost savings.  The EHL also requests being placed on 
notification and distribution lists for the City’s MSHCP-related processes.  This comment is 
acknowledged. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Endangered Habitats League 10-19-11 Comment #3 

 

Response to Endangered Habitats League 10-19-11 Comment #3 

In this comment, EHL states that the MSHCP is essential for the City’s economic development 
and for achieving the balance with the natural world that one of the proposed project’s goals.  
This comment is acknowledged.  The EHL also requests to be retained on all mailing and 
distribution lists for this project.  The City will comply with this request. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 

Comment Letter dated: October 19, 2011 

The Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians provided comments regarding the Recirculated Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) 
for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd 
Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its 
letter dated October 19, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 19, 2011.  The 
following discussion provides responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits 
provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in 
the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below 
do not present any substantial evidence showing any new or different potentially significant 
impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #1 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #1 
In this comment, the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (“Tribe”) requests that it be notified 
and involved in the entire CEQA environmental review process regarding the proposed project.  
The Tribe also asks to be included in the City’s distribution list for public notices and circulation 
of all documents pertaining to the proposed project.  The City has included the Tribe in the 
entire CEQA process regarding the proposed project and has included the Tribe in its 
distribution list.  Notices sent by the City to the Tribe to date regarding the RDP-EIR have 
included the Notice of Preparation on or May 26, 2011 and the Notice of Availability/Notice of 
Competition on September 6, 2011.  The City will continue to provide the Tribe notice regarding 
the remainder of the CEQA process and regarding public hearings regarding the proposed 
project. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #2 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #2 
This comment explains the importance of Lake Elsinore and the surrounding region to the 
Luiseño and Pechanga people and interest that the Tribe has in protecting and preserving its 
important places and cultural locations. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #3 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #3 
The “government to government” consultation requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 18 apply to 
general plan or specific plan processes proposed on or after March 1, 2005.  Therefore, the 
proposed project is subject to the requirements of SB 18.  Section 3.2 (Cultural and 
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Paleontological Resources) of the RDP-EIR discusses SB 18 on page 3.2-30.  The discussion of SB 
18 describes the City of Lake Elsinore’s compliance with the provisions of SB 18 as it pertains to 
the proposed project. The Tribe acknowledges that the City has consulted with the Tribe in 
accordance with SB 18. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #4 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #4 
This comment provides additional information to document the Tribe’s interest in the area 
covered by the proposed project and reiterates the Tribe’s concern regarding the protection of 
sacred places and all Luiseño cultural resources.  The Tribe notes that “the federal government 
holds 30 acres of land within the Meadowbrook area in trust for the Tribe” and asks that the 
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City acknowledge that there are federal lands adjacent to the City’s sphere of influence (“SOI”) 
within the RDP-EIR.  The City acknowledges these comments.  Although the proposed project 
does not apply to land outside of the City’s SOI, the City hereby acknowledges the presence of 
federal land in proximity to its SOI. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #5 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #5 
In this comment, the Tribe requests continued involvement and participation in the 
development of applicable General Plan Goals and Policies regarding the protection and 
preservation of cultural resources, as well as appropriate mitigation within the RDP-EIR.  The 
Tribe also states its opinion that the City should use a broad interpretation of the definitions of 
cultural/archaeological resources.  These comments are acknowledged by the City.  No new 
environmental issues have been raised by these comments and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Regarding the footnote to this comment, the City acknowledges that the referenced language 
contains a minor inaccuracy regarding the evaluation of previously recorded archaeological 
sites for their eligibility to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  Therefore, the 
second paragraph on Page 3.2-12 of the RDP-EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
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The record search also indicated that 157 prehistoric and historical archaeological 
sites have been recorded in the project area.  Of these sites, eight were considered 
important enough to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  Of those so evaluated, 
two prehistoric archaeological sites (the rock shelter site CA-RIV-1022 and the 
prehistoric village site CA-RIV-2798) were determined eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.  The above-described 
edit merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and conclusions already 
presented in the RDP-EIR. A similar modification has been made to the same text contained in 
the proposed General Plan in order to clarify the background information contained in the 
proposed General Plan Update. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #6 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #6 
This comment identifies the Tribe’s previous comments regarding the potential impacts to 
cultural resources within the City of Lake Elsinore.  The Tribes comments regarding the RDP-
EIR are addressed below in the Responses to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comments #7 
through #26.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #7 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #7 
As discussed in Section 3.0 (Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation) of the RDP-EIR, In 
order to describe the environmental setting against which the environmental impacts associated 
with the proposed project, it is necessary to establish a baseline date at which these conditions 
exist.  The basis for identification of the baseline year for analysis within an EIR is established 
by Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines.   Section 15125(a) states that: 

“An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in 
the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 
published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental 
analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This 
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions 
by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The 
description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to 
an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its 
alternatives.”  [Emphasis added] 

The NOP was originally distributed on or about November 15, 2005.  Therefore the 
environmental conditions that existed at that time were used as the baseline conditions 
described in the RDP-EIR and in Chapter 7 (Cultural, Historical and Paleontological Resources 
Background Report) of Appendix B (City of Lake Elsinore General Plan Background Reports) of 
the RDP-EIR.  This background report included the results of a “records search” conducted at 
the Eastern Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System at the 
University of California on July 12, 2005.   

Therefore, the RDP-EIR complies with the requirements set forth in State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15125(a) and a new archaeological study is not required in order to establish the 
environmental setting and baseline for environmental analysis.  
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No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #8 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #8 
A review of the language contained on page 3.2-1 of the RDP-EIR shows that language under 
the heading “Prehistoric Context” does not “designate” Lake Elsinore as a “shared use” area.  
This language does, however, point out that there have been “ethnographic references to shared 
use of this territory.”  Nevertheless, in response to this comment, the paragraph under the 
“Prehistoric Context” heading on page 3.2-1 of the RDP-EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

A distinct cultural sequence has yet to be specifically defined for Lake Elsinore.  
Traditionally, this area has been incorporated within discussion of Luiseño 
ethnographic traits, and previous descriptions depended upon the similarity of 
the limited assemblages with those from the more extensively studied Pauma 
Valley sites.  A discussion of Moratto’s (1984) Southern Coast Region (San Diego) 
sequence is based on these comparisons and included here.  In addition, in 
response to ethnographic references to shared use of this territory by groups to 
the east of the Luiseño, particularly the Cahuilla, Moratto’s (1984) Desert Region 
(Colorado River) sequence is also discussed. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.  The above-described 
edit merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and conclusions already 
presented in the RDP-EIR. A similar modification has been made to the same text contained in 
the proposed General Plan in order to clarify the background information contained in the 
proposed General Plan Update. 
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #9 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #9 
The City of Lake Elsinore thanks the Tribe for this clarification regarding the place names 
described in the ethnographic setting discussion on page 3.2-5 of the RDP-EIR.  In response to 
this comment, the third paragraph under the “Enthnographic Setting” heading on page 3.2-5 of 
the RDP-EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

Villages were located in diverse ecological zones typically located along valley 
bottoms, streams, or coastal strands near mountain ranges.  Each village area 
contained many named places associated with food products, raw materials, or 
sacred beings, and each place was owned by an individual, family, the chief, or 
by the group collectively (Bean and Shipek 1978).  The village of Paiahche is 
ethnographically documented immediately north of the lake by (Kroeber (1925), 
however consultation with the Pechanga Tribe shows that the village was located 
northwest of the Lake and that the correct spelling is Páayaxchi.  This name also 
refers to the Lake itself.  The Luiseño knew Lake Elsinore as Paahashnan.  The 
area around and including the Elsinore hot springs was known to the Luiseño as 
‘Atengvo iténgvu Wumówmu (meaning “hot springs”).  The hot springs also 
figure prominently in the local creation mythinto Luiseño oral tradition.  The 
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location, Itengvu Wumowmu, is named in a song about the death of 
WiyotWuyóot, a religious leader who led the people in their migration from the 
north (Du Bois 1908; Harrington 1978 in Grenda et al. 1997). Several additional 
Luiseño place names are within the Lake Elsinore area and SOI including 
We’éeva, Píi’iv, Qawiimay, Páayaxchi Nivé’wuna, Anóomay and others, 
reflecting this diverse and well utilized region. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.  The above-described 
edit merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and conclusions already 
presented in the RDP-EIR. A similar modification has been made to the same text contained in 
the proposed General Plan in order to clarify the background information contained in the 
proposed General Plan Update. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #10 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #10 
The City of Lake Elsinore acknowledges that the Tribe does not agree with the last paragraph of 
the “Ethnographic Setting” discussion contained in Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources) of the RDP-EIR.  The City notes that in their June 1, 2011 response to the Notice of 
Preparation (Reissued) the Morongo Band of Mission Indians stated that the project area is 
“within an area that may be considered a traditional use area or one in which the Tribe has 
cultural ties (e.g. Cahuilla/Serrano territory).”  In its June 3, 2011 response to the NOP 
(Reissued), the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) attached “a consultation list of 
tribes with traditional lands or cultural places located within the Project Area of Potential Effect 
(City Boundaries of Lake Elsinore)”.  The list of tribal contacts attached to the NAHC letter 
included multiple Cahuilla and Serrano tribes. (See Appendix A of the RDP-EIR for copies of 
the NOP response letters.)  The list of tribal contacts attached to the NAHC comment letter 
dated September 30, 2011 regarding the RDP-EIR included a similar list of tribes.  (See Section 
2.0 of this Final Program EIR for a copy of the NAHC letter.)  The Pechanga Tribe also 
acknowledges in its comment letter that the project area had “possible use by the Juaneño in 
prehistoric times.”  (See Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #8, above. 

Therefore, the last paragraph of the “Ethnographic Setting” discussion contained in Section 3.2 
is consistent with the comments that the City of Lake Elsinore has received regarding the RDP-
EIR.  Therefore, no changes to the RDP-EIR will be made in response to this comment. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required.   
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #11 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #11 
The City of Lake Elsinore thanks the Tribe for this clarification regarding the place names 
described.  In response to this comment, the fourth sentence of the last paragraph on page 3.2-7 
of the RDP-EIR is hereby amended as follows: 

In early 1887, one of Heald’s major accomplishments was the building of a 
Bathhouse in the ancient hot springs of the Pai-ah-che Páayaxchi, known as the 
Crescent. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.  The above-described 
edit merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and conclusions already 
presented in the RDP-EIR. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #12 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #12 
This comment requests that Figure 3.2-1 (Cultural Resources Areas) of the RDP-EIR be deleted.  
Although this figure does not identify the specific location of any cultural resources that would 
be considered to be confidential and exempt from the Public Records Act, as described in  the 
above Native American Heritage Commission Comment #3, the City of Lake Elsinore agrees 
with the Tribe’s request and therefore Figure 3.2-1 (Cultural Resource Areas) is hereby deleted.  
Similarly, the same figure will be deleted from Appendix B of the RDP-EIR (Figure 7.2) and 
from the proposed General Plan Update (Figure 4.5). Additionally, the first paragraph under 
the heading “Prehistoric Archaeological Sites” on page 3.2-12 of the RDP-EIR is hereby 
amended as follows: 

The previous studies conducted within the planning area identified prehistoric 
archaeological sites including villages, rock shelters, habitation sites, lithic 
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scatters, and milling slicks. (Figure 3.2-1, Cultural Resource Areas). Isolated 
artifacts not associated with the larger sites have also been identified within the 
project area.  Previously identified archaeological sites can be used as a general 
guideline to understanding the nature of localized prehistoric inhabitation and 
provide assistance in determining areas of known sensitivity for prehistoric 
archaeological resources. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.  The above-described 
edits merely provides minor modifications that clarify the background information contained in 
the proposed General Plan Update and the analysis and conclusions already presented in the 
RDP-EIR. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #13 
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Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #13 
This comment is requesting changes to the goals and policies contained within the proposed 
General Plan which are listed in Table 3.2-3 (General Plan Cultural Resources Goals, Policies 
and Implementation Programs) on page 3.2-32 of the RDP-EIR.  This comment does not address 
the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR and no response is required.  
Nevertheless, the City has reviewed this comment’s requested wording of the proposed General 
Plan goals and policies, and the proposed General Plan will reflect the following revisions1: 

                                                      
1 It is noted that Table 3.2-3 in the RDP-EIR incorrectly numbered the proposed General Plan Goals and Policies.  
Therefore, this table and any references to the goals and policies contained in Section 3.2 and Section 4.0 of the 
RDP-EIR will be revised to reflect that Goals 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 and associated policies contained in Chapter 4.0 of the 
proposed General Plan will be corrected to be Goals 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 and associated policies.  These modifications 
only correct minor inaccuracies and do not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the RDP-EIR. 



 

Section 2.0 – Response to Comments

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 8 9  

Goal 6 Preserve, protect, and promote the cultural heritage of the City and surrounding region 
for the education and enjoyment of all City residents and visitors, as well as for the advancement of 
historical and archeological knowledge. 

Policy 6.2 The City shall consult with the appropriate Native American tribes for projects identified 
under SB 18 (Traditional Tribal Cultural Places). 

Policy 6.3 When significant cultural/archeological sites or artifacts are discovered on a site, 
coordination with professional archeologists, relevant state and, if applicable, federal agencies, and 
concerned the appropriate Native American tribes regarding preservation of sites or professional 
retrieval and preservation of artifacts or by other means of protection,  prior to development of the 
site shall be required.  Because ceremonial items and items of cultural patrimony reflect traditional 
religious beliefs and practices, developers should shall waive any and all claims to ownership and 
agree to return all Native American ceremonial items and items of cultural patrimony that may be 
found on a project site to the appropriate tribe for treatment. It is understood by all parties that unless 
otherwise required by law, the site of any reburial of Native American human remains or cultural 
artifacts shall not be disclosed and shall not be governed by public disclosure requirements of the 
California Public Records Act. 

Goal 7 Support state-of-the-art research designs and analytical approaches to archeological and 
cultural resource investigations while also acknowledging the traditional knowledge and experience 
of the Native American tribes regarding Native American culture. 

Policy 7.1 Consult with California Native American tribes prior to decision-making processes for 
the purpose of preserving cultural places located on land within the City’s jurisdiction that may be 
affected by the proposed plan, in accordance with State or Federal requirements.  

Policy 7.3 Continue to update a citywide inventory of cultural resources in conformance with state 
standards and procedures while maintaining the confidentiality of information as required by law. 

Policy 7.4 Support the permanent curation of archeological artifact collections by universities, 
museums or other appropriate tribal facilities. 

Policy 7.5 Increase opportunities for cultural heritage tourism by promoting the history of Lake 
Elsinore by attract cultural heritage travelers while maintaining the confidentiality of Native 
American sites, places and other information as required by law. 

 

The above-described edits merely provide minor modifications and corrections that clarify the 
goals and policies contained within the proposed General Plan and referenced in the RDP-EIR; 
that require no changes to the analysis and conclusions presented in the RDP-EIR.  No new 
environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures 
and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #14 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #14 
This comment discusses the proposed 3rd Street Annexation and requests that an 
archaeological study be performed prior to every future project proposed in this area.  The City 
acknowledges this comment and will continue to require the completion of site-specific 
archaeological surveys and consultation with the Tribe for future development proposals 
within the 3rd Street Annexation area in accordance with the City’s established development 
review and CEQA procedures. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #15 
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Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #15 
The City of Lake Elsinore acknowledges the Tribe’s concerns regarding the proposed Hillside 
Residential designation in the southern portion of the proposed 3rd Street Annexation Area.  
This portion of the annexation area is currently designated for “Light Industrial” development 
by the Riverside County General Plan and is currently zoned M-SC (Manufacturing-Service 
Commercial) by Riverside County.  The City of Lake Elsinore’s current 1990 General Plan 
designates this property for “Freeway Business” uses.  As described in Section 3.3 (Aesthetics), 
the Hillside Residential land use designation has been applied to the steep slopes in the 3rd 
Street Annexation area “to limit landform alteration to these highly visible hillsides.” (RDP-EIR, 
page 3.3-39)  Additionally, mitigation measure MM Aesthetics 1 states that: 

MM Aesthetics 1: Future development projects will be required to prepare 
visual simulations demonstrating compliance with the applicable GPU goals 
and policies.  Preparation of visual simulations demonstrating compliance with 
the GPU goals and policies would be required for future development projects 
located in scenic viewsheds along the I-15 corridor and other areas at the 
discretion of the Director of Community Development. 

Applicable aesthetics-related goals, policies and implementation programs from the proposed 
General Plan are listed in Table 3.3-1 (General Plan Aesthetics and Scenic Resources Goals, 
Policies and Implementation Programs) on page 3.3-25 of Section 3.3 (Aesthetics) of the RDP-
EIR.  Through implementation of the goals, policies and implementation programs and 
implementation of mitigation measure MM Aesthetics 1, the RDP-EIR concluded that potential 
aesthetic-related impacts can be reduce to less-than-significant levels. 

As described on page 2.0-18 of the RDP-EIR, the Hillside Residential land use designation 
requires minimum parcel sizes that increase from 1 acre (under 15% slope) to 10 acres 35% and 
up) depending upon average slope.  Therefore, this proposed land use designation is less 
intense and will result in more undisturbed hillsides in this area than will either the current 
“Light Industrial” development anticipated by the County’s General Plan or proposed under 
the currently adopted 1990 Lake Elsinore General Plan. 

