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7.1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

OVERVIEW

The City of Hemet distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on July 13, 2010, to government agencies, special
service districts, organizations, and individuals with an interest in or jurisdiction over the project for a 30-day
review period. On March 8, 2011, the City distributed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to public
agencies and the general public and submitted the document to the State Clearinghouse for state agency review. In
accordance with Section 15105 of the state CEQA Guidelines, a 45-day public review period was provided for the
DEIR from March 8, 2011 through April 22, 2011.

7.2

PUBLIC WORKSHOP COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The City of Hemet held a duly noticed public hearing before the Planning Commission on April 13, 2011. No
member of the public addressed the Planning Commission on any matter related to the EIR.

7.3

LIST OF COMMENTERS

During the review period, 14 written comment letters were received and were considered in the preparation of this
EIR. All comments received and responses to those comments are presented in this chapter in accordance with
state CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. The City also received a comment letter from the Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board sixteen days after the close of the comment period; responses to the comments in
this letter are also presented in this chapter. Comment letters are labeled to correspond with an index table (see
Table 7-1). Each individual comment is assigned a number (e.g., 1-1) that corresponds to the response following
the comment. The comment letters and the responses to the substantive environmental issues raised in those
letters are presented in the following section. Revisions made to the EIR in response to comments received are
identified using strikethrough and underline.
Table 7-1
List of Commenters
Letter #

Commenter

Date

1

Native American Heritage Commission
Dave Singleton, Program Analyst

October 6, 2011

2

California Department of Fish and Game
Jeff Brandt, Senior Environmental Scientist

October 25, 2011

3

Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
Carolyn Syms Luna, Executive Director

October 31, 2011

4

Riverside Transit Agency
Lorelle Moe Luna, Senior Planner

October 31, 2011

5

Hemet Unified School District
Jesse Bridwell, Facilities Planner

November 2, 2011

6

California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Al Shami, Project Manager

November 8, 2011

7

Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission
Edward C. Cooper, Director

November 14, 2011

8

Riverside/San Bernardino County Chapter CNPS
Fred M. Roberts, Jr., Rare Plant Botanist

November 14, 2011
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Commenter

Date

9

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Cathy Bechtel, Project Development Director

November 14, 2011

10

Regional Conservation Authority
Charles Landry, Executive Director

November 16, 2011

11

South Coast Air Quality Management District
Ian MacMillan, Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review

November 15, 2011

12

Southern California Edison
Raymond Hicks, Region Manager

November 17, 2011

13

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Mekbib Degaga, Engineering Project Manager

November 16, 2011

14

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

November 15, 2011

15

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
Mark G. Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning Programs Section

November 30, 2011

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments and responses are provided on the following pages.
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Letter

1
Response

1-1

Native American Heritage Commission
Dave Singleton, Program Analyst
October 6, 2011

The commenter describes state and federal statutes relating to Native American historic properties
under state and federal law, and identifies the need for consultation with interested Native
American groups, described in a list attached to the letter. The City followed the required
consultation process with respect to the preparation of the General Plan and Draft EIR. The
commenter further states that Native American cultural resources were not identified within the
project area. The comment does not raise any issue related to the adequacy of environmental
analysis conducted in the EIR. No further response is required.
The General Plan recognizes and appreciates the importance of safeguarding culturally sensitive
sites. Section 9.4.1 (Historic Resources, Indigenous Residents) outlines the indigenous history of
Hemet and demonstrates the importance of cultural resource sensitivity by mapping areas (Figure
9.1) where new resources discoveries are most likely. A goal (HR-2) and three policies (HR-2.1,
HR-2.2, and HR-2.3) ensure that significant resources are preserved, involve the Soboba Band
and any other interested Indian tribes in the development review process, monitor development
sites that have been identified in the review process, and require proper evaluation and
appropriate mitigation measures of any resources found prior to or during site development.
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Letter

2
Response

2-1

California Department of Fish and Game
Jeff Brandt, Senior Environmental Scientist
October 25, 2011
The commenter observes that the project occurs within the Western Riverside Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and notes that permittees must demonstrate consistency
with the MSHCP and its Implementation Agreement. The comment does not identify any issues
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. No further response is
required.
The following language has been added to General Plan Implementation Program OS-P-16
(Conservation Planning and Agency Coordination): “. . . Notify and consult with staff of the
RWQCB, Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and WRC-RCA when a proposed land development project may impact vernal
pools or streambeds. Impacts to vernal pools and mitigation plans shall also be reported through
the CEQA process.”

2-2

The commenter recommends that the City should incorporate specific information on the City’s
role in reserve assembly, as described in the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan. The comment does not
identify any issues related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The
commenter’s proposed changes are addressed in Comments 2-3 through 2-9.

2-3

The commenter requests that the ESA and CESA sections be combined with the MSCHP
discussion. In response to the comment, the following changes have been made to the EIR on
page 4.4-1 (following the second paragraph under “Federal Endangered Species Act”) to
reference the MSCHP discussion:
In the planning area, compliance with the Federal ESA is governed by the Western
Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP and
associated regulatory process for signatories and special entities are discussed below.
The following changes have been made to the FEIR on page 4.4-3 (immediately preceding
“Native Plant Protection Act”) to reference the MSCHP discussion in the CESA section:
In the planning area, compliance with CESA is governed by the MSHCP. The MSHCP
and associated regulatory process for signatories and special entities are discussed below.
A discussion of the regulatory process for signatories and participating special entities is provided
on page 4.4-6 of the EIR. The comment does not raise any issue related to the adequacy of
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. No further response is required.

2-4

The commenter requests that the EIR discuss the Area Plans, and include additional details
concerning the goals and objectives, cores and linkages, acquisition of property, and resource
protection policies of the MSHCP. In response to the comment, the EIR has been revised to
include an expanded discussion of the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan, including acreage targets,
cores, and linkages, on page 4.4-6, as follows:
The MSHCP establishes Criteria Areas which represent the areas within which MSHCP
Criteria will be applied and from which 153,000 acres of new conservation will be
achieved to contribute toward assembly of the overall MSHCP Conservation Area.
Criteria have been developed for individual cells or cell groupings and are presented for
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each Area Plan in the MSCHP. The Hemet planning area is within the San Jacinto Valley
Area Plan and is closest to or contains portions of Criteria Area Subunits 3 and 4.
Specific criteria for each Criteria Area, subunit, cell group, and cell are contained in the
MSHCP.
The San Jacinto Valley Area Plan includes a target of 620– 1,000 conservation acres
within the City of Hemet, which is included in a target of 11,540 – 19,465 conservation
acres for the entire San Jacinto Valley Area Plan. The San Jacinto Valley Area Plan
includes the following Cores and Linkages, which are described in Section 3.2.3 and
MSHCP Volume II, Section A.
A portion of Proposed Constrained Linkage 20
All of Proposed Constrained Linkage 21
A portion of Proposed Core 3
A portion of Proposed Core 4
Most of Proposed Core 5
Most of Proposed Linkage 11
A large portion of Proposed Linkage 14
Eastern portion of Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 5
All of Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6
A large portion of Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7
A small portion of Existing Constrained Linkage C
A small portion of Existing Core J.
The City is a participant in the MSCHP. As such, public and private development
including construction of buildings, structures, infrastructure, and all alterations of the
land, which are carried out by plan participants are covered for areas outside the Criteria
Area. For land that is within the Criteria Area, proposals for new or altered land uses by
plan participants must be evaluated to determine their effect on reserve assembly.
Allowable uses must comply with plan survey and impact avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation requirements.
The comment does not raise any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. No further response is required.
2-5

The commenter requests that the EIR include a reference to the MSHCP internet site. The
comment does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted
in the DEIR. In response to the comment, a reference has been added at the end of the first
paragraph under “Western Riverside Habitat Conservation Plan” on page 4.4-4 of the EIR, as
follows:
In June of 2003, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors adopted a comprehensive
MSHCP to provide a regional conservation solution to species and habitat issues that
have historically threatened to stall infrastructure and land use development. The MSHCP
is a multi-jurisdictional effort that includes the entire unincorporated area of western
Riverside County and fourteen cities, including the City of Hemet. The MSHCP covers
146 species and addresses biological diversity within 1.26 million acres, from just west of
the San Jacinto Mountains to the Orange County border. The MSHCP is designed to
protect more than 30 federally-threatened and endangered species, and to conserve
510,000 acres of native habitat, of which 347,000 acres are already in public and quasipublic ownership. The MSCHP is available on the internet at
http://www.rctlma.org/mshcp.

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

7-13

AECOM
Responses to Comments

2-6

The commenter requests that the EIR distinguish between the SKR HCP and the MSHCP.
Separate discussions of these plans are provided on pages 4.4-4 and 4.4-8 of the EIR. The
comment does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted
in the DEIR.

2-7

The commenter requests that the EIR include the designation of RAFSS as a very threatened
community. The comment does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental
analysis conducted in the EIR. In response to the comment, the following text has been added at
the end of the first paragraph following “Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub” on page 4.4-12 of
the EIR:
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub is a Mediterranean shrubland community that
dominates washes, floodplains, and alluvial fans in southern California. This vegetation
community is comprised of a number of diverse plant species, including droughtdeciduous and evergreen shrubs, succulents, and desert riparian species (Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolfe, 1995). Because alluvial fan sage scrub is characterized by its diversity, it
can also be described as an intermediate between chaparral and sage scrub habitats, in
that all three vegetation communities share similar floral components. However, the
distinguishing factor is that alluvial fan sage scrub undergoes periodic scouring from
frequent flooding events, creating three seral stages; pioneer, intermediate, and mature.
Each seral type is distinct due to soil type, dominant floral species, vegetative cover, and
elevation. In the planning area, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub only occurs along the
San Jacinto River, totaling approximately 585 acres. DFG has designated Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub as a “very threatened” community.
Recognition of RAFSS as a very threatened community has also been added to the General Plan
under the discussion of vegetative communities in the Chapter 7 (Open Space and Conservation).

