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5. General Provisions.

a. If any dispute arises out of or concerning this Settlement Agreement and/or the
Mutual Release, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover, in addition to any damages and/or
equitable relief, its reasonable attomeys fees in that dispute.

b. This Agreement and the exhibits hereto contain the entire agreement and
understanding between the parties concerning the subject matter of this scttlement and supersede
and replace all prior negotiations, proposed agreements and agreements, written or oral.

C. This Agreement and the exhibits hereto may be amended or modified only by a
wiitten instrument signed by all parties or their successors in interest.

d, This Agreement and the exhibits hereto shall be interpreted, enforced and governed
by the laws of the State of California.

e. This Agreement and the exhibits hereto shall be construed as if the parties jointly
prepared them and any uncertainty or ambiguity shall not be interpreted against any one party.

f. If any provision of this Agreement or the exhibits hercto shall be deemed
unenforceable for any reason, the remaining provisions will be given full force and effect.

g. This Agreement and the exhibits hereto may be executed in counterparts which
when taken together constitute the entire agreement among the parties hereto.

h. The person(s) signing this Agrecment on behalf of any specified party represents
that he or she has full authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of such party.

i. This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and be binding upon, the heirs,
successors in interest, and assignees of the respective partics. All heirs, successors and assignees
shall be bound by the duties of the parties arising under this Agreement.

j. In the event that Clinton Keith Road is significantly delayed, City and Developer
agree to meet and confer in good faith on possible additional circulation system improvements that
may be feasible, and provide similar congestion relief to City, as a potential substitute to the
milestone events listed on Exhibit B.

k. The waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be invalid unless evidenced by
a writing signed by the party to be charged therewith. The waiver of, or failure to enforce, any
provision of this Agreement shall not be a waiver of any further breach of such provision or of any
other provision hereol. The waiver by any party of the time for performing any act shall not be a
waiver of the time for performing any other act or acts required under this Agreement.

RWG version 718894,2 Janvary 11, 2003
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement Lo be

executed as of the day and year first above written.

“CITY”
City of Temecula

4

L dlayor

\

Y.
Susan Jongs, City Cle

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By: W/’M\-—

Peter Thorson, City Attomey

“COUNTY"
County of Riverside

By:

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM;

By:

“DEVELOPER"
NNP-Spencer's Crossing, LL.C ’Q
a Delaware limited liability company

[ts

DEREK C. mow\s

RWG version 718894.2 January 11, 2003



EXHIBIT A

DEPICTION OF FRENCH VALLEY
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EXHIBIT B

CLINTON KEITH ROAD MILESTONE SCHEDULE

Building permits for 100 units will be released upon the accomplishment of each of the following
milestone events for the completion of Clinton Keith Road ("CKR"). "Clinton Keith Road" as used
in this Agreement means a road with a minimum of four traffic lanes between the French Valley
Project and I-215 and the improvements, or interim improvements, to the I-215 and Clinton Keith
Interchange necessary to accommodate traffic from the French Valley Project.

A. 100 units at;

¢ execution of an agreement for preliminary design and environmental clearances
for CKR; and

¢ approval by the Board of Supervisors of the expanded boundaries and the
funding levels of the Southwest Area Road and Bridge Benefit District (“RBBD")
for CKR

B. [00 units at;

e completion of a 250-space park-and-ride facility either on-site of off-site north of
the Temecula City limits open and available for public use.

C. 100 units at:

e circulation to the public of the draft environmental document for CKR

D. 100 units at:

» execution of the “at Risk” final design contract for CKR

E. 100 units at;

¢ Certification of the final environmental document by lead agency pursuant to
CEQA and, if applicable, NEPA for CKR; and

o award of the CKR bridge structural design contract; and

o identification of CKR right-of-way (“ROW) requirements (i.e., completion of
35% of CKR roadway design)

F. 100 units at;

¢ funds for the completion of CKR are available pursuant to the financing plan

G. 100 units at;

e finalization of ROW requirements and completion of ROW appraisals for CKR

H. 100 unilts at:

e 95% completion of the CKR roadway and bridge design
e completion of ROW acquisition for CKR

)

I. 100 units at:

¢ completion of final roadway design, including final structural design of the CKR
bridge; and

o receipl of all environmental clearances; and

s award of contracts for construction of CKR

J. Remaining
units at:

CKR completed and open for public use

RWG version 718894.2 January 11, 2003 8



3.0 Responses to Draft EIR Comments

Response No. 22
Luke Watson, Deputy City Manager, City of Temecula
September 23, 2022

