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1. Introduction 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR, or Final EIR) has been prepared by the in conformance with the 
environmental policy guidelines for the implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
to evaluate the environmental effects that may result from construction and operation of the proposed 
Newland Simpson Road Project (proposed Project; Project).  

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, a FEIR shall consist of:  

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR, or Draft EIR) or a revision of the Draft EIR;  
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary;  
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;  
(d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process;  
(e) Any other information added by the lead agency.  

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period, 
which began on May 17, 2024, and ended on July 1, 2024. This document has been prepared in accordance 
with the State CEQA Guidelines and represents the independent judgment of the lead agency, the City of 
Hemet. This document and the circulated Draft EIR comprise the Final EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15132.  

1.1 FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR 

The following chapters are contained within this document:  

Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes CEQA requirements and the contents of the Final EIR.  

Chapter 2, Response to Comments. This chapter provides a list of agencies and organizations who 
commented on the Draft EIR, as well as copies of their comment letters received during and following the 
public review period, and individual responses to their comments.  

Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR. This chapter contains revisions made to the Draft EIR as a result of 
the comments received by agencies and organizations as described in Chapter 2, and/or errors and 
omissions discovered subsequent to release of the Draft EIR for public review. 

The City of Hemet has determined that none of this material constitutes significant new information that 
requires recirculation of the Draft EIR for further public comment under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
The additional material clarifies existing information prepared in the Draft EIR and does not present any 
new substantive information. None of this new material indicates that the project would result in a significant 
new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, none of this material 
indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental 
impact that would not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances requiring 
recirculation described in Section 15088.5.  

Chapter 4, Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program. This chapter includes the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program (MMRP). CEQA requires lead agencies to “adopt a reporting and mitigation 
monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project 
approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (CEQA Section 21081.6, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15097). The MMRP was prepared based on the mitigation measures included in this Final 
EIR and has been included as Chapter 4.0. 
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1.2 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of review and comment of Draft EIRs should be “on the sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant 
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional 
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined 
in terms of what is reasonably feasible … CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform 
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to 
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all 
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”   

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.”  

Section 15204(d) also states, “Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on 
environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204(e) states, “This 
section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document 
or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to 
public agencies are being forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final 
EIR, with copies of this Final EIR document, which conforms to the legal standards established for response to 
comments on the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15089(b), lead agencies 
may provide an opportunity for review of the Final EIR by the public or by commenting agencies before a 
project is approved, but are not required to do so. 
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency, the City of Hemet (City), to evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from public agencies, organizations, companies, and individuals 
who reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and prepare written responses. This section 
includes copies of all written comment letters received on the Draft EIR and the City of Hemet’s responses to 
the comment letters. Copies of the comment letters and responses to the comment letters will be provided to 
City decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR. Comment letters and specific comments are numbered for 
reference purposes which correspond to the City’s response. A summary of each numbered comment in the 
commenter’s letter precedes the City’s response. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The following is a list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals or interested parties that submitted 
comments on the Draft EIR during the public review and comment period (May 17, 2024, through July 1, 
2024). All of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments are provided 
on the following pages. 

Table 2-1: Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter Number Agency/Organization/Name Comment Date Received 

Agencies 

A1 California Department of Conservation June 10, 2024 

A2 Riverside County Department of Waste Resources  June 24, 2024 

A3 South Coast Air Quality Management District June 28, 2024 

A4 Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District June 27, 2024 

A5 Morongo Band of Mission Indians June 28, 2024 

A6 Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians July 1, 2024 

Organizations 

O1 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, on behalf of Coalition 
for Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy June 10, 2024 

O2 Advocates for the Environment June 24, 2024 

O3 Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance June 28, 2024 

O4 Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance June 28, 2024 
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Letter A1: California Department of Conservation (3 pages)
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Response to Letter A1: Department of Conservation, dated June 10, 2024 

Comment A1.1: This comment introduces the comment letter and states that the Department of Conservation 
(DOC) has reviewed the Draft EIR. The comment provides a summary of the DOC’s responsibilities and their 
role in the review process of CEQA documents. 

Response A1.1: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A1.2: This comment provides a summary of the proposed Project and states that based on the 
DOC’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the Project site is designated as Prime Farmland and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

Response A1.2: This comment is informational in nature and does not provide any substantial evidence of 
significant environmental impacts not already disclosed in the Draft EIR. As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 
5.2, Agriculture and Forest Resources, and as shown in Figure 5.2-1 of the Draft EIR, the site contains 
approximately 9.2 acres of Prime Farmland and 63.9 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance. This 
comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and 
no further response is warranted. 

Comment A1.3: This comment states that the conversion of agricultural land is a permanent reduction and 
impact to California’s agricultural land resources. The comment recommends discussion on the type, amount, 
and location of farmland conversion resulting from the proposed Project. The comment also recommends 
discussing impacts on any current and future agricultural operation in the vicinity; cumulative impacts on 
agriculture land; any City or County Agriculture Mitigation Plans, Programs and Policies; and discussion on 
proposed mitigation measures for impacted agriculture lands within the proposed Project area. 

Response A1.3: As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forest Resources, the site contains 
approximately 9.2 acres of Prime Farmland and 63.9 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance as shown 
in Figure 5.2-1 of the Draft EIR. Currently, the entirety of the Project site is utilized for farming and row crops 
Therefore, the Project would result in the direct loss of 9.2 acres of Prime Farmland and 63.9 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

However, as mentioned in Section 4.0, Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR, the Project site has a General 
Plan land use designation of Mixed Use (MU) and a zoning designation of Business Park (B-P), both of which 
are intended for urban uses. The proposed Project is requesting approval of a General Plan Amendment 
(GPA) to change the existing General Plan land use designation of the site from Mixed Use (MU) to Business 
Park (B-P); however, the proposed Project’s use is permitted under the zoning designation. As evidenced by 
the site’s current land use and zoning designations, urbanization of the site has been anticipated and 
accounted for since the adoption of the General Plan in 2012. The site is not among the 2,927 acres of land 
designated for Agriculture within the General Plan. As such, conversion of the site from agricultural uses has 
been planned by the City’s General Plan since 2012 and the Project does not represent an unplanned 
conversion of agricultural land.  

As discussed within Section 5.2.2.3 of the Draft EIR, the City of Hemet does not have specific policies or 
programs related to farmland beside the City’s Right to Farm Ordinance. As the Project site is not zoned for 
agricultural uses, the Right to Farm Ordinance does not apply to the proposed Project. 

This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a significant 
environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Comment A1.4: This comment states that the DOC advises that the EIR address mitigation for the loss or 
conversion of agricultural land. The comment states that one potential form of mitigation would be a 
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conservation easement through the outreach purchase of easements or payment of mitigation fees to a local, 
regional, or statewide organization or agency whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship of 
agricultural easements. The comment provides a resource for farmland mitigation strategies and states that 
the use of conservation easements is only one form of mitigation and the City should consider other mitigation 
forms as well. 

Response A1.4: As discussed on page 5.2-8 within Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry of the Draft EIR, 
there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts associated with the Project’s conversion of 
agricultural lands designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural 
uses. The entirety of the site is currently in agricultural production. However, retention of onsite agricultural 
uses would be infeasible as it would prevent the development of onsite buildings, which would inhibit 
implementation of the Project as a whole. Replacement of agricultural resources offsite would be infeasible 
as creation of new farmland-status properties within the City is outside of the City and Applicant control. 
Additional offsite mitigation would be infeasible as it would require the Applicant to purchase replacement 
acreage for farmland currently not in use elsewhere in California and restore it as viable farmland; however, 
offsite mitigation would not reduce impacts as the loss of agricultural land occurs within the Project parcels 
as the Project parcels have no relationship to the loss of agricultural lands within the City or County.  

The comment letter proposes additional mitigation measures such as the purchase of easements and 
application of mitigation fees. However, this would not effectively reduce the Project’s impact related to the 
loss of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance since these mitigation measures would not 
directly reduce the impacts in relation to the Project site. No feasible mitigation measures exist that would 
reduce the impact to levels that are less-than-significant; therefore, these recommended measures have not 
been included. Furthermore, an EIR is not required to adopt a mitigation measure that does not effectively 
address a significant impact (Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 
CA4th 342, 365). Thus, the proposed Project is not required to implement the measures proposed in the 
comment as they would fail to reduce impact levels.  

The Project site is designated for urban development pursuant to the City’s General Plan and zoning 
designation. Existing agricultural uses within the City of Hemet are in various stages of converting to urban 
uses that are consistent with the General Plan. Existing agricultural uses within the City are becoming 
economically unsustainable and represent land uses that are increasingly incongruous with continuing 
urbanization of the City. Furthermore, retention of agricultural uses on the Project site would create or 
maintain islands of agricultural uses within an urbanized setting, exacerbating potential land use conflicts 
and land use incompatibilities. Transition of existing agricultural uses and farmland to non-agricultural uses 
is an unavoidable effect of implementing the previously approved General Plan as detailed in the General 
Plan EIR. Urbanization of the site has been anticipated and accounted for since the adoption of the General 
Plan in 2012. The site is not among the 2,927 acres of land designated for Agriculture within the General 
Plan. As such, conversion of the site from agricultural uses has been planned by the City’s General Plan since 
2012 and the Project does not represent an unplanned conversion of agricultural land. The commenter does 
not provide additional data or specific measures for consideration or incorporation when discussing “other 
feasible mitigation measures”. Thus, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A1.5: This comment requests that the DOC be notified with future hearing dates as well as staff 
reports pertaining to the Project. In addition, the comment provides contact information if the City has any 
questions on DOC’s comment letter. 

Response A1.5: The DOC will be added to the notification list for the proposed Project. This comment is 
conclusionary in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the 
comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no 
further response is warranted . 
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Letter A2: Riverside County Department of Waste Resources (3 pages)
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Response to Letter A2: Riverside County Department of Waste Resources, dated June 24, 2024 

Comment A2.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter. The comment provides a 
summary of the proposed Project. 

Response A2.1: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted . 

Comment A2.2: This comment lists the surrounding landfills to the Project site. The landfills listed are El 
Sobrante Landfill, Lamb Canyon Landfill and Badlands Landfill. This comment includes the updated 
description of these landfills and is inclusive of the 2023-2024 information. 

Response A2.2: This comment includes the most updated information regarding the landfills listed within the 
Draft EIR. The comment includes information on El Sobrante, Lamb Canyon, and Badlands Landfill average 
daily tonnages as well as their max daily permitted tonnage based on the 2023-2024 reports. 

This comment does not provide evidence of a significant impact. However, in response to the comment, page 
5.17-15 of the Draft EIR has been revised in Chapter 3, Errata, of the Final EIR to state:  

Table 5.17-4 below summarizes the characteristics of each landfill. Based on the average daily tonnage, 
the three landfills have a combined remaining capacity of approximately 10,780 10,779 tpd.  

Table 2-2: Landfill Capacity  

Name Max Daily 
Permitted (tpd) 1 

Average Daily 
Tonnage (tpd)1 

Available Daily 
Disposal (tpd) Closure Date2 

El Sobrante Landfill 16,054 10,341 10,646 5,713 5,408 11/1/2059 2052 

Lamb Canyon Landfill 5,000 2,049 1,969 2,915 3,031 4/1/2032 

Badlands Landfill 5,000 2,848 2,660 2,152 2,340 1/1/2059 
1 Source: RCDWR, 2024 (included in Appendix A) 
2 Source: CalRecycle, 2022; CalRecycle, 2023 

Comment A2.3: This comment suggests the inclusion of two different measures to reduce the Project’s 
anticipated soil waste impacts and enhance compliance with SB 1383 and AB 1826. 

Response A2.3: The Project would already be required to comply with Senate Bill 1383 and Assembly Bill 
1826. Section 62-28 of the Hemet Municipal Code would also require the Project to follow AB 1826 stating 
that if the business generates more than two cubic yards of commercial solid waste per week recycling 
services must be arranged by subscribing to the City’s franchise for the pick-up of organic materials. As the 
Project would be in compliance with the suggested waste reduction measures no further response is  

Comment A2.4: This comment requests that the Department of Waste Resources be notified with future 
transmittals pertaining to the Project. In addition, the comment provides contact information if the City has 
any questions on the Department of Waste Resources comment letter. 

Response A2.4: The Department of Waste Resources will be added to the notification list for the proposed 
Project. This comment is conclusionary in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted . 
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Letter A3: South Coast Air Quality Management District (9 pages) 
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Response to Letter A3: South Coast Air Quality Management District, dated June 28, 2024 

Comment A3.1: This comment states that the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has 
reviewed the Draft EIR for the Newland Simpson Road Hemet Project.  

Response A3.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A3.2: This comment provides a summary of the Project information within the Draft EIR.  

Response A3.2: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A3.3: This comment states that the Draft EIR assumed that the average daily truck trip length is 
39.9 miles for 4+-axle trucks with a weighted average trip length of 30.47. The comment also states that 
since the Project site is approximately 90 miles from the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, a project-
specific approach to vehicle trip length calculations should be included in the Final EIR.  

Response A3.3: The analysis was completed pursuant to SCAQMD’s recommended methodology and 
utilized the average trip length for light-heavy (15.3-miles), medium-heavy (14.2-miles) and heavy-heavy 
trucks (39.9-miles) which is based on SCAQMD’s recommendations outlined in their implementation of the 
Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions (WAIRE) adopted in 2021. These trip lengths 
represent averages and therefore would include local trips as well as potential trips that may occur to the 
applicable port facilities. It would be speculative to assume that all Project truck trips would extend only to 
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, and because the percentage of truck trips that would extend to 
the ports is not known at this time, it is appropriate to be consistent with SCAQMD’s recommended 
methodology, which is based on actual data from similar facilities in the region.  

Comment A3.4: This comment states that the Project would disturb up to 15 acres in per day and that the 
Draft EIR uses SCAQMD’s Mass Rate LST Look-up Table for five acres as a screening tool to determine if the 
proposed Project’s emissions could result in a significant impact to air quality. The comment then recommends 
that since the proposed Project would disturb more than five acres/day during construction, a project-specific 
dispersion model should be used to determine construction localized air quality impacts.  

Response A3.4: As detailed on pages 49-50 of the Draft EIR Appendix C, Air Quality Impact Analysis, the 
LST analysis is based on the equipment-specific grading rates from SCAQMD’s Fact Sheet for Applying 
CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds and CalEEMod User’s Guide Appendix C: Emission Calculation 
Details for CalEEMod that determined the Project would disturb a maximum of 5.5 acres per day (Table 3-
10). The SCAQMD analysis states that if the total acreage disturbed is greater than 5 acres per day, then 
LST impacts may still be conservatively evaluated using the LST look-up tables for a 5-acre disturbance 
area. Use of the 5-acre disturbance area thresholds can be used to show that even if the daily emissions 
from all construction activity were emitted within a 5-acre area, and therefore concentrated over a smaller 
area  would result in greater site adjacent concentrations, however, the impacts would still be less than 
significant if the applicable 5-acre thresholds are utilized. As detailed on Draft EIR page 5.3-29, the 
emissions from disturbance of 5.5 acres per day was evaluated against SCAQMD’s LSTs for a 5-acre site, 
which determined that emissions concentrated into a 5-acre area would not exceed LST thresholds, and that 
no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant pursuant to SCAQMD 
methodology and project-specific dispersion modeling is not required.  

However, in response to the comment from SCAQMD as a Responsible Agency, air dispersion modeling 
utilizing AERMOD version 23132 was performed for construction and operational emissions. Modeling in 
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AERMOD was performed consistent with SCAQMD recommendations, with emissions modeled using volume 
sources covering the Project site. For construction emissions, fugitive dust emissions were modeled as a ground-
based area source, while volume sources were used for construction equipment exhaust emissions. As shown 
below in Tables 1 and 2 for construction and operation, respectively, Project construction and operational 
emissions would not exceed SCAQMD localized significance thresholds at the maximally exposed receptor 
location. AERMOD dispersion modeling outputs are presented in Attachment B within Appendix A of this Final 
EIR. 

Table 1: Localized Significance Summary – Peak Construction 

Peak Construction 

CO NO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Averaging Time 

1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 24-Hours  24-Hours  

Peak Day Localized Emissions 0.06 0.01 4.10E-02 0.36 0.50 

Background Concentration A 0.9 0.8 0.044     

Total Concentration 0.96 0.81 0.09 0.36 0.50 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold 20 9 0.18 10.4 10.4 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No 
 A Highest concentration from the last three years of available data. Per SCAQMD LST guidance, PM10 and PM2.5 background 
concentrations are not considered. 
Notes: PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations are expressed in µg/m3. All others are expressed in ppm. 

Table 2: Localized Significance Summary – Peak Operations 

Peak Operations 

CO NO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Averaging Time 

1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 24-Hours  24-Hours  

Peak Day Localized Emissions 1.27E-02 6.79E-03 9.01E-04 0.24 0.20 

Background Concentration A 0.9 0.8 0.044     

Total Concentration 0.91 0.81 0.04 0.24 0.07 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold 20 9 0.18 2.5 2.5 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No 
A Highest concentration from the last three years of available data. Per SCAQMD LST guidance, PM10 and PM2.5 background 
concentrations are not considered. 
Notes: PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations are expressed in µg/m3. All others are expressed in ppm. 

Comment A3.5: This comment states that the Hemet Logistics West Project should be added to the Table 5-
1 Cumulative Projects List.  

Response A3.5: This Project is included in Table 5-1, Cumulative Projects List, as Project No. 23, with the Title 
Hemet 63.  

Comment A3.6: This comment states that SCAQMD has been developing guidance for evaluating cumulative 
air quality impacts for CEQA projects. The commenter also recommends that the Lead Agency perform a 
qualitative analysis of cumulative impacts by listing all surrounding past, present, and probable future 
projects and may also perform a quantitative analysis of cumulative air toxins.  

Response A3.6: The comment regarding SCAQMD development of guidance for evaluating cumulative air 
quality impacts for CEQA projects, has been noted. 
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The Draft EIR lists the cumulative projects in Draft EIR Table 5-1, Cumulative Projects List within Section 5.0, 
Environmental Impact Analysis. Also, as detailed in Draft EIR Section 5.3.7, Cumulative Impacts, based on 
guidance published in SCAQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts 
from Air Pollution1, if an individual project does not exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds for project-specific 
impacts, then it would also not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. As detailed throughout Draft EIR 
Section 5.3, Air Quality, the Project would not exceed any thresholds and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Impacts related to toxics and health effects are discussed on pages 5.3-30 and 5.3-31 of  Section 5.3, Air 
Quality in the Draft EIR, which describes that the SCAQMD states that it has been able to correlate potential 
health outcomes for very large emissions sources, but that the Project’s emissions would equate to 1.45 and 
0.73% of NOx and 0.05% of VOC emissions. This therefore has have the potential to correlate to a health 
risk, which would be less than cumulatively significant. Additionally, based on existing SCAQMD 
recommendations for Mobile Source Health Risk Assessments, the combined construction and operational 
impacts of the proposed Project at the closest effected receptor is estimated at 1.29 in one million, which is 
less than the threshold of 10 in one million. At this same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to be less 
than0.01, which would not exceed the applicable threshold of 1.0. As such, the Project would result in 
emissions that are far below existing SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, the Project’s impacts on human health 
risks would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant. 

Furthermore, each of the cumulative projects listed by the comment are located well over 1,000 feet from 
the proposed Project and proposed Project truck routes.The Kirby Industrial project is located approximately 
11,050 feet (2.1 miles) northeast of the proposed Project site, and approximately 7,950 feet (1.5 miles) 
from a proposed Project truck route on Warren Road. 

• The JD Fields & Company project is located approximately 15,000 feet (2.8 miles) northeast of the 
proposed Project site, and approximately 12,000 feet (2.3 miles) from a proposed Project truck route 
on Warren Road. 

• The National Tube Steel project is located approximately 9,900 feet (1.9 miles) northeast of the 
proposed Project site, and approximately 6,900 feet (1.3 miles) from a proposed Project truck route on 
Warren Road. 