2-8

The commenter requests that the EIR clarify regulatory requirements in place until a SAMP has
been approved. The comment does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. In response to the comment, the following text has
been added to the EIR at the end of the second paragraph on page 4.4-7:
The mapping developed as part of the USACE Special Area Management Plan (SAMP)
process is used to identify aquatic resources such as riparian/riverine areas, vernal pools
and other jurisdictional areas that may be acquired for inclusion in the MSHCP
Conservation Area. If such areas are identified, negotiations may proceed in accordance
with the HANS process. Until such time as the resource agencies approve a SAMP, the
existing regulatory requirements are in place.

2-9

The commenter requests that the EIR discuss the Lake and Streambed Agreement Program in
Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Resources.” The comment does not identify any issue related
to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. In response to the comment, the
following text has been added to the EIR on page 4.9-8:
Lake and Streambed Alteration Program
The California Fish and Game Code (Section 1602) requires the City to notify the
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) of any proposed activity that may substantially
modify a river, stream, or lake, including:
substantially diverting or obstructing the natural flow of any river, stream or lake;
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substantially changing or using any material from the bed, channel, or bank of,
any river, stream, or lake; or
depositing or disposing of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled,
flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake.
If DFG determines that the activity may substantially adversely affect fish and wildlife
resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement must be prepared to document
reasonable conditions necessary to protect those resources.
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Letter

3
Response

Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
Carolyn Syms Luna, Executive Director
October 31, 2011

3-1

The commenter proposes several edits to the General Plan document. All recommended General
Plan text edits were made in the Draft General Plan errata as suggested by RCHCA, and will be
incorporated into the final General Plan document upon approval by City Council. No further
response is required.

3-2

The commenter proposes a text edit to page 4.4-7 of the EIR. The comment does not identify any
issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. In response to the
comment, the following text has been added under “Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP)” on page 4.4-8 of the EIR:
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
The Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) prepared an HCP for the
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) to replace a SKR Short-Term HCP which the RCHCA
and its member agencies had been implementing since 1990. Under that plan, the
USFWS and DFG authorized a limited amount of incidental take subject to conservation
and mitigation actions. The new permit and agreement is valid for 30 years and
authorizes incidental take of SKR on RCHCA member agency lands within the plan area
mapped in the HCP. The HCP area covers 533,954 acres within RCHCA member
jurisdictions, including approximately 30,000 acres of occupied SKR habitat. The
RCHCA established a regional system of seven eight core reserves for conservation of
SKR and the ecosystem upon which it depends. The core reserves encompass 41,221
about 51,200 acres, including 12,460 15,000 acres of SKR-occupied habitat. Most land
included in these reserves is presently in public ownership; some privately held properties
remain in the Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain, Lake Skinner-Domenigoni Valley, and
San Jacinto-Lake Perris reserves. The land acquisition requirement under the SKR HCP
has been met, and any private lands in and around the established SKR reserves are not
part of a reserve. Hemet’s implementing regulations for the SKR HCP are found in
Sections 58-91 through 58-104 of the Hemet Municipal Code.
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Letter

4
Response

4-1

Riverside Transit Agency
Lorelle Moe Luna, Senior Planner
October 31, 2011

The commenter suggests several potential revisions to the General Plan, which are addressed as
follows:
In the Circulation Element, Section 4.6.2 (Bus and Local Transit Services), a paragraph
entitled “Design Considerations for Public Transit” was modified to incorporate the concepts
proposed by the RTA. The figures on design parameters included in the RTA letter were not
added to the General Plan document, but have been retained in the City’s files for future
reference.
General Plan Policy 4.15 (Transit Oriented Development Design Features) was modified to
incorporate the design elements proposed by the RTA.
In response to a comment received from a City resident, the following design feature has been
added to both the Design Considerations for Public Transit in Section 4.6.2 and to Policy 4.15:
“Locate transit stops to minimize the impact of buses and ridership activity on nearby
neighborhoods. Incorporate buffer zones as feasible.”
The commenter does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. No further response is necessary.
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Letter

5
Response

5-1

Hemet Unified School District
Jesse Bridwell, Facilities Planner
November 2, 2011

The commenter suggests several revisions to the General Plan, which were incorporated into the
General Plan as follows:
Per the letter from the HUSD dated November 2, 2011 regarding the Draft 2030 General Plan
Comments, all proposed changes were made with the exception of the recommendation to change
the land use designation of the parcels shown in Attachment D from Office Professional to
School. Per an e-mail from Vincent J. Christakos, Assistant Superintendent, Business Services,
dated December 13, 2011, the HUSD requested that the parcels with APNs 443-163-001, 443213-001, 443-214-001, 445-104-001, and 445-170-006 (Attachment D in the November 2, 2011
letter) retain the Office Professional land use designation. The General Plan land use map
designates the parcels as Office Professional.
The commenter does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR.. No further response is necessary.

5-2

The commenter requests a text change to Section 4.10, “Land Use, Population, and Housing.”
The comment does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. In response to the comment, the following text has been added to the last
paragraph on page 4.10-4 of the EIR:
Land use policies in the ALUP are structured around four distinct land use compatibility
areas within and surrounding the airport. In Area I, an area of extreme risks (where flight
paths converge and a high number of lower-altitude aircraft overflights occur), only
agricultural and open space uses are permitted. Industrial and agricultural uses are
permitted in Area II, an area of high risk (same risks as extreme area, but to a lesser
severity), along with residential uses requiring a minimum lot size of 2.5 acres. In Area
III, the moderate risk area, a wide range of uses are permitted with the exception of
schools, structures containing hazardous materials , places of assembly, and structures
over 35-feet tall, which may only be permitted following discretionary review.

5-3

The commenter recommends several text changes to Section 4.12, “Public Services and
Facilities.” The comment does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental
analysis conducted in the EIR. In response to the comment, the following edits have been made to
the EIR under “State School Funding” on page 4.12-1:
Education Code Section 17620 authorizes school districts to levy a fee, charge,
dedication, or other requirement against any development project for the construction or
reconstruction of school facilities, provided that the district can show justification for
levying of fees. Government Code 65995 limits the fee to be collected to the statutory fee
(Level I) unless a school district conducts a School Facility Needs Analysis Assessment
(Government Code Section 65995.6) and meets certain conditions. These fees are
adjusted every two years, in accordance with statewide cost indices determined by the
State Allocation Board.
In response to the comment, the following edits have been made to the EIR following the second
paragraph under “Schools” on 4.12-4:
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According to the HUSD 2010 School Facilities Needs Analysis Assessment,
approximately 22,000 students from kindergarten to 12th grade were enrolled within the
HUSD in 2009 (HUSD 2011a). Within the planning area, HUSD operates 10 has 11
elementary schools, four six middle schools, three high schools, two charter schools, and
an alternative education site which houses a continuation high school, adult education,
independent study, and other alternative education programs and one alternative high
school (HUSD 2011b).
In response to recent growth, HUSD has been actively seeking new sites for schools. In
2007, HUSD released its 2007-2013 Facilities Master Plan outlining and guiding school
construction plans in the near future. This plan presents a conservative estimate
projecting an enrollment of 30,000 by 2013, and a more aggressive estimate projecting an
enrollment of 35,000 under a higher growth scenario (HUSD 2007: 20).
Based on anticipated residential development projects and projected numbers of new
students, HUSD expects to construct five new elementary schools and one new middle
school, to expand Hemet High School, and to secure sites for two additional middle
schools and two high schools by 2012 (HUSD 2007: 3).
In response to the comment, several edits have also been made to Exhibit 4.12-1, as shown in the
EIR. The commenter recommends a clarification to text on page 4.12-9 of the EIR, but does not
recommend specific revisions, thus no change to the EIR is proposed.
5-4

The commenter observes that an underscore precedes several references on page 9-10 of the EIR.
This line indicates that the reference source is the same as the previous source to avoid repetition.
The comment does not identify any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. The City acknowledges the comment. No further response is necessary.
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Letter

6
Response

California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Al Shami, Project Manager
November 8, 2011

6-1

The commenter states that the EIR should evaluate whether conditions in the project area pose a
threat to human health or the environment, and identifies regulatory agency databases. This
comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The EIR describes the results of database searches
on pages 4.8-7 and 4.8-8, and evaluates the potential for listed sites to affect human health or the
environment in Impacts 4.8-1 (on page 4.8-16) and 4.8-3 (on page 4.8.17). No further response is
necessary.

6-2

The commenter states that the EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required
investigation and/or remediation. This comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. This EIR is a programlevel document, and describes regulatory requirements for hazardous materials site investigation
and remediation in Section 4.8.1, “Regulatory Setting.” Draft General Plan policies requiring
implementation of these regulations are identified on page 4.8-14 of the EIR (policies PS-5.1 and
PS-5.2). No further response is necessary.

6-3

The commenter states that any required environmental investigations should be conducted under
an approved Workplan, and that the findings of any environmental investigations should be
summarized in the document. This comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The EIR is a programlevel document. Because the comment describes a level of analysis better suited to a projectrather than program-level analysis, no further response is necessary.

6-4

The commenter identifies requirements for demolition of structures or paved surface areas. This
comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The EIR is a program-level document. Because the
describes a level of analysis better suited to a project- rather than program-level analysis, no
further response is necessary.

6-5

The commenter identifies requirements for soil sampling and disclosure of environmental
contamination. This comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the
adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The EIR is a program-level document.
Because the comment describes a level of analysis better suited to a project- rather than programlevel analysis, no further response is necessary.

6-6

The commenter identifies health risk assessments where necessary to protect sensitive receptors
during construction or demolition activities. This comment does not identify any specific issue or
deficiency related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The EIR is a
program-level document. Because the comment describes a level of analysis better suited to a
project- rather than program-level analysis, no further response is necessary.