For these reasons, no changes to the proposed Land Use Plan will be made in response to this 
comment. 
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #16 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #16 
This comment reiterates the Tribe’s opinion that all cultural resources are important and 
significant and the Tribe’s position that any “proposed impacts to cultural resources, whether or 
not determined to by an archaeologist to be significant or insignificant by CEQA, should be 
preserved, avoided or protected as the first option.”  The City acknowledges this comment.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #17 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #17 
In this comment, the Tribe is expressing its concern regarding the possibility of subsurface 
Native American cultural resources being located within the Business, Country Club Heights 
and Historic Districts.  The Tribe is also requesting “early consultation with the City on future 
implementing projects” within these Districts.  This comment is acknowledged.  The City will 
consult with the Tribe regarding future implementing projects within these Districts in 
accordance existing City procedures and the requirements of SB 18. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #18 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #18 
In this comment, the Tribe is expressing its concern regarding the potential impacts upon 
cultural resources that development within the Alberhill, Lake View Sphere, Lakeland Village 
Sphere, East Lake, Ballpark, Meadowbrook Sphere and North Peak Districts may have.  The 
Tribe is also requesting “early consultation” with the City within these Districts.  This comment 
is acknowledged.  The City will consult with the Tribe regarding future implementing projects 
within these Districts in accordance existing City procedures and the requirements of SB 18. 
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No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #19 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #19 
On Page 5 of their response dated June 27, 2011 to the Notice of Preparation (Reissued) the 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (See Appendix A of the RDP-EIR) requested that the 
wording of this mitigation measure read as follows: 

“Prior to issuance of grading permit(s) for the project, the project applicant shall 
retain an archaeological monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing activities in an 
effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources.  Any newly discovered 
cultural resource deposits shall be subject to a cultural resources evaluation.” 

The wording of mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 2 is the same 
wording as requested by the Tribe in their response to the Notice of Preparation.  In a telephone 
conversation on November 1, 2011 with Leslie J. Mouriquand, M.A, RPA, County Archaeologist 
& Cultural and Tribal Liaison, Ms. Mouriquand confirmed that the County does not certify 
archaeological monitors.  Although the County maintains a list of qualified archaeologists; to 
Ms Mouriquand’s knowledge, no cities within Riverside County have adopted the County’s list. 
Inasmuch as the City of Lake Elsinore has not adopted Riverside County’s list of qualified 
archaeologists and the County does not maintain a list of “qualified archaeological monitors” 
the requested change to mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 2, 
reflecting the Tribe’s originally proposed wording, will not be made. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #20 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #20 
The Tribe is requesting that mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 4 be 
amended to delete the requirement that if required the County would receive a copy of the 
archaeologist’s pre-grading report.  The City has considered this request and determined that in 
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the some instances, including but not limited to proposed pre-annexation development 
agreements for projects that may occur within the City’s sphere of influence, it may be 
appropriate for the pre-grading report to be sent to the County.  Therefore, the existing 
language contained within this mitigation measure is appropriate and the requested change 
will not be made. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #21 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #21 
The City acknowledges the Tribe’s concern regarding any potential for the accidental discovery 
of human remains.  However, the proposed project does not include any implementing 
development proposals and therefore at a programmatic level it is not possible to know where 
or when specific development will occur or whether human remains may accidentally be 
discovered.  For this reason, the RDP-EIR addresses the disturbance of human remains in 
Section 3.2 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources).  As requested by the Tribe in their June 27, 
2011 response to the Notice of Preparation (Reissued) regarding the proposed project, the RDP-
EIR included mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological 10, which requires compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations, including that “remains shall be left in place and free 
from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made.” 
Implementation of this mitigation measure will enable the “most likely descendant,” as 
identified by the Native American Heritage Commission, to make recommendations and 
engage in consultation regarding the most appropriate treatment of the discovered human 
remains. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.   
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #22 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #22 
On Page 5 of their response dated June 27, 2011 to the Notice of Preparation (Reissued) the 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (See Appendix A of the RDP-EIR) requested that the 
wording of this mitigation measure read as follows: 

“If human remains are encountered, California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin.  Further, pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place 
and free from disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and 
disposition has been made.  If the Riverside County Coroner determines the 
remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall 
be contacted within a reasonable timeframe.  Subsequently, the Native American 
Heritage Commission shall identify the “most likely descendant.”  The most 
likely descendant shall then make recommendations, and engage in 
consultations concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public 
Resources Code 5097.98.” 

The wording of mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10 is the same 
wording as requested by the Tribe in their response to the Notice of Preparation.  However, a 
review of Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code shows that paragraph (c) of 
this section requires that: 

“(c) If the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her 
authority and if the coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a 
Native American, or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native 
American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native 
American Heritage Commission.” 
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Therefore, although the time period specific in Section 7050.5 is applicable even with the current 
wording of mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10; in order to clarify 
that 24-hour time period is applicable due to compliance with applicable laws, the requested 
clarification is appropriate.  Additionally, the City has determined that additional clarification 
of the mitigation measure is appropriate in order to reflect the language set forth in Section 
15064.5(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, mitigation measure MM 
Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10 is hereby revised as follows: 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10:  If human remains are encountered, 
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin.  Further, pursuant to California Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance 
until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made.  If the 
Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the 
coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
contacted within a reasonable timeframe24 hours.  Subsequently, the Native 
American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to 
be the “most likely descendant.”  The most likely descendant shall may then 
make recommendations, and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of 
the remains as provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.  The above-described 
edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and conclusions already 
presented in the RDP-EIR. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #23 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #23 
See the above Responses to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comments #22 and #23.  The 
City acknowledges the Tribe’s opinion regarding the significance of potential impacts to 
accidentally discovered human remains.   

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.   
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Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #24 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #24 
This comment reflects the Tribe’s position that the destruction of cultural resources at any level 
can be considered a cumulative impact.  This comment is acknowledged.  Cumulative cultural 
resource impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed at a programmatic level in 
Section 4.0 (Cumulative Impacts) of the RDP-EIR.  This comment also requests that the City, as 
well as archaeologists, consider any identified individual feature/site in the context of its 
relationship to other cultural features/sites and the larger cultural environment/landscape.  
This comment is acknowledged. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 



Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 1 0 0  

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #25 

 

Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #25 
In this comment, the Tribe encourages the City to work with the Tribe and project 
archaeologists in the preservation, protection and avoidance of historic and cultural sites within 
the City and its SOI.  The City notes that although this comment refers to “PEIR goals (5, 6 and 
9) and associated policies,” the RDP-EIR does not contain goals and policies.  Therefore it is 
understood that this comment refers to the proposed General Plan’s goals and policies that are 
listed in Table 3.2-3 (General Plan Cultural Resources Goals, Policies and Implementation 
Programs) on page 3.2-32 of the RDP-EIR.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #26 
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Response to Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians Comment #26 
This comment describes the Tribe’s willingness to continue its consultation with the City on the 
proposed project and its environmental review process and on current and future projects 
within the City and its SOI.  This comment is acknowledged. The City has and will continue to 
consult with the Tribe in accordance with existing City procedures and the requirements of SB 
18. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

Comment Letter dated: October 19, 2011 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) provided comments regarding 
the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State 
Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 
81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, 
and Climate Action Plan in its letter dated October 21, 2011 and received by the City of Lake 
Elsinore on October 21, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to those comments.  
The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in the 
comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing any 
new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Comment #1 

 

Response to Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Comment #1 

This comment indicates that the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California reviewed 
the RDP-EIR and includes a reference to Annexation No. 81, which as part of the proposed 
project proposes the annexation of approximately 320 acres into the City of Lake Elsinore.  This 
comment is acknowledged. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment 
and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Comment #2 
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Response to Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Comment #2 

This comment states that based upon a preliminary review of the proposed project that MWD 
concluded that some portions of the project area may require annexation into the MWD service 
area.  This comment is acknowledged.  Additionally, MWD has requested that it be included in 
Final Recirculated Program EIR as a “responsible agency”.  In response to this request, Table 
2.0-3 (Future Agency Approvals That May Use PEIR) located in Section 2.0 (Project Description) 
of the RDP-EIR is hereby amended to add MWD as a responsible agency whose “subsequent 
implementing approval” would be “Approval of any required annexation into the District’s 
service area.” 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures other than the amendment of Table 2.0-3 and no modification of the RDP-EIR are 
required. 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Comment #3 

 

Response to Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Comment #3 

This comment states that MWD encourages projects within its service area to include water 
conservation measures and that it supports mitigation measures to offset any increase in water 
use associated with the proposed project.  The proposed project itself will not directly result in 
any specific development project; however, the City of Lake Elsinore acknowledges that MWD 
supports mitigation measures that would offset any increase in water use associated with such 
projects. 

As described in Section 3.16 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the RDP-EIR, water service will 
be provided within the project boundaries primarily by the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water 
District.  Section 3.16 also describes EVMWD’s best management practices that are part of its 
water conservation program, and the City of Lake Elsinore’s water efficient landscaping 
requirements (Lake Elsinore Municipal Code, Title 19, Chapter 19.08). 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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Response to 

RGP Planning & Development Services 

Comment Letter dated: October 21, 2011 

In its letter dated October 21, 2011 and received by the City of Lake Elsinore on October 21, 
2011, RGP Planning & Development Services provided comments regarding the Lake Elsinore 
General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), 
Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan (collectively, the “Project”) 
as well as the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) (State 
Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Project.  The following discussion provides 
responses to those comments.  The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and 
amplify the analysis and conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental 
issues raised in the comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial 
evidence showing any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #1 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #1 

This comment is regarding the proposed Project and does not address the environmental 
analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is required.  However in order to 
clarify the applicable documents that comprise the proposed project, it is noted that the link to 
the proposed General Plan is http://www.lake-elsinore.org/index.aspx?page=909.   This is the 
document that is also available from the City’s General Plan Update website links.  The 
previous page identified in this comment is not accessible from links contained on the City’s 
web site.  In response to this comment the previous link accessible by typing http://www.lake-
elsinore.org/index.aspx?page=794 has been modified to automatically take the internet user to 
the correct web page. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #2 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #2 

This comment is acknowledged. This comment is regarding the proposed Project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional 
mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #3 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #3 

This comment is acknowledged. This comment is regarding the proposed Project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required. However, in response to this comment, Figure 2.6 will be revised to modify the 
background of the Elsinore Area Trails System figure by replacing the “public/quasi public 
lands” background with a topographic relief background.  This background modification does 
not affect the proposed trails system, which is the subject of this figure.  No new environmental 
issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no 
modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #4 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #4 

This comment is acknowledged. This comment is regarding the proposed Project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required. However, in response to this comment, Figure 2.7 will be revised to add the following 
footnote which provides a definition for “Airport Influence Area”: 

*Airport Influence Areas are delineated by local Airport Land Use Commissions 
as specified by the California Department of Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics in their Airport Land Use 2002 Planning Handbook. It is the area in 
which current or future airport-related noise, overflight, safety, and/or airspace 
protection factors may significantly affect land uses or necessitate restrictions on 
those uses. In most circumstances, the airport influence area is designated by the 
ALUC as its planning area boundary for the airport and the two terms can be 
considered synonymously.” 

It is also noted that the boundaries of the Airport Influence Area for the Skylark Airport comes 
from the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission land use compatibility plans 
(Accessed on November 7, 2011 at http://www.rcaluc.org/plan_old.asp).  These boundaries 
are also shown on the Riverside County General Plan Elsinore Area Plan, Figure 5 (accessed on 
November 7, 2011 at http://www.rctlma.org/genplan/content/ap1/elsinore.html#List_1_5). 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #5 
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Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #5 

This comment is acknowledged. This comment is regarding the proposed Project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required. However, it is noted that the park shown in the East Lake Specific Plan area is a 
condition of approval for the East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 8 (Waterbury). 

Additionally, in response to this comment, Figure 2.8 will be revised to modify the background 
of the General Plan Parks figure by replacing the “public/quasi public lands” background with 
a topographic relief background.  This background modification will not affect the identification 
of existing and proposed parks, which is the subject of this figure.  No new environmental 
issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no 
modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #6 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #6 

This comment is acknowledged.  This comment is regarding the proposed Project and does not 
address the environmental analysis contained within the RDP-EIR; therefore no response is 
required.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional 
mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 
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RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #7 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #7 

This comment is acknowledged.  A review of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(“SEIR”) that was prepared for Amendment No. 6 of the East Lake Specific Plan shows that  the 
SEIR addressed Skylark Airport and states that the “adopted mitigation measures as detailed in 
the original ELSP remain valid for Land Use and Planning impacts.  Among other measures, the 
EIR measures detail requirements and restrictions related to the existing and future airfield 
use.” (Page 4.1-10 of the SEIR) The mitigation measures for the original ELSP, which are still 
applicable to the East Lake Specific Plan state that “Residential uses within any established 
airport pattern area shall be limited to suggested densities in the Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook or other appropriate planning standard.” (Page 3-10 of the Final EIR for the East 
Lake Specific Plan).  Therefore, mitigation measure MM Land Use 3 is consistent with the 
mitigation measures imposed upon development within the Eastlake Specific Plan by the 
project-specific Environmental Impact Report. 

However, the City acknowledges that mitigation measure MM Land Use 3 is applicable in only 
a limited portion of the East Lake District.  Therefore mitigation measure MM Land Use 3 is 
hereby amended as follows: 

MM Land Use 3:  Each project within the Skylark Airport Influence Area, as 
shown on Figure 2.7 of the General Plan, will be reviewed for its consistency 
with the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook Recommendations when 
individual projects are proposed.  This review will include analysis and 
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subsequent review under CEQA.  The feasibility of the proposed mitigation 
measures must be determined on a project-specific level.   

The above-described edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  No new environmental issues have been raised 
by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required.   

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #8 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #8 

In response to this comment, the City has reviewed the RDP-EIR and the wording of mitigation 
measure MM Land Use 4 and reviewed the adopted East Lake Specific Plan and concurs that 
the wording of the mitigation measure requires clarification and therefore, mitigation measure 
MM Land Use 4 is hereby amended as follows: 

MM Land Use 4: If the motocross track is relocated adjacent to the new location 
for the airport, future development within the East Lake District Plan shall be 
required to conform comply with mitigation measures identified in the East Lake 
Specific Plan EIR.  These measures are summarized in Table 3.1-6 of this EIR.  
However, additional project-specific CEQA environmental analysis and review 
will be required when a detailed project is proposed at the new motocross site.  
The subsequentThis project-level review will include an analysis of potential 
land use compatibility issues with locating the motocross site in proximity to the 
airport.   

The above-described edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  No new environmental issues have been raised 



Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 1 1 0  

by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required.   

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #9 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #9 

In response to this comment, the City has reviewed the wording of mitigation measure MM 
Noise 4.  The City concurs that the wording of the mitigation measure is unclear and therefore, 
mitigation measure MM Noise 4 is hereby amended as follows: 

MM Noise 4: For projects proposing new recreational uses or increased intensity 
of recreational activity in proximity to sensitive receptors, the City shall require 
the project applicant to demonstrate the recreational use’s compliance with City 
noise standards.  Where project-specific analysis determines that noise standards 
may be exceeded, the City shall require binding mitigation measures that will 
reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. 

For projects proposing new residential uses in proximity to recreational areas, 
the City shall require the project applicant to demonstrate the recreational 
residential use’s compliance with City noise standards with respect to the 
existing recreational areas.  Where project-specific analysis determines that noise 
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standards may be exceeded, then the City shall require binding mitigation 
measures that will reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. 

The above-described edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR. No new environmental issues have been raised 
by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required.   

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #10 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #10 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the above Response to RGP Planning & Development 
Services Comment # 4 and Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment # 7. 

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #11 

 



Section 2.0 – Response to Comments 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 1 1 2  

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #11 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the above Response to RGP Planning & Development 
Services Comment # 4 and Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment # 7. 

As described on page 3.10-24 of the RDP-EIR, “Skylark Airport is a private use airport with 
runways that are 2,800 feet in length and fall under the category of Short General Aviation 
Runways.”  This description is consistent with descriptions of the airport found on page 4.6-8 of 
the Draft Supplemental EIR prepared for Amendment No. 6 of the Eastlake Specific Plan and on 
page 3.7-12 of the Draft Supplemental EIR prepared for Amendment No. 8 to the specific plan. 

In his response dated July 6, 2011 to the Notice of Preparation (Reissued) John Guerin, Principal 
Planner, Riverside County TLMA/Airport Land Use Commission Staff (See Appendix A of the 
RDP-EIR) states that “the only situations that would involve ALUC would be proposals for new 
or expanded airports or heliports, a change in status from private or special use to public use for 
an existing airport (such as Skylark/Mentor Airport), or a proposal for a structure, antenna, or 
other device 200 feet or greater in height.” 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no additional modification of the RDP-EIR are required.   