22-1

22-2

22-3

22-4

This comment serves as an introduction; the commentor expresses concerns regarding a
lack of outreach related to the CEQA process and concerns with the Draft EIR and its failure
as an information document. On April 18, 2019, a Notice of Preparation was mailed to the
City of Temecula and on July 5th, 2022, a Notice of Availability, Notice of Completion, and a
copy of draft documents were mailed to the City of Temecula, in the care of the Planning
Department, at 41000 Main Street, Temecula, CA 92590. The City also received a notice
regarding the project’s public review extension, as well as a notification that the Draft Nexus
Study was available for public review. The County will continue to notify the City of Temecula
Planning Department with project updates using the abovementioned address.

In addition, the commentor cites an attempted termination of the 2005 “Cooperative
Agreement between the City of Temecula and the County of Riverside to Mitigate Traffic
Impacts in Western Riverside County” (Cooperative Agreement) by virtue of proposals in the
Winchester Community Plan and Draft EIR. Specifically, the Cooperative Agreement calls for
the County to mitigate the impact of new housing development on City and County arterial
roads and highways within the 1-215 Policy Area, stating that the proposed General Plan
Amendment associated with the project amends the boundary, and therefore, purports to
change and invalidate the Cooperative Agreement. Further, the commentor urges the County
to cease further work on the proposed project until the County can consult with the City on
the cooperative agreement. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the
adequacy of the EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the EIR’s
environmental analysis under CEQA. Therefore, no further response is warranted.

The commentor opines that there has been a failure of the County to fulffill its traffic analysis
and traffic mitigation obligations under the Cooperative Agreement, and that the Cooperative
Agreement was not taken into consideration during the analysis conducted in preparing the
Draft EIR. Refer to Response 22-1.

This comment is a continuation of the commentor’s discussion regarding the Cooperative
Agreement, provides a background and history of the Cooperative Agreement, and cites
sections from the Cooperative Agreement in which the County’s obligation to develop
transportation infrastructure prior to new housing development in Western Riverside County
is discussed. Refer to Response 22-1.

This comment cites sections from the Cooperative Agreement which require the County to
amend its General Plan to condition all Land Use Applications, including General Plan
Amendments, to prohibit the issuance of building permits until such time as there is in place
an appropriate formed and fully funded financing mechanism to build the Major Arterial roads
described in the Cooperative Agreement. Refer to Response 22-1.

County of Riverside Winchester Community Plan
August 2024 Page 3-184 Final Environmental Impact Report



3.0 Responses to Draft EIR Comments

22-5

22-6

22-7

This comment is a continuation of the commentor’s discussion regarding the Cooperative
Agreement and cites sections from the Cooperative Agreement in which the County’s
obligation to coordinate with the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) in the
preparation of both a Freeway Strategic Study and a Freeway Action Plan is discussed. Refer
to Response 22-1.

The commentor incorrectly states there was a CEQA noticing failure and that none of the
required CEQA notices for the project were received. The comment is duly noted; however,
on April 18, 2019, a Notice of Preparation was mailed to the City of Temecula and on July 5",
2022, a Notice of Availability, Notice of Completion, and a copy of draft documents were
mailed to the City of Temecula, in the care of the Planning Department, at 41000 Main Street,
Temecula, CA 92590. The City also received a notice regarding the project’s public review
extension, as well as a notification that the Draft Nexus Study was available for public review.
The County will continue to notify the City of Temecula Planning Department with project
updates using the abovementioned address.

This comment cites several concerns regarding Draft EIR Section 1.0, Executive Summary,
and Section 2.0, Infroduction, including the following subsections:

o Project Objectives: The commenter expresses concern regarding the lack of
specificity and relevancy of the project objectives and suggests adding
“consolidating aging planning documents into a comprehensive and cohesive
community plan” as an objective. The objectives identified were prepared in
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), which requires a project
description to include a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project
to help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the
EIR and aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding
considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives was prepared to identify the
underlying purpose of the project and expected project benefits to the Community
Plan area. The courts have determined a lead agency has broad discretion to
formulate its own project objectives and general statements of vagueness from the
City of Temecula does not negate that right. See California Oak Foundation v.
Regents of University of California (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227.