6-7

The commenter identifies regulations and registration applicable to hazardous waste generators.
This comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The EIR is a program-level document. Because the
comment describes a level of analysis better suited to a project- rather than program-level
analysis, no further response is necessary.
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6-8

The commenter identifies oversight mechanisms for environmental cleanups. This comment does
not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. Because the comment describes a level of analysis better suited to a
project- rather than program-level analysis, no o further response is necessary.
To ensure that all the issues identified by the commenter are addressed, the City added language
to General Plan Implementation Program PS-P-22 (Hazardous Material Regulations) requiring
compliance with California Department of Toxic Substances regulations and consultation with
the databases of regulatory agencies to determine if sites may have toxic substances.
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Letter

7
Response

Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission
Edward C. Cooper, Director
November 14, 2011

7-1

The commenter provides background information on the ALUC’s involvement in land use policy
in Hemet, and the requirements of the Government Code concerning ALUCP consistency. This
comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The City is pleased to assist the ALUC staff in
providing existing land use and project entitlement data to assist in their preparation of the new
ALUP, and desires to take an active and cooperative role. The City has submitted land use data
on existing, and entitled developments within the Airport Influence Area to the ALUC in
response to the comment letter. No further response to this comment is necessary.

7-2

The commenter infers based on information in the EIR that the Draft General Plan assigns
inconsistent residential designations in Airport Areas I and II. The commenter further states that
the EIR provides insufficient data to enable independent verification that these designations
simply recognize existing or approved developments in these areas. In response to the comment
letter, City staff has been working with ALUC staff to provide the necessary background data on
existing and entitled properties within the Airport Influence Area that may initially appear to be
inconsistent. ALUC staff has reviewed the data in detail and has responded back to the City
regarding certain undeveloped properties in the western and southern portions of the Airport
Influence Area, that are potentially inconsistent with the 1992 Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP).
As a result of this further analysis, the City has added and amended various policies in the
General Plan Land Use Element and the Public Safety Element to insure that future development
is consistent with the ALUP. At the request of ALUC staff, the City has also included an Interim
Airport Overlay on certain properties, such as areas designated as Mixed-Use and Low Density
Residential within the Airport Influence Area, that require additional review by the ALUC for
compliance with the 1992 ALUP while the ALUP is being updated. The amended General Plan
text and Figures that address the concerns raised by the ALUC are contained within the Draft
General Plan “Errata” file available on the City’s website at
http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. The amended General Plan text and figures
have also been provided directly to the ALUC staff and Commission for review and comment.
The following edits have been made to page 4.8-19 and 4.8-20 in Section 4.8, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials” in response to this comment:
Program PS-P-13 would require the City to evaluate land use restrictions outlined in the
most recent adopted Hemet-Ryan ALUP, CALUPH, and Federal Aviation
Administration notice responses for applicability to proposed development projects. This
review would be conducted for all development projects by the Community Development
Department during review of Site Development Plans. Several policies in the Land Use
Element (LU-10.1, LU-10.2, LU-10.3, LU-10.4, and LU-10.5) would require consistency
review by the ALUC for all legislative projects and projects subject to CEQA review.
Policy LU-10.4 specifically restricts land uses identified as incompatible within the
Interim Airport Overlay. Policy LU-10.5 reduces maximum residential densities in the
Transition Area unless otherwise found consistent by the ALUC. Program LU-P-35
requires projects to comply with the Interim Airport Overlay, and states that the City will
bring its General Plan into conformity with the updated ALUP within 180 days of the
adoption of the ALUP update.
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Prohibited uses in Area II of the ALUP include school and other institutional uses, places
of assembly, and hazardous materials facilities. Permitted uses in Area II include
industrial, agricultural, and residential uses with a minimum lot size of 2.5 acres per
dwelling unit. The ALUP allows Commercial uses after discretionary review.
The Draft General Plan designates Industrial, Park, Open Space, Business Park,
Community Commercial, and Mixed Use areas within Area II. These uses would be
consistent with the ALUP as either permitted or discretionary review uses. Residential
uses with a density greater than one unit per 2.5 acres are prohibited in Area II. Although
development consistent with the Rural Residential and Hillside Residential designations
could be possible, higher density residential uses would not be compatible within Area II.
The same policies of the Draft General Plan described above (PS-4.1, PS-4.2, PS-4.4, PS4.5, PS-4.7, and PS-4.8, LU-10.1, LU-10.2, LU-10.3, LU-10.4, LU-10.4, and LU-P-35)
govern the City’s review of proposed actions within Area II.
Although Low Density, Low Medium Density, and High Density Residential land use
designations are proposed within Area II, these designations reflect baseline conditions of
existing development on the ground, and land uses consistent with these designations are
currently built out. When the ALUP was adopted in 1982, these areas were generally
identified as legally non-conforming approved development. The CALUPH (Caltrans
2002) states that, “if a local plan merely reflects uses which already exist, the plan does
not become inconsistent with the compatibility plan even if the indicated uses are not
compatible activities.” New residential uses in Area II which could occur through
implementation of the Draft General Plan would require discretionary review and would
be reviewed for consistency through implementation of the policies and programs of the
Draft General Plan described above (PS-4.1, PS-4.2, PS-4.4, PS-4.5, PS-4.7, and PS-4.8,
LU-10.1, LU-10.2, LU-10.3, LU-10.4, LU-10.4, and LU-P-35).
The Transition Area between Area II and Area III is an area that is 330 feet inside the Area
II border and 660 feet outside of the Area III border. Permitted uses in the Transition Area
include commercial, industrial, manufacturing, and agriculture. Discretionary uses in the
Transition Area include residential (up to 20 units per acre), institutional, places of
assembly, schools, and hazardous materials facilities. With the exception of Very High
Density Residential, all Draft General Plan land use designations in the Transition Area
would be consistent with the permitted and discretionary review uses identified in the
ALUP. Although Very High Density Residential land uses are proposed within this area,
this designation reflects baseline conditions of existing development on the ground, and
land uses consistent with this designation are currently built out. With implementation of
LU-10-5, Implementation of the Draft General Plan would not result in additional
residential uses at a density greater than 20 units per acre within Area II.
7-3

The commenter states that the Community Commercial designation is of concern where applied
in Areas I and II. Uses more intense than retail trade constitute places of assembly which are not
permitted in these zones. There are no new Community Commercial properties designated under
this GP; the areas designated Community Commercial within the Airport Influence Area are to
the east and northeast of the airport, and are either existing, or have entitlements and existing
overrides. As described in the response to Comment 7-2, the City has amended Table 2.5 in the
General Plan as well as companion Land Use Policy Nos. LU-10.1 and LU-10.4, and
Implementation Program No. LU-P-35; to insure that no critical facilities or incompatible uses
will be established within the Community Commercial or Mixed-Use designations.
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7-4

The commenter observes that no cases (either privately-initiated or City-sponsored) have been
submitted to ALUC for review for over two years. The City continues to submit cases for ALUC
review for legislative actions; however, because of poor current economic conditions, there have
been no new applications that are within the Airport Influence Area and require review by the
ALUC during the time period mentioned by the commenter. The City has amended Policy LU10.1 and Implementation Program LU-P-35 of the Draft General Plan to further insure that the
ALUC staff is receiving transmittals of legislative and discretionary projects, and projects subject
to CEQA that are located within the Airport Influence Area.

7-5

The commenter states that the City must submit the General Plan to the ALUC for official
review, and provides requirements for applications. The City was unaware that a separate
application to the ALUC was required for consistency review, and thought that its submittal of
the Draft EIR and Draft General Plan and NOA to the ALUC on Sept. 30, 2011 satisfied this
requirement. Upon receiving this comment letter, the City immediately submitted an application
and the required fees, electronic copies of the Draft General Plan and EIR, and background data
to the ALUC. The ALUC has scheduled the General Plan Consistency Review for its meeting of
January 12, 2012 to satisfy this requirement prior to the anticipated certification of the Final EIR
and adoption of the General Plan by the Hemet City Council.
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Letter

8
Response

Riverside/San Bernardino County Chapter CNPS
Fred M. Roberts, Jr., Rare Plant Botanist
November 14, 2011

8-1

The commenter states that its primary concern is adequate preservation of the seasonally flooded
alkali vernal plains habitat. This comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the DEIR. No further response is
necessary.

8-2

The commenter states that the proposed project would include higher intensity zoning in the West
Hemet Planning area, which the commenter asserts will increase pressure on sensitive plants and
seasonally flooded alkali plain, complicating conservation efforts and violating the spirit of the
MSHCP.
As described in Impact 4.4.-2 on page 4.4-28 of the EIR, all development within the MSHCP
criteria overlay is subject to compliance with MSCHP requirements. Allowable uses must comply
with plan survey and impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation requirements. The
commenter does not identify any specific evidence in support of the assertion that Draft General
Plan land uses would complicate conservation efforts or violate the spirit of the MSHCP. No
further response is necessary.

8-3

The commenter states that the General Plan should include a summary of Area Plans approved or
proposed within and adjacent to the MSHCP criteria lands. The commenter does not identify any
specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the
EIR. No further response is necessary.

8-4

The commenter states that the habitat types and acreages presented in Table 4.4-1 are incomplete
and need to be revised. The commenter offers several specific critiques of the categories
presented in the table. This table summarizes publicly-available WRCOG GIS data which was
used for this program-level environmental analysis, and the categories that are presented are
intrinsic to this data source. This comment does not specify and the City as CEQA lead agency
does not believe that revisions are needed to support the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. Therefore, no edits are proposed in response to this comment.

8-5

The commenter states that habitats illustrated on Exhibit 4.4-1 do not match ground-level
conditions at specific locations. The data illustrated in Exhibit 4.4-1 are general habitat
descriptions from WRCOG GIS data, suitable for the program level of analysis presented in the
EIR. Because of the generalized nature of this data source, specific sites may be mapped as part
of a block of a larger community, obscuring site-level differences. The data presented in the EIR
are adequate to illustrate broad conditions across the planning area suitable for a program-level
environmental analysis. Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 describe the potential effects on sensitive species
and natural communities at a program level. Because the suggested edits do not provide
additional information relevant to the evaluation of impacts to sensitive habitats, the City has
made no edits to the EIR in response to this comment.