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #12 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #12 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the above Response to RGP Planning & Development 
Services Comment # 7 and Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment # 11. 
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RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #13 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #13 

This comment is acknowledged.  It is noted that mitigation measure MM 3.8-11 as set forth on 
page 3.8-15 of the Supplemental EIR for the East Lake Specific Plan, Amendment No. 8 
(Waterbury) requires that “All motocross activities shall be located at a minimum of 600 feet 
from the nearest residence. “ 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #14 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #14 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the above Response to RGP Planning & Development 
Services Comment # 7 and Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment # 11. 
Additionally, in response to this comment, Figure 3.15-1 of the RDP-EIR will be revised to 
modify the background of the General Plan Parks figure by replacing the “public/quasi public 
lands” background with a topographic relief background.  This background modification will 
not affect the identification of existing and proposed parks, which is the subject of this figure.   

The above-described edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  No new environmental issues have been raised 
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by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required.   

RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #15 

 

Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment #15 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the above Response to RGP Planning & Development 
Services Comment # 10 through Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment 
# 12.  See also the above Response to RGP Planning & Development Services Comment # 7. 

This comment is acknowledged.  A review of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(“SEIR”) that was prepared for Amendment No. 6 of the East Lake Specific Plan shows that the 
SEIR addressed Skylark Airport and states that the “adopted mitigation measures as detailed in 
the original ELSP remain valid for Land Use and Planning impacts.  Among other measures, the 
EIR measures detail requirements and restrictions related to the existing and future airfield 
use.” (Page 4.1-10 of the SEIR) Additionally, Response 2-5 on page 3-13 of the Final SEIR states 
“Land Use Mitigation Measure No. 3 in the 1993, certified East Lake Specific Plan mandates 
compliance with Federal Aviation Administration Part 77 requirements and remains valid for 
the Amendment No. 6 project area.”  Therefore, mitigation measure MM Hazards 4 is consistent 
with the mitigation measures imposed upon development within the Eastlake Specific Plan by 
the project-specific Environmental Impact Report. 

However, the City acknowledges that mitigation measure MM Hazards 4 is applicable in only a 
limited portion of the East Lake District.  Therefore mitigation measure MM Hazards 4 is 
hereby amended as follows: 

MM Hazards 4: Proposed development projects within proximity to the Skylark 
Airport the Skylark Airport Influence Area, as shown on Figure 2.7 of the 
General Plan will be evaluated for consistency with continued operations at the 
airport.  The project applicant of each such development project shall comply 
with the 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. 

The above-described edits merely provides a minor modification that clarifies the analysis and 
conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  No new environmental issues have been raised 
by this comment and no additional mitigation measures and no additional modification of the 
RDP-EIR are required. 

 



 

Section 2.0 – Response to Comments

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  
F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  2 . 0 - 1 1 5  

Response to 

Sierra Club – San Gorgonio Chapter 

E-Mail dated: October 21, 2011 

The Sierra Club – San Gorgonio Chapter provided comments regarding Appendix G (Climate 
Action Plan) of the Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (“RDP-EIR”) 
(State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) for the Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, 
Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”), Downtown Master Plan, 
Housing Element, and Climate Action Plan in its e-mail dated October 21, 2011 and received by 
the City of Lake Elsinore on October 21, 2011.  The following discussion provides responses to 
those comments.  The responses and any edits provided below merely clarify and amplify the 
analysis and conclusions already presented in the RDP-EIR.  The environmental issues raised in 
the comment letter and responded to below do not present any substantial evidence showing 
any new or different potentially significant impacts as defined by State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5. 

Sierra Club Comment #1 

 

Response to Sierra Club Comment #1 

The Climate Action Plan was developed to guide the City of Lake Elsinore’s efforts to mitigate 
its impact on climate change and to maintain consistency with statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emission targets established by Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and Executive Order S-3-05.  As stated on 
page 3.7-27 of the RDP-EIR: 

“To meet the emissions reduction targets, the proposed Climate Action Plan 
(CAP) identifies a combination of state-level regulations and local strategies and 
measures in the focus areas of Transportation and Land Use, Energy, Solid 
Waste, and Public Education and Outreach. The strategies and measures were 
selected to build on the policy direction of the General Plan, and take into 
consideration planned City capital improvements, policies of neighboring 
jurisdictions and regional agencies, regional and statewide best practices, public 
and private costs and savings; co-benefits; measures recommended by the State 
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Attorney General’s Office, California Air Resources Board (CARB) and California 
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA); City staff input, public 
comments, and other information provided by residents and stakeholders 
collected during the public outreach process.” 

Therefore, as explained in the RDP-EIR, the CAP includes a range of strategies and measures 
that are more extensive than the implemented by State laws and regulations.  As described in 
Section 3.7 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the RDP-EIR and the Climate Action Plan (Appendix 
G of the RDP-EIR) the resultant strategies and measures that are set forth in the CAP will enable 
the City to exceed GHG targets established by AB 32.   

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Sierra Club Comment #2 

 

Response to Sierra Club Comment #2 

This comment is acknowledged.  See the Response to Sierra Club Comment #1.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

Sierra Club Comment #3 

 

Response to Sierra Club Comment #3 

This comment is acknowledged.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this 
comment and no additional mitigation measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are 
required. 
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Sierra Club Comment #4 

 

Response to Sierra Club Comment #4 

This comment is acknowledged.  This comment is incorrect in stating that “support for bicycles 
transportation is almost non-existent.”  As described on page 3.4-115 in Section 3.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) of the RDP-EIR, the proposed project includes a proposed 
bikeways map (Figure 2.5 of the proposed General Plan)2 and a description of the proposed 
General Plan’s Section 2.4 (Circulation) goals, policies and implementation program that 
supports the implementation of a system of bike lanes throughout the City.  The Climate Action 
Plan recognizes and expands upon the proposed General Plan’s bikeway system. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no additional mitigation 
measures and no modification of the RDP-EIR are required. 

 

                                                      
2 It is noted that in the first sentence on page 3.4-115 of the RDP-EIR the reference to the General Plan’s bikeway 
map incorrectly cites the General Plan figure as “Figure 2.6”.  The correct figure number is “Figure 2.5”.  The 
reference the General Plan figure will be revised to reflect the correct figure number.  This modification only 
corrects a minor inaccuracies and does not affect the analysis and conclusions presented in the RDP-EIR 
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2.2 COPIES OF COMMENT LETTERS 
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Mr. Richard J. MacHott 2 October 26, 2011 
  

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, AQMD staff requests that the lead 
agency provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior 
to the adoption of the final EIR.  Further, staff is available to work with the lead agency  
to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact Dan 
Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any 
questions regarding the enclosed comments. 
 
    Sincerely, 

              
    Ian MacMillan 
    Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review 
    Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
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Mr. Richard J. MacHott 3 October 26, 2011 
  

Potential Health Risk Impacts to Sensitive Land Uses 
 

1. Based on the lead agency’s discussion on pages 3.6-31and 3.6-34 of the draft PEIR 
the proposed project would include an increase in the city’s source’s of toxic air 
contaminant (TACs) and could result in exposure of sensitive land uses (i.e., 
residences) to these potentially significant levels of TACs.  As a result, the AQMD 
staff is concerned about the potential future health risk impacts to residents from the 
proposed project.  For example, in figure 2.0-8 (Business District Land Use Plan) the 
lead agency indicates that additional industrial uses will be located adjacent to 
existing and future residential uses south of the I-15 Freeway.  Given, the potential 
health risk impacts associated with emissions from industrial sources the AQMD staff 
recommends that the lead agency ensures insignificant health risk impacts to residents 
and, at a minimum, follow the guidelines1 specified by CARB for any new project 
built within the general plan boundaries.  For any project that places sensitive 
receptors within 1,000 feet of an industrial source, or 500 feet of a freeway, the lead 
agency should conduct a health risk assessment (HRA) to determine if the impacts are 
significant.  If the impacts are significant, then mitigation measures should be 
employed to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. 
 

Mitigation Measures for Construction Air Quality Impacts 
 

2. Given that the lead agency concluded that the proposed project will have significant 
construction related air quality impacts the AQMD staff recommends that the lead 
agency provide additional mitigation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.4.  
Specifically, the lead agency should minimize or eliminate significant adverse air 
quality impacts by adding all feasible mitigation measures provided below. 

 
 Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of 

construction to maintain smooth traffic flow, 
 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment 

on- and off-site, 
 Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor 

areas,  
 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning 

on-site construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 
generation,  

 Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure that all vehicles and 
equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturers’ 
specifications, 

 Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that required under 
AQMD Rule 1113, 

 Construct or build with materials that do not require painting,  
 Require the use of pre-painted construction materials, 

                                                 
1 California Air Resources Board.  April 2005.  “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community 
Health Perspective.”  Accessed at:http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm 
 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm
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 Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery 
trucks and soil import/export) and if the lead agency determines that 2010 model 
year or newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained the lead agency shall use trucks 
that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements,  

 During project construction, all internal combustion engines/construction 
equipment operating on the project site shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions 
standards, or higher according to the following: 

 

 Project Start, to December 31, 2011: All offroad diesel-powered construction 
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 2 offroad emissions standards.  
In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT 
devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could 
be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a 
similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. 
 

 January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2014: All offroad diesel-powered 
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offroad emissions 
standards.  In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with 
BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could 
be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized 
engine as defined by CARB regulations. 
 

 Post-January 1, 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available.  
In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices 
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall 
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as 
defined by CARB regulations.  

 
 A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and 

CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of 
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

 
 Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD “SOON” funds.  

Incentives could be provided for those construction contractors who apply for 
AQMD “SOON” funds.  The “SOON” program provides funds to accelerate 
clean up of off-road diesel vehicles, such as heavy duty construction 
equipment.  More information on this program can be found at the following 
website:  http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm 

 
For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment, refer to the 
mitigation measure tables located at the following website: 
www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html
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Mitigation Measures for Operational Air Quality Impacts 
 

3. The lead agency’s operational air quality analysis demonstrates significant air quality 
impacts from all criteria pollutant emissions including NOx, SOx, CO, VOC, PM10 
and PM2.5 emissions.  These impacts are primarily from mobile source emissions 
related to vehicle trips associated with the proposed project.  However, the lead 
agency fails to adequately address this large source of emissions.  Specifically, the 
lead agency does not require any mitigation measures in the draft PEIR and only 
states that the individual projects will be subject to a list of nominal goals and policies 
in the city’s general plan that pertain to air quality.  Therefore, the lead agency should 
reduce the project’s significant air quality impacts by reviewing and incorporating 
transportation mitigation measures from the greenhouse gas quantification report2 
published by the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association in the final 
PEIR. 

 
Climate Action Plan and GHG Emissions Reductions 
 

4. In the draft EIR the lead agency chose the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District’s GHG emissions significance threshold of 6.6 MT CO2e/SP for the project’s 
emissions reduction target.  Based on the emissions inventory analysis the proposed 
project could meet the target with the implementation of the climate change measures 
identified in Tables 3.7-8 and 3.7-9 of the draft EIR.  However, the lead agency did 
not provide a technical analysis that explicitly demonstrates the nexus between the 
measures in Tables 3.7-8 and 3.7-9 and the emissions reductions anticipated of over 
1.3 MMT/CO2e by 2030.  Specifically, the lead agency provides simplified tables in 
the draft EIR that summarize the project’s GHG emissions and GHG emissions 
reductions resulting from measures that are committed to in the Climate Action Plan 
(CAP), however, neither these summary tables nor the CAP provide the technical 
emissions calculations (i.e., methodology, baseline emissions assumptions, assumed 
effectiveness of each measure, etc) to substantiate the lead agency’s GHG 
significance determination.  Absent a technical analysis that demonstrates 
equivalence between the CAP’s GHG reduction measures and GHG emissions 
reductions (e.g., assumptions for each measure) the effectiveness of the measures 
provided in climate action plan remains unclear.  Further, the AQMD staff is unsure 
about the assumed effectiveness of some of the GHG reduction measures in the CAP.  
For example, Measure T-5.1 (Hybrid and Fuel-Efficient Vehicle) is a voluntary and 
incentive based measure that the lead agency assumes will provide over 53,000 
MT/CO2e emissions reductions by 2030, however, the lead agency does not indicate 
how it will enforce this measure given its limited authority to require the use of 
vehicle incentives. 
 
Also, to ensure that projects subject to the GHG Reduction Plan provide quantifiable 
“real” emissions reductions the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency 

                                                 
2 California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association.  August 2010.  Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation Measures.  Accessed at: http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-
Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 



Mr. Richard J. MacHott 6 October 26, 2011 
  

provide all necessary metrics (e.g., density and mix of existing land uses and 
associated emissions profile) to be used in establishing the project’s baseline 
emissions based on existing conditions.  These metrics should be clearly defined for 
determining a project’s GHG impacts.  By providing the proper metrics for future 
emissions calculations the lead agency will ensure that all future projects tiering off 
of this plan will establish an equitable baseline.  In addition to these revisions the 
AQMD staff is concerned about the proposed plan’s consistency with the AQMD’s 
adopted and draft GHG CEQA significance threshold’s and regional efforts (e.g., 
SCAG’s regional GHG emissions reduction targets of 8% by 2020 and 13% by 2030) 
to reduce GHG emissions.  Therefore, the AQMD staff requests that the lead agency 
demonstrate how the proposed project will be consistent with regional efforts to 
reduce GHG emissions.  
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Please consider and respond to the following comments on the draft General Plan and DEIR: 
 
General Plan Update Comments: 

1. Please clarify which General Plan document (including District Plans) is the one that is 
analyzed in the DEIR and will be presented to the Planning Commission and City Council for 
consideration. The City’s General Plan Update website (http://www.lake-
elsinore.org/index.aspx?page=794) provides links to a draft General Plan that is different than 
the draft General Plan that is available for viewing on another City General Plan Update 
website (http://www.lake-elsinore.org/index.aspx?page=909).  

2. Page 1-5 of the 2011 draft General Plan document states: “This Plan recognizes the adopted 
specific plan land uses as well as other existing neighborhoods in the City in a series of District 
Plans.” After completing more than a quarter-century of planning, entitlement and 
environmental review efforts on the East Lake Specific Plan and nine amendments, The 
Diamond Specific Plan and the Summerly community, we are sensitive to any goals, policies or 
objectives in GPU or mitigation measures in the DEIR that could impact the implementation of 
the approved specific plans. We believe that is not the intent of the draft General Plan; 
however, we want to avoid potential misinterpretations in the future.  Therefore, rather than 
using the somewhat vague term “recognizes,” please incorporate a policy in the General Plan 
stating that “the General Plan will not preclude the full implementation of the approved 
Specific Plans.” If the Specific Plans truly are the baseline conditions under which the General 
Plan is considered, the recommended language will fortify that underlying condition.  

3. Figure 2.6 of the 2011 draft General Plan document incorrectly illustrates that some of the 
East Lake Specific Plan (ELSP) as “Public/Quasi Public Land.” This map should be rectified to 
match the approved ELSP document as amended. In addition, an area with the same 
Public/Quasi Public Land designation is not configured correctly. Please see Attachment 1 for 
notes on the areas in question. The approved 2003 ELSP land use plan and Amendment 8 ELSP 
are attached as Attachment 2 for your reference. On both maps, the area is identified as 
Commercial Park (CP). Please correct this on Figure 2.6.  

4. Figure 2.7 of the 2011 draft General Plan document illustrates the “Airport Influence Area;” 
however, this area is undefined in the General Plan. It is not clear how the limits of this 
influence area were derived or how the area impacts the underlying land uses. Additionally, it 
is our understanding that the FAA has not previously recognized this area or the airstrip as an 
airport or an airport influence area. Our Clients own property in the area that the plan 
appears to designate as within the Airport Influence Area; therefore, we are particularly 
concerned about impacts of this designation on our land use entitlements and property 
values. Please see Attachment 3 for notes on the areas in question. The issues to be answered 
in the responses to comments should be whether the City intends for this airstrip land use to 
be expanded into a fully-recognized airport consistent with FAA rules and regulations, and 
what environmental impacts will such a use have on the pre-existing entitlements for the East 
Lake Specific Plan and the subsequent amendments?  

5. See comments in #3 above related to Figure 2.8 of the 2011 draft General Plan document. In 
addition, a proposed park is shown in the ELSP area, adjacent to Mission Trail; however, it is 
not clear which park is proposed at this location. Please see Attachment 4 for notes on the 
areas in question.  

6. Page EL-7 of the 2011 draft District Plans document includes policies EL 1.1, 1.3 and 1.4 that 
provide direction on compatibility between residential and commercial uses and the airport 

http://www.lake-elsinore.org/index.aspx?page=794
http://www.lake-elsinore.org/index.aspx?page=794
http://www.lake-elsinore.org/index.aspx?page=909
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and the motocross. We support the continuation of these uses; however, it is important to 
note that residential and commercial uses have been approved on nearby properties and 
certain desirable recreational and sport activities are contemplated by the Master Developer. 
As stated in comment #2 above, the ability to implement the approved Specific Plans must not 
be compromised by the policies in this document.  

DEIR Comments: 

7. Mitigation Measure (MM) Land Use 3 on Page S.0-28 of the DEIR states:  

Each project will be reviewed for its consistency with the Land Use Planning Handbook 
Recommendations when individual projects are proposed.  This review will include analysis and 
subsequent review under CEQA.  The feasibility of the proposed mitigation measures must be 
determined on a project-specific level. 