• The Hemet 63 project is located approximately 9,150 feet (1.7 miles) northeast of the proposed Project 
site, and approximately 4,000 feet (0.8 miles) from a proposed Project truck route on Warren Road. 

• The Hemet Logistics West project is located approximately 6,200 feet (1.2 miles) northeast of the 
proposed Project site, and approximately 3,900 feet (0.7 miles) from a proposed Project truck route on 
Warren Road. 

As such, TAC emissions from these cumulative projects combined with those from the proposed Project would 
not have the potential to result in a cumulatively significant health risk impact. 

Comment A3.7: This comment states that SCAQMD staff reviewed the operational phase HRA air quality 
modeling files and states that the building downwash effect was modeled for a 238-horsepower diesel fire 
pump’s DPM emissions, but not modeled for truck idling DPM emissions. The comment states that by not 
modeling the building downwash effect for the trucking idling DPM emissions, the dispersion model results in 
an underestimation of ground-level pollutant concentrations near the building. The comment also states that 

 

1 SCAQMD. (2003). White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution. 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-
group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf 
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effects of building downwash can cause maximum ground level concentrations to more than double. The 
comment states that to model the building downwash effect of truck idling DPM emissions, the truck idling 
emissions must first be classified in AERMOD as a point source-type. As stated in SCAQMD Risk Assessment 
Procedures for Rules 1401, 1401.1 and 212, the algorithms used in building downwash only affect point 
source types and do not affect volume source types. The comment states that the proposed Project’s 
operational HRA modeling file shows that the truck idling DPM emissions have been classified as line volume 
source types. The comment recommends: (1) truck idling DPM emissions be modeled as point source types; 
(2) include building downwash effect on such DPM emissions in the model; and (3) include the updated HRA 
results and air quality analysis in the Final EIR.  

Response A3.7: Pursuant to the comment, the HRA has been revised to model idling truck exhaust as point 
sources rather than volume sources, and as such building downwash is now accounted for in the model for 
these emission sources. Tables 3 and 4 below present the operational risk and combined construction and 
operational risk, respectively, for the revised modeling. 

Table 3:  Summary of Operational Cancer and Non-cancer Risks  

Time Period Location 
Maximum Lifetime 

Cancer Risk 
(Risk per Million) 

Significance 
Threshold 
(Risk per 
Million) 

Exceeds Significance 
Threshold 

30 Year 
Exposure 

Maximum Exposed Sensitive 
Receptor (Location R3) 1.47 10 No 

25 Year 
Exposure 

Maximum Exposed Worker 
Receptor (Location R6) 0.08 10 No 

Annual 
Average 

Maximum Exposed Sensitive 
Receptor (Location R3) <0.01 1.0 No 

Annual 
Average 

Maximum Exposed Worker 
Receptor (Location R6) <0.01 1.0 No 

Table 4:  Summary of Construction and Operational Cancer and Non-cancer Risks 

Time Period Location 
Maximum Lifetime 

Cancer Risk 
(Risk per Million) 

Significance 
Threshold 
(Risk per 
Million) 

Exceeds Significance 
Threshold 

30 Year 
Exposure 

Maximum Exposed Sensitive 
Receptor (Location R1) 1.30 10 No 

Annual 
Average 

Maximum Exposed Sensitive 
Receptor (Location R1) <0.01 1.0 No 

As shown above in Table 3, with truck idling emissions modeled as point sources as well as the inclusion of 
the building downwash option, operational risk at the maximum exposed sensitive receptor remained 
unchanged at 1.47 in one million, while operational risk at the maximum exposed worker receptor was 
reduced from 0.09 in one million to 0.08 in one million. As shown in Table 4, the combined construction and 
operational cancer risk at the maximum exposed sensitive receptor increased slightly from 1.29 in one million 
to 1.30 in one million. AERMOD modeling outputs are presented in Attachment C, and detailed risk 
calculations are presented in Attachment D within Appendix A to the Final EIR. 

Comment A3.8: This comment states that should the recommended revisions from the comments above result 
in any new significant adverse air quality impacts, mitigation measures should be included to minimize or 
eliminate impacts. The comment also states that there are potential health impacts to new sensitive 
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populations with the buildout of the adjacent Mixed Use parcels. Thus, the commenter has provided 
additional project design features and/or mitigation measures to further reduce air quality and GHG 
impacts to be incorporated into the Final EIR.  

Response A3.8: As discussed above in Responses A3.3 through A3.7, none of the above comments have 
resulted in any new adverse impacts, thus no additional mitigation measures beyond what has been 
proposed in the Draft EIR would be required. As shown on Draft EIR Table 5.3-14, Summary of Construction 
and Operational Cancer and Non-Cancer Risks, in Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality, the Project would not 
cause a significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of Project construction or 
operational activity. The Project would implement the City of Hemet General Plan policies including Goal C-
4, and Policies C-4.1, C-4.2, C-4.5, C-4.6, CSI 5.5, OS-6.1, OS 7.1, OS 7.9, OS 7.10, OS 7.11, OS-7.12, 
and OS-8.6 which would further minimize impacts. There is a less-than-significant LST impact on nearby 
sensitive receptors, thus there is no nexus for further mitigation. No further response is warranted.  

Comment A3.9: This comment provides a list of additional resources that include PDFs and Mitigation 
measures to help reduce air quality and GHG impacts.  

Response A3.9: As described previously in Response A3.3 through Response A3.8, implementation of the 
proposed Project would not exceed air quality thresholds related to DPM and LSTs, and impacts related to 
human health, cancer risks, and localized air quality would be less than significant. Thus, additional mitigation 
to reduce DMP or localized emissions is not required. 

The Project would implement existing regulations and the mitigation measures related to air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions, many of which are consistent with the comment’s recommended measures. The 
Table below compares the comment’s recommended measure with the measures currently applied to the 
Project. As detailed below, many of the recommended measures are required to be implemented by existing 
regulations and/or are included in Draft EIR mitigation measures. The measures that are not included are 
either not applicable to the Project, not required as Project impacts related to the recommended measure 
would not occur, or because the Project applicant and the City do not have the authority to require the 
measure and therefore are infeasible, as detailed below. 

Comment’s Recommended Measure Project Inclusion/Applicability 

Require zero-emissions (ZE) or near-zero emission (NZE) 
on-road haul trucks, such as heavy-duty trucks with 
natural gas engines that meet the California Air 
Resources Board’s (CARB) adopted optional NOx 
emissions standard at 0.02 grams per brake 
horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr), if and when feasible. 

Warehouses in southern California are not required to 
monitor or limit what types of trucks can enter warehouse 
properties. To impose such a condition on the Project 
would highly limit the potential tenants/building 
operations and implementing the measure would require 
extensive employee involvement to monitor each truck 
which enters the Project and refuse entry to non-
qualifying trucks. This measure is also not enforceable as 
there is no known timing for when “cleaner” trucks would 
be commercially available. Due to the infeasibility and 
enforceability of this recommended measure, it has not 
been included. 

Require a phase-in schedule to incentivize the use of 
cleaner operating trucks to reduce any significant 
adverse air quality impacts. 

The City and the future tenants of the buildings would not 
be able to enforce the types of technology (i.e., zero-
emissions or near-zero emissions) on all of the trucks 
accessing the Project site as these trucks would be 
operated by service providers outside of the proposed 
Project’s control. It is infeasible to both implement and 
enforce the types of vehicles driving to the site that are 
not owned or contracted by warehouse tenants and/or 
operators. For example, future tenants would not be able 
to control the types of FedEx, UPS, postal, or other 
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Comment’s Recommended Measure Project Inclusion/Applicability 
delivery trucks that access the site. This measure is also 
not enforceable as there is no known timing for when 
“cleaner” trucks would be commercially available. Due 
to the infeasibility and enforceability of this 
recommended measure, it has not been included. 

Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the proposed 
Project to levels analyzed in the Final CEQA document. 
If higher daily truck volumes are anticipated to visit the 
site, the Lead Agency should commit to re-evaluating the 
proposed Project through CEQA prior to allowing this 
higher activity level. 

The Draft EIR evaluates full occupation/capacity of the 
proposed building and identifies the maximum daily 
emissions that would occur from both construction and 
operation of the Project. Thus, the Project would not 
exceed the number of daily truck trips that was 
evaluated in the Draft EIR. Should there be future 
proposed changes to the Project, such as an increase in 
square footage, that may have the potential to increase 
vehicle trips, truck trips, or other sources of air quality 
emissions, a CEQA analysis would be required evaluate 
the potential impacts related to the increase. Should 
additional potential impacts be identified, new 
mitigation measures would be applied and this particular 
mitigation measure language has not been included.  

Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations or, at a 
minimum, provide electrical infrastructure, and electrical 
panels should be appropriately sized. Electrical hookups 
should be provided for truckers to plug in any onboard 
auxiliary equipment. Where appropriate, include 
environmental analyses to evaluate and identify 
sufficient electricity and supportive infrastructures in the 
Energy and Utilities and Service Systems Sections in the 
CEQA document. 

The proposed Project would include 64 EV charging 
parking spaces. The proposed Project does not include 
cold storage so trucks accessing the site are not expected 
to have TRUs that would be needed to be hooked up. 
Therefore language for this particular mitigation 
measure language has not been included. 

Maximize the use of solar energy by installing solar 
energy arrays. 

The proposed Project would include a 100% solar ready 
roof. this particular mitigation measure language has not 
been included. 

Use light-colored paving and roofing materials. As shown in Figure 5.1-1, Project Renderings, within Draft 
EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, the proposed Project would 
feature a white roof as well as a mostly white and light 
gray façade. this particular mitigation measure 
language has not been included. 

Design the proposed Project such that truck entrances 
and exits are not facing sensitive receptors and trucks 
will not travel past sensitive land uses to enter or leave 
the proposed Project site. 

As discussed in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR, Project 
Description, the Project would include six driveways 
along Simpson Road and truck movement to and from the 
Project site would directly access the City of Hemet truck 
route utilizing the Simpson Road and Warren Road 
intersection. Trucks accessing the site via the available 
truck route on Simpson Road on the north side of the 
property would not travel past the sensitive land uses to 
the southeast. No aspect of the proposed Project would 
require a change to the truck route network. this 
particular mitigation measure language has not been 
included. 

Design the proposed Project such that any truck check-in 
point is inside the proposed Project site to ensure no 
trucks are queuing outside. 

As shown on Figure 3-7 of the Draft EIR, Conceptual Site 
Plan, sliding gates would be located on the entrances of 
each truck court, located within the parking lot of each 
building and not adjacent to the roadways. this 
particular mitigation measure language has not been 
included. 
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Comment’s Recommended Measure Project Inclusion/Applicability 

Design the proposed Project to ensure that truck traffic 
inside the proposed Project site is as far away as 
feasible from sensitive receptors. 

As shown on Figure 3-7 of the Draft EIR, Conceptual Site 
Plan, truck courts for Building 1 would be located on the 
west and east sides of the building and the truck court in 
Building 2 would be facing west towards building 1. Thus, 
the truck courts and loading docks would be positioned 
away from any sensitive receptors. this particular 
mitigation measure language has not been included. 

Restrict overnight truck parking in sensitive land uses by 
providing sufficient overnight truck parking inside the 
Proposed Project site. 

As discussed in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR, Project 
Description, the proposed Project would provide 419 
truck trailer parking stalls which would provide sufficient 
parking for trucks accessing the site. this particular 
mitigation measure language has not been included. 

Comment A3.10: This comment provides additional resources to incorporate further mitigation measures to 
the proposed Project.  

Response A3.10: As described in the previous responses A3.3 through A3.7, the Project would not exceed 
thresholds and additional mitigation is not required. The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR does not 
provide substantial evidence for the determination that the Project will not be able to achieve any mitigation 
beyond what was identified in the proposed mitigation measures is unsubstantiated. Moreover, this comment 
is introductory, and the commenter does not provide additional data or specific measures for consideration 
or incorporation under this specific comment. As discussed on page 5.8-3 of the Draft EIR, 79% of Project 
emissions would primarily result from mobile source emissions, both vehicle and truck. There are no available 
feasible Project measures that would further reduce vehicular and truck emissions to below the GHG 
threshold, since neither the Project Applicant nor the Lead Agency (City of Hemet) can substantively or 
materially affect reductions in Project mobile-source emissions and/or available technologies at a cumulative 
level. As addressed above in Response A3.9, the proposed Project would include 64 EV charging parking 
spaces and 100% solar-ready roofs to mitigate emissions to the greatest extent feasible. Therefore, no 
further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. Therefore, no further mitigation measures are required to be 
developed for the proposed Project. 

Comment A3.11: This comment states that if the Project would require the use of new stationary and portable 
sources, air permits from SCAQMD will be required and the role of SCAQMD would change from a 
Commenting Agency to a Responsible Agency under CEQA. The comment continues by saying that if 
SCAQMD is identified as a Responsible Agency, the Lead Agency must consult with SCAQMD and is included 
in deciding on the adequacy of the CEQA Document. The comment concludes by saying that the Final EIR 
should include a discussion about any new stationary and portable equipment requiring SCAQMD permits 
and to identify SCAQMD as a Responsible Agency. 

Response A3.11: As discussed in Appendix C of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project was conservatively 
assumed to include installation of a 238-horsepower diesel-powered fire pump which is estimated to operate 
for up to 1 hour per day, 1 day per week for up to 50 hours per year for maintenance and testing purposes. 
Emissions associated with the stationary diesel-powered emergency fire pumps were calculated using 
CalEEMod. Thus, use of the fire pump was included in the analysis for operational emissions. Building 
occupants are assumed to be warehouse distribution and logistics operators and light manufacturers; 
however, specific tenants and uses are currently unknown. Future occupants would be processed through the 
City and SCAQMD’s permitting system. Should future tenants require any stationary equipment such as an 
emergency generator, fire pump, or other machinery, a permit from SCAQMD would be required, and would 
be ensured by the City’s permitting process. In addition, the SCAQMD has been identified as a CEQA 
Responsible Agency in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR in Table 3-6, Project 
Approvals/Permits. 
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Comment A3.12: This comment states that the Lead Agency shall evaluate comments and prepare a written 
response at least 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. If the Lead Agency’s position is at variance with 
recommendation provided in the comment letter, detailed reasons supported by substantial evidence in the 
record to explain why comments are not accepted must be provided.  

Response A3.12: This comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise any specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. According to State CEQA Guidelines, written responses to comments provided 
throughout the public comment period will be provided at least 10 days prior to the certification of the Final 
EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A3.13: This comment includes an email SCAQMD has received the Draft EIR and is being reviewed. 
The comment requests all technical documents related to air quality, health risk, and GHG analyses, electronic 
versions of all emission calculation files, and air quality modeling and health risk assessment files (complete 
files, not summaries), that were used to quantify the air quality impacts from construction and/or operation 
of the proposed Project to be uploaded to a Dropbox link for SCAQMD review.  

Response A3.13: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. In response to the request for information, the technical documentation was compiled, and 
a Dropbox link was emailed by the City to SCAQMD staff on June 5, 2024. Because the comment does not 
express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is 
warranted. 

. 
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Letter A4: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (2 pages) 
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Response to Letter A4: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, received June 
28, 2024 

Comment A4.1: This comment discusses the extent of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District) plan check process. The comment continues in explaining that the District 
received the NOA related to the Project but did not review the Project in detail. The comment states that the 
comment letter provides the District’s comments. 

Response A4.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A4.2: The comment states that the Project would not be impacted by District Master Drainage 
Plan facilities, nor are other facilities proposed in the area.  

Response A4.2: This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to City decisionmakers as part 
of the Final EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A4.3: This comment states that the Project involves proposed Master Drainage Plan facilities, 
Southwest Hemet Master Drainage Plan Line J and Southwest Hemet Master Drainage Plan Lateral B-1, and 
Southwest Hemet Master Drainage Plan Line I to protect the site and provide an adequate outlet into Salt 
Creek Channel and that the District will accept ownership of those facilities upon written request from the 
City. In addition, the Project Applicant will be required to enter into an agreement establishing terms and 
conditions with the District and that all fees and permits shall be required. 

Response A4.3: As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Project would 
not modify Master Drainage Plan Line J, Lateral B-1, or Line I. The Project proposes an onsite 36-inch private 
storm drain which would include a bubble up overland release to Salt Creek Channel. Moreover all proposed 
Project related development would be required to apply for a MS4 NPDES permit, develop a SWPPP, 
adhere to all applicable City of Hemet General Plan policies, and observe BMPs in site construction and 
operation. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A4.4: This comment continues the checklist and states that if the Project proposes channels, storm 
drains 36 inches or larger, or other facilities that could be considered regional in nature or an extension of 
the District’s facilities, the District would consider a written request for ownership of such facilities by the City 
and the Project Applicant would enter into a cooperative Agreement.  

Response A4.4: As discussed in Response A4.3, the only storm drain larger than 36 inches in diameter is 
proposed onsite and would be private. The Project Applicant would pay all necessary development feesand 
this comment will be forwarded to City decision makers as part of the Final EIR. Because the comment does 
not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response 
is warranted. 

Comment A4.5: This comment continues through the checklist and states that the Project is located within the 
limits of the Area Salt Creek Channel – Hemet South Drainage Plan and if the Project proposes additional 
impervious surface area, applicable fees would need to be paid prior to building permit issuance. 

Response A4.5: The Project would be required to pay all applicable fees through standard conditions of 
approval and permitting requirements. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment A4.6: This comment states an encroachment permit shall be obtained for any construction activities 
occurring within District rights-of-way, specifically Salt Creek Channel. The comment describes that if a storm 
drain connection exceeds the hydraulic performance of the existing drainage facilities, mitigation would be 
required. 

Response A4.6: The Project does not propose any construction-related activities within District right of way 
or facilities, including Salt Creek Channel. As discussed above in Responses A4.3 and A4.4, the Project 
proposes an onsite 36-inch private storm drain which would include a bubble up overland release to Salt 
Creek Channel. As such, the Project would not include storm drains directly connecting to Salt Creek Channel. 
Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A4.7: This comment states that the District’s comments dated April 11, 2023, are still valid. 

Response A4.7: The comments provided in the District’s letter dated April 11, 2023, are the same comments 
provided in Letter A4 herein. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  

Comment A4.8: The comment states that the Project would require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit from the State Water Resources Control Board and clearance for grading, 
recordation, or other final approval should not be given until the City has determined a permit has been 
granted or the Project is shown exempt.  

Response A4.8: As discussed on Draft EIR page 5.10-18 of Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality of 
the Draft EIR, the proposed infiltration basin would capture the 72-hour rainfall depth for a 100-year 3-
hour rain event, per the City’s LID requirements. Any additional runoff volume would be discharged via an 
outlet pipe and conveyed downstream to Salt Creek Channel with a maximum outlet flow rate equal or less 
than the existing condition 100-year and 3-hour storm event. Further, the BMPs identified in the WQMP 
would reduce the potential for erosion and siltation. As part of the permitting approval process, the proposed 
drainage, water quality design, and engineering plans would be reviewed by the City’s Engineering 
Department to ensure they meets the City’s NPDES Permit requirements and limit the potential for erosion 
and siltation. 

Comment A4.9: The comment states that if the Project involves a Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) mapped floodplain then the City should require the Applicant to provide all studies, calculations, 
plans, and other information required to meet FEMA requirements, and should further require the Applicant 
obtain a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) prior to grading, recordation, or other final approval 
of the Project and a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) prior to occupancy. 

Response A4.9: As discussed on Draft EIR page 5.10-20 within Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
according to FEMA FIRM Map 06065C2085G, the Project site is located within a “0.2% Annual Chance 
Flood Hazard, Zone X” flood plain area, defined as areas of 1% annual chance flood with average depth 
less than one foot or with drainage areas of less than one square mile. In addition, Zone X flood plain areas 
are outside the 100-year floodplain. Therefore, the proposed Project is located outside any 100-year flood 
zones and has low risk due to flooding. As such, the Project would not require a CLOMR or LOMR from FEMA. 