8-6

The commenter suggests that descriptions of all habitats, not just sensitive habitats, should be
included in the EIR. The environmental setting information presented in the EIR has been
simplified and consolidated to focus on data needed to evaluate the significance of specific
environmental impacts based on the criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, while
avoiding unnecessary length. Because the suggested edits do not provide additional information
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relevant to the evaluation of impacts to sensitive habitats, the City has made no edits to the EIR in
response to this comment.
8-7

The commenter suggests that the EIR should include a description of the alkali playa community.
Please Refer to Response to Comment 8-8.

8-8

The commenter proposes a text edit to the description of the Alkali playa habitat. In response to
the comment, the following edits have been made to the discussion under “Alkali Playa” on page
4.4-11 of the EIR:
Alkali playa is typically described as high, flat areas with poorly drained soils,
particularly high in salinity and/or alkalinity due to the evaporation of water that
accumulates in closed underground drainages. These playas generally have a high water
table with a surface soil layer made up of salt crust. Due to this unique geology and
topography, this habitat is only suitable for select plants such as various native saltbush
species (Atriplex spp.) and rare annual herbs including thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea
filifolia), smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis), and Coulter’s goldfields
(Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri). Due to this unique geology, topography, and
hydrology, this habitat is dominated by plants adapted for wet alkaline soils and tends to
exclude species that can not tolerate either flooding or high alkalinity. Species that are
found within the alkali playa include native saltbrushes (Atriplex spp.), seepweed
(Suaeda nigra), alkali heath (Frankenia salina), native barleys (Hordeum spp.) and
species typically associated with vernal pools like hair grass (Deschampsia danthinoides)
and little mousetail (Myosurus minimus var. apus). Rare annuals and perennials include
thread-leaved brodaea (Brodiaea filifolia), smooth tarplant (Centrodmadia pungens ssp.
laevis), and Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri). (CNPS 2011) In the
planning area, approximately 966 acres of alkali playa habitat are located along the
western boundary.

8-9

The commenter states that the descriptions of the Coast Live Oak Woodland/Riparian Forests is
not typical of these habitats within the planning area. The environmental setting information
presented in the EIR has been simplified and is based on publicly-available WRCOG GIS data
suitable for a program-level environmental analysis, rather than site-specific survey data. Because
the suggested edits do not provide additional information relevant to the evaluation of impacts to
sensitive habitats, the City has made no edits to the EIR in response to this comment.

8-10

The commenter states that the differences between the riparian scrub and southern willow scrub
community descriptions are unclear, and proposes that more detail be provided, or the categories
be combined. The environmental setting information presented in the EIR is based on publiclyavailable WRCOG GIS data suitable for a program-level environmental analysis, rather than sitespecific survey data. Because the suggested edits do not provide additional information relevant
to the evaluation of impacts to sensitive habitats, the City has made no edits to the EIR in
response to this comment.

8-11

The commenter states that southern interior basalt vernal pool community is found only on the
Santa Rosa Plateau, and proposes other category names to be applied. The environmental setting
information presented in the EIR is based on publicly-available WRCOG GIS data suitable for a
program-level environmental analysis, rather than site-specific survey data. Because the
suggested edits do not provide additional information relevant to the evaluation of impacts to
sensitive habitats, the City has made no edits to the EIR in response to this comment.
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8-12

The commenter states that the information on Exhibit 4.4-2 is so general that it provides little
useful information, and recommends that the exhibit be replaced with a map that accurately
presents the distribution of List 1B plant species. The data presented in Exhibit 4.4-2 were
obtained from the California Natural Diversity Database maintained by the California Department
of Fish and Game. The CNDDB data were obtained in 2011, and offer a comprehensive data
source covering the entire planning area that is suitable for a program-level environmental
analysis. The City has made no edits to the EIR in response to this comment.

8-13

The commenter states that Table 4.4-2 should be revised to provide general information on
distribution, and to add several specific species. The data presented in Table 4.4-2 were obtained
from the California Natural Diversity Database maintained by the California Department of Fish
and Game, as well as the MSHCP. The CNDDB data were obtained in 2011, and offer a
comprehensive data source covering the entire planning area that is suitable for a program-level
environmental analysis. The City does has made no edits to the EIR in response to this comment.

8-14

The commenter proposes a text change to the description of Parish’s brittlescale in Table 4.4-2. In
response to the comment, this description has been edited on page 4.4-17 of the EIR as follows:

Parish’s brittlescale

8-15

Federal: None
State: None
CRPR: 1B

Alkali meadows, vernal pools, chenopod scrub, playas.
Usually on drying alkali flats with fine soils. 4-140 m
elevation. Plant collected only once in California since
1974 (in 1993). has been collected at three locations
since 1974; Hemet, Winchester, and Ramona.

The commenter states that Davidson’s saltscale and south coast saltscale are all referable to the
same plant and should be considered Davidson’s saltscale for the purpose of this document. In
response to the comment, this description has been edited in Table 4.4-18 of the EIR as follows:

South Coast saltscale

8-16

Atriplex parishii

Atriplex pacifica

Federal: None
State: None
CRPR: 1B

Coastal scrub, coastal bluff scrub, playas, chenopod
scrub. Alkali soils. 1-500 m elevation.

The commenter proposes several edits to the accounts of special status plant species. In response
to the comment, text on page 4.4-19 of the EIR has been modified as follows:
The San Jacinto Valley crownscale is endemic to western Riverside County in dry,
alkaline flats in the San Jacinto River Valley. It has also been detected in alkali playas,
chenopod scrub, valley and foothill grasslands, and vernal pools within the county. It is
only known from one three fragmented populations in the San Jacinto Valley at this time
(San Jacinto River, Hemet, and Nichols Wetlands near Lake Elsinore) and is threatened
by flood control and agricultural activities. In the planning area, populations of San
Jacinto Valley crownscale are known to occur in the vernal pool and alkali playa
communities located in the northwestern and western portions of the planning area.
The Thread-leaved brodiaea is endemic to southern California in clay soils often
associated with vernal pools and annual grasslands. It has also been detected on clay soils
within cismontane woodlands, coastal scrub, playas, and valley and foothill grasslands. It
is known from isolated populations in southern California and is threatened by residential
development and agricultural activities. In the planning area, populations of thread-leaved
brodiaea are known to occur in the vernal pool and alkali playa communities located in
the northsouthwest.
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8-17

The commenter proposes an edit to the description of Orcutt grass. In response to the comment,
text describing Orcutt grass on page 4.4-19 of the EIR has been modified as follows:
California Orcutt grass is endemic to southern California and Baja California in vernal
pools. It is known from isolated populations in southern California and is threatened by
urban development and agricultural activities. In the planning area, no populations of
California Orcutt grass are is known to occur at Stowe Vernal Pool in the western portion
of the planning area., but potential habitat occurs in the vernal pool complexes located in
the northwest.

8-18

The commenter states that the species accounts leave out the bulk of Hemet’s sensitive plant
species, and recommends that species be discussed separately, including available information
from the California Consortium. The environmental setting information presented in the EIR has
been simplified and consolidated to focus on data needed to evaluate the significance of specific
environmental impacts based on the criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, while
avoiding unnecessary length. Because the suggested edits do not provide additional information
relevant to the evaluation of impacts to special status species, the City does not propose to edit the
EIR in response to this comment.

8-19

The commenter proposes an edit to the description of the vernal pool fairy shrimp. In response to
the comment, text on page 4.4-22 of the EIR has been modified as follows:
The vernal pool fairy shrimp is a rare invertebrate species that inhabits vernal pools and
ephemeral swales throughout the Central Valley south to Santa Barbara. Studies have
revealed that a disjunct population occurs in Riverside County on the Santa Rosa Plateau
(Helm 1998). Habitat loss through grazing and housing development projects has resulted
in low species populations throughout its current range. In the planning area, the vernal
pool fairy shrimp has been documented from a vernal pool in the West Hemet area
(CNPS 2011) and may have potential to occur in the vernal pool complexes in the
northwest.

8-20

The commenter proposes an edit to the description of wetlands on page 4.4-25. In response to the
comment, text on page 4.4-23 of the FEIR has been modified as follows:
Waters, wetlands (potentially including vernal pools, alkali playa, and grassland habitats),
and riparian communities may also be regulated by USACE, DFG, and the RWQCB as
described in Section 4.4.1, “Regulatory Framework.” Major waterways within the
planning area include Diamond Valley Lake, San Jacinto River, San Diego Aqueduct,
Hemet Channel, Lake Hemet Main Canal, Salt Creek Flood Control Canal, Bautista
Wash, and the Casa Loma Canal Aqueduct. Exhibit 4.9-1 in Section 4.9, “Hydrology and
Water Quality,” identifies these water resources in the planning area.