This MM is recommended to address a potential impact associated with future development 
that may be consistent with the General Plan and District Plan but inconsistent with other 
existing uses; however, it is not clear where this mitigation measure should be applied. 
Logically this MM should only be applicable to new land uses adjacent to an existing airport; 
however, the extent of the area adjacent to an airport is not identified in this DEIR section or 
in Section 3.1, Land Use. Related to our client’s properties adjacent to the Skylark airport, this 
MM is not appropriate because the properties are already entitled pursuant to the approved 
Specific Plans. Therefore, the consistency between the approved land uses and the Skylark 
airport have already been considered and further consistency review is not necessary unless 
specifically indicated in the Specific Plan or approved mitigation measures. Clarification should 
be provided on the extent this MM should be applied and that land uses pursuant to 
approved Specific Plans are exempt from this MM. 

8. MM Land Use 4 on Page S.0-28 of the DEIR states:  

If the motocross track is relocated adjacent to the new location for the airport, future 
development within the East Lake District Plan shall be required to conform with mitigation 
measures identified in the East Lake Specific Plan EIR…The subsequent project-level review will 
include an analysis of potential land use compatibility issues with locating the motocross site in 
proximity to the airport. 

Please clarify the new location for the airport. There is no discussion about a proposed 
location of the airport in the General Plan or DEIR. If a new location for the airport is 
proposed, the impact of the airport on the existing and approved land uses should be 
analyzed in the DEIR. It is also not clear how the relocation of the motocross track relates to 
new development complying with the ELSP EIR. Finally, the last sentence pertaining to 
subsequent project-level review is confusing. Is the subsequent project-level environmental 
review associated with the new motocross site, other development in the ELSP or the airport?  

9. MM Noise 4, pg. S.0-39 of the DEIR states:  

For projects proposing new recreational uses or increased intensity of recreational activity in 
proximity to sensitive receptors, the City shall require the project applicant to demonstrate the 
recreational use’s compliance with City noise standards.  Where project-specific analysis 
determines that noise standards may be exceeded, the City shall require binding mitigation 
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measures that will reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. For projects proposing new 
residential uses in proximity to recreational areas, the City shall require the project 
applicant to demonstrate the recreational use’s compliance with City noise standards.  
Where project-specific analysis determines that noise standards may be exceeded, then the 
City shall require binding mitigation measures that will reduce the noise received to acceptable 
levels. 

The bolded statement above seems to confuse what land use would be subject to additional 
burdens related to demonstrating compliance with the City’s noise standards. A project 
applicant proposing a residential development on a particular site should not be required to 
show a different site’s recreational use is in compliance with the City noise standards. In 
addition, this MM does not consider the existence of approved land uses as part of adopted 
Specific Plans, which would not be subject to these requirements. It would customarily be the 
responsibility of the new land use to provide mitigation to the existing and pre-committed 
land uses as part of its approvals and certifications. That does not appear to be what MM 
Noise 4 is requiring.  

10. Pg. S.0-55, of the DEIR states: 

The Land Use Plan would allow development of residential and commercial uses in the vicinity 
of the airport. However, no features of the GPU or the Land Use Plan would conflict with 
requirements of the FAA regarding proximity of development to airports. All future 
development  proposed within proximity to the airport would be required to comply with FAA 
regulations to ensure that future residents or employees are not subject to significant hazards. 
The potential inconsistencies of future development with the densities allowed for in the Land 
Use Planning Handbook are considered to be a potentially significant land use compatibility 
impact at a programmatic level. 

See comment under #7, above as well as # 4 above under the GPU heading. 

11. MM Hazards 4, Pg. S.0-55 of the DEIR states:  

Proposed development projects within proximity to the Skylark Airport will be evaluated for 
consistency with continued operations at the airport. The project applicant of each such 
development project shall comply with the 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. 

See comment under #7, above pertaining to CEQA, and #4 above under the GPU heading. The 
comments are further expanded to request a definition of whether the subject airport is a 
special use airport for which it’s approved scope of activities and operating hours are fully 
known, and to what extent it is addressed through the Riverside County Airport Land Use Plan 
administered by ALUC.  

12. Pg. 3.1-35 of the DEIR states:  

Land Use Incompatibility. Within the traffic pattern zone of Skylark Airport, the Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook recommends no more than 3 du/acre and exclusion of areas that 
attract large assemblages of people to minimize hazards including fuel spills.  Low-medium 
residential areas (1–6 du/acre) currently exist and are designated in the Land Use Plan 
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adjacent to the airport use area.  The potential inconsistencies of future development with the 
densities allowed for in the Land Use Planning Handbook are considered to be a significant 
land use compatibility impact at a programmatic level.  However, each project will be reviewed 
for its consistency with the Land Use Planning Handbook Recommendations when individual 
projects are proposed.  This review will include analysis and subsequent review under CEQA.    

See comment under #7 and #11, above. 

13. Pg. 3.1-36 of the DEIR states:  

Impacts of proposed motocross track: According to the East Lake Specific Plan Amendment No. 
8 EIR, noise impacts will be less than significant with the use of setbacks from surrounding land 
uses.  The relocation of the motocross track to the southernmost parcel of East Lake Specific 
Plan Amendment 8 planning area would be consistent with recreation land use set forth in the 
GPU and the developed open space land use set forth in the East Lake Specific Plan 
Amendment 8 EIR. Therefore, according to the East Lake Specific Plan Amendment 8 EIR, 
impacts on land use compatibility would be less than significant. 

The above statement indicates that setbacks around the future motocross track will be 
required; however, it is not clear how large these setbacks will be or how they will impact the 
approved land uses in the ELSP. As stated in comment number 6 above, Civic Partners and 
McMillin Summerly, LLC support the continuation of the motocross use; however, it is 
important to note that residential and commercial uses have been approved on nearby 
properties. To ensure these approved uses can be implemented as planned, an additional 
policy statement should be added like the one suggested in comment #2, above that protects 
the ability to implement the approved Specific Plans. 

14. See comments 3 and 5 above regarding Figure 3.15.1 of the DEIR. 

15. See comments 10 through 12 regarding Pgs. 3.10-24 and -25 of the DEIR 

We applaud the City of Lake Elsinore on its continued efforts and persistence to complete such a major 
planning effort through one of the most trying economic times in the City’s history. Thank you for the 
opportunity to review the DEIR and GPU and your consideration of our comments.  
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Given the City’s clear desire to complete the GPU process, we will make ourselves available to meet 
and discuss our comments further. Please contact me at jkrout@rgpcorp.com or at (949) 450-0171 
x313 to schedule a meeting at your earliest convenience.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
  
 
 
Jeremy Krout  
Principal 
 
Cc:  James D. Stroffe, Friedman Stroffe & Gerard, P.C. 
 Tina Alexander  
 Steven Semingson 
 Brian Milich  
 
Attachments (1) 

o:\jeremy\lake elsinore\lake elsinore gpu deir comment letter.docx 
 

mailto:jkrout@rgpcorp.com
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Richard MacHott 

From: Estes Real Estate Estes, Inc. [estesinfo@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2011 5:14 PM
To: Carole Donohoe; Richard MacHott
Subject: City of Lake Elsinore Recirculated General Plan-Comments From Rick Estes-Sierra Club, San 

Gorgonio Chapter

Page 1 of 1

10/27/2011

1. The proposed Climate Action Plan as described on the City of Lake Elsinore's Web site as part 
of the proposed General plan amendment is totally inadequate. A hollow document intended to 
give the appearance of complying with California mandated AB 32 when in fact it  proposes 
 nothing to reduce Green House gases not already mandated by Current California law. 
 Reduction of Green House Gases by the City of Lake Elsinore proposed "Climate 
Action Plan" are less or no greater than statewide mandated Green House reductions already 
approved by California regulations and  law. In other words the City meets its stated goals by 
proposing nothing more than  is already (or will be) required by state law.  The Climate Action is 
a sham Climate Action Plan and a disservice to the citizens (made up of trusting and innocent 
men, women and children) who will pay the price of this proposal. 
  
2. Efficiencies claimed for the installation of energy saving devices by the city are nothing more 
than normal required equipment replacement with more efficient devices of later and newer 
makeup which the city would have had to install anyway. Replacement of worn out equipment 
that will take place regardless of whether the city has a "Climate Action Plan is not sufficient and 
does not meet the intent or  requirements of AB32. 
  
3. The climate action plan does not contain mention of the promotion of locally produced farm 
products.  Farming is not encouraged in any way.  The obvious energy savings of locally 
produced vegetables and farm produce is not addressed  and should be.  Cities throughout 
California are adopting the support of local farming in their Climate Action Plans, so should the 
city of lake Elsinore. 
  
3. Support for bicycles transportation  is almost non-existent.  Specific, concrete actions to be 
taken by the City in the years of this plan or virtually non-existent.  Showers and changing rooms 
for bicyclists as a worthy goal is not a Bicycle plan.  The Climate action plan does not contain a 
realistic bicycle plan .  
  
Sincerely,  
Rick Estes-Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter 
cell-951-314-3328 
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3.0 CORRECTIONS, ERRATA, AND CHANGES FROM  

RDP-EIR INCLUDED IN FINAL RECIRCULATED 

PROGRAM EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
Corrections, errata and changes from the RDP-EIR that are included in this Final Recirculated 
Program EIR 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 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 RDP-
EIR.  Further, no new issues or additional environmental impacts will result from these 
changes.  Finally, because these additions merely clarify and amplify the discussion in the RDP-
EIR, the RDP-EIR 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 Final Recirculated Program EIR 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 RDP-EIR 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 doe not require recirculation of the Recirculated Program EIR 
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 Final Recirculated Program EIR since the RDP-EIR was published.  
Those sections of the RDP-EIR not listed below have not been modified.  The revisions are 
presented in a strike-through/underline format, with underlines being additions and strike-
through being deletions. 
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3.2 CORRECTIONS/ERRATA AND CHANGES 
 

Section S.0 – Executive Summary 

1. For consistency, Table S.0-2, Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 
has been revised to reflect the minor modifications and clarifications made to the 
mitigation measures, as described below.   

2. In order to make a minor correction to Table S.0-2 (Summary of Environmental Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures), the Table S.0-2 was amended by merging the second row of text 
under the heading “3.7 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions” on page S.0-47 with the first row of 
text. 

3. In order to make a minor correction to Table S.0-2 (Summary of Environmental Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures), Table S.0-2 was amended by deleting the duplicate listing of 
mitigation measures MM Biological Resources 4 and MM Biological Resources 5 on page 
S.0-51. 

Section 3.1 – Land Use and Planning 

4. In order to make a minor correction to a textual cross-reference in Section 3.1 (Land Use 
and Planning), the reference to “Table 3.1-4” on page3.1-30 of the RDP-EIR located in the 
first paragraph after Table 3.1-5 was revised to read “Table 3.1-5”. 

5. In order to make a minor correction to textual references in Section 3.1 (Land Use and 
Planning) to Table 3.1-6 (District Plan Land Use Impacts), the references to “Table 3.1-5” 
located on pages 3.1-31, 3.1-32 and 3.1-38 of the RDP-EIR were revised to read “Table 3.1-
6”. 

6. Mitigation measure MM Land Use 3 on page 3.1-40 of the RDP-EIR was clarified as follows: 

MM Land Use 3:  Each project within the Skylark Airport Influence Area, as 
shown on Figure 2.7 of the General Plan, will be reviewed for its consistency 
with the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook Recommendations when 
individual projects are proposed.  This review will include analysis and 
subsequent review under CEQA.  The feasibility of the proposed mitigation 
measures must be determined on a project-specific level.   

7. Mitigation measure MM Land Use 4 on page 3.1-40 of the RDP-EIR was clarified as follows: 

MM Land Use 4: If the motocross track is relocated adjacent to the new location 
for the airport, future development within the East Lake District Plan shall be 
required to conform comply with mitigation measures identified in the East Lake 
Specific Plan EIR.  These measures are summarized in Table 3.1-6 of this EIR.  
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However, additional project-specific CEQA environmental analysis and review 
will be required when a detailed project is proposed at the new motocross site.  
The subsequentThis project-level review will include an analysis of potential 
land use compatibility issues with locating the motocross site in proximity to the 
airport.   

Section 3.2 – Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

8. The paragraph under the “Prehistoric Context” heading on page 3.2-1 of the RDP-EIR was 
revised as follows: 

A distinct cultural sequence has yet to be specifically defined for Lake Elsinore.  
Traditionally, this area has been incorporated within discussion of Luiseño 
ethnographic traits, and previous descriptions depended upon the similarity of 
the limited assemblages with those from the more extensively studied Pauma 
Valley sites.  A discussion of Moratto’s (1984) Southern Coast Region (San Diego) 
sequence is based on these comparisons and included here.  In addition, in 
response to ethnographic references to shared use of this territory by groups to 
the east of the Luiseño, particularly the Cahuilla, Moratto’s (1984) Desert Region 
(Colorado River) sequence is also discussed. 

9. The third paragraph under the “Enthnographic Setting” heading on page 3.2-5 of the RDP-
EIR is hereby revised as follows: 

Villages were located in diverse ecological zones typically located along valley 
bottoms, streams, or coastal strands near mountain ranges.  Each village area 
contained many named places associated with food products, raw materials, or 
sacred beings, and each place was owned by an individual, family, the chief, or 
by the group collectively (Bean and Shipek 1978).  The village of Paiahche is 
ethnographically documented immediately north of the lake by (Kroeber (1925), 
however consultation with the Pechanga Tribe shows that the village was located 
northwest of the Lake and that the correct spelling is Páayaxchi.  This name also 
refers to the Lake itself.  The Luiseño knew Lake Elsinore as Paahashnan.  The 
area around and including the Elsinore hot springs was known to the Luiseño as 
‘Atengvo iténgvu Wumówmu (meaning “hot springs”).  The hot springs also 
figure prominently in the local creation mythinto Luiseño oral tradition.  The 
location, Itengvu Wumowmu, is named in a song about the death of 
WiyotWuyóot, a religious leader who led the people in their migration from the 
north (Du Bois 1908; Harrington 1978 in Grenda et al. 1997). Several additional 
Luiseño place names are within the Lake Elsinore area and SOI including 
We’éeva, Píi’iv, Qawiimay, Páayaxchi Nivé’wuna, Anóomay and others, 
reflecting this diverse and well utilized region. 



Section 3.0 – Corrections, Errata and Changes 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  3 . 0 - 4  

10. The fourth sentence of the last paragraph on page 3.2-7 of the RDP-EIR is hereby amended 
as follows: 

In early 1887, one of Heald’s major accomplishments was the building of a 
Bathhouse in the ancient hot springs of the Pai-ah-che Páayaxchi, known as the 
Crescent. 

11. The first paragraph under the heading “Prehistoric Archaeological Sites” on page 3.2-12 of 
the RDP-EIR was amended as follows: 

The previous studies conducted within the planning area identified prehistoric 
archaeological sites including villages, rock shelters, habitation sites, lithic 
scatters, and milling slicks. (Figure 3.2-1, Cultural Resource Areas). Isolated 
artifacts not associated with the larger sites have also been identified within the 
project area.  Previously identified archaeological sites can be used as a general 
guideline to understanding the nature of localized prehistoric inhabitation and 
provide assistance in determining areas of known sensitivity for prehistoric 
archaeological resources. 

12. The second paragraph on Page 3.2-12 in Section 3.2.2 (Environmental Setting) of the RDP-
EIR was revised as follows: 

The record search also indicated that 157 prehistoric and historical archaeological 
sites have been recorded in the project area.  Of these sites, eight were considered 
important enough to be evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  Of those so evaluated, 
two prehistoric archaeological sites (the rock shelter site CA-RIV-1022 and the 
prehistoric village site CA-RIV-2798) were determined eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

13. Figure 3.2-1 (Cultural Resource Areas) on page 3.2-15 of the RDP-EIR was deleted.  Figure 
3.2-1 was replaced with a page that states “Figure 3.2-1 has been deleted.” 

14. Inasmuch that Table 3.2-3 on page 3.2-32 in the RDP-EIR incorrectly numbered the 
proposed General Plan Goals and Policies.  Therefore, this table and any references to the 
goals and policies contained in Section 3.2 and Section 4.0 of the RDP-EIR were revised to 
reflect that Goals 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 and associated policies contained in Chapter 4.0 of the 
proposed General Plan are corrected to be Goals 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 and associated policies.  

15. Table 3.2-3 (General Plan Cultural Resources Goals, Policies and Implementation 
Programs) on page 3.2-32 of the RDP-EIR was revised to the following revisions: 

Goal 6 Preserve, protect, and promote the cultural heritage of the City and surrounding 
region for the education and enjoyment of all City residents and visitors, as well as for the 
advancement of historical and archeological knowledge. 

Policy 6.2 The City shall consult with the appropriate Native American tribes for projects 
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identified under SB 18 (Traditional Tribal Cultural Places). 

Policy 6.3 When significant cultural/archeological sites or artifacts are discovered on a site, 
coordination with professional archeologists, relevant state and, if applicable, federal agencies, 
and concerned the appropriate Native American tribes regarding preservation of sites or 
professional retrieval and preservation of artifacts or by other means of protection,  prior to 
development of the site shall be required.  Because ceremonial items and items of cultural 
patrimony reflect traditional religious beliefs and practices, developers should shall waive any 
and all claims to ownership and agree to return all Native American ceremonial items and items 
of cultural patrimony that may be found on a project site to the appropriate tribe for treatment. It 
is understood by all parties that unless otherwise required by law, the site of any reburial of 
Native American human remains or cultural artifacts shall not be disclosed and shall not be 
governed by public disclosure requirements of the California Public Records Act. 