Comment A4.10: The comment states that the Project proponent shall bear the responsibility for complying 
with all mitigation measures in the CEQA document and all other federal, State, and local environmental 
rules and regulations. 

Response A4.10: This comment is informational in nature. Because the comment does not express any specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted, However, 
this comment will be forwarded to City decision makers as part of the Final EIR. . 
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Comment A4.11: The comment states that if a natural watercourse or flood plain is impacted by the Project, 
the City should require the Applicant to obtain a Section 1602 Agreement from the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife, a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and/or 
a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the local California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

Response A4.11: The Project would not impact any natural watercourse or mapped floodplain. No further 
response is warranted.  
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Letter A5: Morongo Band of Mission Indians (1 page) 
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Response to Letter A5: Morongo Band of Mission Indians, dated June 28, 2024 

Comment A5.1: This comment states that the Morongo Band of Mission Indians (MBMI) Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office has reviewed the Draft EIR and mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, and the 
Tribe has no further comments on the Project. 

Response A5.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A5.2: This comment states that the City is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures agreed 
upon are carried out by the Project proponent and a Tribal Monitoring Services Agreement must be 
established with MBMI prior to the start of Project ground-disturbing construction. 

Response A5.2: As discussed in Mitigation Measure TCR-1, prior to the issuance of grading permits, the 
applicant shall enter into a Tribal Monitoring Services Agreement with the Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
(MBMI), Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, or Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) for the Project. 
The City will ensure all listed mitigation measures are adhered to through compliance with a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, as included in Chapter 4.0 of this Final EIR. 

Comment A5.3: This comment states that MBMI reserves the right to continue AB 52 consultation until the 
Project is complete or if circumstances make further communication necessary, in order to ensure that proper 
mechanisms are in place should cultural resources or tribal cultural resources be found. The comment requests 
that the City notify the Tribe when the Project is scheduled to begin and provides contact information for 
any questions. 

Response A5.3: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is  
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Letter A6.1: Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (4 pages) 
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Response to Letter A6: Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla, dated July 1, 2024 

Comment A6.1: This comment states that the Tribe agrees with the mitigation measures and has no further 
comments on the Draft EIR. 

Response A6.1: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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Letter O1: Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, on behalf of Coalition for Californians Allied for a 
Responsible Economy (2 pages) 
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Response to Letter O1: Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, on behalf of Coalition for Californians 
Allied for a Responsible Economy, dated June 10, 2024 

Comment O1.1: This comment states that the letter is written on behalf of Coalition for Californians Allied 
for a Responsible Economy (CARE CA) requesting the notice of availability and Draft EIR for review when it 
is available. The comment provides a summary of the Project Description. The letter also requests mailed 
notice of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the Project. 

Response O1.1: CARE CA will be added to the notification list and provided future notices for the Project 
and Hearings. This comment will be provided to City decision makers as part of their review of the Final EIR. 
Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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Letter O2: Advocates for the Environment (5 pages) 
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Response to Letter O2: Advocates for the Environment, dated June 24, 2024 

Comment O2.1: This comment states that Advocates for the Environment submits this comment letter 
regarding the Draft EIR for the Newland Simpson Road Warehouse Project with comments regarding the 
sufficiency of the Draft EIR’s GHG analysis.  

Response O2.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is  

Comment O2.2: This comment states that the proposed Project should utilize a net-zero significance threshold 
for GHG emissions in order to comply with California’s policy to be net-zero by 2045. The comment then 
lists some examples of two large mixed use projects in California that utilized net-zero thresholds. The 
comment concludes by stating that the net-zero GHG significance threshold is well-supported by plans such 
as CARB, and the Project should adopt the threshold.  

Response O2.2: The Project proposes industrial development at the site, whereas the examples provided in 
this comment refer only to non-industrial projects. Therefore, the examples provided in this comment do not 
necessarily apply to the Project and are not reliable.  

Moreover, this Project is located within the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD and was evaluated against 
SCAQMD’s thresholds and supported by substantial evidence. The Project was found to have a significant 
impact on GHG and the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-10, which incorporates 
measures to reduce GHG emissions during Project operation. The application of a net-zero threshold is 
unprecedented for warehouse projects and would effectively result in a moratorium on such facilities within 
the city. While the application of a net-zero threshold may be appropriate and feasible for residential 
projects, such as the two mentioned by the commentor, it is not appropriate to apply such a threshold to 
warehouse projects where the vast majority of operational GHG emissions result from mobile-source 
emissions.  

Additionally, the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan includes overall state goals, therefore the referenced goal is not 
a Project specific goal. The Project would provide contemporary, energy-efficient/energy-conserving design 
features and operational procedures. The proposed Project would not interfere with the State’s 
implementation of AB 1279’s target of 85% below 1990 levels and carbon neutrality by 2045 because it 
does not interfere with implementation of the GHG reduction measures listed in CARB’s Updated Scoping 
Plan (2022), as discussed in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, on page 5.8-13 in the Draft EIR. CARB’s 
2022 Scoping Plan reflects the 2045 target of a, 85% reduction below 1990 levels, set by Executive Order 
B-55-18, and codified by AB 1279. Therefore, the Project not being constructed as net zero emissions does 
not conflict with the GHG significance threshold or any plan, policy, or goal related to GHG. The comment 
does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O2.3: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not quantitatively analyze the effectiveness of 
the proposed mitigation measures for reducing GHG emissions and that the conclusion that there are no 
other feasible mitigation measures that would reduce emissions is not supported by substantial evidence. The 
comment concludes that the Draft EIR should include more mitigation to reduce the Projects GHG emissions.  

Response O2.3: Draft EIR page 5.8-12 of Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions describes that GHG 
emissions generated from the proposed Project at buildout are primarily associated with vehicle and truck 
trips. Draft EIR Table 5.8-2 shows that the Project would generate a net total of approximately 10,362.39 
MTCO2e per year, and that 8,272 MTCO2e (79%) is from mobile sources. The Draft EIR also explains how 
and why there is no way to quantify the reductions from implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1 
through GHG-10 in the CalEEMod, and that neither the Project Applicant nor the City of Hemet can reduce 
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emissions from trucks and vehicles; and therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be significant 
and unavoidable.  

The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR does not provide substantial evidence for the determination that 
GHG impacts of the Project would be significant and unavoidable is unsubstantiated. The commenter does 
not provide additional data or specific measures for consideration or incorporation. Responses to additional 
comments provided by the commenter related to this comment are provided below (Response to Comment 
O2.5 to O2.7). The comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further 
response is warranted. 

Comment O2.4: This comment states that the Project did not adequately explore all possible mitigation 
measures in order to reduce the GHG impacts. The comment states that the City did not demonstrate that 
the proposed mitigation measures would represent the maximum feasible mitigation to support that the 
Projects impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

Response O2.4: The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR does not provide substantial evidence for the 
determination that the Project will not be able to achieve any mitigation beyond what was identified in the 
proposed mitigation measures is unsubstantiated and vague. As detailed in the previous response, under 
Response O2.3, approximately 79% of the GHG emissions from the Project would be generated by vehicle 
and truck emissions. The commenter does not provide additional data or specific measures for consideration 
or incorporation under this specific comment to reduce these emissions. As detailed previously the Draft EIR 
includes 10 specific GHG mitigation measures to reduce emissions. The comment does not contain any 
information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O2.5: The comment brings forward additional mitigation such as a mandate limiting the use of 
heavy-duty diesel trucks or require the applicant to ensure that future tenants use hybrid or zero-emission 
commercial vehicles when these become reasonably available. The commenter also proposes to maintain a 
charging system for the vehicle fleet powered by solar panels.  

Response O2.5: Neither the Project Applicant nor the City do not have the authority to require all heavy-
duty trucks entering or on the project site to be of a certain model year or engine type; or require future 
tenants and vendors to utilize heavy-duty vehicles for trips to and from the site that are zero-emissions. The 
future operational permitting requirements may include provision of trucking fleet incentives. However, the 
Project applicant and the City do not have the authority to require future tenants and vendors to enroll into 
incentive programs; and fleet upgrades are generally driven by existing SCAG and CARB emissions 
requirements. Thus, any measures that require zero-emission heavy-duty trucks are infeasible. However, the 
proposed Project would feature 64 EV charging stations and a 100% solar-ready roof which is beyond Title 
24 requirements. The comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further 
response is warranted. 

Comment O2.6: This comment states that the Project is required to include fair-share mitigation for all 
significant cumulative impacts. The comment states that since the Project would likely contribute 310,871.7 
MTCO2e over its lifetime, which the commenter states can be used as a starting place for additional non-
offset mitigation measures. 

Response O2.6: As discussed on page 5.8-3 of Draft EIR Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 79% of 
Project emissions would primarily result from mobile source emissions, both vehicle and truck. There are no 
available feasible Project measures that would further reduce vehicular and truck emissions to below the 
GHG threshold, since neither the Project Applicant nor the Lead Agency (City of Hemet) can substantively or 
materially affect reductions in Project mobile-source emissions and/or available technologies. As addressed 
above in Response O2.5, the proposed Project would include 64 EV charging parking spaces and 100% 
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solar-ready roofs to mitigate emissions to the greatest extent feasible. The comment does not identify any 
specific feasible mitigation measures that would reduce vehicle and truck GHG emissions. 

Comment O2.7: This comment provides examples of on-site mitigation measures to be incorporated into the 
Project in order to reduce GHG emissions. The comment suggests measures such as solar water heaters, 
automatic light switches, and going beyond the California Green Building Code requirements. The comment 
also suggests the use of solar panels capable of offsetting 100% of the energy demands of the buildings 
and obtaining a sustainable building certification such as LEED. The comment concludes by stating the City 
could also require the Applicant to purchase carbon offsets for the Projects remaining emission, which there 
is no evidence provided as to why offsets would be infeasible.  

Response O2.7: The proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measure GHG-1, which requires the use 
of Energy Star certified light bulbs and light features. In addition, the proposed Project would feature a 
100% solar-ready roof which exceeds the Title 24 requirement of 15%. The proposed Project would also 
include 64 EV charging stations. While the proposed Project would not obtain a sustainable building 
certification, the proposed Project would go above and beyond the requirements of Title 24. Thus, the 
proposed Project would implement the measures mentioned in the comment.  

While it is true that it may be possible to purchase carbon offsets, recent Court of Appeal decisions have 
cast considerable doubt on the use of such offsets to mitigate GHG impacts from land use development 
projects. In Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego (2020) 50 Cal, Ap.5th 467, the Court of 
Appeal invalidated a mitigation measure that required the purchase of offsets from a “CARB-approved 
registry, such as the Climate Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and the Verified Carbon 
Standard” (Id. At 510.) Although the court insisted its decision “should not be construed as blanked prohibition 
on using carbon offsets” to mitigate GHG missions under CEQA, it found numerous flaws with the measure at 
issue and failed to provide a clear roadmap for how to craft a similar valid measure. The court also declined 
to express an opinion on a number of issues, including whether offsets could potentially be used to mitigate 
more than 8% of a project’s emissions and the extent to which out-of-country offsets could be used. (Id. At 
503, 513, n 27.) Subsequent to Golden Door (and within the last year), another measure requiring the 
purchase of offsets was similarly found to be invalid in an unpublished Court of Appeal decision, with the 
court finding the measure’s inclusion of additional standards for offsets did “not cure the defects found in 
Golden Door.” (Sierra Club v. County of San Diego (Dec. 21, 2021, No. D077548) 2021 WL 6050624, at 
page 11.) In light of such uncertainty, the City finds that the carbon offsets are not feasible methods for 
mitigating the Project’s GHG emissions. The comment does not contain any information requiring changes to 
the Draft EIR. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O2.8: This comment states the Draft EIR fails to assess all feasible mitigation and has not showed 
sufficient evidence to show that additional measures would be infeasible. The comment concludes by 
requesting to receive updates on the progress of the Project pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 
21092.2. 

Response O2.8: The comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR evaluation. The commenters’ concerns were addressed above in Responses O2.2 through 
O2.7. In reviewing the above listed comments and making the appropriate revisions, when necessary, no 
significant new information was incorporated, and further, the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately 
reflect the proposed Project and subsequent potential environmental impacts. Therefore, per CEQA 
Guidelines and CA Code of Regulations 15088.5, Draft EIR recirculation would not be warranted. 
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Letter O3: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (162 pages)
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Response to Letter O3: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance, dated June 28, 2024 

Comment O3.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the comment is 
submitted on behalf of the Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA). Additionally, it states that 
GSEJA requests to be notified regarding any subsequent environmental documents, public notices, and public 
hearings for the Project. 

Response O3.1 GSEJA will be added to the City of Hemet’s notification list and will be notified of any 
subsequent environmental documents, public notices, and public hearings regarding the proposed Project. 
The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O3.2: This comment includes a project summary of the proposed Project. The comment also lists 
the discretionary actions needed to complete the Project. 

Response O3.2: The comment provides a summary of the proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 
required or provided. 

Comment O3.3: The comment states that the EIR does not accurately describe the Project. This comment 
expresses concern that the Project is a piecemealed portion of a larger project that includes the Newland 
Kirby Project, which is an 850,640 square foot warehouse project in the City of Hemet, and states that the 
proposed Project should be analyzed along with the Newland Kirby Project. The comment states that the 
Project includes the construction and operation of all Newland buildings. 

Response O3.3: The comment does not provide any substantial evidence of an environmental impact or 
substantial evidence that the Newland Kirby Project is directly tied to the Newland Simpson Project, and 
therefore the commenter’s assertions that the Project is part of a larger piecemealed project are based on 
speculation.  

The commenter’s explanation of piecemealing is inaccurate. The City disagrees with the assertion that the 
Project is a piecemealed portion of a larger Newland development. Activities that would operate 
independently of one another and can be implemented separately may be treated as separate projects 
under CEQA if one activity is not a foreseeable consequence of the other (see Aptos Council v. County of 
Santa Cruz (2017) 10 Cal.App.5th 266, 281). Generally, courts have considered distinct activities as one 
CEQA project and required them to be reviewed together: (1) when the project under review is designed to 
provide the necessary first step toward a larger development; and (2) when development of the project 
under review requires or presumes completion of another activity. Neither scenario is appliable here. Instead, 
each of the projects identified have independent utility. That is, the approval or denial of one project has 
no effect on the other projects, and none of the projects are dependent upon the existence of any of the 
other projects. The Newland Kirby Project was submitted separately from the proposed Project and is not a 
phase of the proposed Project. Further, the Newland Kirby Project and associated EIR Addendum was 
approved on December 5, 2023, by the Planning Commission. Therefore, the Draft EIR accurately represents 
the whole of the action and evaluates the potential environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. The proposed 
Project is limited to development and operation of the Project site and is not part of other development 
projects. 

Comment O3.4: The comment states that the Project Description does not provide a floor plan, detailed site 
plan, conceptual grading plan, written narrative, grading plans or detailed elevations. The comment states 
that a few figures have been edited to remove meaningful information. The comment requests that the EIR 
must be revised to include an unedited floor plan, grading plan, site plan, and project narrative for public 
review. 
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Response O3.4: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the Project Description “should 
not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for the evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” 
The proposed Project is thoroughly described within Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description. In addition, a 
Conceptual Site Plan, Building Elevations, a Conceptual Landscape Plan, and Project Renderings are 
provided as Figures 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-10, and 5.1-1, in Section 3.0, Project Description and Section 5.1, 
Aesthetics respectively. Analysis under this DEIR have all utilized these same graphics and plans. As such, the 
level of detail needed for the evaluation of the Project by the public and decision makers and for the review 
of the Project’s environmental impacts is adequate within the Project Description, and extensively detailed 
figures are not needed. Details including the floor area ratio are provided in the Project Description as well 
as on Table 5.1-1. As demonstrated by Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San 
Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1053, the EIR’s description of the proposed Project should identify the 
Project’s main features and other information needed for an analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts. 
As long as the requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 are met, the Project Description 
may allow for the flexibility needed to respond to changing conditions that could impact the Project’s final 
design. As such, detailed grading plans for all buildings are not required to be included in the Draft EIR’s 
Project Description and a general description of the Project and conceptual plans are allowed. Should the 
Project be approved, design level civil engineering plans would be prepared and reviewed by the 
appropriate City departments prior to any construction on the Project site.  

Comment O3.5: The comment states that the Project Description does not provide detailed information 
regarding each discretionary action including the Site Plan Review, Conditional Use Permit, and Variances 
for both parking and building height. The comment concludes in stating that the EIR must be revised to include 
the City’s requests associated with each discretionary action.  

Response O3.5: As stated previously in Response O3.4, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the 
Project Description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for the evaluation and review 
of the environmental impact.” The proposed Project is thoroughly described within Draft EIR Section 3.0, 
Project Description. As such, the level of detail needed for the evaluation of the Project by the public and 
decision makers and for the review of the Project’s environmental impacts is adequate within the Project 
Description, and extensively detailed figures are not needed. As demonstrated by Citizens for a Sustainable 
Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1053, the EIR’s description of the 
proposed Project should identify the Project’s main features and other information needed for an analysis 
of the Project’s environmental impacts. As long as the requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124 are met, the Project Description may allow for the flexibility needed to respond to changing 
conditions that could impact the Project’s final design. 

However, in response to the comment, Table 3-6 from the Draft EIR has been revised, as provided below 
and captured within Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR:  

 Table 2-3: Project Approvals/Permits 

Public Agency Approval and Decisions  
City of Hemet 

Project – Discretionary Approvals 

City of Hemet Planning 
Commission 

• Recommend approval, conditional approval, or denial of the Project, including 
the General Plan Amendment, Conditional Use Permit, Site Plan Review, and 
Tentative Parcel Map 

• Recommend that the City Council reject or certify this EIR along with 
appropriate CEQA Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program 
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Public Agency Approval and Decisions  
City of Hemet City Council  • Approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Project, including the General 

Plan Amendment, Conditional Use Permit, and Tentative Parcel Map 
• Reject or certify this EIR along with appropriate CEQA Findings and Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Subsequent City of Hemet and Ministerial Approvals 

City of Hemet Implementing 
Approvals 

• Approval of a variance for building height (5-foot height increase) 
• Approval of a variance for parking spaces (70 spaces below required 

amount) 
• Approve Final Parcel Maps, lot line adjustments, or parcel mergers, as may 

be appropriate 
• Approve precise site plan(s) and landscaping/irrigation plan(s), as may be 

appropriate 
• Issue Grading Permits 
• Issue Building Permits 
• Issue Occupancy Permits 
• Approve Road Improvements Plans 
• Issue Encroachment Permits 
• Accept public right-of-way dedications 

• Approve Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) 
Other Agencies – Subsequent Approvals and Permits 

Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

• Issuance of a Construction Activity General Construction Permit 
• Issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 

South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 

• Permits and approvals associated with the operation of stationary equipment, 
if required 

Eastern Municipal Water 
District 

• Approval of design conditions, water, and sewer improvement plans 

Riverside County Flood 
Control & Water Conservation 
District 

• Approval of storm drain connections, if applicable 

 

Comment O3.6: The comment refers to comments provided by SWAPE, which are included as an attachment 
to the comment letter. 

Response O3.6: Refer to Responses O3.40 through O3.52 in which the comments presented by SWAPE are 
addressed. 

Comment O3.7: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include analysis of relevant environmental 
justice issues in reviewing potential impacts, including cumulative impacts from the proposed Project to the 
surrounding community. The comment states that according to the CalEnviroScreen 4.0. The proposed Project’s 
census tract ranks in the 91st percentile for ozone burden, the 46th percentile for particulate matter 2.5 
burden, and the 65th percentile for solid waste facility impacts. The comment also states that the census tract 
consists of a diverse community that is especially vulnerable to impacts of pollution. 

Response O3.7: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical 
changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, 
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minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15360). Moreover, CEQA also requires a project evaluate its impacts in relation to changes in an 
area’s population, housing needs and coverage under adequate public services. The Project’s potential 
environmental justice effects are social issues that are not considered effects on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis 
of the Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does not include substantial 
discussion of environmental justice.  