8-21

The commenter proposes several edits to the Draft General Plan, but does not raise any issue
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. Proposed revisions to the
Draft General Plan may be found in an “Errata” file available on the City’s website at
http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. The City has made several changes to General
Plan policies in response to this comment. These changes are summarized in the EIR under
“Policies” on pages 4.4-25 and 4.4-26, as follows:
Policies
OS-1.1: Development Proposals. Require development proposals to identify
significant biological resources and to provide mitigation, including the use of
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adequate buffering and sensitive site planning techniques, selective preservation,
provision of replacement habitats, and other appropriate measures as may be
identified in habitat conservation plans or best practices related to particular
resources.
OS-1.2: Vernal Pools. Preserve the integrity of the vernal pool complex by ensuring
adequate hydration, providing appropriate conservation buffers, and the preservation
of native plants, in accordance with the requirements of the Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan.
OS-1.3: Wetland Habitats. Require project applicants to conserve wetland habitats
along the San Jacinto River, the Upper Salt Creek watershed, and elsewhere as
identified where conservation serves to maintain watershed processes that enhance
water quality and contribute to the hydrologic regime, and comply with Clean Water
Act Section 404. Identify and, to the maximum extent possible, conserve remaining
upland habitat areas adjacent to wetland and riparian areas that are critical to the
feeding, hibernation, or nesting of wildlife species associated with these wetland and
riparian areas.
8-22

The commenter proposes several edits to the Draft General Plan. The City proposes to modify the
Land Use Plan (Figure 2.1 in the General Plan and Exhibit 3-3 in the EIR) to show the Stoney
Mountain parcel within the OS designation. The County-owned parcels on the airport property
will continue to be shown as Airport, as they are regulated by the Airport Master Plan. Proposed
revisions to the Draft General Plan may be found in an “Errata” file available on the City’s
website at http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. The Mixed Use designations
require a specific percentage of the land area to remain in open space when the area is developed.
Parcels in these areas that are currently in public ownership for conservation would remain so,
and would be included in the percentage of the overall Mixed Use area remaining in open space.
Airport hazard areas will continue to be designated for uses which are appropriate in these zones
pursuant to the ALUP and the Caltrans Handbook.
The comment also suggests that the proposed Mixed Use and Neighborhood Commercial
designation in MSHCP criteria areas could reduce the potential conservation of these areas in the
future. The commenter recommends that MSHCP criteria areas be zoned for agricultural use until
individual projects are proposed. In Comment 8-2, the commenter acknowledges that agricultural
zoning is “certainly not ideal for habitat preservation,” and furthermore, the commenter does not
provide evidence that maintaining these lands in an agricultural designation would increase the
potential for future conservation, or evidence that the proposed Mixed Use and Neighborhood
Commercial designations would reduce conservation potential. No further response is required.

8-23

The commenter proposes several edits to the Draft General Plan. The comment does not raise any
issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The City has added
MSHCP and the Interim Airport Overlay designations to Figure 2-5 in the General Plan, as
proposed by the commenter. Proposed revisions to the Draft General Plan may be found in an
“Errata” file available on the City’s website at http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm.
No further response is required.

8-24

The commenter proposes that several properties located in the West Hemet Plan Area be mapped
as open space. The Stoney Mountain Ranch reserve site has been designated as Open Space. The
land use designations for the West Hemet area are primarily established by General Plan Section
2.6.4 (West Florida Mixed-Use Area #1), which allocates 45 – 55 percent of the area for Open
Space and Right-of-Way uses such as a public plaza, paseos, landscaped setbacks, and trails, but
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excluding private open space. Additionally, the following text modification was made to this
section regarding the vernal pool conservation area: Portions of the MSHCP cell groups are
currently under public agency ownership and should serve as the core of the conservation area.
The comment does not raise any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR.. No further response is required.
8-25

The commenter proposes adding a section on undeveloped valley areas that should be maintained
as open space to the Draft General Plan. In response the following paragraph has been added to
Section 7.4.1 (Open Space for the Preservation of Natural Resources):
West Valley
A section of the City and Planning Area is located in a valley that has been identified through the
MSHCP as a conservation area due to its vernal pools and associated plants and wildlife.
Generally located west of California Avenue, east of Warren Road, south of Florida Avenue, and
north of Stetson Avenue, a portion of this land will be preserved as permanent open space.
The comment does not raise any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. Proposed revisions to the Draft General Plan may be found in an “Errata”
file available on the City’s website at http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. No
further response is required.

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

7-59

AECOM
Responses to Comments

AECOM
Responses to Comments

7-60

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

7-61

AECOM
Responses to Comments

Letter

9
Response

Riverside County Transportation Commission
Cathy Bechtel, Project Development Director
November 14, 2011

9-1

The commenter proposes several edits to Draft General Plan. The comment does not raise any
issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The City
understands and agrees that if the adopted alignment differs from the locally preferred alignment
shown in the General Plan, that the City will amend the Circulation element and Land Use Plan to
reflect the adopted alternative. The City has included language to acknowledge the status of the
alignment in the Circulation Element, and included as a note on Figure 4.1 (Roadway Circulation
Master Plan). Proposed revisions to the Draft General Plan may be found in an “Errata” file
available on the City’s website at http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. No further
response is required.

9-2

The commenter proposes an edit to the Draft General Plan. The comment does not raise any issue
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The City has included
the recommended text revisions to the City Council for adoption as part of the General Plan.
Proposed revisions to the Draft General Plan may be found in an “Errata” file available on the
City’s website at http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. No further response is
required.

9-3

The commenter proposes an edit to the Draft General Plan. The comment does not raise any issue
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The City will
recommend the requested text revisions to the City Council for consideration. Proposed revisions
to the General Plan may be found in an “Errata” file available on the City’s website at
http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. No further response is required.

9-4

The commenter proposes an edit to the Draft General Plan. The comment does not raise any issue
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. The cross-section shown
in the Draft General Plan was based on earlier information available to the City at the time the
plan was prepared, since the draft SR-79 Realignment project and EIR have not yet been released
for public review. It is the City’s understanding that SR-79 is planned for an ultimate
configuration of six lanes, with an interim condition of four lanes. However, the City has
amended Figure 3.6 in the General Plan to show RCTC’s cross-section for SR-79. Proposed
revisions to the Draft General Plan may be found in an “Errata” file available on the City’s
website at http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm. No further response is required.

9-5

The commenter requests coordination with the City to review the design of the SR-79
realignment and compatibility with the General Plan. Deanna Elliano, the City of Hemet’s
Community Development Director, met with Cathy Bechtel of RCTC on Monday, November 21
to discuss concerns as expressed in this comment. Essentially, these concerns emanate from the
fact that the SR-79 Realignment project and DEIR is due to be released in early 2012 and
therefore, the final alignment and design option is not yet adopted. The City's proposed
Circulation Element street network is based upon the original design profile and the City's
Locally Preferred Alternative alignment for SR-79.
Based on the alignment and design option or profile ultimately selected, the City acknowledges
that local roadway circulation may be affected, and certain east-west streets in the southwestern
portion of the planning area (such as Olive Avenue) may no longer connect or will need to
provide overpass structures. However, with the exception of Simpson Avenue, the master planned
street network shown on the Circulation Element could still be provided as shown under either
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design option. If the lowered profile design option is selected, Simpson Avenue would need to reevaluated or constructed with an overpass bridge in order to continue as an east-west route in the
vicinity of SR-79. A lowered profile design option for SR-79 may also affect the ultimate location
of a future West Hemet Metrolink station, and would necessitate the provision of an elevated
bridge to continue the Metrolink rail to the planned Downtown Hemet Station location. These are
all issues that the City anticipates will be examined in the Draft EIR/EIS for the SR-79
Realignment project and will be actively discussed during the public hearing and comment period
for that project.
Until the actual alignment and design profile option for SR-79 is adopted, the City will continue
to show the circulation network identified in the Circulation Element, as it is consistent with the
original SR-79 design and alignment proposed by RCTC. However, as noted in Comment 9-1, the
City recognizes that the Circulation Element may need to be revised in the future, depending
upon the design option ultimately adopted by Caltrans and RCTC for SR-79. In this regard, the
City will recommend placing the following note on the Land Use Plan (Figure 2.1) and the
Circulation Master Plan (Figure 4.1) within the General Plan:
Note: The ultimate design and alignment of the proposed State Route 79 has not yet been
adopted and will be determined upon approval of the project by Caltrans and the
Riverside County Transportation Commission. The adopted design alternative may result
in changes to the circulation network shown on this Figure, including existing and
proposed roadway connections in the vicinity of the proposed State Route 79.
Proposed revisions to the Draft General Plan may be found in an “Errata” file available on the
City’s website at http://www.cityofhemet.org/planning/gp2030.htm.
9-6

The commenter requests a hard copy of the General Plan and EIR, requests to be included in
distribution of future notices and documents, and asks for the timeline for the City to address
comments and issue the Final EIR. A CD containing a complete copy of the General Plan and
EIR documents was provided to RCTC, and the City agreed to provide a copy of the final General
Plan and EIR. The City addressed these questions while meeting RCTC on November 21; the
Final EIR (including responses to comments) is scheduled to be issued on January 12, 2012.. The
City Council will hold a public hearing to consider the Draft General Plan and Final EIR on
December 13, 2011, and final adoption by City Council is anticipated to occur on January 24,
2012.
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Letter

10
Response

10.1

Regional Conservation Authority
Charles Landry, Executive Director
November 16, 2011

The commenter provides guidance for the City’s decision on criteria refinements, including equivalency
analysis per Section 6.5 of the MSHCP. The City acknowledges the unique complex of vernal pools and
associated soil and plant communities that are located within the City and Planning Area. Descriptions,
policies, and implementation programs regarding the complex and the City’s obligations under the
MSHCP are included throughout the General Plan with special focus in Chapter 2 (Land Use), Chapter 5
(Community Services and Infrastructure), and Chapter 7 (Open Space and Conservation).
The following language was added to General Plan Section 5.5.3 (Stormwater Management) and to
Implementation Program OS-P-16 (Conservation Planning and Agency Coordination): The City will
notify and consult with staff of the RWQCB, the Army Corps, the California Department of Fish and
Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Western Riverside County Regional Conservation
Authority when a proposed land development project may impact vernal pools or streambeds. Impacts to
vernal pools and mitigation plans shall also be reported through the CEQA process
This comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of environmental
analysis conducted in the EIR. No further response is necessary.
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Letter

11
Response

South Coast Air Quality Management District
Ian MacMillan, Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
November 15, 2011

11-1

The commenter provides a general overview of subsequent comments concerning potential
cumulative health risk impacts to sensitive land uses, and recommending additional mitigation
measures for air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. Please Refer to Response to Comments 112, 11-3, and 11-4.