Goal 7 Support state-of-the-art research designs and analytical approaches to archeological 
and cultural resource investigations while also acknowledging the traditional knowledge and 
experience of the Native American tribes regarding Native American culture. 

Policy 7.1 Consult with California Native American tribes prior to decision-making processes 
for the purpose of preserving cultural places located on land within the City’s jurisdiction that 
may be affected by the proposed plan, in accordance with State or Federal requirements.  

Policy 7.3 Continue to update a citywide inventory of cultural resources in conformance with 
state standards and procedures while maintaining the confidentiality of information as required 
by law. 

Policy 7.4 Support the permanent curation of archeological artifact collections by universities, 
museums or other appropriate tribal facilities. 

Policy 7.5 Increase opportunities for cultural heritage tourism by promoting the history of Lake 
Elsinore by attract cultural heritage travelers while maintaining the confidentiality of Native 
American sites, places and other information as required by law. 

 

16. Mitigation measure MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10 located on page 3.2-50 of 
the RDP-EIR was revised as follows: 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10:  If human remains are encountered, 
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin.  Further, pursuant to California Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance 
until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made.  If the 
Riverside County Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the 
coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
contacted within a reasonable timeframe24 hours.  Subsequently, the Native 
American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to 
be the “most likely descendant.”  The most likely descendant shall may then 
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make recommendations, and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of 
the remains as provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98. 

Section 3.4 – Transportation and Circulation 

17. In a letter dated November 9, 2011, Urban Crossroads re-analyzed the Traffic Impact 
Analysis contained in Appendix D of the RDP-EIR.  As a result of this analysis, Urban 
Crossroads determined that the projected General Plan buildout traffic volumes for two 
relatively minor “loop” roadways located west of Lincoln Street and south of Interstate 15 
can be accommodated by the Divided Collector roadway classification.  As a result of this 
analysis the following minor corrections to the analysis contained in Section 3.4 
(Transportation and Circulation) and Appendix D (Traffic Studies) of the RDP-EIR have 
been made. 

a. The November 9, 2011 letter from Urban Crossroads has been added to Appendix D 
of the RDP-EIR. 

b. Figure 3.4-14 (Recommended Circulation Roadway System) was updated to show 
the two minor “loop” roadways located west of Lincoln Street and south of 
Interstate 15 as “Divided Collector (2-Lanes  with Potential Augmented 
Intersections)” roadways. 

c. The description of Road “A” from “W of Temescal Rd” to “Temescal Rd” located in 
Table 3.4-10 (Highway Link/Roadway Capacity Analysis – General Plan Buildout 
Conditions) on page 3.4-87 of the RDP-EIR was updated as follows: 

ROADWAY  FROM:  TO:  CLASSIFICATION 
LOS E. 

CAPACITY 

TOTAL 

DAILY 

TRAFFIC 

VOLUMES 

V/C 
CAPACITY 

CALCULATION 

Road “A” W of 
Temescal 
Canyon 
Rd 

Temescal 
Canyon 
Rd 

Secondary 
Divided Collector 

25,900 
18,000 

10,000 
0.39 
0.56 

Acceptable 

 

18. In order to make a minor spelling correction to Figure 3.4-15 (Recommended Roadway 
Cross Sections) on page 3.4-69 of the RDP-EIR, the word “Senario” at the top of the figure 
was corrected to read “Scenario”. 

19. Figure 3.4-24 was revised to modify the background of the Elsinore Area Trails System 
figure by replacing the “public/quasi public lands” background with a topographic relief 
background and to include the adopted Riverside County trails system, which includes the 
City of Menifee Trail System.  
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20. In order to make a minor correction to reference to the General Plan’s bikeway map, the 
first sentence on page 3.4-115 of the RDP-EIR was corrected to read: 

Figure 3.4-25, Proposed Bikeways, presents the City’s Proposed Bikeway Map 
which is also shown as Figure 2.6 2.5 in the City’s General Plan Update. 

Section 3.5 - Noise 

21. Mitigation measure MM Noise 4 on page 3.5-43 was clarified as follows: 

MM Noise 4: For projects proposing new recreational uses or increased intensity 
of recreational activity in proximity to sensitive receptors, the City shall require 
the project applicant to demonstrate the recreational use’s compliance with City 
noise standards.  Where project-specific analysis determines that noise standards 
may be exceeded, the City shall require binding mitigation measures that will 
reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. 

For projects proposing new residential uses in proximity to recreational areas, 
the City shall require the project applicant to demonstrate the recreational 
residential use’s compliance with City noise standards with respect to the 
existing recreational areas.  Where project-specific analysis determines that noise 
standards may be exceeded, then the City shall require binding mitigation 
measures that will reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. 

Section 3.7 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

22. Table 3.7-9 on page 3.7-32 of the RDP-EIR was corrected to show the values contained in 
Table 3.7-8 of the RDP-EIR as follows: 

Table 3.7-9, Reductions Relative to Targets 

 
2020 

(MT 

CO2E) 

2020 

(MT CO2E/ 

SP1) 

2030 

(MT 

CO2E) 

2030 

(MT 

CO2E/ SP) 

Total Projected Business-as-Usual Emissions 1,064,565 7.4 2,028,819 6.7 

Total Reduction from State and Local Measures 399,224 2.8 
764,853 
768,105 

2.5 

Total Projected Emissions with CAP  665,341 4.6 
1,263,966 
1,260,714 

4.2 

GHG Emissions Target 944,737 6.6 1,334,243 4.4 

Amount Exceeding Target 279,396 2.0 
70,277 
73,529 0.2 

Source: Appendix G (City of Lake Elsinore Climate Action Plan, Table 5-4). 
1 SP = Service Population; 2020 service population = 143,142; 2030 service population = 303,237 
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 These corrections were also made to Table 5-4 and Table B-7 in the Climate Action Plan 
attached as Appendix G of the RDP-EIR. 

23. Table 3.7-10 on page 3.7-33 was corrected to show the values contained in Table 3.7-8 of the 
RDP-EIR as follows: 

Table 3.7-10, Reduction Target Analysis 

REDUCTION FOCUS AREA 

2020 

REDUCTION 

POTENTIAL 

(MT CO2E) 

2020 

REDUCTION 

POTENTIAL 

(MT 

CO2E/SP1) 

2030 

REDUCTION 

POTENTIAL 

(MT CO2E) 

2030 

REDUCTION 

POTENTIAL 

(MT 

CO2E/SP1) 

Total Reduction from Transportation and 
Land Use Measures 

62,138 0.4 124,279 0.4 

Total Reduction from Energy Measures 89,131 0.6 177,817 0.6 
Total Reduction from Solid Waste 
Measures 

8,427 0.1 9,525 0.03 

Total Reduction from Education and 
Outreach Measures 

Contributes 
to other 

measures 
 

Contributes 
to other 

measures 
 

Total Reduction from State-Level 
Regulations 

239,528 1.7 456,484 1.5 

Total Reduction from Measures 399,224 2.8 768,105 2.5 
 

Projected Emissions with CAP 
Measures 665,341 4.6 

1,263,966 
1,260,714 4.2 

GHG Emissions Target 944,737 6.6 1,334,243 4.4 

Amount Exceeding Target 279,396 2.0 
70,277 
73,529 0.2 

Source: Appendix G (City of Lake Elsinore Climate Action Plan, Table E-3). 
1 SP = Service Population; 2020 service population = 143,142; 2030 service population = 303,237 

 

 These corrections were also made to Table ES-3 in the Climate Action Plan attached as 
Appendix G of the RDP-EIR 

24. The duplicate reference to AB 32 within Section 3.7.8 (References) on page 3.7-36 of the 
RDP-EIR was deleted. 
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Section 3.10 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

25. The first full paragraph on page 3.10-20 of Section 3.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) 
of the RDP-EIR was revised as follows: 

An increase in the generation, storage, and disposal of household hazardous 
wastes would be associated with buildout of the GPU.  A household hazardous 
waste is any waste generated by households that can cause illness or death or 
pose a threat to health or the environment when improperly stored, disposed, or 
otherwise managed.  Establishment of permanent collection centers or periodic 
collection events at temporary locations are the most common methods for 
gathering household hazardous waste for disposal other than through the 
municipal garbage collection system. Through ongoing cooperation between the 
City of Lake Elsinore and the Riverside County Waste Management District, the 
Lake Elsinore Regional Permanent Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
Facility (PHHWCF) serves City and County residents.  The PHHWCF is located 
at 521 North Langstaff Street within the City of Lake Elsinore.  Household 
hazardous waste collection and education programs will continue to operate in 
the City pursuant to Policy 3.4 of the Public Safety and Welfare chapter’s 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section.   

26. Mitigation measure MM Hazards 4 on page 3.10-25 of the RDP-EIR was clarified as 
follows: 

MM Hazards 4: Proposed development projects within proximity to the Skylark 
Airport the Skylark Airport Influence Area, as shown on Figure 2.7 of the 
General Plan, will be evaluated for consistency with continued operations at the 
airport.  The project applicant of each such development project shall comply 
with the 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. 

Section 3.15 – Parks and Recreation 

27. Figure 3.15-1 of the RDP-EIR was revised to modify the background of the General Plan 
Parks figure by replacing the “public/quasi public lands” background with a topographic 
relief background. 

Section 3.16 – Utilities and Service Systems 

28. The 2nd, 3rd and 4th paragraphs on page 3.16-5 in Section 3.16.2 (Environmental Setting) 
of the RDP-EIR were amended as follows: 

CR&R is responsible for trash disposal in the City of Lake Elsinore as well as in 
Temecula, Canyon Lake, and parts of the unincorporated County of Riverside.  
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Residents are provided a 60-gallon trash container for garbage.  Trash is taken to 
either a landfill within Riverside County or the Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF).  There are no landfills in the City.  Riverside County Waste Management 
Department (RCWMD) manages the landfills used by the City of Lake Elsinore.  
Capacity levels of landfills within RCWMD’s jurisdiction are calculated 
according to the system-wide capacity level.  Landfills within their jurisdiction 
adhere to state guidelines, which specify that a minimum of 15 years of system-
wide landfill capacity shall be provided. 

RCWMD facilitates waste management services for Riverside County.  These 
services are provided on a countywide basis, and each private or public entity 
determines which landfill or transfer station to use.  Typically, this determination 
is made based on geographic proximity.  The landfills typically used by the City 
of Lake Elsinore are the El Sobrante, Badlands, and Lamb Canyon Landfills.  All 
three of the landfills are Class III municipal solid waste landfills. 

The El Sobrante Landfill is located east of I-15 and Temescal Canyon Road, south 
of the city of Corona at 10910 Dawson Canyon Road.  The landfill is the only 
private landfill in Riverside County and is owned and operated by USA Waste of 
California, a subsidiary of Waste Management, Inc.  The existing landfill 
encompasses 1,322 acres, of which 485 468 acres are permitted for landfilling.  
The El Sobrante Landfill is currently permitted to receive a maximum of 70,000 
tons per 7-day week of refuse, with a daily tonnage limit of that shall not exceed 
16,054 tons (of which up to 5,000 tons are in-County wastes) in any single day. 
The landfill has a total capacity of approximately 109 184 million tons, or 184.93 
209.91 million cubic yards.  Pursuant to the Second Amendment to the Second 
Landfill Agreement between the County of Riverside and the landfill owner, a 
maximum of 52.32 million tons of the landfill’s design capacity and 5,000 tons of 
the permitted daily capacity are reserved for refuse generated within Riverside 
County.  As of the end of 2009 2010, the landfill had a remaining total capacity of 
approximately 125.118 110.783 million tons and an in-county disposal capacity of 
approximately 50.047 44.313 million tons1.  The landfill is expected to reach 
capacity by approximately 2045. 

29. The paragraph immediately after Table 3.16-11 on page 3.16-10 of the RDP-EIR was 
amended as follows: 

As shown in Table 3.16-11, implementation of the proposed project would 
generate an estimated total of approximately 412,039 tons of solid waste during 
buildout. However, pursuant to the Integrated Waste Management Act, the State 
of California has established 50 percent as the minimum waste reduction rate for 
all cities. Additionally, Chapter 14.12 of the LEMC mandates that a minimum of 
50 percent of C&D debris to be diverted away from landfills.  Thus recycling of 
construction and demolition waste generated during construction will greatly 
reduce the amount of such waste that is directed into landfills and the estimated 
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maximum amount of C&D debris that will be placed into landfills would be 
206,019.8 tons or an average of 10,300.99 tons per year over the next 20 years.  
This average represents approximately 0.1 0.25 percent of the total annual 
capacity (9,144,710 4,061,000 tons per year4) of all landfills currently serving the 
City. 

30. Footnote 4 on page 3.16-30 was amended as follows: 

4Daily total daily capacity multiplied by 365 days per year. Daily total tonnage of 
4,000 tons on in-County waste for each the El Sobrante Landfill and the Badlands 
Landfills multiplied by 307 days of operation per year and a daily tonnage of 
5,000 tons of waste for the Lamb Canyon Landfill multiplied by 321 days of 
operation per year. 

31. The third paragraph on page 3.16-31 of the RDP-EIR was amended follows: 

Therefore, the maximum estimated increase in solid waste that would be placed 
into landfills at general plan buildout (2030) would be 87,747 tons per year.  This 
represents approximately 1.4 2.1 percent of the current combined daily permitted 
capacity (25,054 tons per day) of all landfills currently serving the City. Although 
buildout of the proposed project will result in an increase in the amount of solid 
waste that is sent to landfills, the remaining combined capacity at the landfills is 
sufficient to accommodate buildout of the proposed project. 

32. The discussion regarding the 3rd Street Annexation on page 3.16-32 of the RDP-EIR was 
amended as follows: 

Service provider will change from Riverside County Waste Management to the 
City of Lake Elsinore under contract with CR&R, Inc.The current waste collection 
service provider for the 3rd Street Annexation Area is Burrtec Waste Industries, 
Inc.  In accordance with California law, the County franchise hauler for the 
annexation area will have a 5-year “sunset” time period to relinquish the refuse 
collection and hauling right to the City’s franchise hauler.  Currently, CR&R, Inc. 
provides solid waste collection and hauling services within the City under 
contract with the City of Lake Elsinore. No additional waste management 
facilities or staffing would be required to serve the proposed 3rd Street 
Annexation territory.   

Climate Action Plan (Appendix G of RDP-EIR) 

33. In order to correct a typographical error, the title of “Table E-3” on page ES-7 of the 
Climate Action Plan (Appendix G of the RDP-EIR) was corrected to read “Table ES-3”. 
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34. As described above, Table ES-3 on page ES-7 of the Climate Action Plan (Appendix G of 
the RDP-EIR) was corrected to show the values contained in Table 3.7-8 (Climate Action 
Plan Table 5-3). 

35. As described above, Tables 5-4 and B-7 were corrected to show the values contained in 
Table 3.7-8 of the RDP-EIR (Climate Action Plan Table 5-3). 

36. In order to correct a typographical error, Line 3 on  page 1-1 of the Climate Action Plan the 
reference to “Executive Order S-3-50” was corrected to read “Executive Order S-3-05”. 
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3.3 MODIFIED RDP-EIR FIGURES 
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Figure 3.4-7
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 Incorporate revisions to the City’s Land Use Element and Land Use Map.  The Plan will 
also include 16 District Plans that cover specific, defined geographic areas within the 
City, to provide a more precise focus and to recognize the unique and treasured assets of 
the individual communities that make up the City; 

 Revise the format of the City’s General Plan by dividing the Plan into an introduction 
and three topical chapters.  

The City’s General Plan Update is a large-scale planning update that covers all land within the 
City’s corporate boundaries and its sphere of influence.  The General Plan Update’s planning 
horizon is 2030.  While the General Plan Update does not present a specific plan for individual 
development, it establishes a framework for future projects and actions that may be taken in 
furtherance of the general plan’s goals and policies.   
 
Annexation No. 81 
Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”) consists of the proposed 
annexation of approximately 320 acres from the County to the City. The 3rd Street Annexation 
entails pre-zoning the parcels for consistency with City zones.  This action will require revision 
of the City’s Zoning Ordinance to properly implement the pre-zoning conditions.  The 
proposed annexation would allow increased efficiency in service provision to the area, which is 
almost completely surrounded by incorporated land, and would represent a more orderly 
planning and development pattern than would occur if the land remained in the County’s 
jurisdiction.  The 3rd Street Annexation territory is currently within the City’s Sphere of 
Influence.  The 3rd Street Annexation territory is generally bounded by State Route 74 to the 
northwest; recent residential development in the Ramsgate Specific Plan Area to the north; a 
mixture of developed and undeveloped land to the east and south; and Dexter Avenue, 
Cambern Avenue, and Interstate 15 to the southwest. 
 
Downtown Master Plan 
The Downtown Master Plan will provide a vision and strategic framework to guide the future 
development of the City’s downtown area. The purpose of the Downtown Master Plan is to 
identify the goals, objectives and desires of the community and offer approaches to implement 
them.  The Downtown Master Plan will establish five distinct walkable districts centered on 
Main Street (Gateway District, Garden District, Cultural District, Historic District and 
Waterfront District). 
 