CalEnviroScreen is a general policy tool. It is generally inappropriate for CEQA review. However, the Draft 
EIR provides a detailed evaluation of the potential cumulative air quality related impacts of the proposed 
Project upon the surrounding community (localized impacts) pursuant to SCAQMD methodology and 
thresholds, which is the appropriate due to the Project’s location within the South Coast Air Basin.  

The Draft EIR also provides a detailed evaluation of the potential cumulative water supply, water quality, 
hazardous waste, and solid waste impacts of the proposed Project. Regarding the existing pollution burden, 
the existing air quality in the Project area is described in Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality. Table 5.3-2 
provides data from the closest air quality monitoring station to the Project site (SRA 24 Perris Valley, SRA 
25 Elsinore valley, and SRA 23 Metropolitan Riverside County). Data from the air quality monitoring stations 
indicates that the PM2.5 federal standard had 5 exceedances in 2020, 13 exceedances in 2021, and 0 
exceedances in 2022. While the Project vicinity has experienced exceedances of State and federal 
standards, the thresholds set forth by the SCAQMD are intended to be health protective and are based on 
Clean Air Act standards and recommendations by the EPA. Although there has been an increase in 
development in the South Coast Area Basin, emissions concentrations have declined, and air quality has 
generally improved over the last 30 years largely due to cleaner air vehicles and fuel requirements.  

As detailed under Impact AQ-2 in Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, pollutant emissions associated 
with operation of the Project would be below SCAQMD thresholds and the Project would not result in a net 
increase of a pollutant for which the region in in non-attainment. Construction of the proposed Project would 
generate regional emissions that would exceed the applicable SCAQMD threshold for VOCs and NOx. The 
Project would implement Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 to reduce the construction NOx and VOCs 
emissions. These measures would be sufficient enough to reduce the NOx and VOCs emissions to below the 
SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, criteria emissions impacts related to construction and operation of the 
proposed Project would be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and 
AQ-2. 

Also, a Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment (included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR) was prepared to 
evaluate the health risk impacts as a result of exposure to diesel particulate matter (DPM) as a result of 
heavy-duty diesel trucks and equipment activities from Project construction. The results of the health risk 
assessment determined that at the maximum incremental cancer risk attributable to construction DPM source 
emissions from the proposed Project is 0.55 in one million, which would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk 
threshold of 10 in one million. As such, the Project would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk 
to adjacent land uses as a result of Project construction activity.  

An operational diesel mobile source health risk (included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR) was also prepared 
to evaluate the operational health risk impacts as a result of exposure to DPM from heavy-duty diesel trucks 
traveling to and from the Project site, maneuvering onsite, and entering and leaving the site during operation 
of the Project. The Draft EIR details that the results of the operational health risk assessment identified that 
the maximum cancer risk would be 1.47 in one million for the nearby residential land uses, which is below 
the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. The worker receptor risk would be lower at 0.09 in one million. 
Maximum non-cancer risks at this same location were estimated to be less than0.01, which would not exceed 
the applicable significance threshold of 1.0. In addition, the Draft EIR determined that the maximum 
incremental cancer risk impact attributable to the Project for both construction and operation is calculated to 
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be1.29, below the threshold of 10. Therefore, all health risk levels to nearby residents from construction and 
operation-related emissions of TACs would be well below the SCAQMD’s HRA thresholds and impacts would 
be less than significant.  

The Draft EIR also included a long-term microscale (CO Hot Spot) analysis on page 5.3-28 which determined 
Project-related vehicles are not expected to contribute significantly to result in the CO concentrations 
exceeding the State or federal CO standards. Therefore, as concluded in the Draft EIR, the Project would 
not impact nearby residences or schools. 

Comment O3.8: This comment states that the EIR does not adequately analyze the Projects consistency with 
the AQMP as the Project requires a land use change from Mixed Use (MU) to Business Park (B-P) which was 
not analyzed by SCAG. 

Response O3.8: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. The General Plan Amendment was discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 3-
13, 3-35, 5.11-19, and 5.13-6. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project site has 
an existing zoning designation of Business Park, and the General Plan Amendment is required for the sites 
General Plan Land Use designation to be consistent with the existing zoning. Pursuant to state law, a general 
plan and zoning designation require consistency and any inconsistency be brought into conformance in a 
prompt manner. Accordingly, the Applicant is simply seeking compliance with state law to harmonize the 
land use designations. According to SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS population and household growth forecast 
for the city of Hemet, between 2016 and 2045, SCAG anticipates an employment increase of 18,500 
additional jobs (from 21,700 to 40,200), yielding an 85% growth rate. SCAG also anticipates a population 
increase of 42,500 between 2016 and 2045 (from 81,500 to 124,000). The proposed Project would 
generate the need for approximately 1,158 employees, which represents approximately 2.72% of the 
forecasted population growth between 2016 and 2045 and approximately 6.26% of the forecasted 
employment growth between 2016 and 2045 for the City. According to the Employment Development 
Department, as of August 2023, Hemet’s unemployment rate was approximately 6.3%. Thus, although the 
Project would generate additional long-term employment in the Project area, the new employment 
opportunities would be within the forecasted and planned growth of the City under its buildout conditions. 

Comment O3.9: This comment states that CalEEMod is not listed as an approved energy compliance 
modeling software. The comment states that since the EIR did not accurately or adequately model impacts in 
compliance with Title 24, a finding of significance must be made and a revised EIR with modeling in one of 
the three approved software types must be circulated for public review in order to adequately analyze the 
Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts. 

Response O3.9: The commenter incorrectly assumes the purpose of Title 24 and California Energy 
Commission approved software programs. The approved programs serve the purpose of being used under 
the performance approach (energy budget) method of compliance for Energy Standards. The programs 
mentioned are not intended to be utilized for CEQA analysis. CalEEMod, the California Emissions Estimator 
Model, is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for 
government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria 
pollutant and GHG emissions associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land use 
projects. The model was developed for the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in 
collaboration with the California Air Districts. Additionally, the Project would be compliant with measures set 
forth in Title 24, which would be verified through the plan check process. The comment does not contain any 
information requiring changes to the EIR. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.10: The comment states that the EIR does not have meaningful evidence to support its 
conclusions that there would be a less than significant impact related to a safety hazard or excessive noise 
within two miles of a public airport. The comment explains that the Project is required to be reviewed by the 
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Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) after the EIR public review period, which is deferred 
mitigation. The comment also notes that the building heights listed in the EIR (60 feet) are different from those 
in the RCALUC application (52 feet).  

Response O3.10: The proposed Project was approved by the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
on June 13, 2024. The following revisions has been included in Chapter 3, Errata:  

Due to the nature of the required City approvals (i.e., the proposed General Plan Amendment), the 
City of Hemet is required, pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 21676, to refer the proposed 
Project to the ALUC for ALUC review. On June 13, 2024, the proposed Project was found to be 
consistent with the 2017 Hemet-Ryan Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan by RCALUC. The 
proposed Project would comply with this ALUC notification and all other applicable rules and 
regulations as they pertain to the Hemet-Ryan Airport and airport safety. Overall, because the 
proposed Project is not located within compatibility zones A through D of the Hemet-Ryan Land Use 
Compatibility Plan or the designated Hemet-Ryan Airport noise contours; and it would not result in 
hazards related to excessive glare, light, steam, smoke, dust, or electronic interference, the proposed 
Project would not introduce a safety hazard associated with airport operations for people residing, 
working, and visiting the Project site. 

The Draft EIR analyzed the proposed Project buildings at a height of 60 feet in order to include the most 
conservative analysis. In accordance with the Conditions of Approval provided by the RCALUC, any changes 
to building area or intensity are subject to an amended review to evaluate consistency with the ALUCP 
compatibility criteria. Thus, this comment does not contain any information requiring further changes to the 
EIR. No further response is warranted.  

Comment O3.11: The comment states that the proposed Project must provide a quantified analysis of the 
Project’s growth compared to the General Plan’s buildout. The comment requests that a revised EIR include 
an analysis of buildout of the Project and projects “in the pipeline” and their development intensity to 
determine if they would exceed the projected buildout scenario. 

Response O3.11: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. Development assumptions and scenarios presented in the General Plan and 
its program-level EIR should not be considered a “cap” on permissible acreage or square footage buildout, 
but simply serve as a framework upon which future project-level environmental analyses may be based. 
Cumulative projects are properly included in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR and accounted for throughout the 
analysis of the Draft EIR, including the Newland Kirby project. All previously-constructed projects (i.e., 
completed prior to issuance of the 2023 Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR) are considered part of the 
environmental baseline and have therefore been accounted for as part of the existing conditions.  

Growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth or a concentration 
of population in excess of what is assumed in master plans, land use plans, or in projections made by regional 
planning agencies, such as SCAG. According to SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS population and household 
growth forecast for Hemet, between 2016 and 2045, SCAG anticipates an employment increase of 18,500 
additional jobs (from 21,700 to 40,200), yielding a 85% growth rate. SCAG also anticipates a population 
increase of 42,500 between 2016 and 2045 (from 81,500 to 124,000). The proposed Project would 
generate the need for approximately 1,158 employees, which represents approximately 2.72% of the 
forecasted population growth between 2016 and 2045 and approximately 6.26% of the forecasted 
employment growth between 2016 and 2045 for the City. According to the Employment Development 
Department, as of August 2023, Hemet’s unemployment rate was approximately 6.3%. Additionally, as 
detailed on Draft EIR page 5.11-21, Building 1 would result in a FAR of 0.47 and Building 2 would result in 
a FAR of 0.39 which is below the maximum FAR of 0.60 allowed by the Business Park zoning, and related 
employment projections. Thus, although the Project would generate additional long-term employment in the 
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Project area, the new employment opportunities would be within the forecasted and planned growth of the 
City. 

Comment O3.12: This comment states that the EIR does not provide any meaningful evidence to support the 
Projects consistency with the SCAG RTP/SCS. The comment also mentions that there are errors in modeling 
and states that the Project is inconsistent with Goal 5, Goal 6, and Goal 7 of Table 5.11-1. The comment 
states that the EIR must be revised to include a finding of significance due to inconsistency with the 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS Connect SoCal document.  

Response O3.12: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. As discussed in Responses O3.42 through O3.50 below, appropriate 
CalEEMod defaults were utilized and there are no errors in modeling. Substantial evidence supporting the 
SCAG RTP/SCS consistency analysis is provided in Section 5.3, Air Quality, and Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. The SCAG RTP/SCS provides overall regional goals, therefore the referenced goal is not a Project 
specific goal. As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would not prevent SCAG from implementing 
actions that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions and the Project includes measures related to building 
design, landscaping, and energy systems pursuant to Title 24 guidelines that would be consistent with SCAG’s 
goals. The Project consistency discussion within Table 5.11-1 provides justification for consistency with each 
goal. Thus, the Draft EIR does not need to be revised due to an inconsistency with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 
Connect SoCal document. 

Comment O3.13: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include any analysis regarding the 
inconsistency of the proposed Project with some of the General Plan goals and policies, and lists Policies 
which the Project has potential to conflict with. 

Response O3.13: The Draft EIR is a public disclosure document that serves to provide information to the 
City’s decisionmakers and elected officials when deciding whether or not to approve a project. The goal of 
the consistency analysis is to provide the reader with a general overview of whether a project is in harmony 
with the overall intent of the applicable goals and policies. It is within the City’s purview to decide if the 
Project is consistent or inconsistent with applicable goals or policies. CEQA case law recognizes that “it is 
nearly, if not absolutely, impossible for a project to be in perfect conformity with each and every policy set 
forth in the applicable [general] plan.”  (Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale City Council (2011) 200 Cal.App.4th 
1552, 1563.) A compiled table of applicable Hemet General Plan goals and policies, along with the 
Project’s consistency is included in Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning. In addition, the policies mentioned 
throughout this comment letter are not mandatory policies for the purpose of mitigating an environmental 
effect. In the case of Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) Cal.App.4th 704, 719, the 
courts found that “none of the policies on which appellant relies is mandatory, and [the] project need not be 
in perfect conformity with each and every policy.” Thus, CEQA does not require the Project to be consistent 
with each comment mentioned by the commenter. However, for the purposes of this response, a consistency 
analysis between the Project and the relevant goals and policies that were listed by the comment is provided 
below. As shown in the Table below (also included as Table 5.11-2 in Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning 
of the Draft EIR), the proposed Project would be consistent with the relevant policies, and no environmental 
effect would result from Project and General Plan policy inconsistency.  

Policy Project Consistency 

Policy LU 3.9: Incompatible Uses. Prohibit uses that lead 
to the deterioration of residential neighborhoods, or 
adversely affect it’s safety or residential character. 

Consistent. The Project proposes to develop two 
industrial warehouse buildings and a truck trailer parking 
lot on a site that is currently utilized for agricultural 
purposes. The nearest residential receptor to the Project 
site would be residences located approximately 930 
feet southeast of the Project site. The Project would be 
consistent with the sites existing Business Park zoning and 



Newland Simpson Road Project  2.0 Response to Comments 

City of Hemet  2-220 
Final EIR 
April 2025 

would include a General Plan Amendment to make the 
General Plan Land Use designation consistent with the 
existing zoning.  

Policy LU 5.5: Public Spaces. Establish interesting and 
attractive focal points, public spaces or community uses 
within mixed use and transit oriented developments that 
are within walking distance and provide a source of 
activity and identity for the district. 

Not Applicable. The proposed Project does not include 
any public spaces or community uses. The project is not a 
mixed use or transit-oriented development. Further, the 
Project site and adjacent areas do not provide a source 
of activity and identity for the district. 

Policy LU 5.7: Land Use Flexibility Accommodate 
flexibility in the overall form and integration of land uses 
within the mixed use districts provided that the district 
conforms to the purpose and principles of mixed use and 
smart growth concepts as embodied in the General Plan 
and implementing plans and ordinances. 

Consistent. The Project proposes to develop two 
industrial warehouse buildings and a truck trailer parking 
lot that would provide for flexibility in tenants and future 
uses. However, the Project does not include and is not 
adjacent to mixed uses. The Project site is zoned for 
Business Park uses and located adjacent to two truck 
routes designated by the General Plan and conveniently 
located in proximity to Highway 74 and Highway 79 
and has access to available infrastructure, including 
roads and utilities to accommodate the growing need for 
goods movement within Southern California. Thus, the 
Project would be consistent with the smart growth 
concepts envisions by the General Plan.  

Policy LU 5.8: Open Space. Require that adequate open 
space and for larger projects, recreational or community 
serving uses, be incorporated in mixed use development 
to serve the needs of the residents and businesses. 

Not Applicable. The proposed Project does not consist 
of a larger project or mixed use project that would 
generate the need for open space. As detailed on page 
5.13-7 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would 
create jobs that would be filled by residents in the Cities 
of Hemet, San Jacinto, and the surrounding 
unincorporated Riverside County areas; and that 
population growth that would result in the need for open 
space would not result from the Project. 

Policy LU 10.2: Airport Land Use Compatibility. As part 
of the development review process, ensure appropriate 
land use compatibility within airport compatibility zones 
by utilizing the Hemet-Ryan Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (2017) and the latest Department of 
Aeronautics Handbook developed by the State of 
California, an Airport Compatibility Study may be 
warranted for Projects within the Airport Influence area. 

Consistent. As discussed above in Response O3.10, the 
proposed Project was found to be consistent with the 
2017 Hemet-Ryan Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
by RCALUC on June 13, 2024. 

Policy LU 11.6: Skilled Labor Force Encourage a variety 
of businesses and industries to locate in the City including 
clean high technology industries, innovative start-up 
companies, and commercial/professional office uses that 
provide high skill/high-wage job opportunities. 

Consistent. The proposed Project is consistent with 
providing for new businesses and industries to generate 
employment opportunities for skilled labor. As detailed 
on page 6-3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would 
create jobs that a majority of which could likely be filled 
by residents in the Cities of Hemet, San Jacinto, and the 
surrounding unincorporated Riverside County areas. The 
City of Hemet has had unemployment rates ranging 
between 5.1 and 20.2% from 2014 to 2024 

Policy LU 11.7: Recruit New Business Pro-actively recruit 
new businesses that are currently under-represented in 
the City, and will create synergy in attracting other 
retailers to locate in the City 

Consistent. The proposed Project is consistent with 
providing for new businesses and industries in the City.  
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Comment O3.14: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include any analysis regarding the 
inconsistency of the proposed Project with some of the General Plan goals and policies related to Mixed 
Use and does not comply with CEQA’s requirements for meaningful disclosure, including the potentially 
significant impacts. 

Response O3.14: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. The Project includes a General Plan Amendment to change the site’s Mixed Use designation 
to Business Park. Thus, the EIR appropriately evaluates the proposed Project, which is the proposed 
development and the proposed Business Park General Plan designation that would be consistent with the 
existing zoning designation. Pursuant to state law, a general plan and zoning designation require consistency 
and any inconsistency be brought into conformance in a prompt manner. Accordingly, the Applicant is simply 
seeking compliance with state law to harmonize the land use designations. The proposed General Plan 
Amendment would result in consistency with the existing zoning and would not result in an environmental 
effect. Further, a land use designation in and of itself does not constitute a "land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect." It is a designation 
to provide development standards for projects. Therefore, the Project’s proposed General Plan Amendment 
does not constitute a conflict with the policies of the General Plan.  

Additionally, the Draft EIR does provide an analysis of buildout of the Project site pursuant to the existing 
Mixed Use Land Use designation. As detailed on page 8-21 of the Draft EIR, implementation of this 
alternative would bring more occupants and vehicle trips to the Project site that would result in an increase 
in air quality emissions, energy, and noise. 

The Draft EIR also identifies all potentially significant as well as significant and unavoidable impacts in 
relation to the proposed Project. The reader is referred to Section 1.0 Executive Summary of the DEIR and 
Chapter 4 MMRP of this Final EIR for a description of the potential impacts and related mitigation. 

Comment O3.15: The comment states that the proposed Project would not be consistent with the General 
Plan and its visions for the Mixed Use Area #4. The comment states that the EIR must be revised to show the 
inconsistencies with the Land Use District.  

Response O3.15: As detailed in the previous response, the EIR appropriately evaluates the proposed 
Project, which is the proposed development and the proposed Business Park General Plan designation that 
would be consistent with the existing zoning designation. The proposed General Plan Amendment would 
result in consistency with the existing zoning. Development assumptions and scenarios presented in the 
General Plan and its program-level EIR should not be considered a “cap” on permissible acreage or square 
footage buildout, but simply serve as a framework upon which future project-level environmental analyses 
may be based. The General Amendment was discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 3-13, 3-35, 5.11-19, and 
5.13-6. Potential General Plan inconsistencies that could result in an environmental effect are detailed within 
Table 5.11-2.  

In addition, CEQA case law recognizes that the Lead Agency has the responsibility of determining whether 
any project is consistent with the lead agencies general plan, “the body which adopted the general plan 
policies in its legislative capacity has unique competence to interpret those policies when applying them in 
its adjudicatory capacity.” (Save Our Peninsula Com. v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142.) 
Thus, the Lead Agency has decided that the proposed Project is consistent with the policy mentioned in the 
comment due to the reasons mentioned above.  

Comment O3.16: The comment states that the proposed Project is not consistent with General Plan Policy LU 
1.12 Flexibility Over Time. The comment explains that the project would exceed the established intensity 
allowed in the general Plan and increase building square footage by 7%. The comment also states that the 
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EIR does not analyze the surrounding land use designations and must be revised to show inconsistency with 
the surrounding area.  

Response O3.16: The comment confuses the General Plan Land Use and zoning designations. The site and 
surrounding areas are zoned for business park and mixed uses. There are different and sometimes 
inconsistent land use designations. As detailed on Draft EIR page 5.11-21, Building 1 would result in a FAR 
of 0.47 and Building 2 would result in a FAR of 0.39 which is below the maximum FAR of 0.60 allowed by 
the Business Park zoning. The General Amendment was discussed in the Draft EIR on page 3-13, 3-35, 5.11-
19, and 5.13-6. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project site has an existing 
zoning designation of Business Park and pursuant to state law, a general plan and zoning designation require 
consistency and any inconsistency be brought into conformance in a prompt manner. Accordingly, the 
Applicant is simply seeking compliance with state law to harmonize the land use designations. 