11-2

The commenter states that the EIR does not account for potential cumulative impacts from
facility and area-wide emissions that will likely result from proposed new industrial uses between
the SR-79 corridor and Stetson Avenue. The commenter further states that the City should revise
the EIR to address the potential cumulative health risk impacts and, if applicable, apply
mitigation measures that maintain the buffers specified by the ARB Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook for new projects.
Individual health risk impacts and cumulative impacts will be determined at the project level, as
necessary and applicable. There is no available methodology to reliably estimate these emissions
and impacts at the General Plan level. Stationary sources of TAC emissions in the planning area
would require permits, preventing new land use compatibility conflicts.
In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.3-4b on page 4.3-24 of the EIR has been
modified as follows to provide adequate buffers for sensitive receptors:
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4b: Avoid siting new sensitive receptors within buffers
recommended by ARB500 feet of the SR-79 Expressway.
The City shall require disclosure of health risks for all other new sensitive uses proposed
within distances recommended within the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (ARB
2005) 500 feet of the SR-79 Expressway. To the extent feasible, the City shall prohibit
the placement of new schools, parks, day care centers, adult day care facilities,
community centers, and libraries within buffers recommended within the Air Quality and
Land Use Handbook (ARB 2005)500 feet of the SR-79 Expressway.

11-3

The commenter proposes several additional mitigation measures for construction air quality
impacts.
In response to the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b on pages 4.3-17 and 4.3-18 of the EIR
has been modified as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Reduce Exhaust Emissions from Construction Equipment.
The City shall require each project applicant, as a condition of project approval, to
implement the following measures to reduce exhaust emissions from construction
equipment emissions:
Commercial electric power shall be provided to the project site in adequate capacity
to avoid or minimize the use of portable gas-powered electric generators and
equipment.
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Where feasible, equipment requiring the use of fossil fuels (e.g., diesel) shall be
replaced or substituted with electrically driven equivalents (provided that they are not
run via a portable generator set).
To the extent feasible, alternative fuels and emission controls shall be used to further
reduce exhaust emissions.
On-site equipment shall not be left idling when not in use.
The hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment and/or the amount of equipment in
use at any one time shall be limited.
Staging areas for heavy-duty construction equipment shall be located as far as
possible from sensitive receptors.
Before construction contracts are issued, the project applicants shall perform a review
of new technology, in consultation with SCAQMD, as it relates to heavy-duty
equipment, to determine what (if any) advances in emissions reductions are available
for use and are economically feasible. Construction contract and bid specifications
shall require contractors to utilize the available and economically feasible technology
on an established percentage of the equipment fleet. It is anticipated that in the near
future, both NOX and PM10 control equipment will be available.
Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person during all phases of
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.
Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment onand off-site.
Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.
Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning onsite construction activity, including resolution of issues related to PM10generation.
Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization, and ensure that all vehicles and
equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufactures’
specifications.
Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that required under AQMD
Rule 1113.
Construct or build with materials that do not require painting, or require the use of
pre-painted construction materials where feasible.
Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks
and soil import/export). If the City determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel
trucks cannot be obtained, the lead agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007
model year NOx and PM emissions requirements.
During project construction, all internal combustion engines or construction
equipment operating on the project site shall meet EPA-Certified Tier 2 emissions
standards or higher. A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

7-73

AECOM
Responses to Comments

documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided at the
time of mobilization for each applicable unit of equipment.
Encourage construction contractors to apply for AQMD “SOON” funds.
11-4

The commenter states that the City’s operational air quality analysis does not adequately address
emissions from all criteria pollutants and GHGs; specifically, the commenter states that the City
only requires a list of nominal, non-quantifiable mitigation measures that are deferred to project
level analyses. The commenter further states that the City should reduce impacts by reviewing
and incorporating additional transportation mitigation measures, and cites the California Air
Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) as a source of such measures.
The City has proposed a variety of mitigation measures to address air pollutant and GHG
emissions. The City considered the list of mitigation measures suggested by CAPCOA, and
incorporated some proposed measures (e.g., use of reclaimed water) either within the Draft
General Plan as policies, or within the EIR as mitigation measures. Other mitigation measures
were considered to be infeasible by the City.
The commenter does not identify specific mitigation measures which should be applied by the
City to reduce significant and unavoidable operational air quality and GHG impacts, but instead
cites a potential source of mitigation measure ideas. A lead agency is not required to offer
specific findings or justifications for rejecting mitigation measures that are not specifically
proposed for a project. If a list of common mitigation measures is simply attached or referenced
with no context relating them to the proposed project, many or all of the proposed mitigation
measures may be considered infeasible or inappropriate for the project (see Santa Clarita
Organization for Planning the Environment v. City of Santa Clarita, (California Court of Appeal,
2nd Dist./Div. 2, Case No. B224242). Therefore, no text edits or changes to the EIR are proposed
in response to this comment.
However, the City of Hemet is committed to participating in the reduction of air pollution in the
City and the region. The General Plan contains a goal (OS-7), 15 policies (OS-7.1 – OS-7.15),
and 8 Implementation Programs (OS-P-31 – OS-P-38) that directly address the reduction of air
pollution and greenhouse gases, and the preparation of a Climate Action Plan. Additionally,
policies and implementation programs are included throughout the General Plan that indirectly
address air pollution such as walkable and green street design requirements. Policies related to
sustainability and healthy communities are compiled in Appendix A and Appendix F,
respectively.

AECOM
Responses to Comments

7-74

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

7-75

AECOM
Responses to Comments

AECOM
Responses to Comments

7-76

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

7-77

AECOM
Responses to Comments

AECOM
Responses to Comments

7-78

Hemet General Plan EIR
City of Hemet

Letter

12
Response

12-1

Southern California Edison
Raymond Hicks, Region Manager
November 17, 2011

The commenter provides information on Southern California Edison operations, provides data
sources, and suggests several revisions to the Draft General Plan.
To address concerns raised by SCE, General Plan Policy CSI-5.8 was modified to add the
following language: . . . and encourage developers of large scale or complex developments to
contact local utilities early in the process to insure that projected energy and utility demands will
be able to be accommodated..
General Plan Implementation Program CSI-P-7 was modified to add the following language:
Provide early consultation with utility companies for any proposed multi-use or conservation
proposals on utility-owned lands to insure that the proposed uses or conservation activities are
compatible with the primary purpose of the easement.
The comment does not raise any issue related to the adequacy of environmental analysis
conducted in the EIR. No further response is required.
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Response

13-1

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Mekbib Degaga, Engineering Project Manager
November 16, 2011

The commenter states that the project may involve District Master Plan facilities, notes that the
project is located in the District’s San Jacinto Regional and Salt Creek Area Drainage Plans, and
states that an encroachment permit will be needed for any construction related activities occurring
in the District’s right-of-way.
In ensure appropriate coordination with RCFCD, the following modifications were made to the
General Plan:
General Plan Policy CSI-4.2 (100-Year Storm Flows) was amended to require coordination with
the Riverside County Flood Control District regarding the preference and requirements for
District maintenance of regional and master planned drainage facilities.
General Plan Implementation Program CSI-P-5 (Master Flood Control and Drainage Plan) was
amended to require coordination with the Riverside County Flood Control District on design
standards and maintenance agreements
This comment does not identify any specific issue or deficiency related to the adequacy of
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR. No further response is necessary.
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Letter

14
Response

14-1

California State Clearinghouse
Scott Morgan, Director
November 15, 2011

The commenter provides information about requirements for review of CEQA documents and
responding to comments, and forwards comments received from the California Native American
Heritage Center and the California Department of Fish and Game. These comment letters and
responses are included in this document as Letter 1 and Letter 2. This comment does not identify
any specific issues or deficiencies related to the adequacy of environmental analysis conducted in
the DEIR. No further response is necessary.
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Response

15-1

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
Mark G. Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning Programs Section
November 30, 2011

The commenter recommends that the EIR include beneficial uses of local water bodies in the
final EIR Section and cite the “tributary rule.” In response to the comment, the following text has
be added to Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 4.9-10:
Local water bodies which have been assigned beneficial uses in the Water Quality
Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin, 1995, as amended (Basin Plan) include:
San Jacinto River, Reaches 5 & 6: Intermittent Beneficial Uses are Agricultural
Supply (AGR), Groundwater Recharge (GWR), Water Contact Recreation (REC1),
Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC2), Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM), and
Wildlife Habitat (WILD).
Bautista Creek: Non-Intermittent Beneficial Uses are Municipal Supply (MUN),
Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD), and AGR, GWR, REC1, REC2, and WILD.
Salt Creek: Intermittent Beneficial Uses are REC1, REC2, WARM, and WILD.
Specific waters which are not listed have the same beneficial uses as the streams, lakes or
reservoirs to which they are tributary or the groundwater basins or subbasin to which they
are tributary or overlie.

15-2

The commenter states that Alternative 2 is the “environmentally superior” alternative under
CEQA. The City concurs that Alternative 2 would have lesser hydrology and water quality
impacts than the proposed project. However, as described in Section 7.2.2 of the “Findings of
Fact,” Alternative 2 would not achieve key project objectives. Encouraging lower densities in the
mixed-use focus areas would not be conducive to transit or pedestrian travel, and this alternative
would not meet Objective 2, which requires accommodating economic development and jobgenerating uses in walkable areas. Because the mixed-use focus areas disproportionately
accommodate job-generating uses that the City seeks to balance its current abundance of
residential housing, this alternative would not meet Objective 5, which requires providing a
balanced land-use mix. Because this alterative would reduce the densities and intensities in areas
along the proposed SR 79 expansion and near proposed Metrolink stations, this alternative would
not plan land uses to leverage outside transportation investments in Metrolink and SR 79
expansion as required by Objective 11. In addition, the opportunities for incorporating Low
Impact Development solutions will still be as applicable for the proposed project as for
Alternative 2.
Although Alternative 2 would have lesser hydrology and water quality impacts than the proposed
project, the alternative is considered infeasible, as it would not meet the City’s goals to improve
overall economic conditions and the economic future of the community. Because this alternative
would apply lower intensities in the mixed-use focus areas that are the primary locations for jobgenerating uses in the planning area, Alternative 2 would not accommodate an adequate amount
of these job-generating land uses.