Housing Element 
The Housing Element is one of the seven mandatory elements of the General Plan. Through its 
policies, procedures, and incentives, the updated Housing Element will provide an action-plan 
for maintaining and expanding the housing supply for all income levels in the City of Lake 
Elsinore. Lake Elsinore’s Housing Element for the planning period of July 1, 2008 to June 30, 
2014 will describe policies and programs including: 

 Identification and analysis of existing and projected housing needs, resources and 
constraints; 

 A statement of goals, policies, quantified objectives, and scheduled programs for 
preservation, improvement and development of housing; 

 Identification of adequate sites for housing; and 
 Adequate provision for existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the 

community, including both lower and higher incomes.  
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Climate Action Plan 
The Climate Action Plan (CAP) is the City of Lake Elsinore’s long-range plan to reduce local 
greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. The CAP will identify the activities 
in Lake Elsinore that generate greenhouse gas emissions, will quantify these emissions, and 
project their future trends. It will also describe local greenhouse gas emissions targets for the 
years 2020 and 2030, consistent with the State of California’s emissions reduction targets, as well 
as strategies and measures to meet these targets.  Implementation of the CAP will guide Lake 
Elsinore’s actions to reduce its contribution to climate change and will support the State of 
California’s emissions reduction targets. The CAP is also intended to support tiering and 
streamlining of future projects within Lake Elsinore pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15152 and 15183.5. 
 
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: The RDP-EIR discusses the 
project’s potential environmental impacts and concluded that the project will have no 
potentially significant impacts upon Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Mineral Resources, Population 
and Housing and Utilities and Service Systems and as a result, no mitigation measures beyond 
the goals, policies and implementation programs identified in the proposed General Plan 
Update are required for these issue areas. The RDP-EIR also determined that the following issue 
areas have potentially significant environmental impacts that will be mitigated to below a level 
of significance: Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, 
Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Material, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use 
& Planning (including Agricultural Resources), Parks and Recreation and Public Services.  The 
RDP-EIR determined that the proposed project will have significant and unavoidable project-
level and cumulative impacts related to Air Quality, Noise and Transportation and Circulation, 
which cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance.  As a result, a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations will be required in order for the project to be approved. 
 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS STATEMENT:  The project area (City and its Sphere of 
Influence) includes sites that have been included on lists of hazardous waste sites enumerated 
under Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code. 
 
NOTICE PURSUANT TO STATE CEQA GUIDELINES SECTION 15088.5(f): In 2007, a Draft 
PEIR was prepared for the proposed project in accordance with then-current CEQA regulations 
and guidelines.  The first Draft PEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period on or 
about December 6, 2007. Notice is hereby provided pursuant to the provisions of State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(1) that although comments received regarding the previously 
circulated Draft PEIR are part of the administrative record, the previous comments do not 
require a written response in the Final PEIR.  New comments must be submitted for the RDP-
EIR. 
 
DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY:  The Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(State Clearinghouse Number 2005121019) and associated Technical Appendices are available 
for review on the City’s website at http://www.lake-elsinore.org and at the following locations: 

 City of Lake Elsinore, 130 South Main Street, Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 Altha Merrifield Memorial Library, 600 West Graham Avenue, Lake Elsinore, CA 
92530 

 Vick Knight Community Library, 32593 Riverside Drive, Building 200, Lake Elsinore, 
CA 92530 





State Clearinghouse 
Governor’s Office of Planning Research 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 212 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

Ms. Leslie MacNair 
CA Department of Fish & Game 
Inland Desert/Eastern Sierra Region 
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Ste C-220 
Ontario, CA  91764 

 

Regional Water Quality Control Board #8 
Santa Ana Basin Region 
Attn; Mark G. Adelson 
3737 Main Street, Ste 500 
Riverside, CA  92501-3348 

CALTRANS District #8 - Planning 
IGR/Local Development Review 
464 W. Fourth Street, 6th Floor MS 722 
San Bernardino, CA  92401-1400 

 

Native American Heritage Commission 
Attn:  Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 
915 Capitol Mall Room 364 
Sacramento, CA  95814 

 

California Emergency Management Agency 
Attn: Dennis Castrillo, Environmental Officer 
3650 Schriever Avenue 
Mather, CA  95655 

CEQA Review 
California Department of Housing & Community 
Development 
1800 Third Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811-6942 

 

CEQA Review 
California Air Resources Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

 

CEQA Review 
Department of Conservation 
801 K Street, MS 24-01 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3500 

Elsinore-Murrieta-Anza Resource Conserv. Dist. 
21535 Palomar St. #A 
Wildomar Ca. 92595 

 

State of California 
Dept. of Toxic Substances Control 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

 
Federal Highway Administration 
650 Capitol Mall, Ste 4-100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Service 
Attn:  Kennon A. Corey, Asst. Field Supervisor 
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Ste. 101 
Carlsbad, CA  92011 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles District 
915 Wilshire Blvd, Ste 980 
Los Angeles, CA  90017 

 

Riverside County Transportation Dept. 
Attn:  Juan Perez 
PO Box 1090 
Riverside, CA  92502-1090 

Cleveland National Forest 
Attn: William Metz, Forest Supervisor 
10845 Rancho Bernardo Rd., Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92127 -2107 

 

US Postal Service 
AIS Coordinator 
4150 Chicago Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92507-9503 

 

Riverside County Flood Control & Water 
Conservation District 
1995 Market Street 
Riverside, CA  92501 

Riverside County Clerk 
Attn:  M. Meyer 
2724 Gateway Drive 
Riverside, CA  92502-0751 

 

County of Riverside Planning Department 
Attn:  Carolyn Syms Luna, Director 
P. O. Box 1409 
Riverside CA  92502-1409 

 

Riverside County Office of Education 
Attn:  Kenneth M. Young, Superintendent 
3939 13th Street 
Riverside, CA  92502-0868 

Riverside Co. Habitat Conservation Agency 
Attn:  Carolyn Syms Luna, Director 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA  92502 

 

Riverside Co. Transportation Commission 
Attn:  Anne Mayer, Executive Director 
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 
PO Box 12008 
Riverside, CA  92502-2208 

 

Riverside County Fire Department 
Attn: Ben R. Johnson, AICP, Strategic Planning 
          Bureau 
210 West San Jacinto Avenue 
Perris, CA 92570 

Riverside County Waste Management 
Attn:  Sung Key Ma, Urban/Regional Planner IV 
14310 Frederick Street 
Moreno Valley, CA  92553 

 

Stanley Sniff, Sheriff 
County of Riverside, Sheriff’s Department 
4095 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

 

Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
Attn: Ed Cooper, Director 
Riverside County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 14th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Captain Dave Fontneau 
Lake Elsinore Police Department 
333 Limited Avenue 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 

Mary Lanier, Community Dev. Director 
City of Murrieta Planning Department 
1 Towne Square 
24601 Jefferson Avenue 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

 

Joanne Colletta, Planning Director 
City of Corona 
400 S. Vicentia Avenue 
Corona, CA  92882 



City of Canyon Lake Planning Department 
Attn: Russell Brady, City Planner 
31516 Railroad Canyon Road 
Canyon Lake, CA  92587 

 

Matthew Bassi, Planning Director 
City of Wildomar 
23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 201 
Wildomar, CA  92595 

 

City of Menifee 
Attn: Lisa Gordon, Senior Planner 
29683 New Hub Drive 
Menifee, CA 92586 

Clara Miramontes, Planning Manager 
City of Perris 
101 N. D street 
Perris, CA 92570-1917 

 

Patrick Richardson, Director of Planning 
City of Temecula 
43200 Business Park Drive 
Temecula, CA 92590 

 

Mr. Ian MacMillan, Program Supervisor 
CEQA Inter-Governmental Review 
South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
21865 E. Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA  91765-4182 

Eric H. Roth, Manager 
Southern California Assoc. of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90017-3407 

 

Western Riverside Council of Governments 
Attn: Rick Bishop, AICP 
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 
Riverside, CA  92501-3679 

 

Western Riverside County Regional 
Conservation Authority 
Attn: Charles Landry, Executive Director 
3403 10th Street, Suite 320 
Riverside, CA 92501 

George J. Spiliotis, Executive Director 
Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission 
3850 Vine Street, Ste. 110 
Riverside, CA  92507-4277 

 

Michael McCoy, Senior Planner 
Riverside Transit Authority 
1825 Third Street 
Riverside, CA 92517-1968 

 

CEQA Review 
Metropolitan Water District of So. California 
P. O. Box 54153 
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153 

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 
Attn:  Ronald Young, General Manager 
31315 Chaney Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA  92530 

 

Eastern Municipal Water District 
Attn:  Karen Hackett, Sr. Env. Analyst 
PO Box 8300 
Perris, CA  92572-8306 

 

Western Municipal Water District 
CEQA Review 
14205 Meridian Parkway 
Riverside, CA, 92518 

Southern California Edison Company 
Attn: Viet Tran, Regional Manager 
24487 Prielipp Road 
Wildomar, CA 92595 

 

SAWPA 
Attn:  Celeste Cantu, General Manager 
11615 Sterling Avenue 
Riverside, CA  92503 

 

Southern California Edison Company 
Attn: CEQA Review 
2244 Walnut Grove Ave., Room 312 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

Southern California Gas Co.  
Attn:  Mapping Department 
PO Box 3003   
Redlands, CA  92374 

 
CR&R 
PO Box 1208 
Perris, CA 92572 

 

Verizon Engineering 
CAE 15 NC 
150 South Juanita 
Hemet, CA 92543 

San Bernardino County Museum 
Attn:  Kathleen B. Springer 
2024 Orange Tree Lane 
Redlands, CA  92374 

 

Eastern Information Center 
University of California, Riverside, Dept. of 
Anthropology 
1334 Watkins Hall 
Riverside, CA 92521 

 

Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians 
Attn: Michele Fahley, Deputy General Counsel 
PO Box 1477 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
Attn: Anna Hoover 
PO Box 1477 
Temecula, CA  92593 

 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
Attn:  Joseph Ontiveros 
P. O. Box 487. 
San Jacinto, CA  92581 

 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians  
Attn:  Franklin Dancy, Director of Planning 
12700 Pumarra Blvd. 
Banning Ca  92220 

Tomaras and Ogas, LLP 
Attn:  Brenda Tomaras 
10755-F Scripps Poway Parkway #281 
San Diego, CA  92131 

 

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Rob Roy, Environmental Director 
22000 Highway 76 
Pauma Valley, CA 92061 

 

Pala Band of Mission Indians 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
Attn: Shasta C. Gaughen, MA 
35008 Pala-Temecula Road, PMB 445 
Pala, CA 92059 



Rincon Band of Mission Indians 
Attn: Rose Duro, Cultural Committee Chair 
P. O. Box 68 
Valley Center, CA 92082 

 

San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians 
Tribal Council 
1889 Sunset Drive 
Vista, CA 92081 

 

Cahuilla Band of Indians 
Attn:  Luther Salgado, Sr., Chairperson 
P.O. Box 391760 
Anza, CA  92539 

Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians 
Mayme Estrada, Chairwoman 
P. O. Box 609 
Hemet, CA 92546 

 

Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 
Joseph Hamilton, Chairman 
P.O. Box 391670 
Anza, CA 92539 

 

Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians 
Francine Kupsch, Spokesperson 
PO Box 189  
Warner, CA  92086 

Pauma & Yuima Reservation 
Attn: Randall Majel, Chairperson 
P. O. Box 369 
Pauma Valley, CA 92061 

 

Serrano Nation of Indians 
Attn: Goldie Walker 
P.O. Box 343 
Patton, CA 92369 

 

Lake Elsinore Unified School District 
Attn: Tina Koonce, Director, Facilities and  
               Operations 
545 Chaney Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA  92530 

Menifee Union School District 
Attn: Linda C. Callaway, Superintendent 
30205 Menifee Road 
Menifee, CA  92584 

 

Perris Union High School District 
Attn: Jonathan Greenberg, Superintendent 
155 East 4th Street 
Perris CA, 92570 

 

Corona-Norco Unified School District 
Attn: Kent L. Bechler, Superintendent 
2820 Clark Avenue 
Norco, CA 92860 

Perris Elementary School District 
Attn: Edward Agundez, Superintendent 
143 East 1st Street, 
Perris, CA 92570 

 
Lake Elsinore Historical Society 
P.O. Box 84 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92531 

 

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Attn:  Kim Cousins, President 
132 W. Graham Avenue 
Lake Elsinore, CA  92530 

Lake Elsinore & San Jacinto Watersheds 
Authority 
Attn: Mark Norton, Authority Administrator 
11615 Sterling Ave 
Riverside, CA 92503 

 

Altha Merrifield Memorial Library 
600 West Graham Avenue 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 
 

 
Vick Knight Community Library 
32593 Riverside Drive, Building 200 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

Endangered Habitats League 
Attn:  Dan Silver, Executive Director 
8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592 
Los Angeles, CA  90069-4267 

 
Sierra Club - San Gorgonio Chapter 
4079 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92501 

 
Palomar Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 2483 
Escondido, CA 92033 

Inland Empire Waterkeepers 
6876 Indiana Avenue, Suite D 
Riverside 92506 

 

Caltech/Mt. Palomar Observatory 
Attn: Andrew Boden, Deputy Director 
1200 East California Blvd., Mail Code 11-17 
Pasadena, CA 91125 

 

Mark Knorringa, Executive Officer 
Building Industry Assoc. of Southern California 
3891 11th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Southwest Riverside County Assoc. of Realtors 
26529 Jefferson Ave. 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

 

Stephen M. Miles, Esq. 
Miles Chen Law Group 
9911 Irvine Center Drive, Ste. 150 
Irvine, CA 92618 

 

Castle & Cooke Alberhill Ranch 
Attn: Mr. M. J. Tomlinson, Sr. Vice President 
4113 Pearl Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

Ms. Valerie A. Mosqueda 
Briggs Law Corporation 
Inland Empire Office 
99 East “C” Street, Suite 111 
Upland, CA 91786 

 

The Shopoff Group 
Attn: Edward Fitzpatrick, Exec. Vice President 
8951 Research Drive 
Irvine, CA 92618 

 

Luebben Johnson & Barnhouse, L.L.P. 
Attn: Richard C. Wade, Paralegal 
7424 4th Street NW 
Los Ranchos de Albuquerque, NM 87107 



Mr. Tim Fleming 
17970 Lakeshore Drive 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530-3109 

 

Mr. Hardy Strozier, AICP 
The Planning Associates 
3151 Airway Avenue, Suite R-1 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

 

Mr. Rick Estes, Conservation Committee 
Sierra Club - San Gorgonio Chapter 
P. O. Box 1571 
Wildomar, CA  92595 

     

Mayor Pro Tem Robert Magee  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 

Councilmember Daryl Hickman  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 

Councilmember Melissa Melendez  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

Councilmember Brian Tisdale  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 

Planning Commissioner John Gonzales  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 

Planning Commissioner Phil Mendoza  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

Planning Commissioner Shelly Jordan  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 

Planning Commissioner Rick Morsch  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

 

Planning Commissioner Michael O’Neal  
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 

Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 
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Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
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SCH #
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2005121019

General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81, Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, Climate Action Plan
City of Lake Elsinore Richard J. MacHott

130 South Main Street 951.674.3124, Extension 209
Lake Elsinore 92530 Riverside

Riverside City of Lake Elsinore
N/A 92530

33 40 2.8 117 19 40.4 46,565
N/A 5S, 6S 4W, 5W SBB&M

74, Interstate 15 Lake Elsinore, San Jacinto River, Temescal Wash
Skylark Airport Lake Elsinore Unified

✔

✔ ✔

✔ ✔ C.A.P.

✔

✔

✔

✔

94,616 27,223

2,039

✔

1,091
Public Institutional - 2,016 acres
1,353 acres

Open Space - 9,369 acres, Floodway/Lake - 3,474

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

1990 City of Lake Elsinore General Plan

See attached.
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PROJECT TITLE: 
Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation, 
Downtown Master Plan, Housing Element, Climate Action Plan 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
City of Lake Elsinore General Plan Update 
California Government Code Section 65300 requires each city and county in California to adopt a 
comprehensive, long-term general plan.  The City of Lake Elsinore has prepared the City of Lake Elsinore 
General Plan Update to replace the existing General Plan which was originally adopted in 1990.  The 
overall purpose of the General Plan is to update goals, objectives and policies that will guide development 
in the City and its Sphere of Influence and reflect the community’s vision for the future. 
 
Annexation No. 81 
Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the “3rd Street Annexation”) consists of the proposed annexation 
of approximately 320 acres from the County to the City. The 3rd Street Annexation entails pre-zoning the 
parcels for consistency with City zones.  This action will require revision of the City’s Zoning Ordinance 
to properly implement the pre-zoning conditions. The 3rd Street Annexation territory is currently within 
the City’s Sphere of Influence.  The 3rd Street Annexation territory is generally bounded by State Route 
74 to the northwest; recent residential development in the Ramsgate Specific Plan Area to the north; a 
mixture of developed and undeveloped land to the east and south; and Dexter Avenue, Cambern Avenue, 
and Interstate 15 to the southwest. 
 
Downtown Master Plan 
The Downtown Master Plan will provide a vision and strategic framework to guide the future 
development of the City’s downtown area. The purpose of the Downtown Master Plan is to identify the 
goals, objectives and desires of the community and offer approaches to implement them.   
 