The comment also incorrectly states that there are no other parcels zoned for Business Park uses surrounding 
the Project site. However, two parcels, one adjacent to the southwest and one across Simpson Road to the 
northeast of the proposed Project site are each zoned for Business Park uses. In addition, the City of Hemet 
is a housing rich City. Thus, the inclusion of additional industrial jobs into the City due to employment markets 
would be consistent with the General Plan Policy mentioned in the comment. 

CEQA case law recognizes that the Lead Agency has the responsibility of determining whether any project 
is consistent with the lead agencies General Plan, “the body which adopted the general plan policies in its 
legislative capacity has unique competence to interpret those policies when applying them in its adjudicatory 
capacity.” (Save Our Peninsula Com. v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142.) Thus, the Lead 
Agency has decided that the proposed Project is consistent with the Policy mentioned in the comment due to 
the reasons mentioned above.  

Comment O3.17: The comment states that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with General Plan 
Policy LU 1.13 Build a Strong Community as the Draft EIR does not provide any information of the City’s 
jobs/housing balance and would have a significant and unavoidable VMT impact.  

Response O3.17: The comment incorrectly states that the EIR does not provide any information regarding 
the City’s job/housing balance. The City’s jobs/housing balance is laid out in Table 5.13-5 in Section 5.13, 
Population and Housing. Both the table and the analysis within the section illustrate that the City is housing 
rich. Thus, additional employment from the Project would provide a benefit. As discussed in Section 5.15.7 
Cumulative Impacts, while the proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable Project specific 
VMT impact, implementation of the proposed Project would reduce VMT on a City-wide basis due to the 
City’s current lack of jobs for citizens residing in the area and that the Project would provide employment 
for local residents. Thus, the Project would not be inconsistent with the General Plan Policy mentioned in the 
comment and no further response is warranted.  

Comment O3.18: The comment states that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with General Plan 
Goal LU-3 Avoid Land Use Conflict and provide compatible development, as the Project’s proposed business 
park land use is not compatible with the surrounding mixed uses surrounding the site. The comment states that 
Mixed Use Area #4 is envisioned to create a residential and retail/business park node and the proposed 
Project does not align with this vision. The comment also notes that the proposed Project would not be 
consistent with General Plan Policy LU 2.4, Concentrate Land Uses, as the Project site is located in an isolated 
part of the city surrounded by rural land.  

Response O3.18: As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project site has an existing 
zoning designation of Business Park, and a General Plan Amendment would be required for the site’s 
General Plan Land Use designation to be consistent with the existing zoning. Approval of the proposed 
amendment would resolve the inconsistency with the existing Zoning Map. As discussed above, there are two 
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parcels, one adjacent to the southwest and one across Simpson Road to the Northeast that are each zoned 
for Business Park uses. In addition, parcels surrounding the Project are currently vacant or used for agricultural 
purposes. There are currently no proposed projects within the Project vicinity, including within the adjacent 
parcels which have a Business Park zoning designation and Mixed Use General Plan Land Use designation.  

The Project proposes the development of two industrial warehouses on a site that is currently zoned for 
Business Park uses. The General Plan does not limit light industrial uses to parcels owned by the Metropolitan 
Water District, as inferred by the comment. In addition, residential land uses are allowed under the mixed-
use land use designation but they are not required. Thus, the proposed industrial uses onsite would be 
consistent with the existing MU land use designation of the site as it is listed as an allowed use. The Project 
site is zoned for Business Park uses and located adjacent to two truck routes designated by the General Plan 
and conveniently located in proximity to Highway 74 and Highway 79 and has access to available 
infrastructure, including roads and utilities to accommodate the growing need for goods movement within 
southern California. Thus, the Project site is located in a prime location for the proposed industrial uses and 
is consistent with the smart growth concepts envisioned by the General Plan.  

Contrary to the comment’s assumption that the change in land use would increase impacts in comparison to 
the Project, the Draft EIR provides an analysis of buildout of the Project site pursuant to the existing Mixed 
Use Land Use designation. As detailed on page 8-21 of Section 8.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of this alternative would result in the same impacts to agriculture and would bring more 
occupants and vehicle trips to the Project site that would result in an increase in air quality emissions, energy, 
and noise. Further, development of the site consistent with the existing zoning designation would not result in 
an incompatible development. 

Comment O3.19: The comment states that the EIR does not have meaningful evidence to support its 
conclusions that there would be a less than significant impact related to a safety hazard or excessive noise 
within two miles of a public airport. The comment explains that the Project is required to be reviewed by the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) after the EIR public Review period, which is 
deferred mitigation. The comment also notes that the building heights listed in the EIR (60 feet) are different 
from those in the RCALUC application (52 feet). 

Response O3.19: As discussed above in Response O3.10, the proposed Project was approved by the 
Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission on June 13, 2024. This information has been included in 
Chapter 3.0, Errata. Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan Policy mentioned 
in the comment. In addition, the Draft EIR analyzed the proposed Project buildings at a height of 60 feet in 
order to include the most conservative analysis. In accordance with the Conditions of Approval provided by 
the RCALUC, any changes to building area or intensity are subject to an amended review to evaluate 
consistency with the ALUCP compatibility criteria. Thus, this comment does not contain any information 
requiring further changes to the EIR. No further response is warranted.  

Comment O3.20: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not support the conclusions the proposed Project 
would be consistent with General Plan Policy LU 11.1, Attract New Businesses, as the Draft EIR does not 
provide any information about the wages of the employees, the tax revenue generated from the Project, or 
evidence that the unemployed population is qualified or interested in work in the industrial sector.  

Response O3.20: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with the 
physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, 
air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15360). The project merits, including any economic and social effects of the project are 
not treated as effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Therefore, 
consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the project’s potentially significant physical impacts 
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on the environment and does not include a discussion of tax revenue or employee wages. Furthermore, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204(a) states that when responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers. Thus, 
information related to employee wages and tax revenue is not provided.  

An analysis of the City’s unemployment rate was discussed in Section 5.13, Population and Housing. The Draft 
EIR stated “the employees that would fill these roles are anticipated to come from within the City or the 
region, as the unemployment rate of the City of Hemet as of August 2023 was 6.3%, and the County of 
Riverside was 5.4% (BLS, 2023). Due to these levels of unemployment, it is anticipated that new employees 
at the Project site would already reside within commuting distance and would not generate substantial needs 
for any housing.” Draft EIR page 6-3 describes that most of the new jobs that would be created by the 
Project would be positions that do not require a specialized workforce, and this type of workforce exists in 
the City of Hemet and surrounding communities. As discussed in further detail in Section 5.13, Population and 
Housing, on Table 5.13-4, the transportation and warehousing and utilities industries account for the third 
largest employment sector within the City of Hemet. Due to existing unemployment and the availability of a 
workforce, it is anticipated that new jobs that would be generated from Project implementation would be 
filled by people within the City of Hemet and surrounding communities. Thus, the proposed Project would 
bring jobs to the community that would be filled by members of the community, consistent with the General 
Plan Policy mentioned in the comment. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.21: The comment states that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with General Plan 
Policy LU 11.9, Consider Industrial Use Locations, because the Project site is located in a prime location and 
would require a General Plan Amendment. The comment concludes that the revenue or benefits provided to 
the City is not discussed in the EIR and the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts and 
thus the Project is inconsistent with the Policy.  

Response O3.21: The commenter incorrectly equates the use of prime location in the General Plan referring 
to sensitive sites used in the General Plan with the use in the Draft EIR which describes the Project site. The 
Project site is located adjacent to two truck routes designated by the General Plan and conveniently located 
in proximity to Highway 74 and Highway 79 and has access to available infrastructure, including roads and 
utilities to accommodate the growing need for goods movement within southern California. Thus, the Project 
site is located in a prime location for the proposed industrial uses that are consistent with the site’s existing 
Business Park zoning designation. As stated previously, the General Plan Amendment is required for the 
Project site to be consistent with the site’s Business Park zoning designation.  

As described previously, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the buildout of the Project site pursuant to the 
existing Mixed Use Land Use designation. As detailed on page 8-21 of Section 8.0, Alternatives of the Draft 
EIR, implementation of this alternative would result in the same impacts to agriculture and would bring more 
occupants and vehicle trips to the Project site that would result in an increase in air quality emissions, energy, 
and noise in comparison to the proposed Project. 

Ultimately, it is up to the City to determine what the Project benefits are and if they would outweigh any 
potential significant and unavoidable impacts. In accordance with CEQA Section 21081(b) and CEQA 
Guideline Section 15093, in order to approve the Project, the City is required to determine that the 
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts identified above may be considered acceptable due to specific 
considerations which outweigh the unavoidable, adverse environmental impacts of the Project. If the City 
approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the final 
EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the City shall state in writing the specific reasons to support 
its action based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the record. This Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (SOC) shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record. If the City decides to approve 
the project and makes a SOC, the statement will be included in the record of the project approval and will 
be mentioned in the notice of determination. 
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Per Public Resources Code § 21002.1 (a), the purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the 
significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the 
manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” Therefore, the Draft EIR is not 
intended to serve as the justification for adopting a SOC or as basis for the approval or denial of the Project, 
but to disclose the environmental consequences of approving the Project and a SOC. Through the public 
hearing process, the decision-makers within the City will take into consideration the environmental impacts 
caused by the Project in if it decides to approve the Project, a SOC will be required. 

Comment O3.22: The comment states that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with General Plan 
Policy C 1.3, Traffic Flow, as implementation of the proposed Project would result in an unsatisfactory service 
level for 3 intersections, one of which is a Caltrans intersection. The comment states that the paying of fair 
share for road improvement does not count as mitigation as the improvements associated with the fees are 
not planned to occur at any certain time. 

Response O3.22: As part of the 2019 amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the 
revised CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of 
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Public Resources Code Section 
21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of 
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” 
(Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion as it shall not be 
considered an impact on the environment. Thus, Policy C 1.3 does not warrant a consistency analysis related 
to a potential environmental impact. 

The comment states that identification of the Project’s fair share of identified improvements is not adequate 
if the improvement is not included in an existing DIF/TUMF program. As noted in above, level of service is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA, and therefore any recommended roadway 
improvements, as well as Project fair-share payments, would not be part of the CEQA process or subject to 
the mitigation measures or mitigation monitoring as part of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

Comment O3.23: The comment states that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with General Plan 
Policy C 4.6, Vehicle Mile Reduction, as the proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
VMT impact.  

Response O3.23: While the proposed Project would result in a project specific significant and unavoidable 
VMT impacts, the proposed Project would reduce VMT on a City-wide basis due to the provision of 
employment for City residents. The Project would include California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
(CAPCOA) measures with the goal of reducing VMT in accordance with Senate Bill 375 and CARB, consistent 
with the General Plan Policy mentioned in the comment. Thus, while the Project would result in a significant 
and unavoidable impact to Project specific VMT, the Project would be consistent with General Plan Policy O 
3.23 in implementing measures to reduce VMT at a Citywide level. No further response warranted. 

Comment O3.24: The comment states that the proposed Project fails to comply with the Housing Crisis Act/ 
Senate Bill (SB) 330/SB 8 as the Project does not provide replacement capacity for the reduced residential 
development as a result of the proposed Project. The comment supports this by stating the R-4 Zoning district 
permits the development of 3,199 dwelling units. The comment concludes that the Project must provide 3,199 
replacement units elsewhere in the city in accordance with SB 330 and the loss of residential capacity should 
be included as a finding of significance. 

Response O3.24: The commenter erroneously applies the requirements of SB 330 to the proposed Project. 
As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, the Project site has a zoning of Business Park (B-P) and not R-4. 
Thus, there is no residential density assigned to the Project site. The General Plan Amendment is required in 
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order for the site’s General Plan Designation to be consistent with its existing zoning. As set forth in 
Government Code Section 65860, a jurisdiction’s zoning ordinance is required to be consistent with the 
General Plan. As such, the proposed Project would be consistent with the provisions of Government Code 
Section 65860 and is not required to upzone a different site or identify a replacement housing site pursuant 
to SB 330. The comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further 
response is warranted. 

Comment O3.25: This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to analyze the construction and operation of 
replacement housing that is required by SB 330 and thus is piecemealed. The comment concludes by stating 
that the ERI must analyze the whole of an action and include the analysis of the replacement units.  

Response O3.25: As discussed above in Response O3.24, implementation of the proposed Project would 
not require the construction or operation of replacement sites, therefore they do not need to be included 
within the CEQA analysis. No further response is warranted.  

Comment O3.26: The comment states that the proposed Project must provide a quantified analysis of the 
Project’s growth compared to the General Plan’s buildout. The comment requests that a revised EIR include 
an analysis of buildout of the Project and projects “in the pipeline” and their development intensity to 
determine if they would exceed the projected buildout scenario. 

Response O3.26: This comment is a dupicate of Comment O3.11, please see Response O3.11. 

Comment O3.27: The comment states that the proposed Project would result in an imbalance of jobs housing 
by adding additional jobs in a job-rich community.  

Response O3.27: The commenter incorrectly states that the projected jobs/housing ratio in the City of Hemet 
is 2.47 in 2016 and projected to be 2.26 in 2045. As seen in Table 5.13-5 of the Draft EIR, as of 2021, the 
City of Hemet has a jobs/housing ratio of 0.59 and is projected to have a jobs-housing ratio of 0.75. As 
stated in Section 5.13, Population and Housing, communities with a jobs-housing ratio of less than 1.19 are 
considered to be housing rich, thus the proposed Project would help the City reach a better job/housing 
balance by creating additional jobs in the community.  

Comment O3.28: The comment states that the Draft EIR must include a cumulative analysis of the impact of 
the proposed Project in combination with previous projects since 2016 and projects “in the pipeline” to 
determine if the Project would result in a cumulative exceedance of employment and population growth 
forecasts.  

Response O3.28: Development assumptions and scenarios presented in the General Plan and its program-
level EIR should not be considered a “cap” on permissible acreage or square footage buildout, but simply 
serve as a framework upon which future project-level environmental analyses may be based. Cumulative 
projects, including the Newland Kirby project, are properly included in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR and 
accounted for throughout the analysis of the Draft EIR,. All previously constructed projects (i.e., completed 
prior to issuance of the 2023 Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR) are considered part of the 
environmental baseline and have therefore been accounted for as part of the existing conditions.  

Growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth or a concentration 
of population in excess of what is assumed in master plans, land use plans, or in projections made by regional 
planning agencies, such as SCAG. According to SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS population and household 
growth forecast for Hemet, between 2016 and 2045, SCAG anticipates an employment increase of 18,500 
additional jobs (from 21,700 to 40,200), yielding an 85% growth rate. SCAG also anticipates a population 
increase of 42,500 between 2016 and 2045 (from 81,500 to 124,000). The proposed Project would 
generate the need for approximately 1,158 employees, which represents approximately 2.72% of the 
forecasted population growth between 2016 and 2045 and approximately 6.26% of the forecasted 
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employment growth between 2016 and 2045 for the City. According to the Employment Development 
Department, as of August 2023, Hemet’s unemployment rate was approximately 6.3%. Additionally, as 
detailed on Draft EIR page 5.11-21, Building 1 would result in a FAR of 0.47 and Building 2 would result in 
a FAR of 0.39 which is below the maximum FAR of 0.60 allowed by the Business Park zoning, and related 
employment projections. Thus, although the Project would generate additional long-term employment in the 
Project area, the new employment opportunities would be within the forecasted and planned growth of the 
City. 

Comment O3.29: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide sufficient evidence to support the 
claim that the employees are expected to come from within the City or region, and the Draft EIR should be 
revised to support this claim with evidence of the available workforce and provide a definition for 
“commuting distance.” 

Response O3.29: See previous Response O3.20. Despite the fact that the proposed Project would require 
a General Plan Amendment, these actions are not considered to be precedent setting actions (defined as 
any act, decision, or case that serves as a guide or justification for subsequent situations), as they are 
commonly undertaken on a regular basis by many jurisdictions and relate specifically to the Project site. 
Further, as elaborated above and throughout the Draft EIR in Section 5.3, Air Quality, 5.11, Land Use and 
Planning, and Section 5.13, Population and Housing, the Project would not induce substantial population 
growth in an area beyond what is forecasted, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). 

Draft EIR page 6-3 describes that most of the new jobs that would be created by the Project would be 
positions that do not require a specialized workforce, and this type of workforce exists in the City of Hemet 
and surrounding communities. As discussed in further detail in Section 5.13, Population and Housing, on Table 
5.13-4, the transportation and warehousing and utilities industries account for the third largest employment 
sector within the City of Hemet. Thus, due to existing unemployment and the availability of a workforce, it is 
anticipated that new jobs that would be generated from Project implementation would be filled by people 
within the City of Hemet and surrounding communities.  

Comment O3.30: The comment states that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with General Plan 
Policy C 1.3, Traffic Flow, as implementation of the proposed Project would result in an unsatisfactory service 
level for 3 intersections. The comment states that the paying of fair share for road improvement does not 
count as mitigation as the improvements associated with the fees are not planned to occur at any certain 
time. The comment notes that some improvements associated with the fair share fees are listed in the Draft 
EIR, however some of the recommendations from Appendix N have been excluded and the Draft EIR should 
be revised to include all traffic improvements recommended in the report.  

Response O3.30: As stated above in Response O3.22, SB 743 directed that the revised CEQA Guidelines 
“shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation 
networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile 
delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, 
shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” (Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). 
As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not required to analyze 
impacts related to traffic congestion, as it does not constitute a potential impact to the environment. Thus, 
Policy C 1.3 does not warrant a consistency analysis related to potential environmental impacts. 

The comment states that identification of the Project’s fair share of identified improvements is not adequate 
if the improvement is not included in an existing DIF/TUMF program. As noted in above, level of service is 
not considered an environmental impact under CEQA, and therefore any recommended roadway 
improvements, as well as Project fair-share payments, would not be part of the CEQA process or subject to 
the mitigation measures or mitigation monitoring as part of the Draft EIR. No further response is warranted. 
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Comment O3.31: The comment states that the Projects VMT analysis was underestimated as it did not include 
truck/trailer/delivery van activity. The comment concludes in saying that a revised EIR must be prepared to 
with a revised VMT analysis to include truck/trailer/and delivery van activity.  

Response O3.31: Based on local and State guidance as well as the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
VMT is an evaluation of passenger cars, not truck trips. The VMT analysis conducted therefore, only analyzed 
VMT/Employee for home-based-work trips as per the County Guidelines. This is consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3(a) which states “For the purpose of this section, “vehicle miles traveled” refers 
to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project.” Here, the term “automobile” 
refers to on-road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and light trucks. Hence the VMT analysis only includes 
and represents the impacts of automobile travel as a result of the proposed Project using RIVCOM and is 
not required to include truck trips as a part of the VMT analysis. Nevertheless, a Traffic Impact Analysis was 
prepared for the Project and is publicly available on the City’s Project website included as Appendix N to 
the Draft EIR. The comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further 
response is warranted. 

Comment O3.32: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the Projects potential 
impacts regarding hazards due to a geometric design feature. The comment explains that there are areas 
of overlap between truck movements and an inadequate depiction of the onsite turning radius for truck 
moving through the site. 