15-3

The City concurs with the comment that “grading and excavations on land with historical farms
and dairies may result in the mobilization of salts, total nitrogen, phosphorus, pesticides, and
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other wastes that could affect water quality.” In response to the comment, the following
information will be added to Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality” on page 4.9-9:
Riverside County Drainage Area Management Plan-Santa Ana and Santa
Margarita Regions
Basic procedures for the management of all non-point source (NPS) pollutants associated
with land development, including agricultural conversion, are currently in place through
the City’s implementation of the Riverside County Drainage Area Management PlanSanta Ana and Santa Margarita Regions-April 2007 (DAMP), as required by the 2005
Riverside County municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit. The DAMP
includes requirements related to the planning and permitting of development projects,
including projects that convert agricultural lands to residential and commercial uses, to
ensure that pollutant loads from these projects have been reduced to the Maximum Extent
Practicable (MEP). In addition, the City is preparing to implement provisions of the 2010
MS4 Permit for the Santa Ana Region, which will implement many new requirements
related to land development, including implementation of Low Impact Development
principles through project-specific Water Quality Management Plans.
15-4

The commenter requests that the City not adopt a statement of overriding consideration for
agricultural conversion impacts, but instead mitigate for these impacts through the preservation of
agricultural lands, soft-bottomed channels, unobstructed riparian wildlife corridors, vernal pool
habitats, and groundwater recharge areas. Draft General Plan policies and programs support
agricultural preservation (e.g., OS-3.1), soft-bottomed channels (e.g., CSI-4.7), vernal pool
protection (e.g., CSI-2.7), preserving corridors along streams (e.g., PS-P-12), and groundwater
recharge (e.g., CSI-2.7).
The City agrees with the commenter that all of these strategies can help to preserve agricultural
land. However, even with implementation of these policies and programs, implementation of the
Draft General Plan would result in conversion of approximately 2,166 acres of agricultural lands
to other uses. Even if the agricultural (and water quality protection) value of remaining
agricultural land is high, there is no mechanism to replace the agricultural value of land that is
converted. Therefore, although the Draft General Plan includes policies and programs as
suggested by the commenter, the City believes that even after implementing these policies and
programs, the impact related to agricultural land conversion would remain significant and
unavoidable.

15-5

In response to the comment, the following information has been added to EIR on Page 4.9-24:
The City of Hemet is a Co-Permittee in, and is required to comply with, the Riverside County
municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit (Waste Discharge Requirements for
Riverside County - Order No. 2010 0033, NPDES No. CAS618033) adopted by the Regional
Board on January 29, 2010. In conformance with this MS4 permit, and the Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP) it requires, applicable new development and significant redevelopment projects must consider and implement structural and non-structural Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to retain and treat pollutants of concern (in dry-weather runoff
and first-flush stormwater runoff) consistent with the MEP standard, and minimize hydrologic
conditions of concern (HCOCs), both during and post-construction. Mitigation for identified
hydromodification impacts must be considered in the project’s CEQA document.
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15-6

In response to the comment, the “Section 303(d) Impaired Waters List” on EIR pages 4.9-3 has
been updated to include specific information on TMDLs in the San Jacinto River Watershed as
follows:
Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, states are required to develop lists of water bodies
that would not attain water quality objectives after implementation of required levels of
treatment by point-source dischargers (municipalities and industries). Section 303(d)
requires that the state develop a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for each of the
listed pollutants. The TMDL is the amount of loading that the water body can receive and
still comply with water quality objectives. The TMDL can also act as a plan to reduce
loading of a specific pollutant from various sources to achieve compliance with water
quality objectives. The TMDL must include an allocation of allowable loadings to point
and nonpoint sources, considering background loadings and a safety margin. The TMDL
must also include an analysis links load reductions to attainment of water quality
objectives. The EPA must either approve a TMDL prepared by the state or, if it
disapproves the state’s TMDL, issue its own. NPDES permit limits for listed pollutants
must be consistent with the waste load allocation prescribed in the TMDL. After
implementation of a TMDL, the problems that led to placement of a given pollutant on
the Section 303(d) list should be remediated.
Pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, Regional Water Quality Control
Boards must identify and list impaired water bodies. These are water bodies where the
limits or levels of water quality constituents or characteristics are being violated and it is
presumed designated Beneficial Uses (uses of water necessary for the survival of man,
plants and wildlife) are not met.
Federal regulations require that a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) be established for
each 303(d) listed water body for each pollutant causing impairment. A TMDL is the
maximum load of a pollutant(s) that can be discharged from point and nonpoint sources
without exceeding water quality standards in the water body. Each state is required every
two years to review its existing 303(d) List, make changes as necessary, and submit its
303(d) List and TMDL priorities to the U.S. EPA.
On December 20, 2004, the Santa Ana Region Water Quality Control Board amended the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin (Basin Plan) to incorporate the
Lake Elsinore and Canyon Lake Nutrient TMDLs. These TMDLs include urban waste
load allocations and specify numeric targets and response numeric targets to reduce
nitrogen and phosphorus in Urban Runoff. The planning area is subject to these
requirements and participates on a TMDL Task Force to jointly implement and
coordinate tasks assigned to specific dischargers/stakeholders, and to monitor, evaluate,
and revise BMPs based on monitoring results.

15-7

The City concurs that the final EIR should emphasize implementation of LID site design
principles. In response to the comment, the following information has been added to Section 4.9,
“Hydrology and Water Quality” on page 4.9-9:
2010 Riverside County MS4 permit
The 2010 Riverside County MS4 permit requires the Co-permittees to incorporate Low
Impact Development (LID) site design principals in the revised WQMP. Low Impact
Development (LID) is a stormwater management approach with a basic principle that is
modeled after nature: manage rainfall at the source using uniformly distributed
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decentralized micro-scale controls. LID’s goal is to mimic a site’s predevelopment
hydrology by using design techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain
runoff close to its source. Instead of conveying and managing/treating storm water in
large, costly end-of-pipe facilities located at the bottom of drainage areas, LID addresses
storm water through small, cost-effective landscape features located at the lot level.
The design goal is to maintain or replicate the pre-development hydrologic regime
through the use of design techniques that create a functionally equivalent postdevelopment hydrologic regime through site preservation techniques and the use of
integrated and distributed infiltration, retention, detention, evapotranspiration, filtration
and treatment system. The revised WQMP incorporating LID principles was submitted
to the Regional Board for approval on July29, 2011.
In response to the comment, the City also amended General Plan Implementation Program CSI-P4 (Project Review for Storm Drainage) to add the following language:
Update codes, standards and design review to promote the incorporation of Low Impact
Development techniques, green infrastructure and technology, and Best Practices in
compliance with the 2010 Riverside County MS-4 Permit
15-8

The City concurs with the RWQCB staff recommendation to add to the final EIR information
concerning groundwater management zones (GMZs) underlying and downgradient of the Hemet
area and to include TDS and Nitrate-Nitrogen objectives per Resolution No. R8-2004-0001
amending the Basin Plan. In response to the comment, the following language has been added to
Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality” on page 4.9-9:
Groundwater Quality Objectives
On January 22, 2004, the Santa Ana RWQCB adopted Resolution No. R8-2004-0001,
amending the Basin Plan to set appropriate water quality objectives for certain surface
and ground waters, and to establish groundwater management zones (GMZs). The table
below provides information related to the GMZs underlying and downgradient of the
Hemet area:
Table 4.9-1
Groundwater Quality Objectives
Groundwater Management Zone
Total Dissolved Solids
(GMZ)*
(TDS) in mg/l
Hemet-South
730
Lakeview/Hemet-North
520
San Jacinto Upper Pressure
320

4.1
1.8
1.4

Downgradient of GMZs above:
San Jacinto Lower Pressure
Perris South
Menifee

1.0
2.5
2.8

520
1260
1020

Nitrate-Nitrogen
(N-NO3) in mg/l

* For all of these GMZs, there is no assimilative capacity for additional TDS or N-NO3, therefore, waste
discharge must meet the objectives.

15-9

In response to the comment, the following statement has been added to Section 4.9, “Hydrology
and Water Quality” related to protecting and improving ground water quality in the above GMZs
on page 4.9-10:
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Beneficial uses of the above GMZs include: Agricultural supply (AGR); Municipal
Supply (MUN), Industrial Service Supply (IND) and/or Industrial Process Supply
(PROC). Implementation of the WQMP requirements consistent with the 2010 Riverside
County MS4 Permit will include development guidelines designed to protect, and
improve if possible, the quality of groundwater in local GMZs. Treatment control BMPs
utilizing infiltration must comply with a number of minimum requirements to protect
groundwater, including restricting use in locations with known soil or groundwater
contamination, locating BMPs at least 100 feet horizontally from any water supply well,
provision of adequate pretreatment of runoff prior to infiltration on sites with gas stations,
large commercial parking lots and industrial activity, and prohibiting placement of
infiltration BMPs at any facility involved in vehicular repair work. In addition, the
revised WQMP will require implementation of LID site design strategies which employ a
variety of natural and built features to reduce the rate of surface water runoff, filter
pollutants out of runoff, and facilitate infiltration of water into the ground.
15-10

Related to inclusion of a restrictive General Plan policy for the use of on-site subsurface disposal
systems, i.e., septic systems installations, the City has added the following policy was added to
the General Plan, Chapter 5 (Community Services and Infrastructure):
CSI-3.4 Sanitary Sewers Promote the extension of sanitary sewers to serve all new and
existing land uses and densities, as feasible, to protect groundwater quality. Require new
development, and existing development where feasible, to connect to the sanitary sewer
system. Exceptions may be considered for properties with a minimum lot size of ½ acre
and that are located more than 660 feet from a sewer line.

15-11

In response to the comment, the following statement has been added to Section 4.9. “Hydrology
and Water Quality” of the EIR, under “Section 401 Water Quality Certification or Waiver” on
page 4.9-2:
Proposed dredge and fill discharges to waters of the state that are not subject to federal
jurisdiction may be regulated by waste discharge requirements (WDRs) issued by the
Regional Board under authority of the California Water Code.