Housing Element 
The Housing Element is one of the seven mandatory elements of the General Plan. Through its policies, 
procedures, and incentives, the updated Housing Element will provide an action-plan for maintaining and 
expanding the housing supply for all income levels in the City of Lake Elsinore. Lake Elsinore’s Housing 
Element for the planning period of July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2014 will describe policies and programs 
including: 
 
Climate Action Plan 
The Climate Action Plan (CAP) is the City of Lake Elsinore’s long-range plan to reduce local greenhouse 
gas emissions that contribute to climate change. The CAP will identify the activities in Lake Elsinore that 
generate greenhouse gas emissions, will quantify these emissions, and project their future trends. It will 
also describe local greenhouse gas emissions targets for the years 2020 and 2030, consistent with the 
State of California’s emissions reduction targets, as well as strategies and measures to meet these targets.  
Implementation of the CAP will guide Lake Elsinore’s actions to reduce its contribution to climate 
change and will support the State of California’s emissions reduction targets. The CAP is also intended to 
support tiering and streamlining of future projects within Lake Elsinore pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15152 and 15183.5. 
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SCH Number:   2005121019 

Document Type:   EIR - Draft EIR 

Alternate Title:   Lake Elsinore General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81 (also referred to as the 3rd Street Annexation, Downtown Master Plan, 
Housing Element, Climate Action Plan City of Lake Elsinore General Plan Update Lake Elsinore General Plan Update 

Project Lead Agency:   Lake Elsinore, City of 

Project Description 

CA Government Code Section 65300 requires each city and county in CA to adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan. The City of Lake Elsinore 
has prepared the City of Lake Elsinore General Plan Update to replace the existing General Plan which was originally adopted in 1990. The overall 
purpose of the General Plan is to update goals, objectives and policies that will guide development in the City and its Sphere of Influence and reflect 
the community's vision for the future. 

Contact Information 

Primary Contact:  
Richard J. MacHott  
City of Lake Elsinore  
(951) 674-3124 ext. 209  
130 S. Main Street  
Lake Elsinore,   CA   92350  

Project Location 

County:   Riverside  
City:   Lake Elsinore  
Region:    
Cross Streets:    
Latitude/Longitude:   33° 40' 2.8"  /  117° 19' 40.4"   Map  
Parcel No:  
Township: 5,6S  
Range: 4,5W  
Section:  
Base: SBB&M  
Other Location Info:    

Proximity To 

Highways:   Hwy 74, I-15  
Airports:   Skylark Airport  
Railways:    
Waterways:   Lake Elsinore, San Jacinto River, Temescal Wash  
Schools: Lake Elsinore Unified  
Land Use: 1990 City of Lake Elsinore General Plan  

Development Type 

Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Educational (Public Institutional - 2,016 acres), Other (Open Space - 9,369 acres, Floodway/Lake - 3,474) 

Local Action 

General Plan Update, Annexation, Community Plan, Other Action (C.A.P) 

Project Issues 

Agricultural Land, Cumulative Effects, Aesthetic/Visual, Economics/Jobs, Air Quality, Archaeologic-Historic, Biological Resources, 
Drainage/Absorption, Flood Plain/Flooding, Forest Land/Fire Hazard, Geologic/Seismic, Minerals, Noise, Population/Housing Balance, Public Services, 
Recreation/Parks, Schools/Universities, Sewer Capacity, Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading, Solid Waste, Toxic/Hazardous, Traffic/Circulation, 

Page 1 of 2CEQAnet - General Plan Update, Annexation No. 81, Downtown Master Plan, Housing E...
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Vegetation, Water Quality, Water Supply, Wetland/Riparian, Growth Inducing, Landuse 

Reviewing Agencies (Agencies in Bold Type submitted comment letters to the State Clearinghouse) 

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 6; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and 
Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, 
District 8; Department of Housing and Community Development; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8; Department of Toxic Substances 
Control; Native American Heritage Commission   

Date Received: 9/7/2011   Start of Review: 9/7/2011       End of Review: 10/21/2011 

CEQAnet HOME   |   NEW SEARCH 
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 
Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public 
Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.), public agencies are required to adopt a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program to ensure that the mitigation measures identified 
in an Environmental Impact Report are implemented.  As stated in Section 21081.6(a)(1) of the 
Public Resources Code: 

“The public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order 
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The reporting or 
monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance during project 
implementation.” 

The following table (Mitigation and Monitoring Program) provides the required information 
which includes the various mitigation measures set forth in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR 
for the proposed project, applicable implementation timing, identification of the agencies 
responsible for verifying implementation and the monitoring method for each identified 
mitigation measure. 

The mitigation measures contain several acronyms that are defined in the RDP-EIR and Final 
Recirculated Program EIR, but may not be defined in the mitigation measures themselves.  As 
used in the mitigation measures, these acronyms are defined as follows: 

AQMD Air Quality Management District 

CDD Community Development Director 

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

GPU General Plan Update 

I-15 Interstate 15 

MSHCP Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

SARI Santa Ana Regional Interceptor 

SR-74 State Route 74 
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5.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 

MITIGATION MEASURES  IMPLEMENTATION 

ACTION 

MONITORING 

METHOD 

RESPONSIBLE 

MONITORING PARTY 

TIMING 

3.1 Land Use and Planning 

MM Land Use 1: The Growth Management 
Program developed by the City provides a strategy 
for developing a pattern and rate of growth to 
ensure that adequate public facilities and 
infrastructure can be provided to meet the rate of 
new construction and population growth.  The 
goals and policies under the Growth Management 
section of the Community Form chapter provide 
principles for a growth management section.  
Implementation of the development pattern 
provided in the Growth Management Program and 
implementation of policies from the Growth 
Management Section of the Community Form 
chapter, in association with future development, 
would reduce impacts related to the population 
and housing forecasts. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Land Use 2: Implementation of the GPU, the 
Land Use Plan, and District Plans could result in 
significant impacts related to disturbance of areas 
described for conservation in the MSHCP.  
Individual projects implemented pursuant to the 
Land Use Plan and District Plans in accordance 
with the Resource Protection and Preservation 
Chapter, Biological Resources Section, Goal 1, 
Policies 1.1–1.11 will be required to demonstrate 
their avoidance of significant impacts associated 
with areas described for conservation in the 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
MSHCP.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES  IMPLEMENTATION 

ACTION 

MONITORING 

METHOD 

RESPONSIBLE 

MONITORING PARTY 

TIMING 

MSHCP Conservation Areas.  Future projects may 
be allowed to alter the Conservation Area 
boundaries through criteria refinement, minor 
amendments, or other means, but would be 
required to do so in conformance with all 
regulations and mitigation requirements of the 
MSHCP. 

MM Land Use 3:  Each project within the Skylark 
Airport Influence Area, as shown on Figure 2.7 of 
the General Plan, will be reviewed for its 
consistency with the Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook Recommendations when individual 
projects are proposed.  This review will include 
analysis and subsequent review under CEQA.  The 
feasibility of the proposed mitigation measures 
must be determined on a project-specific level.   

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and the incorporation 
of any mitigation 
measures into 
individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
individual projects in 
East Lake District. 

MM Land Use 4: If the motocross track is 
relocated, future development within the East Lake 
District Plan shall be required to comply with 
mitigation measures identified in the East Lake 
Specific Plan EIR.  However, additional project-
specific CEQA environmental analysis and review 
will be required when a detailed project is 
proposed at the new motocross site.  This project-
level review will include an analysis of potential 
land use compatibility issues. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and the incorporation 
of any mitigation 
measures into 
individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
individual projects in 
East Lake District. 

Implementation of mitigation measures MM Land 
Use 1 through MM Land Use 4 is required. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

3.2 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
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MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 1:  
Individual projects implemented in accordance 
with the Land Use Plan shall also demonstrate 
compliance with Land Use Policies 4.1-4.4, 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources Policy 6.1, 
and Historic Preservation Policies 9.1–9.4, and 
10.1-10.4.  As well as compliance with applicable 
District Plan Policies related to cultural and 
paleontological resources. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 2:  Prior 
to issuance of grading permit(s) for the project, the 
project applicant shall retain an archaeological 
monitor to monitor all ground-disturbing activities 
in an effort to identify any unknown 
archaeological resources.  Any newly discovered 
cultural resource deposits shall be subject to a 
cultural resources evaluation. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of a 
mitigation measure into 
individual projects’ 
conditions of approval 
which requires that an 
applicant-retained 
qualified archaeologist 
monitor all ground 
disturbing activities 
and to submit summary 
report. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 3:  At 
least 30 days prior to seeking a grading permit, the 
project applicant shall contact the appropriate tribe 
to notify that Tribe of grading, excavation and the 
monitoring program, and to coordinate with the 
City of Lake Elsinore and the Tribe to develop a 
Cultural Resources Treatment and Monitoring 
Agreement.  The Agreement shall address the 
treatment of known cultural resources, the 
designation, responsibilities, and participation of 
Native American Tribal monitors during grading, 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of a 
mitigation measure into 
individual projects’ 
conditions of approval 
which requires the 
submittal of an 
executed Cultural 
Resources Treatment 
and Monitoring Review and approval of Community At least 30 days prior to 
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excavation and ground disturbing activities; 
project grading and development scheduling; 
terms of compensation; and treatment and final 
disposition of any cultural resources, sacred sites, 
and human remains discovered on the site. 

Agreement at least 30 
days prior to seeking a 
grading permit. 

Cultural Resources 
Treatment and 
Monitoring Agreement. 

Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

issuance of a grading 
permit. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 4:  Prior 
to issuance of any grading permit, the project 
archaeologist shall file a pre-grading report with 
the City and County (if required) to document the 
proposed methodology for grading activity 
observation.  Said methodology shall include the 
requirement for a qualified archaeological monitor 
to be present and to have the authority to stop and 
redirect grading activities.  In accordance with the 
agreement required in MM 
Cultural/Paleontological Resources 2, the 
archaeological monitor’s authority to stop and 
redirect grading will be exercised in consultation 
with the appropriate tribe in order to evaluate the 
significance of any archaeological resources 
discovered on the property.  Tribal monitors shall 
be allowed to monitor all grading, excavation and 
ground breaking activities, and shall also have the 
authority to stop and redirect grading activities in 
consultation with the project archeologist. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of a 
mitigation measure into 
individual projects’ 
conditions of approval 
which requires the 
submittal of a pre-
grading report 
documenting the 
proposed methodology 
for grading activity 
observation. 

Review and approval of 
the pre-grading report. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permit. 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 5:  The 
landowner shall relinquish ownership of all 
cultural resources, including sacred items, burial 
goods and all archaeological artifacts that are 
found on the project area to the appropriate tribe 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of a 
mitigation measure into 
individual projects’ 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications and 
ongoing during project 
construction. 
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for proper treatment and disposition. conditions of approval 
which requires the 
landowner to relinquish 
ownership of all 
cultural resources that 
are found on the project 
area to the appropriate 
tribe. 

  

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 6:  All 
sacred sites, should they be encountered within the 
project area, shall be avoided and preserved as the 
preferred mitigation, if feasible. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of a 
mitigation measure into 
individual projects’ 
conditions of approval 
which requires that all 
sacred sites, should 
they be encountered, 
shall be avoided and 
preserved, if feasible. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications and 
ongoing during project 
construction. 

 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications  

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 7:  If 
inadvertent discoveries of subsurface 
archaeological/cultural resources are discovered 
during grading, the Developer, the project 
archaeologist, and the appropriate tribe shall 
assess the significance of such resources and shall 
meet and confer regarding the mitigation for such 
resources.  If the Developer and the Tribe cannot 
agree on the significance or the mitigation for such 
resources, these issues will be presented to the 
Community Development Director (CDD) for 
decision.  The CDD shall make the determination 
based on the provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act with respect to 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of a 
mitigation measure into 
individual projects’ 
conditions of approval 
which requires that if 
inadvertent discoveries 
of subsurface 
archaeological/cultural 
resources are 
discovered during 
grading, the Developer, 
the project 

Review and approval of 
a mitigation plan 
agreed upon by 
applicant-retained 
qualified archaeologist 
and Tribal Monitor. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Ongoing during project 
construction. 
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archaeological resources and shall take into 
account the religious beliefs, customs, and 
practices of the appropriate tribe.  
Notwithstanding any other rights available under 
the law, the decision of the CDD shall be 
appealable to the City of Lake Elsinore. 

archaeologist, and the 
appropriate tribe shall 
assess the significance 
of such resources and 
shall meet and confer 
regarding the 
mitigation for such 
resources.   

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 8:  
Individual projects implemented in accordance 
with the Land Use Plan shall also demonstrate 
compliance with Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources Policies 6.2 -6.4 and 7.1–7.5.  As well as 
compliance with applicable District Plan Policies 
related to cultural and paleontological resources.   

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 9:  
Individual projects implemented in accordance 
with the Land Use Plan shall also demonstrate 
compliance with Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources Policy 8.1.  As well as compliance with 
applicable District Plan Policies related to cultural 
and paleontological resources. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Cultural/Paleontological Resources 10:  If 
human remains are encountered, California Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no 
further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside 
County Coroner has made the necessary findings 
as to origin.  Further, pursuant to California Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be 
left in place and free from disturbance until a final 
decision as to the treatment and disposition has 
been made.  If the Riverside County Coroner 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of a 
mitigation measure into 
individual projects’ 
conditions of approval 
which addresses the 
accidental discovery of 
human remains during 
project construction. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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determines the remains to be Native American, the 
coroner shall contact the Native American 
Heritage Commission within 24 hours.  
Subsequently, the Native American Heritage 
Commission shall identify the person or persons it 
believes to be the “most likely descendant.”  The 
most likely descendant may then make 
recommendations, and engage in consultations 
concerning the treatment of the remains as 
provided in Public Resources Code 5097.98. 

Applicant-retained 
qualified archaeologist 
to stop construction if 
human remains are 
encountered and to 
contact Riverside 
County Coroner. 

Notification of 
discovery to Riverside 
County 
Coroner/Native 
American Heritage 
Commission 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Qualified 
Archaeologist/Tribal 
Monitor 

Ongoing during project 
construction. 

3.3 Aesthetics 

MM Aesthetics 1: Future development projects 
will be required to prepare visual simulations 
demonstrating compliance with the applicable 
GPU goals and policies.  Preparation of visual 
simulations demonstrating compliance with the 
GPU goals and policies would be required for 
future development projects located in scenic 
viewsheds along the I-15 corridor and other areas 
at the discretion of the Director of Community 
Development. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

3.4 Transportation and Circulation 

MM Transportation 1: The intersection of Old 
Franklin Street at Auto Center Drive shall be 
configured as a through street parallel to I-15, with 
the overcrossing of the freeway forming a “T” 
intersection. 

Review of design plans 
for intersection of Old 
Franklin Street at Auto 
Center Drive and 
freeway overcrossing. 

Approval of 
intersection design 
plans. 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

At time that 
construction of 
intersection 
improvements is 
proposed. 

MM Transportation 2: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate avoidance of 
significant impacts through implementation of the 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of 
any mitigation 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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ultimate roadway and intersection classifications 
and improvements shown on the Land Use Plan 
and the Capital Improvement Program as well as 
the goals and policies set forth by the Circulation 
Section of the Community Form Chapter.  With 
implementation of these goals and policies, 
individual projects implemented in accordance 
with the GPU and Land Use Plan would not result 
in significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on 
traffic levels.   

measures and required 
roadway improvements 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

MM Transportation 3: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan 
within the 3rd Street Annexation will be required 
to demonstrate their avoidance of significant 
impacts through: 

 implementation of the ultimate roadway 
and intersection classifications and 
improvements shown on the Land Use 
Plan  and the Capital Improvement 
Program; 

 the goals and policies set forth by the 
Circulation Section of the Community 
Form Chapter; 

 implementation of improvements to 
signalization and the curve radius for the 
alignment from 2nd Street to Camino Del 
Norte identified in the Traffic Study. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of 
any mitigation 
measures and required 
roadway improvements 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Transportation 4: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate avoidance of 
significant impacts through implementation of the 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of 
any mitigation 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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ultimate roadway and intersection classifications 
and improvements shown on the Land Use plan 
and the Capital Improvement Program as well as 
the goals and policies set forth by the Circulation 
Section of the Community Form Chapter.   

measures and required 
roadway improvements 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

MM Transportation 5: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate avoidance of 
significant impacts through implementation of the 
ultimate roadway and intersection classifications 
and improvements shown on the Land Use Plan 
and the Capital Improvement Program as well as 
the goals and policies set forth by the Circulation 
Section of the Community Form Chapter.   

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of 
any mitigation 
measures and required 
roadway improvements 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

3.5 Noise 

MM Noise 1: In accordance with the policies of the 
Lake Elsinore General Plan Update and the City’s 
Zoning Code, the City shall require the applicant 
for any future development to analyze the impacts 
of increased traffic volume on noise conditions 
along affected roadways.  Where project-specific 
analysis concludes that noise standards may be 
exceeded, the City shall require binding mitigation 
measures that will reduce the traffic noise to 
acceptable levels.  

For projects placing noise-sensitive land uses 
adjacent to or in the vicinity of a major roadway, 
the City shall require the project applicant to 
demonstrate the new use’s compliance with City 
standards regarding traffic noise received on the 
site.  Where project-specific analysis determines 
that noise standards may be exceeded, then the 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and review of 
discretionary land use 
applications during 
City’s development 
review process. 