Response O3.32: Building 1 would be accessible via Simpson Road from two driveways for trucks and 
passenger vehicles, each 40 feet in width, and one 26-foot-wide driveway for passenger vehicles. Internal 
circulation would be provided by 26-foot to 40-foot drive aisles. Building 2 would be accessible via Simpson 
Road from a 40-foot-wide driveway for trucks and passenger vehicles and 26-foot-wide driveway for 
passenger vehicles. Internal circulation would be provided by 26-foot to 70-foot drive aisles. Access to the 
proposed trailer parking lot beyond Warren Road to the east would be via Simpson Road from a 40-foot 
driveway. The proposed trailer parking lot would include 70-foot-wide drive aisles. There are no unique 
bends or obstacles along Simpson Road and Warren Road. The onsite circulation design provides truck 
accessibility and turning ability throughout the site. Therefore, there is no geometric design feature that 
would prevent trucks or result in impacts from trucks accessing the site. In addition, the plans provided in the 
Draft EIR are conceptual plans. Should the Project be approved, design level civil engineering plans would 
be prepared and reviewed by the City’s engineering staff prior to issuance of construction related permitting 
to ensure that all applicable turning and access standards are met, which include both California Fire Code 
and California Building Code requirements, as included in the City’s Municipal Code (Sections14-75 and 14-
40).  

Comment O3.33: The comment states that the Draft EIR is deterring analysis by stating that development 
plans would be reviewed by the Hemet Fire Protection District prior to approval. The comment concludes 
that the Draft EIR should be revised to include the HFPD determination/review of the Project site.  

Response O3.33: Figure 3-7, Proposed Conceptual Site Plan, of the Draft EIR, depicts emergency vehicle 
access to the site. As detailed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project would provide 
emergency access to the site from six driveways located along Simpson Road. Building 1 would be accessible 
via Simpson Road from two driveways for trucks and passenger vehicles, each 40 feet in width, and one 26-
foot-wide driveway for passenger vehicles. Internal circulation would be provided by 26-foot to 40-foot 
drive aisles. Building 2 would be accessible via Simpson Road from a 40-foot-wide driveway for trucks and 
passenger vehicles and 26-foot-wide driveway for passenger vehicles. As detailed in Response O1.32, the 
proposed onsite conceptual circulation design provides emergency vehicle accessibility and turning ability 
throughout the site and does not identify potential significant environmental impacts. Should the Project be 
approved, design level civil engineering plans would be prepared and reviewed by the City’s engineering 
staff prior to issuance of construction related permitting to ensure that all applicable emergency access 
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standards are met, which include both California Fire Code and California Building Code requirements, as 
included in the City’s Municipal Code (Sections 14-75 and 14-40). This is not a deferral of analysis, but the 
City’s standard development review and permitting process to ensure that all applicable design requirements 
are met, including emergency access.  

Comment O3.34: This comment states that the Project has not provided any analysis of horizontal and 
vertical sight distance at the intersection of Project driveways and adjacent streets. 

Response O3.34: Issues related to horizontal and vertical sight distance are design level civil engineering 
issues that are to be verified by the City’s engineering division during permitting of development projects 
and are regulated by the California Fire and Building Codes, which are included in the City’s Municipal 
Code as detailed previously. As detailed on Figure 3-7, Proposed Conceptual Site Plan, the proposed Project 
would include a landscape setback of approximately 20 feet along the northern border of the site along 
Simpson Road, building setbacks of approximately 185 feet from the east and west property lines, a 
landscape setback of approximately 20 feet along the western property line, and a landscape setback of 
approximately 5 feet along the southern property line. This proposed conceptual design does not identify 
potential significant environmental impacts. The City’s traffic engineering division would review and approve 
plans prior to issuance of construction-related permitting to ensure that all applicable sight distance 
standards are met. Thus, potential impacts related to geometric designs that involve site distance would not 
occur.  

Comment O3.35: The comment states that the Draft EIR must include a cumulative analysis of the impact of 
the proposed Project in combination with previous projects since 2016 and projects “in the pipeline” to 
determine if the Project would result in a cumulative exceedance of employment and population growth 
forecasts. The comment also states that since there is no known tenant for the proposed buildings, there is no 
assurance that the new jobs associated with the Project would not require a specialized workforce, and a 
finding of significance must be made.  

Response O3.35: Development assumptions and scenarios presented in the General Plan and its program-
level EIR should not be considered a “cap” on permissible acreage or square footage buildout, but simply 
serve as a framework upon which future project-level environmental analyses may be based. Cumulative 
projects are properly included in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR and accounted for throughout the analysis of 
the Draft EIR, including the Newland Kirby project. All previously constructed projects (i.e., completed prior 
to issuance of the 2023 Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR) are considered part of the environmental 
baseline and have therefore been accounted for as part of the existing conditions.  

Growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth or a concentration 
of population in excess of what is assumed in master plans, land use plans, or in projections made by regional 
planning agencies, such as SCAG. According to SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS population and household 
growth forecast for Hemet, between 2016 and 2045, SCAG anticipates an employment increase of 18,500 
additional jobs (from 21,700 to 40,200), yielding a 85% growth rate. SCAG also anticipates a population 
increase of 42,500 between 2016 and 2045 (from 81,500 to 124,000). The proposed Project would 
generate the need for approximately 1,158 employees, which represents approximately 2.72% of the 
forecasted population growth between 2016 and 2045 and approximately 6.26% of the forecasted 
employment growth between 2016 and 2045 for the City. According to the Employment Development 
Department, as of August 2023, the City of Hemet’s unemployment rate was approximately 6.3%. As 
discussed in further detail in Section 5.13, Population and Housing, on Table 5.13-4, the transportation and 
warehousing and utilities industries account for the third largest employment sector within the City of Hemet. 
Additionally, as detailed on Draft EIR page 5.11-21, Building 1 would result in a FAR of 0.47 and Building 
2 would result in a FAR of 0.39 which is below the maximum FAR of 0.60 allowed by the Business Park 
zoning, and related employment projections. Thus, although the Project would generate additional long-term 
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employment in the Project area, the new employment opportunities would be within the forecasted and 
planned growth of the City. 

Comment O3.36: The comment states that the proposed Project must provide a quantified analysis of the 
Project’s growth compared to the General Plan’s buildout. The comment requests that a revised EIR include 
an analysis of buildout of the Project and projects “in the pipeline” and their development intensity to 
determine if they would exceed the projected buildout scenario. 

Response O3.36: This comment is a dupicate of Comment O3.11, please see Response O3.11. 

Comment O3.37: The comment states that the Draft EIR must be revised to include a Significant and 
Unavoidable impact for the removal of the Mixed Use land use designation for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect.  

Response O3.37: This comment is conclusive in nature and does not provide any substantial evidence that 
the Project would result in a new significant environmental impact. Despite the fact that the proposed Project 
would require a General Plan Amendment, these actions are not considered to be precedent setting actions 
(defined as any act, decision, or case that serves as a guide or justification for subsequent situations), as they 
are commonly undertaken on a regular basis by many jurisdictions and relate specifically to a particular 
Project site. The Project includes a General Plan Amendment to change the site’s Mixed Use designation to 
Business park; however, a land use designation in and of itself does not constitute a "land use plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect." It is a designation 
to provide development standards for projects. Therefore, the Project’s proposed General Plan Amendment 
does not constitute a conflict with the policies of the General Plan. Significant and unavoidable impacts under 
the proposed Project are only related to agriculture, noise, greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation 
and are disclosed in the Draft EIR. As described previously, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the buildout 
of the Project site pursuant to the existing Mixed Use land use designation. As detailed on page 8-21 of the 
Draft EIR, buildout of the existing Mixed Use land use designation would result in the same impacts to 
agriculture and would bring more occupants and vehicle trips to the Project site that would result in an 
increase in air quality emissions, energy, and noise in comparison to the proposed Project.  

Comment O3.38: The comment states that a revised Draft EIR must be completed that includes an alternative 
that evaluate an alternative that meets the Projects objectives and eliminates all the Project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts. The comment also states that the Draft EIR must also be revised to provide a 
quantitative analysis of the alternatives for impacts such as GHG. 

Response O3.38: The Draft EIR included a comprehensive analysis of Project Alternatives as required by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The “range of alternatives” to be evaluated is governed by the “rule of 
reason” and feasibility, which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives that are feasible and 
necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the Lead Agency and to foster meaningful public 
participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(b) emphasizes that the selection of project alternatives be based primarily on the ability to reduce 
impacts relative to the proposed project.  

As detailed in Draft EIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, the proposed Project is consistent with the current zoning of 
the site and would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to agriculture, greenhouse gas 
emissions, noise and transportation. One alternative (Alternate Site Alternative) was considered but rejected 
due to its infeasibility and lack of ability to meaningfully reduce Project impacts while meeting Project 
objectives. Instead, a No Project/ No Development Alternative, a Reduced Project alternative, and a No 
Project/ Buildout of Existing Land Use Alternative. As such, the alternatives utilized by the EIR provide a 
reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 
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Draft EIR Page 8-1 states that a pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), discussion of each 
alternative presented in this Draft EIR section is intended “to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project.” As permitted by CEQA, the significant effects of each alternative 
are discussed in less detail than those of the proposed Project, but in enough detail to provide perspective 
and allow for a reasoned choice among alternatives to the proposed Project. The qualitative analysis 
provided is sufficient to support the impacts claims.  

As shown on Table 8-1, Alternative 2 is expected to generate approximately 479 daily trips, compared to 
the proposed Projects 2,539. Since trips are calculated based on building square footage, an 81% decrease 
in building area with the same proposed use would result in an 81% decrease in trips. Given that a majority 
of GHG emissions are from mobile emissions, it is expected that this reduction would be greatly reduced 
compared to the proposed Project.  

Comment O3.39: This comment states that GSEJA believes the EIR is flawed and must be revised and 
recirculated for public review. GSEJA also requests to be added to the public interest list for the proposed 
Project.  

Response O3.39: The comment is conclusionary in nature and as stated above GSEJA will be added to the 
public interest list for the proposed Project. As substantiated by the previous responses above and below, 
none of the conditions arise which would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.40: This comment states that SWAPE has reviewed the Draft EIR and states that the EIR fails 
to adequately evaluate the air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas impacts and suggests that a revised 
EIR be prepared.  

Response O3.40: This comment is introductory in nature and introduces the inadequacies of the Draft EIR 
that will be further discussed within the comment. Because the comment does not raise any specific concerns 
with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Thus, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.41: The comment states that since the Project site is located on a site that has historically been 
used for agricultural purposes, a revised EIR including soil sampling for residual concentrations of pesticides 
must be included.  

Response O3.41: As detailed by the comment, the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the 
site did not identify any evidence of excessive pesticide use and concentrations were recorded below 
regulatory levels and background concentrations. This comment does not provide any substantial evidence 
that the Project would result in a significant environmental impact. Section 152049(c) of the CEQA Guidelines 
advises that comments should be accompanied by factual support, stating “[r]eviewers should explain the 
basis for their comments and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based 
on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an 
effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Where comments provide 
no facts or other substantial evidence to support an assertion, or where comments do not explain why the 
evidence supporting a conclusion in the Draft EIR is not substantial evidence, the Final EIR is not required to 
alter a significance determination of the Draft EIR. While CEQA permits disagreements of opinion with 
respect to environmental issues addressed in the EIR (see Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines 
[“disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate… the courts have looked not for perfection 
but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure”].) The Draft EIR for the proposed 
Project provides an adequate, complete, and good faith effort at full disclosure of the physical environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project and the conclusions are based upon substantial evidence in light of the whole 
record. Thus, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment O3.42: This comment states that the CalEEMod default data was changed for modeling of the 
proposed Project and that CEQA requires such changes be justified by substantial evidence. The comment 
states that when default values in the program are changed, output files are produced which disclose to the 
reader which values within the program have been changed. 

Response O3.42: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise any specific concerns with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other specific CEQA issue. It is typical in the modelling method, that 
default CalEEMod data is revised, so that the modeling accurately depicts construction and/or operation of 
each proposed Project. No revisions per this comment are required and no further response is warranted.. 

Comment O3.43: This comment states that CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-
specific information and that the user can change the default values and input project-specific values, but 
CEQA requires that such changes be justified by substantial evidence. The comment states that once all of 
the values are inputted into the model, the project’s construction and operational emissions are calculated, 
and “output files” are generated that disclose what parameters are utilized in calculating the project’s air 
pollutant emissions and make known which default values are changed as well as provide justification for 
the values selected. The comment claims that CalEEMod version 2022.1 is relied upon to estimate project 
emissions, which poses a problem as the currently available version of CalEEMod 2022.1 is described as a 
“soft release” which fails to provide complete output files. Further, the comment states that the “User Changes 
to Default Data” table no longer provides the quantitative counterparts to the changes to the default values 
and that previous CalEEMod Versions, such as 2020.4.0, include the specific numeric changes to the model’s 
default values. The commenter claims that to remedy this issue, the Draft EIR should have provided access to 
the model’s “.JSON” output files, which allow third parties to review the model’s revised input parameters. 

Response O3.43: The commenter is incorrect that CalEEMod 2022.1 is a “soft release.” As indicated in the 
CalEEMod release notes, CalEEMod version 2022.1 was approved for full launch on 12/21/2022 and the 
“soft release” message was removed.2 As such, CalEEMod version 2022.1 is appropriate for use and the 
analysis is adequate as presented.  

In addition, as discussed on pages 10 and 11 of the CalEEMod User’s Guide for CalEEMod version 2022.1, 
CalEEMod was designed to allow the user to change the defaults to reflect site- or project-specific 
information when available. Thus, modifications to CalEEMod defaults are used when more detailed 
information is known about a project such as the construction timeline and the mix of equipment use. 
Modifications made to the CalEEMod defaults as a part of this Project were done in order to provide an 
accurate snapshot of the Project’s construction and operational details. Modifications to defaults and the 
explanations are noted in the output report. Pages 43 of the CalEEMod outputs (Appendix 3.1 of the Air 
Quality Impact Analysis) identifies the user changes that were made CalEEMod. The “.JSON” files are input 
files, not output files. As such, all output files were included in Appendix 3.1 of the Air Quality Impact Analysis. 

Comment O3.44: The comment states that the comments discovered inconsistencies between the model inputs 
and the information within the Draft EIR, thus a revised Draft EIR must be prepared to include an updated 
air quality analysis.  

Response O3.44: The comment does not raise any specific concerns with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
raise any other CEQA issue. As discussed throughout these responses and the Air Quality Report and Health 
Risk Analysis (Appendix C and D of the Draft EIR), the Project was properly modeled and analyzed and the 

 

2 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). Release Notes. Retrieved September 2022 from 
https://www.caleemod.com/release-notes  
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proposed Project would not result in potentially significant air quality or health risk impacts. No further 
response is warranted. 

Comment O3.45: The comment states that since there are no known tenants for the proposed buildings, the 
modeling should include refrigerated warehouse space, which would result in increased emissions or provide 
substantial evidence for not including cold storage in the analysis.  

Response O3.45: As identified on page 3-33 of Section 3.0, Project Description Draft EIR, the building is not 
designed to accommodate and would not include any warehouse cold storage or refrigerated uses. As such, 
cold storage is not included as part of this Project. Additionally, the Project would be conditioned to prohibit 
future cold storage uses. Should the Project later be modified to propose cold storage, the analysis would 
be revised under subsequent CEQA evaluation to evaluate the Project change, including air toxic emissions 
and health impacts from cold storage and TRUs. 

Comment O3.46: The comment states that the CalEEMod output files show unsubstantiated changes to the 
default operational vehicle fleet mix, and they must be revised to show the percentages used to calculate 
the Project’s operational emissions. 

Response O3.46: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. Section 152049(c) of the CEQA Guidelines advises that comments should 
be accompanied by factual support, stating “[r]eviewers should explain the basis for their comments and 
should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Where comments provide no facts or other substantial 
evidence to support an assertion, or where comments do not explain why the evidence supporting a conclusion 
in the Draft EIR is not substantial evidence, the Final EIR is not required to alter a significance determination 
of the Draft EIR. While CEQA permits disagreements of opinion with respect to environmental issues 
addressed in the EIR (see Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines [“disagreement among experts does not 
make an EIR inadequate . . . the courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and 
a good faith effort at full disclosure”].) The Draft EIR for the proposed Project provides an adequate, 
complete, and good faith effort at full disclosure of the physical environmental impacts of the proposed 
project and the conclusions are based upon substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 

As discussed on page 34 of Appendix 3.2 of the Air Quality Impact Analysis (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), 
trip generation rates used in CalEEMod for the Project were based on the Project’s VMT Analysis (Appendix 
O of the Draft EIR), which identifies that the proposed Project would generate approximately 2,539 average 
daily trips, including 2,087 passenger vehicle trips, 96 two-axle truck trips, 61 three-axle truck trips, 33 
four-axle truck trips, and 259 five+-axle truck trips.  

Therefore, the modeling is conservative as it increases the percentage of medium duty truck trips from the 
default 1.73% to 2.5% and increases the percentage of heavy heavy duty (HHD) truck trips from the default 
of 1.76% to assume 11.50% consistent with the VMT Analysis prepared for the proposed Project. As such, 
the commenter is incorrect that the modeling included unsubstantiated changes that may underestimate the 
Project’s mobile source emissions. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.47: This comment states that the commenter prepared an updated CalEEMod model, using the 
Project-specific information provided by the Draft EIR, omitting the changes to operational fleet mixes and 
states that NOx emissions would increase by approximately 27.4% and exceed the applicable significance 
threshold resulting in a potentially significant air quality impact that was not previously identified or 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response O3.47: The comment does not raise any specific concerns with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 
raise any other issue related to requirements under State CEQA Guidelines. As discussed throughout 
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responses O3.40 to O3.46, and the Air Quality Report and Health Risk Analysis (Appendix C and D of the 
Draft EIR), the Project has been properly modeled and analyzed and the analysis has determined that the 
proposed Project would not result in potentially significant air quality or health risk impacts. The modeling 
provided by the comment included default operational fleet mix values that are not specific to the proposed 
Project as determined by the Lead Agency. As these values do not represent the Project, the increased 
emissions that result from them are also not applicable. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.48: This comment states that the less than significant health risk impact based on the Mobile 
Health Risk Assessment in Appendix D to the Draft EIR is incorrect based off two reasons.  

Response O3.48: The comment is introductory in nature and does not identify the specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express the specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.49: This comment states that the first reason the Health Risk Assessment is flawed is that it 
relies upon a flawed air model based on the comments mentioned above (in Comment O3.46) and thus 
should not be relied upon. 

Response O3.49: Refer to Response O3.46. As discussed throughout these responses, and the Air Quality 
Report and Health Risk Analysis (Appendix C and D of the Draft EIR), the Project was properly modeled and 
analyzed, and the proposed Project would not result in potentially significant air quality or health risk 
impacts. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.50: This comment states that the Draft EIR underestimates the exposure assumptions for fraction 
of time at home. 

Response O3.50: As detailed in Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the HRA that was completed for 
the Project provides the appropriate conservative analysis pursuant to SCAQMD, CARB, and OEHHA 
recommended methodology. Per OEHHA methodology, the HRA included refinements to identify potential 
effects to smaller human body weights and breathing rates to assess risk to children, which was done as 
detailed in the methodology provided on page 22 and 23 of the HRA (Appendix D of the Draft EIR). In 
addition, the HRA provides a conservative analysis by evaluating the closest receptors with the maximum 
potential emissions and continuous exposure (24-hours per day). Thus, stringent significance thresholds and 
methodology that is consistent with resource agency direction was utilized in the Draft EIR to determine 
potential impacts to residents and school children, which determined that impacts would be less than 
significant, and mitigation is not required. The thresholds utilized were based on the City’s discretion (as Lead 
Agency) and are supported by substantial evidence from SCAQMD, CARB, and OEHHA. 

Comment O3.51: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to implement all feasible mitigation measures 
related to the Projects significant and unavoidable impacts related to NOx emissions and provides a list of 
mitigation measures found in the 2020 SCAG RTP/SCS Program EIR and the Department of Justice that 
incorporate feasible ways to include lower-emitting design features into the Project. 