15-12

In response to the comment, the following language has been added to Section 4.9 Hydrology and
Water Quality of the EIR, under “Section 401 Water Quality Certification or Waiver” on page
4.9-2:
The value of wetlands and riparian areas has been recognized in California through the
enactment of the California Wetlands Conservation Policy that sets a goal to “ensure no
overall net loss and achieve a long-term net gain in the quantity, quality, and permanence
of wetlands acreage and values in California in a manner that fosters creativity,
stewardship, and respect for private property” (Executive Order W-59-93). Impacts to
water quality standards of surface waters of the State, including ephemeral drainages,
must be avoided by land development and associated infrastructure construction
wherever possible. Where avoidance is not practicable, impacts to beneficial uses of
these waters must be minimized.
The City’s policy on wetland habitats is summarized in Policy OS-1.3, and memorialized in
Section 4.4, “Biological Resources” on page 4.4-25.
Section 4.4, “Biological Resources” of the EIR addresses wildlife movement on pages 4.4-23 and
4.4-24. In response to the comment, the City has modified Draft General Plan Policy OS-1.7 as
follows (and as documented in the EIR on Page 4.4-26):
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OS-1.7: Wildlife Movement Corridor. Continue efforts to establish a wildlife
movement corridor in areas such as the San Jacinto Riverside corridor, Santa Rosa Hills,
Lakeview Mountains, and the open space areas surrounding Diamond Valley Lake. As
applicable, new development in these areas shall incorporate such corridors. To
minimize impediments to riparian wildlife movement, new roadways over ravines,
arroyos, and drainages shall maintain wildlife corridors by incorporating bridges or
culverts, where practical.
15-13

In response to the comment, the City amended General Plan Implementation Program OS-P-16
(Conservation Planning and Agency Coordination) to add the following language (and as
documented in the EIR on Page 4.4-26):
OS-P-16 Conservation Planning and Agency Coordination. Continue to participate
and represent the City of Hemet in multi-species habitat conservation planning,
watershed management planning, and water resource management planning efforts.
Notify and consult with staff of the RWQCB, the Army Corps, the California Department
of fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Western Riverside County
Regional Conservation Authority when a proposed land development project may impact
vernal pools and streambeds. Impacts to vernal pools and mitigation plans shall also be
reported through the CEQA process.

15-14

The commenter recommends that the City present “studies that assess the current condition and
function of known wetlands, including the hydrology needed to sustain the area’s vernal pools.”
The General Plan EIR is a program-level document for a large-scale plan describing the
development of the City and its planning area over a 20-year period. Detailed wetland studies for
the planning area are beyond the scope of a program-level EIR. No changes to the EIR are
proposed in response to this comment.

15-15

The commenter recommends that the City include “large-scale maps showing exact locations of
know drainages, vernal pools, and sensitive floodplain vegetation species that are subject to
preservation under the MSHCP and other such plans.” Please refer to Response to Comment 1514. This level of detail is beyond the scope of a program-level EIR.

15-16

In response to the comment, Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality” has been revised as
follows, beginning on page 4.9-6:
NPDES Permit System and Waste Discharge Requirements for
Construction
The SWRCB and Santa Ana and San Diego RWQCBs have adopted general NPDES
permits for a variety of activities that have potential to discharge wastes to waters of the
state. Per the requirements of the 2010 Riverside County MS4 permit, the City is
obligated to advise the development, construction, and business communities of the need
to comply with the following general waste discharge requirement permits:
Construction General Permit
Dischargers whose projects disturb one or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb
less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total
disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General
Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ). Construction activity subject to this permit includes
clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling, or excavation, but
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does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original line,
grade, or capacity of the facility.
The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must list Best
Management Practices (BMPs) the discharger will use to protect storm water runoff and
the placement of those BMPs. Additionally, the SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring
program; a chemical monitoring program for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented
if there is a failure of BMPs; and a sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges
directly to a water body listed on the 303(d) list for sediment.
General Industrial Permit
The Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order 97-03-DWQ (General Industrial
Permit) is an NPDES permit that regulates discharges associated with 10 broad categories
of industrial activities. The General Industrial Permit requires the implementation of
management measures that will achieve the performance standard of best available
technology economically achievable (BAT) and best conventional pollutant control
technology (BCT). The General Industrial Permit also requires the development of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a monitoring plan. Through the
SWPPP, sources of pollutants are to be identified and the means to manage the sources to
reduce storm water pollution are described.
General DeMinimus Permit
Order No. R8-2009-0003, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dischargers to
Surface Waters that Pose an Insignificant (De Minimus) Threat to Water Quality (General
De Minimus Permit) regulates de minimus discharge projects within the Santa Ana
Region.
Wastewater discharges regulated under this Order include the following discharges:
Construction dewatering wastes; wastes associated with well installation, development,
test pumping and purging; aquifer testing wastes; dewatering wastes from subterranean
seepage, except for discharges from utility vaults; discharges resulting from hydrostatic
testing of vessels, pipelines, tanks, etc.; discharges resulting from the maintenance of
potable water supply pipelines, tanks, reservoirs, etc.; discharges resulting from the
disinfection of potable water supply pipelines, tanks, reservoirs, etc.; discharges from
potable water supply systems resulting from initial system startup, routine startup,
sampling of influent flow, system failures, pressure releases, etc.; discharges from fire
hydrant testing or flushing; air conditioning condensate; swimming pool discharge;
discharges resulting from diverted stream flows; decanted filter backwash wastewater
and/or sludge dewatering filtrate water from water treatment facilities; and other similar
types of wastes as determined by the Regional Water Board Executive Officer, which
pose a de minimus threat to water quality yet must be regulated under waste discharge
requirements. The General De Minimus Permit prohibits discharge of pollutants,
establishes effluent limitations for various constituents, and requires monitoring and
reporting.
The NPDES permits involve similar processes, including submittal to the RWQCB of
notices of intent (NOI) to discharge, and implementation of stormwater pollution
prevention plans (SWPPPs) that include best management practices (BMPs) to minimize
those discharges.
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Activities subject to the general construction activity permit include clearing, grading,
stockpiling, and excavation. Dischargers are required to eliminate or reduce nonstormwater discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters. The permit also requires
dischargers to consider the use of permanent post-construction BMPs that would remain
in service to protect water quality throughout the life of the project. NPDES permits also
require inspection, monitoring, and reporting. Water quality sampling is required if the
activity could result in the discharge of turbidity or sediment to a water body that is listed
as impaired under Section 303(d) because of sediment or siltation, or if a release of a
non-visible contaminant occurs. Where such pollutants are known or should be known to
be present and have the potential to contact runoff, sampling and analysis is required.
NPDES permit requirements include incorporating BMPs to reduce runoff from
construction and operation, reporting violations to the RWQCB, and education regarding
the negative water quality impacts from urban runoff.
The following text additions were made in the Draft General Plan errata, and will be
incorporated into the final General Plan document upon approval by City Council:
1.

General Plan Section 5.5.3 (Stormwater Management):
a. A statement that the City will notify and consult with staff of the RWQCP,
the Army Corps, the California Department of fish and Game, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, and Western Riverside County Regional Conservation
Authority when a proposed land development project may impact vernal
pools.
b. A description of the 2010 Riverside County MS4 Permit and Hemet’s role as
a co-permittee;
c. A description of the Riverside County Drainage Area Management PlanSanta Ana and Santa Margarita Regions-April 2007 (DAMP),
d.

An explanation of the following general waste discharge requirement
permits: Construction General Permit, General Industrial Permit, and General
DeMinimus Permit;

e. A discussion of Hemet’s role in remedying the Nutrient Total Maximum
Loads (NTML) draining into Canyon Lake and Lake Elsinore in compliance
with the Clean Water Act Section 303;
f.
2.

The concept of Low Impact Development and the Ahwahnee Water
Principles for Resource Efficient Land Use.

New or amended policy and implementation program amendments not
previously already stated:
a. CSI-3.4 (Sanitary Sewers) Promote the extension of sanitary sewers to serve
all new and existing land uses and densities, as feasible, to protect
groundwater quality. Require new development, and existing development
where feasible, to connect to the sanitary sewer system. Exceptions may be
considered for properties with a minimum lot size of ½ acre and that are
located more than 660 feet from a sewer line.
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b. CSI-4.3 (Pollutant Discharge) Prevent pollutant discharge into storm drain
systems and natural drainages and aquifers by cooperating in regional
programs with stakeholders and the Regional Water Quality Control Board to
implement the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program,
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, Water Quality Master Plans, ,
comply with the requirements of the Lake Elsinore Canyon Lake TMDL to
reduce nitrogen and phosphorous in the San Jacinto River Watershed, and
provide education on best management practices for the public and the
development community (Pollutant Discharge) was amended to expand the
number of stated agencies, plans, and practices with which the City will
cooperate and comply.
c. CSI-4.10 (Low Impact Development) Limit disruption of natural hydrology
by reducing impervious cover, increasing on-site infiltration, and managing
stormwater runoff at the source. Use the following principles in
development design:
1. On undeveloped sites proposed for development, promote on-site
stormwater infiltration through design techniques such as pervious
paving, draining runoff into bioswales or properly designed landscaped
areas, preservation of natural soils and vegetation, and limiting
impervious surfaces;
2. On previously developed sites proposed for major alteration, provide
stormwater management improvements to restore natural infiltration to
the extent practicable;
3. Provide flexibility for design standards on impervious surfaces when it
can be shown that such reductions will not have a negative impact and
will provide the benefits of stormwater retention, groundwater
infiltration, reduction of heat islands, enhancement of habitat and
biodiversity, and other environmental benefits.
4. Encourage and promote the use of new materials, Best Management
Practices, and technology for improved stormwater management, such
as pervious paving, green roofs, rain gardens, and vegetated swales.
5. Integrate detention and retention basins into the landscape design of
development sites using methods such as a network of small ephemeral
swales treated with attractive planting.
6. Discourage the use of mounded turf and lawn areas that drain onto
adjacent sidewalks and parking lots; replace these areas with landscape
designs that retain runoff and allow infiltration.
d. Policy CSI-4.11 (Ahwahnee Water Principles) Incorporate the Ahwahnee
Water Principles for Resource Efficient Land Use into development design,
as appropriate, to reduce costs and improve the reliability and quality of the
City’s water resources.
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