Incorporation of 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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City shall require binding mitigation measures that 
will reduce the noise received to acceptable levels.  
However, in some cases where realignments or 
upgrades of roadways are proposed or traffic 
levels will increase substantially like that 
anticipated for I-15, SR-74, Riverside Drive, Grand 
Avenue, Lakeshore Drive, and Lake Street there 
may be no mitigation that would adequately 
reduce future traffic noise as experienced by 
existing land uses or future development projects, 
resulting in significant and unmitigated impacts at 
the project level. 

MM Noise 2: For projects proposing new 
commercial uses in the vicinity of sensitive 
receptors, the City shall require the project 
applicant to demonstrate the new use’s compliance 
with City noise standards.  Where project-specific 
analysis determines that noise standards may be 
exceeded, the City shall require binding mitigation 
measures that will reduce the noise received to 
acceptable levels. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of a project-
specific acoustical 
analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Noise 3: For residential projects proposed 
adjacent to schools, the City shall require the 
project applicant to demonstrate the new use’s 
compliance with City noise standards.  Where 
project-specific analysis determines that noise 
standards may be exceeded, the City shall require 
binding mitigation measures that will reduce the 
noise received to acceptable levels. 

The City shall require all school projects to conduct 
site-specific noise analysis in accordance with State 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific acoustical 
analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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requirements. 

MM Noise 4: For projects proposing new 
recreational uses or increased intensity of 
recreational activity in proximity to sensitive 
receptors, the City shall require the project 
applicant to demonstrate the recreational use’s 
compliance with City noise standards.  Where 
project-specific analysis determines that noise 
standards may be exceeded, the City shall require 
binding mitigation measures that will reduce the 
noise received to acceptable levels. 

For projects proposing new residential uses in 
proximity to recreational areas, the City shall 
require the project applicant to demonstrate the 
residential use’s compliance with City noise 
standards with respect to the existing recreational 
areas.  Where project-specific analysis determines 
that noise standards may be exceeded, then the 
City shall require binding mitigation measures that 
will reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific acoustical 
analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Noise 5: For projects proposing new 
industrial/mining operations in the vicinity of 
sensitive receptors or projects that propose new 
sensitive uses in the vicinity of industrial/mining 
operations, the City shall require the project 
applicant to demonstrate the new use’s compliance 
with City noise standards.  Where project-specific 
analysis determines that noise standards may be 
exceeded, the City shall require binding mitigation 
measures that will reduce the noise received to 
acceptable levels. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific acoustical 
analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Noise 6: The City shall require 3rd Street Project-specific CEQA Compliance with Community Prior to approval of 
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Annexation project applicants to demonstrate their 
compliance with City standards regarding 
construction noise.  Where project-specific analysis 
determines that noise standards may be exceeded, 
the City shall require binding mitigation measures 
that will reduce the construction noise to 
acceptable levels. 

For 3rd Street Annexation projects placing noise-
sensitive land uses adjacent to or in the vicinity of 
I-15, SR-74, Cambern Avenue, and Camino del 
Norte, the City shall require the project applicant 
to demonstrate the new use’s compliance with City 
standards regarding traffic noise received on the 
site.  Where project-specific analysis determines 
that noise standards may be exceeded, then the 
City shall require binding mitigation measures that 
will reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. 

For 3rd Street Annexation projects proposing new 
commercial uses in the vicinity of sensitive 
receptors, the City shall require the project 
applicant to demonstrate the new use’s compliance 
with City noise standards.  Where project-specific 
analysis determines that noise standards may be 
exceeded, then the City shall require binding 
mitigation measures that will reduce the noise 
received to acceptable levels. 

environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific acoustical 
analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Noise 7: For projects that have a potential to 
generate construction-related groundborne 
vibration (e.g., use of pile drivers, rock drills, and 
pavement breakers), the City shall require the 
project applicant to submit a construction-related 
vibration mitigation plan to the City for review 
and approval.  The mitigation plan shall depict the 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of a 
construction-related 
vibration mitigation 
plan with incorporation 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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location of the construction equipment and 
activities and how the vibration from this 
equipment and activity would be mitigated during 
construction of the project.  The City shall require 
binding mitigation measures implementing the 
approved mitigation plan. 

of any mitigation 
measures into 
individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

MM Noise 8: For projects proposing new 
industrial/mining operations in the vicinity of 
sensitive receptors or projects that propose new 
sensitive uses in the vicinity of industrial/mining 
operations, the City shall require the project 
applicant to demonstrate the new use’s compliance 
with City noise standards.  Where project-specific 
analysis determines there is a potential for 
significant vibration-related impacts, the City shall 
require binding mitigation measures that will 
reduce the vibration received to acceptable levels. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific acoustical 
analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Noise 9: The City shall require project 
applicants to demonstrate their compliance with 
City standards regarding construction noise.  
Where project-specific analysis determines that 
noise standards may be exceeded, the City shall 
require binding mitigation measures that will 
reduce the construction noise to acceptable levels. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific acoustical 
analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Noise 10: For projects proposing sensitive 
uses that may receive airport noise, the City shall 
require the project applicant to demonstrate the 
new use’s compliance with City noise standards.  
Where project-specific analysis determines that 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific acoustical 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 



Section 5.0 - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 

 
G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  

F I N A L  R E C I R C U L A T E D  P R O G R A M  E I R  
D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 1  

P A G E  5 . 0 - 1 6  

MITIGATION MEASURES  IMPLEMENTATION 

ACTION 

MONITORING 

METHOD 

RESPONSIBLE 

MONITORING PARTY 

TIMING 

noise standards may be exceeded, the City shall 
require binding mitigation measures that will 
reduce the noise received to acceptable levels. 

analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

3.6 Air Quality 

MM Air Quality 1: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate their avoidance of 
significant impacts on air quality from construction 
activities through implementation of regulatory 
requirements and the goals and policies set forth in 
the proposed GPU.  Where project-specific analysis 
determines that air quality standards may be 
exceeded, the City shall require mitigation 
measures that will reduce the emissions to the 
greatest extent practicable. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific air quality 
impact analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Air Quality 2: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate a reduction in impacts 
on air quality from operational emissions through 
implementation of goals and policies listed within 
the General Plan. Where project-specific analysis 
determines that air quality standards may be 
exceeded, the City shall require mitigation 
measures that will reduce the emissions to the 
greatest extent practicable. All applicants for future 
development shall comply with AQMP control 
measures so as to reduce this impact to the greatest 
extent possible. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific air quality 
impact analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Air Quality 3: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 

Compliance with 
project-specific 

Community 
Development 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
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within each District Plan will be required to 
demonstrate a reduction in impacts on air quality 
from operational emissions through 
implementation of the General Plan’s goals and 
policies. Where project-specific analysis 
determines that air quality standards may be 
exceeded, the City shall require mitigation 
measures that will reduce the emissions to the 
greatest extent practicable. All applicants for future 
development shall comply with AQMP control 
measures so as to reduce this impact to the greatest 
extent possible. 

including review and 
approval of project-
specific air quality 
impact analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

conditions of approval. 

 

Department – Planning 
Division 

 

applications. 

MM Air Quality 4: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan 
within the 3rd Street Annexation will be required 
to demonstrate a reduction in impacts on air 
quality from operational emissions through 
compliance with the General Plan’s goals and 
policies. Where project-specific analysis 
determines that air quality standards may be 
exceeded, the City shall require mitigation 
measures that will reduce the emissions to the 
greatest extent practicable. All applicants for future 
development shall comply with AQMP control 
measures so as to reduce this impact to the greatest 
extent possible. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific air quality 
impact analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Air Quality 5: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate avoidance of 
significant impacts on air quality emissions 
associated with sensitive land uses.  Where project-
specific analysis determines that air quality 
emissions will adversely affect sensitive receptors, 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific air quality 
impact analysis with 
incorporation of any 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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the City shall require mitigation measures that will 
reduce the emissions to the greatest extent 
practicable 

mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

MM Air Quality 6: Through the City’s project 
review process, individual projects implemented 
pursuant to the Land Use Plan will be evaluated to 
determine their potential for creating objectionable 
odors that would potentially impact a substantial 
number of persons.  Where project-specific 
analysis determines that objectionable odors will 
occur, the City shall require mitigation measures 
that will reduce the emissions to the greatest extent 
practicable. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific air quality 
impact analysis with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

3.8 Biological Resources 

MM Biological Resources 1: Project-specific 
analysis of plant and wildlife impacts and habitat 
impacts completed in accordance with the MSHCP 
will be required to determine the significance of 
impacts and identify mitigation measures to 
reduce the impacts of future developments on 
plant and wildlife species and vegetation 
communities to less-than-significant levels. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of a project-
specific analysis of 
plant and wildlife 
impacts and habitat 
impacts, and the 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Biological Resources 2: Project-specific 
analysis of habitat impacts and impacts on special-
status wildlife species completed in accordance 
with the MSHCP and the Resource Protection and 
Preservation Chapter, Biological Resources Section, 
Goal 1, Policies 1.1–1.8 and Policy 2.2 will be 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of a project-
specific analysis of 
habitat and special-

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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required to determine the significance of impacts 
and identify mitigation measures to minimize the 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

status wildlife species 
impacts, and the 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

MM Biological Resources 3: Individual 
environmental review conducted for future 
development projects will be required to identify 
any impacts on riparian areas and wetlands and, in 
consultation with the appropriate resource 
agencies and applicable regional plans, must 
ensure incorporation of adequate mitigation to 
preserve the viability of these important biological 
resources. 

 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of a project-
specific analysis that 
identifies any impacts 
on riparian areas and 
wetlands impacts, and, 
in consultation with the 
appropriate resource 
agencies and applicable 
regional plans, 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Biological Resources 4: Not more than thirty 
days prior to construction activities that occur 
between February 1 and August 15 of any year, 
surveys for nesting bird species shall be conducted 
by a qualified biologist selected by the developer 
and approved by the City.  If no active avian nests 
are identified on or within 250 feet of the limits of 
the construction area, up to the limits of the project 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of 
mitigation measure 
MM Biological 
Resources 4 into 
individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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site, no further mitigation is necessary.  
Alternatively, to avoid impacts, the City may allow 
individual projects the option of beginning 
construction after the previous breeding season for 
bird species has ended (after August 15) and 
before the next breeding season begins (before 
February 15). 

Construction of 
individual 
development projects to 
avoid nesting season or 
qualified biologist to 
prepare surveys for 
nesting birds and 
ensure that nesting 
birds are avoided 
during construction. 

Review grading permit 
timing and review and 
approval of pre-
construction nesting 
bird surveys. 

Qualified Biologist 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits and 
ongoing during project 
construction. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
with incorporation of 
mitigation measure 
MM Biological 
Resources 5 into 
individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Biological Resources 5: If active nests for 
avian species are found within the construction 
footprint of any future project, construction 
activities shall be delayed within a minimum 250-
foot buffer zone surrounding nests of other special-
status avian species until the young have fledged.  
This buffer zone shall not extend beyond the 
project site.  No action other than avoidance shall 
be taken without CDFG consultation. 

Construction of 
individual 
development projects to 
avoid nesting season or 
qualified biologist to 
prepare surveys for 
nesting birds and 
ensure that nesting 
birds are avoided 
during construction. 

Review grading permit 
timing and review and 
approval of pre-
construction nesting 
bird surveys. 

Qualified Biologist 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits and 
ongoing during project 
construction. 

3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

MM Hydrology 1: The following goals and 
policies of the GPU must be implemented as a part 
of future development to mitigate potential 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan and 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
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impacts associated with 1) alteration of drainage 
patterns and associated erosion; 2) development 
within the 100 year floodplain and 3) water 
quality: 

 Flooding and Floodplains Policies 5.1–5.2 

 Water Resources Policies 4.1–4.4 

 Biological Resources Policies 1.1–1.8 and 
2.1–2.2 

development review 
process, including 
project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and the incorporation 
of any appropriate 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval.  

Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

 

applications. 

3.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

MM Hazards 1: Individual projects implemented 
pursuant to the Land Use Plan will be required to 
demonstrate their avoidance of significant impacts 
associated with use and storage of hazardous 
materials and disposal of hazardous waste through 
implementation of Policies 3.1 through 3.4 of the 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the 
Public Safety and Welfare chapter. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process, including 
project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and the incorporation 
of any appropriate 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan and 
compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Hazards 2: Individual projects implemented 
pursuant to the Land Use Plan within the District 
Plans will be required to demonstrate their 
avoidance of significant impacts associated with 
exposure to hazardous materials through 
implementation of Policy 3.5 of the Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials section of the Public Safety 
and Welfare chapter. Proposed development 
projects on or adjacent to the SARI line in these 
districts would be required to analyze risks specific 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process, including 
project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and the incorporation 
of any appropriate 
mitigation measures 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan and 
compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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to sensitive land uses and the extent of the 
subsurface components involved with building in 
these locations.   

into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

 

MM Hazards 3: Individual projects implemented 
pursuant to the Land Use Plan within the 3rd 
Street Annexation will be required to demonstrate 
their avoidance of significant impacts associated 
with use and storage of hazardous materials and 
disposal of hazardous waste through 
implementation of Policies 3.1 through 3.4 of the 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the 
Public Safety and Welfare chapter. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process, including 
project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and the incorporation 
of any appropriate 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan and 
compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Hazards 4: Proposed development projects 
within the Skylark Airport Influence Area, as 
shown on Figure 2.7 of the General Plan, will be 
evaluated for consistency with continued 
operations at the airport.  The project applicant of 
each such development project shall comply with 
the 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. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
within proximity to the 
Skylark Airport during 
City’s development 
review process, 
including project-
specific CEQA 
environmental analysis; 
and where appropriate, 
the incorporation of the 
requirement to comply 
with FAR Part 77 
requirements into 
individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Hazards 5: Individual projects implemented Review of discretionary Determination of Community Prior to approval of 
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pursuant to the Land Use Plan in each District and 
within the 3rd Street Annexation Area will be 
required to demonstrate their avoidance of 
significant impacts associated with wildfire 
hazards through implementation of all policies 
under the Wildfire Hazards section of the Public 
Safety and Welfare chapter. 

 

land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process, including 
project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
and the incorporation 
of any appropriate 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

project consistency with 
General Plan and 
compliance with 
project-specific 
conditions of approval.  

Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

City of Lake Elsinore 
Fire Department 

discretionary land use 
applications. 

3.11 Geology and Soils 

MM Geology and Soils 1: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the proposed project will 
be required to demonstrate their avoidance of 
significant impacts associated with seismic hazards 
including ground-shaking, liquefaction, landslides, 
subsidence and collapse through implementation 
of all goals and policies under the Land Use section 
of the Community Form Chapter and the Seismic 
Activity section of the Public Safety and Welfare 
chapter of the GPU. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific geotechnical 
investigation with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Review and approval of 
project-specific 
geotechnical 
investigation. 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

MM Geology and Soils 2: The City shall continue 
to enforce the seismic design provisions for Seismic 
Zone 4 of the California Building Code, including 
near-source seismic conditions for all new 
construction in the City. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific geotechnical 
investigation with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 

Review and approval of 
project-specific 
geotechnical 
investigation. 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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conditions of approval.  

MM Geology and Soils 3: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the proposed project will 
be required to demonstrate their avoidance of 
significant impacts associated with expansive or 
corrosive soils through implementation of the 
policies under the Seismic Activity section of the 
Public Safety and Welfare chapter. 

Project-specific CEQA 
environmental analysis 
including review and 
approval of project-
specific geotechnical 
investigation with 
incorporation of any 
mitigation measures 
into individual project’s 
conditions of approval. 

Review and approval of 
project-specific 
geotechnical 
investigation. 

 

Public Works 
Department – 
Engineering Division 

 

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

Section 3.14 Public Services 

MM Public Services 1: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate their avoidance of 
significant impacts associated with public services 
related to 1) police service, 2) fire protection, 3) 
schools, 4) libraries, , and 5) animal control 
through implementation of the following: 

 Compliance with applicable State and 
local laws and regulations, 

 Policy 1.6 of the Community Form 
chapter, Land Use section, 

 Policies 8.1 through 8.4 under Goal 8 of 
the Community Facilities and Protection 
Services section of the Public Safety and 
Welfare chapter, and 

 Goals 9 through 11 and associated policies 
of the Community Facilities and 
Protection Services section of the Public 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 
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Safety and Welfare chapter addressing 
schools, libraries, and animal control 
services.  

Section 3.15 Parks and Recreation 

MM Parks and Recreation 1: Individual projects 
implemented pursuant to the Land Use Plan will 
be required to demonstrate their avoidance of 
significant impacts associated with community 
services related to parks and recreation through 
implementation of the following: 

 Policies under Goals 8 and 9 of the Parks 
and Recreation section of the Community 
Form chapter. 

 Policies 1.1 and 2.1 of the Community 
Form chapter, Land Use section. 

Review of discretionary 
land use applications 
during City’s 
development review 
process. 

Determination of 
project consistency with 
General Plan.  

Community 
Development 
Department – Planning 
Division 

Prior to approval of 
discretionary land use 
applications. 

 