Response O3.51: As discussed throughout these responses, and the Air Quality Report and Health Risk 
Analysis (Appendix C and D of the Draft EIR), the Project was properly modeled and analyzed and the 
proposed Project would not result in significant air quality or health risk impacts with implementation of 
identified mitigation. Significant and unavoidable impacts related to NOx would not occur. Thus, there is no 
nexus to provide additional mitigation measures such as limiting the amount of grading surface area to 
reduce NOx emissions. Thus, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.52: This comment states that the commenter has received limited discovery regarding the 
Project, additional information may become available in the future; and the commentor retains the right to 
revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. 
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Response O3.52: This comment is advisory in nature and disclaims that the commenter has the right to revise 
the report as additional information becomes available. The comment does not raise any specific concerns 
with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 
warranted. 
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Letter O4: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (1 page)
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Response to Letter O4: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance, dated June 28, 2024 

Comment O4.1: This comment states that Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance would like to be added 
to the notification list regarding any subsequent environmental documents, public notices, public hearings, 
and notices of determination for the Project. The comment included eight email addresses and one mailing 
address. 

Response O4.1: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance will be added to the notification list and 
provided future notices for the Project and Hearings. Because the comment does not express any specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
This section contains revisions to the Draft EIR based on: (1) clarifications required to prepare a response to 
a specific comment; and/or (2) typographical errors. The revisions do not alter any of the significance 
conclusions that were previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. Changes made to the Draft EIR are identified here 
in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in bold and double underlined text to indicate additions.  

3.1 REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS AND CITY 
CHANGES TO TEXT  

The following text, organized by Draft EIR Chapters and Sections, have been revised based on response to 
comments received on the Draft EIR and corrections identified by the City of Hemet. 

Chapter 3.0, Project Description 

The second paragraph on page 3-16, in Section 3.0, Project Description, is revised as follows: 

The proposed Project would include approximately 483,977 SF (or 11.11 acres) of landscaping that would 
cover about 24.5-percent of the Project site. Proposed landscaping would include 24-inch box and 15-gallon 
trees along with various shrubs, and groundcover to screen the proposed buildings, parking, and loading 
areas from off-site viewpoints. Landscaping would be provided along the perimeter of each building and 
throughout the parking areas and site boundaries as shown in Figure 3-10, Conceptual Landscape Plan. The 
Project would also include lighting throughout the parking areas, which would be hooded or oriented away 
from the property boundaries pursuant to City of Hemet Municipal Code Section 90-1046(e).  

The Project would include fencing surrounding proposed buildings and the truck trailer lot, and a six-foot-
high concrete screen wall along the western property line. 

Chapter 5.1, Aesthetics 

The first paragraph on page 5.1-8, in Section 5.1, Aesthetics, is revised as follows: 

The Project would develop two industrial warehouse buildings that would be approximately 60-feet tall and 
would be set back from the adjacent streets so as not to encroach into the existing public long-distance views. 
The proposed Project has a minimum landscaped setback of 30-feet along Simpson Road and 20 feet from 
Warren Road, building setbacks of approximately 185-feet from the east and west property lines, and a 
landscape setback of approximately 10-feet along the southern property line. The building setbacks would 
ensure that public views along the nearby roads would not be impacted, and landscaping would ensure that 
views of the site would be broken up and avoid monotonous views of the large walls of the buildings. In 
addition, the Project would also install a 12-foot-wide sidewalk on all Project frontages on Warren Road 
and Simpson Road. The proposed Project’s six-foot-high concrete wall along the western property line 
would be perpendicular to any public views facing south on Simpson Road and would therefore not 
interfere with any long-range views. The building height, massing, setbacks, new sidewalks and layered 
landscaping along Simpson Road and Warren would ensure that public views of the Domenigoni Mountains 
remain visible to vehicles and pedestrians traveling along Warren Road and Simpson Road, as shown in 
Figure 5.1-1. 

Chapter 5.6, Energy 

The first listed reference on page 5.6-14, in Section 5.6, Energy, is revised as follows: 
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California Energy Commission. (Updated December 23, 2022). 2022 Title 24 Building Energy Standards. 
Retrieved December 4, 2023 from https://www.energy.ca.gov/programs-and-
topics/programs/building-energy-efficiency-standards/2022-building-energy-efficiency 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-08/CEC-400-2022-010_CMF.pdf 

Chapter 5.7, Geology and Soils 

Paragraph 2 from Mitigation Measure PAL-1: Paleontological Monitoring on Page 5.7-14, in Section 5.7, 
Geology and Soils, is revised as follows: 

The PRIMP shall also require that in areas mapped as late to middle Pleistocene old alluvial fan deposits, 
monitoring will shall be conducted full-time in undisturbed alluvium starting at the surface. In areas mapped 
as Holocene to late Pleistocene young alluvial valley deposits, monitoring shall be conducted full-time in 
undisturbed alluvium starting at a depth of five feet below the surface during grading or excavation 
activities. In the event paleontological resources are encountered, ground disturbing activity within 50 feet 
of the area shall cease. The paleontologist shall examine the materials encountered, assess the nature and 
extent of the find, and recommend a course of action to further investigate and protect or recover and 
salvage those resources that have been encountered pursuant to the guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (SVP, 2010). 

Chapter 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Mitigation Measure GHG-7 on page 5.8-18, in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, is revised as 
follows: 

Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall confirm that the Applicant has fully funded signs to 
be clearly identifying approved truck routes have been installed on Simpson Road and Warren Road to 
clearly identify approved truck routes. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-10 on page 5.8-18, in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, is revised as 
follows: 

Prior to tenant occupancy for each building/occupancy, issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for each 
building/occupancy providing for 250 or more employees, each owner/tenant shall develop a 
use/occupant-specific transportation demand management (TDM) program. The TDM program shall be 
submitted to the City Planning Division and City Building & Safety Division for review and approval as part 
of tenant improvements plan(s) documentation. Recommended California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) TDM program elements are listed below: 

• Provide pedestrian and bicycle network improvements within the development connecting to existing off-
site facilities. 

• Where applicable ensure design of key intersections and roadways encourage the use of walking, biking 
and where applicable transit. 

• Commute trip reduction (CTR) programs offered to encourage the use of vanpools, carpooling, public 
transit, and biking. 

• Provide CTR program marketing including information sharing and marketing to promote and educate 
employees about their travel choices to the employment location. 

• CTR programs may also provide for alternative work or compressed work schedules to reduce the 
number of days an employee commutes to work. 

• Provision of on-site facilities to provide end of trip services for bicycling such as secure bike parking and 
storage lockers. 

https://www.energy.ca.gov/programs-and-topics/programs/building-energy-efficiency-standards/2022-building-energy-efficiency
https://www.energy.ca.gov/programs-and-topics/programs/building-energy-efficiency-standards/2022-building-energy-efficiency
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-08/CEC-400-2022-010_CMF.pdf
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• Provide reserved preferential parking spaces for car-share, carpool, and ultra-low or zero emission 
vehicles. 

Chapter 5.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Page 5.9-16, in Section 5.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, is revised as follows:  

Due to the nature of the required City approvals (i.e., the proposed General Plan Amendment), the City of 
Hemet is required, pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 21676, to refer the proposed Project to the ALUC 
for ALUC review. On June 13, 2024, the proposed Project was found to be consistent with the 2017 
Hemet-Ryan Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan by RCALUC. The proposed Project would comply with 
this ALUC notification and all other applicable rules and regulations as they pertain to the Hemet-Ryan 
Airport and airport safety. Overall, because the proposed Project is not located within compatibility zones 
A through D of the Hemet-Ryan Land Use Compatibility Plan or the designated Hemet-Ryan Airport noise 
contours; and it would not result in hazards related to excessive glare, light, steam, smoke, dust, or electronic 
interference, the proposed Project would not introduce a safety hazard associated with airport operations 
for people residing, working, and visiting the Project site. 

Chapter 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality 

Page 5.10-27, in Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, is revised as follows: 

FEMA (Federal Emergency Management Agency). (October 2020). Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 
06065C1430H. https://hazards-fema.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/ index. html?id = 
8b0adb51996444d4879338b5529aa9cd. 
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8b0adb51996444d4879338b55
29aa9cd 

Chapter 5.12, Noise 

PDF NOI-1, on page 5.12-36, Section 5.12, Noise, is revised as follows:  

All construction activities shall comply with HMC Section 30-32[a][43], restricting construction activities to the 
approved hours of construction as set forth on a permit or other city entitlement as issued by the City’s 
building official, Pplanning Ccommission, or Ccity Ccouncil, or as otherwise prohibited by the Hemet Building 
Code.  

Chapter 5.13, Population and Housing 

The follow references on page 5.13-9 in Section 5.13, Population and Housing, are revised as follows: 

BLS (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics). August 2023. BLS Data Viewer. Retrieved August 2023 from: 
https://beta.bls.gov/dataQuery/search https://www.bls.gov/data/home.htm# 

City of Hemet. January 2012. General Plan 2030. Retrieved October 2023 from: 
https://www.hemetca.gov/534/Final-General-Plan-2030 

DOF (California Department of Finance). May 2023. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, 
Counties, and the State, January 2021- 2024 2023, with 2020 Benchmark. Retrieved October 
2023 from: https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-
estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2023/. 
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-
estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2024/ 

https://hazards-fema.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/%20index.%20html?id%20=%208b0adb51996444d4879338b5529aa9cd.
https://hazards-fema.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/%20index.%20html?id%20=%208b0adb51996444d4879338b5529aa9cd.
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8b0adb51996444d4879338b5529aa9cd
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8b0adb51996444d4879338b5529aa9cd
https://beta.bls.gov/dataQuery/search
https://www.bls.gov/data/home.htm
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2023/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2023/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2024/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2024/
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Chapter 5.15, Transportation 

Table 5.15-1: Existing Roadway Characteristics within project Aera, in Section 5.15, Transportation, is 
revised as follows:  

Table 5.15-1: Existing Roadway Characteristics within Project Area 

Roadway Classification1 Direction 
Existing 
Travel 
Lanes 

Median 
Type2 Speed Limit 

SR 79 Expressway North-South 24 NM, TWLTL Varies from 
35 to 5550 

SR 74 Expressway East-West 42 NM 5540 

Warren Road 
Arterial 6D 

Divided Secondary-B 4D 
East-West 

North-South 
2 TWLTL 5545 

Simpson Road Secondary 4U East-West 2 NM 5040 

Domenigoni 
Parkway Arterial 6D North-South 42 NM 6525 

Stetson Avenue Collector 2U 
East-West 

North-South 
2 NM 3035 

Mustang Way 
Interstate Freeway 

Secondary 4U 
East-West 

North-South 
46 NM 3565 

 

Table 5.15-6: Project Completion Conditions Peak Hour Levels of Service, in Section 5.15, Transportation, 
is revised as follows: 

Table 5.15-2: Project Completion Conditions Peak Hour Levels of Service 

  AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control Type Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1. SR 79/SR 74 Signal 36.3 D 50.8 D 

2. SR 79/Simpson Rd Signal 27.0 C 21.7 C 

3. SR 79/Domenigoni Pkwy Signal 93.5 F 122.2 F 

4. Warren Rd/Simpson Rd AWSC 20.5 C 21.4 C 

5. Warren Rd/Domenigoni Pkwy Signal 67.2 E 44.8 D 

6. Warren Rd/SR 74 Signal 37.7 D 
39.0 
38.9 

D 

7. Warren Rd/Stetson Ave AWSC 105.1 F 
121.5 
121.2 

F 

8. Warren Rd/Mustang Way Signal 11.6 B 
12.9 
9.6 

A 

9. Project Dwy-1/Simpson Rd TWSC 12.3 B 
9.0 
12.9 

A 
B 

10. Project Dwy-2/Simpson Rd TWSC 9.1 A 9.3 A 

11. Project Dwy-3/Simpson Rd TWSC 9.2 A 9.7 A 

12. Project Dwy-4/Simpson Rd TWSC 12.7 B 13.6 B 
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  AM Peak PM Peak 

Intersection Control Type Delay LOS Delay LOS 

13. Project Dwy-5/Simpson Rd TWSC 9.1 A 9.7 A 

14. Project Dwy-6/Simpson Rd TWSC 16.7 C 20.1 C 
Source: EPD Solutions, 2024a (Appendix N) 
AWSC = All Way Stop Control  
TWSC = Two Way Stop Control 
Delay Reported in Seconds per Vehicle 
LOS = Level of Service 

 

    

The third paragraph on page 5.15-15, in Section 5.15, Transportation, is revised as follows: 

It should also be noted that intersection #1 (SR 79/SR 74) would operate at an unsatisfactory LOS F during 
the PM peak hour under cumulative conditions. As such, the Project would be required to pay fair share for 
the following improvements to achieve a satisfactory intersection LOS D: 

• #1- SR 79/SR 74: Restripe the northbound-left to an exclusive left-turn lane, exclusive thru lane, and 
exclusive right-turn lane northbound left-thru lane, restripe northbound thru-right lane to exclusive right-
turn lane, add right-turn overlap phasing. 

• #3- SR 79/Domenigoni Parkway: Add right-turn overlap to northbound right, add eastbound thru-lane. 
Restrict U-turn on all approaches. Accommodate an additional westbound turn receiving lane by 
expanding the width of westbound intersection departure section by four feet. 

• #5- Warren Road/Domenigoni Parkway: Restripe the westbound right-turn lane to a shared thru-right 
lane. 

• #7- Warren Road/Stetson Avenue: Install traffic signal, add northbound, southbound, and eastbound 
left-turn lane. 

o Left-turn lanes are required for safety reasons on the southbound approach, due to the high 
southbound left-turn volume. 

Left-turn lanes are recommended for better intersection operations on the northbound and eastbound 
approaches. 

Chapter 8.0, Alternatives 

The third paragraph on page 8-9, in Section 8.0, Alternatives, is revised as follows: 

This alternative would also avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, agriculture, 
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and vehicle miles traveled. This alternative would result in lessened impacts 
to all 16 18 of the 16 18 environmental topics analyzed in this Draft EIR (see Table 8-3). 

The third paragraph on page 8-15, in Section 8.0, Alternatives, is revised as follows: 

Many of the mitigation measures would still be applicable to this alternative; however, this alternative would 
result in lessened impacts to 14 16 of the 16 18 environmental topics analyzed in this Draft EIR (see Table 
8-3).  

The fourth paragraph on page 8-21, in Section 8.0, Alternatives, is revised as follows: 

While some impacts would be reduced, many of the impacts under this alternative would increase. All 
mitigation measures would still be applicable to this alternative; however, this alternative would result in 
lessened impacts to 4 of the 16 18 environmental topics analyzed in this Draft EIR (see Table 8-3).  

The fifth paragraph on page 8-22, in Section 8.0, Alternatives, is revised as follows: 



Newland Simpson Road Project   3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

City of Hemet   3-6 
Final EIR  
April 2025 

 
This alternative would result in lessened impacts to 14 16 of the 16 18 environmental topics analyzed in this 
EIR. 
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  
4.1 INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead or public agency that approves or carries 
out a project for which an Environmental Impact Report has been certified which identifies one or more 
significant adverse environmental effects and where findings with respect to changes or alterations in the 
project have been made, to adopt a “…reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project 
which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects 
on the environment” (Public Resources Code Sections 21081, 21081.6). 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared to ensure that adopted mitigation 
measures are successfully implemented for the Newland Simpson Road Project (Project). The City of Hemet 
(City) is the Lead Agency for the Project and is responsible for implementation of the MMRP. This report 
describes the MMRP for the Project and identifies the parties that will be responsible for monitoring 
implementation of the individual mitigation measures in the MMRP. 

4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The MMRP for the Project will be active through all phases of the Project, including design, construction, and 
operation. The attached table identifies the mitigation program that would be required to be implemented 
by the City for the Newland Simpson Road Project. The table identifies the Project Design Features (PDFs), 
Plans, Programs, or Policies (PPPs), and Mitigation Measures (MMs) required by the City to mitigate or avoid 
significant adverse impacts associated with the implementation of the Project; the timing of implementation; 
and the responsible party or parties for monitoring compliance. 

The MMRP also includes a column that will be used by the compliance monitor (individual responsible for 
monitoring compliance) to document when implementation of the measure is completed. As the PDFs, PPPs, 
and Mitigation Measures are completed, the compliance monitor will sign and date the MMRP, indicating 
that the required actions have been completed.  
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Table 4-1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Newland Simpson Road Project Final EIR 

Project Design Feature / Plan, Program, Policy / Mitigation Measure Timing Responsible for Ensuring 
Compliance / Verification 

Date Completed  
and Initials 

AESTHETICS     

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP AE-1: Exterior Lighting. All lighting shall be 
directed or shielded away from nearby residential zones and contained 
within the boundaries of the site. Adequate lighting shall be provided to 
maintain a safe, on-site environment consistent with California Building Code 
(CBC) standards. 

Prior to building permits City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division, & 

Community Development, 
Planning Division 

 

AIR QUALITY     

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP AQ-1: SCAQMD Rule 403. The following 
measures shall be incorporated into construction plans and specifications as 
implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403: 

• All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease 
when winds exceed 25 mph per SCAQMD guidelines in order to limit 
fugitive dust emissions. 

• The contractor shall ensure that all disturbed unpaved roads and 
disturbed areas within the Project are watered at least three (3) times 
daily during dry weather. Watering, with complete coverage of 
disturbed areas, shall occur at least three times a day, preferably in the 
mid-morning, afternoon, and after work is done for the day.  

• The contractor shall ensure that traffic speeds on unpaved roads and 
Project site areas are reduced to 15 miles per hour or less.  

Prior to demolition, 
grading, and construction 

permits 

City of Hemet Engineering 
Department & Building & 

Safety Division 

 

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP AQ-2: SCAQMD Rule 1113. The Project is 
required to comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule (SCAQMD) Rule 1113. Only “Low-Volatile Organic 
Compounds” paints (no more than 50 gram/liter of Volatile Organic 
Compound (VOC) and/or High Pressure Low Volume (HPLV) applications shall 
be used. 

Prior to demolition and 
construction permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP AQ-3: Rule 402. The Project is required to 
comply with the provisions of South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) Rule 402. The Project shall not discharge from any source 
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause 
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of 
persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or 

Prior to demolition and 
construction permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 
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Project Design Feature / Plan, Program, Policy / Mitigation Measure Timing Responsible for Ensuring 
Compliance / Verification 

Date Completed  
and Initials 

safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural 
tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. 

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP AQ-4: Rule 1470. The Project is required to 
obtain a permit from SCAQMD for the proposed diesel fire pump and would 
be required to comply with Rule 1470, regulating the use of diesel-fueled 
internal combustion engines. 

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: The Project shall utilize “Super-Compliant” low 
VOC paints for nonresidential interior and exterior surfaces and low VOC 
paint for parking lot surfaces. Super-Compliant low VOC paints have been 
reformulated to be more stringent than the regulatory VOC limits put forth 
by South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)’s Rule 1113. 
Super-Compliant low VOC paints shall be no more than 10g/L of VOC. 
Alternatively, the applicant may utilize tilt-up concrete buildings that do not 
require the use of architectural coatings. 

Prior to building permit City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Prior to the start of construction activities, the 
Project Applicant, or the Applicant designee, shall ensure that all diesel-
powered equipment is powered with California Air Resources Board (CARB)-
certified Tier 4 Final engines, except where the Project Applicant establishes 
to the satisfaction of the City of Hemet that Tier 4 Final equipment is not 
available. An exemption from these requirements may be granted by the 
City if the City documents that equipment with the required tier is not 
reasonably available and corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant 
emissions are achieved from other construction equipment to the maximum 
extent feasible. Before an exemption may be considered by the City, the 
Project Applicant shall be required to demonstrate that at least two 
construction fleet owners/operators were contacted and that those 
owners/operators confirmed Tier 4 Final equipment is not/would not be 
available. In order to meet this requirement to demonstrate that such 
equipment is not available, the Applicant must seek bids/proposals from 
contractors of large fleets, defined by the CARB as, “A fleet with a total max 
hp (as defined below) greater than 5,000 hp.” In the event that Tier 4 Final 
equipment is not available, Tier 4 interim equipment shall be required. In the 
event that Tier 4 Interim equipment is not available, Tier 3 equipment shall 
be used. All construction equipment shall be tuned and maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications. 

Prior to grading permit 
and building permit 

City of Hemet Engineering 
Department, Building & 

Safety Division 
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Project Design Feature / Plan, Program, Policy / Mitigation Measure Timing Responsible for Ensuring 
Compliance / Verification 

Date Completed  
and Initials 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES    

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP BIO-1: MSHCP Fees. Prior to the issuance of 
any grading permits, fees required pursuant to the Western Riverside MSHCP 
implemented under Hemet Municipal Code (HMC) Section 58-98 shall be 
submitted to the Western Riverside County MSHCP. The Western Riverside 
MSHCP requires a per-acre local development impact and mitigation fee 
payment prior to the issuance of a grading permit. 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits 

City of Hemet Engineering 
Department & Building & 

Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: A pre-construction/ clearance burrowing owl 
survey shall be performed not more than 30 days prior to initial ground 
disturbance activity to determine presence/absence of the species. A 
qualified biologist shall survey the Project site and a buffer zone, 500-feet 
outside the Project limits for burrows that could be used by burrowing owls. 
If the burrow is determined to be occupied, the burrow shall be flagged, and 
a 160-foot diameter buffer shall be established during nonbreeding season 
or a 250-foot diameter buffer during the breeding season. If burrows onsite 
are unoccupied, construction may proceed. 

If the site survey determines the presence of burrowing owl, mitigation in 
accordance with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) shall 
be implemented as follows: 

• If burrowing owls are identified as being resident on-site outside the 
breeding season (September 1 to February 14) they may be relocated 
to other sites by a permitted biologist (permitted by CDFW), as allowed 
in the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (March 2012). 

• If an active burrow is found during the breeding season, the burrow shall 
be treated as a nest site and temporary fencing shall be installed at a 
distance from the active burrow, to be determined by the biologist, to 
prevent disturbance during grading or construction. Installation and 
removal of the fencing shall be done with a biological monitor present. 

• Active relocation and eviction/passive relocation shall require the 
preservation and maintenance of suitable burrowing owl habitat 
determined through coordination with the Wildlife Agencies. 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits 

City of Hemet Community 
Development, Division and 
Engineering Department  

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Nesting Bird Survey. Vegetation removal should 
occur outside of the nesting bird season (generally between February 1 and 
August 31). If vegetation removal is required during the nesting bird season, 
the applicant shall conduct take avoidance surveys for nesting birds prior to 
initiating vegetation removal/clearing. Surveys shall be conducted by a 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division and 
Engineering Department 
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Date Completed  
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qualified biologist(s) within three days of vegetation removal. If active nests 
are observed, a qualified biologist shall determine appropriate minimum 
disturbance buffers and other adaptive mitigation techniques (e.g., biological 
monitoring of active nests during construction-related activities, staggered 
schedules, etc.) to ensure that impacts to nesting birds are avoided until the 
nest is no longer active. At a minimum, construction activities shall stay outside 
of a 200-foot buffer around the active nests. The approved buffer zone shall 
be marked in the field with construction fencing, within which no vegetation 
clearing or ground disturbance shall commence until the qualified biologist 
and Riverside County Environmental Programs Department verify that the 
nests are no longer occupied, and the juvenile birds can survive independently 
from the nests. Once the young have fledged and left the nest, or the nest 
otherwise becomes inactive under natural conditions, normal construction 
activities may occur. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES    

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Cultural Resources Monitoring Program. Prior 
to issuance of grading permits the applicant/developer shall provide 
evidence to the City of Hemet Planning Division that a qualified professional 
archeologist meeting the Secretary of Interior’s PQS for Archaeology (as 
defined in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61) has been 
retained to prepare a Cultural Resource Monitoring Program (CRMP) and to 
conduct monitoring of rough grading activities. The CRMP shall be developed 
in coordination with the consulting tribe(s) and address the details of all 
activities and provides procedures that must be followed in order to reduce 
the impacts to cultural, tribal cultural and historic resources to a level that is 
less than significant as well as address potential impacts to undiscovered 
buried archaeological resources associated with this Project. The 
Archaeologist shall conduct a Cultural Resource Sensitivity Training, in 
conjunction with the Tribe(s) Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), 
and/or designated Tribal Representative. The training session shall focus on 
the archaeological and tribal cultural resources that may be encountered 
during ground-disturbing activities as well as the procedures to be followed 
in such an event. 

The retained Qualified archeologist and Consulting Trib(s) representative 
shall attend the pre-grade meeting with the grading contractors to explain 
and coordinate the requirements of the monitoring plan. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division;  
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In the event that a resource is inadvertently discovered during ground-
disturbing activities, work shall be halted within 60 feet of the find until it can 
be evaluated by the qualified archaeologist. Construction activities can 
continue in other areas. If the find is considered a “resource” the archaeologist 
shall pursue either protection in place or recovery, salvage and treatment of 
the deposits. Recovery, salvage and treatment protocols shall be developed 
in accordance with applicable provisions of Public Resource Code Section 
21083.2 and State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 and 15126.4 in consultation 
with the City. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), preservation in 
place shall be the preferred means to avoid impacts to archaeological 
resources qualifying as historical resources. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), if unique archaeological resources cannot be 
preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state, recovery, salvage, and 
treatment shall be required at the developer/applicant’s expense. If 
significant pre-contact and/or historic-era cultural resources, as defined by 
CEQA (as amended, 2015), are discovered and avoidance cannot be 
ensured, the archaeologist shall develop a Monitoring and Treatment Plan, 
the drafts of which shall be provided to consulting tribe(s) for review and 
comment, as detailed within TCR-1. The archaeologist shall monitor the 
remainder of the Project and implement the Plan accordingly. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Final Monitoring Report. A final monitoring 
report shall be prepared by the qualified archaeologist prior to issuance of 
any certificate of occupancy. The final monitoring report(s) created as a part 
of the Project (AMTP), isolate records, site records, survey reports, testing 
reports, etc.) shall be submitted to the Lead Agency and Consulting Tribe(s) 
for review and comment. After approval of all parties, the final reports are 
to be submitted to the Eastern Information Center, and the Consulting Tribe(s). 

Prior to issuance of 
certificate of occupancy 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division & Building 
& Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. 

A. Should human remains and/or cremations be encountered on the surface 
or during any and all ground-disturbing activities (i.e., clearing, grubbing, 
tree and bush removal, grading, trenching, fence post placement and 
removal, construction excavation, excavation for all water supply, electrical, 
and irrigation lines, and landscaping phases of any kind), and work in the 
immediate vicinity of the discovery shall immediately stop within a 100-foot 
perimeter of the discovery. The area shall be protected; Project 
personnel/observers will be restricted. The County Coroner shall be contacted 
within 24 hours of discovery. The County Coroner has 48 hours to make 

During ground-disturbing 
activities 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division & Building 
& Safety Division 
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his/her determination pursuant to State and Safety Code §7050.5. and 
Public Resources Code (PRC) § 5097.98. No photographs shall be taken 
except by the coroner, with written approval by the consulting Tribe(s). 

B. In the event that the human remains and/or cremations are identified as 
Native American, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission within 24 hours of determination pursuant to subdivision (c) of 
HSC §7050.5.  

C. The Native American Heritage Commission shall immediately notify the 
person or persons it believes to be the Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The 
MLD has 48 hours, upon being granted access to the Project site, to inspect 
the site of discovery and make his/her recommendation for final treatment 
and disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the remains and all associated 
grave goods pursuant to PRC §5097.98  

D. If the Morongo Band of Mission Indians has been named the Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD), the Tribe may wish to rebury the human remains and/or 
cremation and sacred items in their place of discovery with no further 
disturbance where they will reside in perpetuity. The place(s) of reburial shall 
not be disclosed by any party and is exempt from the California Public 
Records Act (California Government Code § 6254[r]). Reburial location of 
human remains and/or cremations shall be determined by the Tribe’s Most 
Likely Descendant (MLD), the landowner, and the City Planning Division. 

ENERGY     

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP E-1: CalGreen Compliance: The Project is 
required to comply with the CalGreen Building Code (CBC) to ensure efficient 
use of energy. CalGreen specifications are required to be incorporated into 
building plans as a condition of building permit approval. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS     

PPP GEO-1: CBC Compliance. The Project is required to comply with the 
California Building Standards Code (CBC) as included in Chapter 14, Article 
II, Division 3, Section 14-40 of the HMC to preclude significant adverse 
effects associated with seismic and soils hazards. CBC related and geologist 
and/or civil engineer specifications for the proposed Project are required to 
be incorporated into grading plans and building specifications as a condition 
of construction permit approval. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and building 

permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 
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Mitigation Measure PAL-1: Paleontological Monitoring. Prior to the 
issuance of grading permits, the Applicant shall provide a letter to the City, 
or City designee, from a professional paleontologist, stating that a qualified 
paleontologist (who meets the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s (SVP, 
2020) definition for qualified profession paleontologist) has been retained 
to provide services for the proposed Project. The paleontologist shall develop 
a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation Plan (PRIMP) to mitigate the 
potential impacts to unknown buried paleontological resources that may exist 
onsite. The PRIMP shall be provided to the City for review and approval. The 
PRIMP shall require that the paleontologist be present at the pre-grading 
conference to establish procedures for paleontological resource surveillance. 
Prior to commencement of grading activities, the City of Hemet Planning 
Division, or designee, shall verify that all Project grading and construction 
plans specify the requirements herein related to the PRIMP and the 
unanticipated discovery of paleontological resources.  

The PRIMP shall also require that in areas mapped as late to middle 
Pleistocene old alluvial fan deposits, monitoringshall be conducted full-time in 
undisturbed alluvium starting at the surface. In areas mapped as Holocene to 
late Pleistocene young alluvial valley deposits, monitoring shall be conducted 
full-time in undisturbed alluvium starting at a depth of five feet below the 
surface during grading or excavation activities. In the event paleontological 
resources are encountered, ground disturbing activity within 50 feet of the 
area shall cease. The paleontologist shall examine the materials encountered, 
assess the nature and extent of the find, and recommend a course of action 
to further investigate and protect or recover and salvage those resources that 
have been encountered pursuant to the guidelines of the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP, 2010). 

Criteria for discarding specific fossil specimens shall be made explicit in the 
PRIMP. If the qualified paleontologist determines that impacts to a sample 
containing significant paleontological resources cannot be avoided by Project 
construction, then recovery techniques shall be applied. Actions include 
recovering a sample of the fossiliferous material prior to construction, 
monitoring construction activities and halting construction if an important fossil 
needs to be recovered, and/or cleaning, identifying, and cataloging 
specimens for curation and research purposes. Recovery, salvage, and 
treatment shall be done at the Applicant’s expense. All recovered and 
salvaged resources shall be prepared to the point of identification and 
permanent preservation by the paleontologist. Resources shall be identified 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning & Engineering 
Department y Division 
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and curated into an established accredited professional repository. The 
paleontologist shall have a repository agreement in hand prior to initiating 
recovery of the resource. If no institution accepts the fossil(s), they shall be 
donated to a local school in the area for educational purposes. 
Accompanying notes, maps, and photographs shall also be filed at the 
repository and/or school. A report documenting the results of the monitoring, 
including any salvage activities and the significance of any fossils, shall be 
prepared and submitted to the City, or City designee. The report and 
inventory, when submitted to the City of Hemet Planning Division, shall signify 
completion of the program to mitigate impacts to paleontological resources. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS    

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the 
Project Applicant shall provide the City of Hemet with sufficient evidence 
demonstrating all light bulbs and light features within the Project are Energy 
Star certified. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-2: Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the 
Project Applicant shall provide the City of Hemet with sufficient evidence 
demonstrating the building will provide water efficient toilets (1.5 gallons per 
minute [gpm]). 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-3: Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the 
Project Applicant shall provide the City of Hemet with sufficient evidence 
demonstrating the building will provide waterless urinals. 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-4: Prior to the issuance of each building permit, the 
Project Applicant shall provide the City of Hemet with sufficient evidence 
demonstrating the building will provide water efficient faucets (1.28 gpm). 

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-5: Legible, durable, weather-proof signs shall be 
placed at truck access gates, loading docks, and truck parking areas of the 
warehouse portion of the Project that identify applicable California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) anti-idling regulations. At a minimum, each sign shall 
include: 1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off engines when not in use; 2) 
instructions for drivers of diesel trucks to restrict idling to no more than five 
(5) minutes once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to "neutral" or 
"park," and the parking brake is engaged; and 3) telephone numbers of the 
building facilities manager and the CARB to report violations. Prior to the 

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division &  
Building & Safety Division 
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issuance of an occupancy permit, the City shall conduct a site inspection to 
ensure that the signs are in place. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-6: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Project 
Applicant shall provide the City with an onsite signage program that clearly 
identifies the required onsite circulation system. This shall be accomplished 
through posted signs and painting on driveways and internal roadways.  

Prior to issuance of 
building permits 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division & Building 
& Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-7: Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the 
City shall confirm that signs clearly identifying approved truck routes have 
been installed on Simpson Road and Warren Road.  

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division & Building 
& Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-8: Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the 
Project Applicant shall install a sign on the property with telephone, email, 
and regular mail contact information for a designated representative of the 
tenant who would receive complaints about excessive noise, dust, fumes, or 
odors. The sign shall also identify contact data for the City for perceived 
Code violations. The tenant’s representative shall keep records of any 
complaints received and actions taken to communicate with the complainant 
and resolve the complaint. The tenant’s representative shall endeavor to 
resolve complaints within 72 hours. 

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division & Building 
& Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-9: All on-site outdoor cargo-handling equipment 
(including yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and other 
on-site equipment) shall be electric or non-diesel fueled. All on-site indoor 
forklifts shall be powered by electricity.  

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division & Building 
& Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure GHG-10: Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit for 
each building/occupancy each owner/tenant shall develop a use/occupant-
specific transportation demand management (TDM) program. The TDM 
program shall be submitted to the City Planning Division and City Building & 
Safety Division for review and approval as part of the certificate of 
occupancy. Recommended California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) TDM program elements are listed below: 

• Provide pedestrian and bicycle network improvements within the 
development connecting to existing off-site facilities. 

• Where applicable ensure design of key intersections and roadways     
encourage the use of walking, biking and where applicable transit. 

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

City of Hemet Community 
Development Department, 

Planning Division, and 
Building & Safety Division 
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• Commute trip reduction (CTR) programs offered to encourage the use of 
vanpools, carpooling, public transit, and biking. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY     

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP HYD-1: NPDES/SWPPP. Since this Project is 
one acre or more, the permit holder shall comply with all of the applicable 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
and shall conform to NPDES Best Management Practices for Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP) during the life of this permit. Prior to 
issuance of any grading or construction permits - whichever comes first - the 
Applicant shall provide the Building and Safety Department evidence of 
submitting a Notice of Intent (NOI), develop and implement a SWPPP and a 
monitoring program and reporting plan for the construction site. 

Prior to issuance of a 
grading permit 

City of Hemet Engineering 
Department 

 

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP HYD-2: WQMP. Prior to the approval of the 
Grading Plan and issuance of Grading Permits a completed Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP) shall be submitted to and approved by the City 
Building and Safety Department. The WQMP shall identify all Post-
Construction, Site Design, Source Control, and Treatment Control Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that will be incorporated into the development 
Project in order to minimize the adverse effects on receiving waters. 

Prior to issuance of a 
grading permit 

City of Hemet Engineering 
Department  

 

NOISE     

Plan, Program, or Policy PPP NOI-1: Construction Noise. Chapter 30, 
Article II, Section 30-32(33) of the HMC permits construction activities 
between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. during the months of June 
through September and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. during 
the months of October through May. Exceptions to these standards may be 
granted only by the City’s building official and/or the City Council. 
Construction occurring consistent with these provisions is exempt from 
regulation. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

PDF NOI-1: All construction activities shall comply with HMC Section 30-
32[a][43], restricting construction activities to the approved hours of 
construction as set forth on a permit or other city entitlement as issued by the 
City’s building official, Planning Commission, or City Council, or as otherwise 
prohibited by the Hemet Building Code. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 
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PDF NOI-2: Construction contractors shall equip all construction equipment, 
fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent 
with manufacturers’ standards). 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division, & 

Engineering Department 

 

PDF NOI-3: All stationary construction equipment shall be placed in such a 
manner so that the emitted noise is directed away from any sensitive 
receivers. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division, & 

Engineering Department 

 

PDF NOI-4: Construction equipment staging areas shall be located at the 
greatest feasible distance between the staging area and the nearest sensitive 
receivers. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division, & 

Engineering Department 

 

PDF NOI-5: The construction contractor shall limit equipment and material 
deliveries to the same hours specified for construction equipment. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division, & 

Engineering Department 

 

PDF NOI-6: Electrically powered air compressors and similar power tools 
shall be used, when feasible, in place of diesel equipment. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division, & 

Engineering Department 

 

PDF NOI-7: No music or electronically reinforced speech from construction 
workers shall be allowed. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading and/or building 

permits 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division.  

Engineering Department 
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During 
grading/excavation and 

construction activities 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

Plans, Program, or Policy PPP PS-1: School Impact Fees. Prior to the 
issuance of either a certificate of occupancy or prior to building permit final 
inspection, the applicant shall provide payment of the appropriate fees set 
forth by the Hemet Unified School District related to the funding of school 
facilities pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 et seq. 

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

or prior to building 
permit final inspection 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

TRANSPORTATION 

PDF TR-1: Sidewalks. The Project would construct sidewalks along the 
Project’s frontage on Simpson Road and Warren Road. 

Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Mitigation Measure TCR-1: Tribal Monitoring Services Agreement. Prior to 
the issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall enter into a Tribal 
Monitoring Services Agreement with the Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
(MBMI), Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians, or Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla 
Indians (ACBCI) for the Project. The Tribal Monitor shall be on-site during all 
ground-disturbing activities (including, but not limited to, clearing, grubbing, 
tree and bush removal, grading, trenching, fence post placement and 
removal, construction excavation, excavation for all utility and irrigation lines, 
and landscaping phases of any kind). The Tribal Monitor shall have the 
authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt the ground-disturbing 
activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of cultural 
resources. 

Prior to issuance of 
permits associated with 

ground-disturbing 
activities 

Monitoring during 
ground-disturbing 

activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 

 

Mitigation Measure TCR-2: Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Resources. In 
the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are unearthed during 
construction, the Qualified Archaeologist and the Tribal Monitor shall have 
the authority to temporarily divert and/or temporarily halt ground-
disturbance operations in the area of discovery to allow for the evaluation 
of potentially significant cultural resources. Isolates and clearly non-significant 
deposits shall be minimally documented in the field and collected so the 
monitored grading can proceed. 

During ground disturbing 
activities 

City of Hemet Building & 
Safety Division 
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If a potentially significant cultural resource(s) is discovered, work shall stop 
within a 60-foot perimeter of the discovery and an Environmentally Sensitive 
Area (ESA) physical demarcation/barrier constructed. All work shall be 
diverted away from the vicinity of the find, so that the find can be evaluated 
by the Qualified Archaeologist and Tribal Monitor[s]. The Archaeologist shall 
notify the Lead Agency and consulting Tribe[s] of said discovery. The 
Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation with the Lead Agency, the consulting 
Tribe[s], and the Tribal Monitor, shall determine the significance of the 
discovered resource. A recommendation for the treatment and disposition of 
the Tribal Cultural Resource shall be made by the Qualified Archaeologist in 
consultation with the Tribe[s] and the Tribal Monitor[s] and shall be submitted 
to the Lead Agency for review and approval. Below are the possible 
treatments and dispositions of significant cultural resources in order of CEQA 
preference: 

A. Full avoidance.  

B. If avoidance is not feasible, Preservation in place.  

C. If Preservation in place is not feasible, all items shall be reburied in an 
area away from any future impacts and reside in a permanent 
conservation easement or Deed Restriction.  

D. If all other options are proven to be infeasible, data recovery through 
excavation and then curation in a Curation Facility that meets the 
Federal Curation Standards (Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 79.1) 
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