o Project Description: The commenter states the Project Description fails to mention
the proposed Winchester Community Plan policies and to include the proposed land
use and circulation plan. The land use plan associated with the proposed project is
provided in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, on Exhibit 3-11, Land Use
Designation Changes. This exhibit serves as the project’s land use plan and Draft EIR
Table 3-1, Proposed General Plan Land Use Changes, represents the change
between the existing Riverside County General Plan development potential and the
project’s development potential, as analyzed in the Draft EIR. As such, the County
affrms the Draft EIR has sufficiently described the project components in
conformance with the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, Project
Description.
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There is no stand-alone circulation plan associated with the project because the
project proposes to amend the County’s General Plan Circulation Element by
removing the existing Highway 79 Policy Area. As described on Draft EIR page 3-8,
revisions to several policies within the Circulation Element are a part of the project in
order to address the transition from LOS to VMT thresholds in environmental
assessments such as the Draft EIR.

o Project Alternatives: The commenter states there is a lack of explanation for how the
number of residents, dwelling units, and non-residential square footages were
calculated for each alternative. The methodology for determining the number of
residents, dwelling units, and non-residential square footages is provided in the
discussions under each of the four Alternative subsections within Draft EIR Section
7,0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. As stated on Draft EIR page 7-5, Alternative
A: No Project Alternative, assumes the project area’s land use, population, and
employment growth projections at buildout in 2040, consistent with the existing
General Plan. Specifically, the following assumptions were made for all four
Alternatives, as discussed on Draft EIR pages 7-6, 7-13, 7-19, and 7-25, respectively:

o Residential unit development intensity is per Riverside County General Plan EIR
Appendix E-2 (Table E-3 and Table E-4).

e Jobs are derived based on Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual, 10th Edition employment factors.

e Population is derived based on the average persons per household, as averaged
for the four Area Plans within the Project area; see Riverside County General Plan
EIR Appendix E-2, Table E-2: Average Household Size by Area Plan.

Furthermore, Draft EIR Section 7.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, describes
the process undertaken by the County in order to decide which project alternative
would be the most appropriate for the County, both environmentally and through its
attainment of the project objectives. Ultimately, through the Alternatives Analysis
process, the Winchester Community Plan project as proposed was determined to be
the preferred project. As described on Draft EIR pages 7.0-3 and 7.0-4, the County
used three criteria to determine if a proposed alternative would satisfy the project’s
objectives. An alternative was evaluated based on whether or not the alternative could
meet the following:

e Ability to Achieve Project Objectives. In selecting alternatives to the project, the
County, as Lead Agency, is to consider alternatives that could feasibly attain most
of the basic project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen one or more of
the significant impacts. For purposes of the alternatives analysis, each alternative
herein assessed was evaluated to determine the extent to which it could attain
the project’s goals and objectives.

¢ Elimination/Reduction of Significant Impacts. The alternatives that were analyzed
have been selected because they are anticipated to avoid and/or reduce one or
more significant project impacts. The project’'s potentially significant
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environmental impacts are evaluated in Draft EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.20. With
implementation of existing laws, ordinances, regulations, and Mitigation Measures
identified for each issue area, many of the potentially significant impacts resulting
from project implementation would be reduced to less than significant.

e Feasibility. Each alternative was evaluated for its feasibility. Factors that were
considered when determining the feasibility of the alternatives included site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and
whether proponents can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access
to the alternative site. Although these factors do not present a strict limit on the
scope of reasonable alternatives to be considered, they help establish context in
which “the rule of reason” is measured against when determining an appropriate
range of alternatives sufficient to establish and foster meaningful public
participation and informed decision-making.

Each alternative’s success at satisfying project objectives was then evaluated against
the environmental impacts that would result from the alternative, in comparison to the
project as proposed. The range of alternatives provided in the Draft EIR is governed
by the “rule of reason,” as required by the State CEQA Guidelines Section15126.6(f),
which requires the EIR to set forth the alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned
choice.” Per the State CEQA Guidelines, the County reviewed those alternatives that
could “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project” and would “avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” As supported by case
law, the lead agency has the discretion to determine what, and how many, alternatives
constitute a reasonable range of alternatives. As described in Draft EIR Section 7.0,
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the
proposed Project was the Alternative A: No Project Alternative. However, it was
determined that this alternative does not adequately address significant adverse
effects to aesthetics, given the proposed project’s design guidelines, a beneficial
impact, would not occur. Also, Alternative A would be environmentally inferior to the
project concerning transportation, given it would generate greater VMT than the
proposed project.

Additionally, it was determined that this alternative only meets two out of the five
project objectives described previously. Through this process, it was determined that
the project as proposed was the preferred project through its satisfaction of the
project objectives while minimizing environmental impacts. Therefore, the analysis of
alternatives, and the determination that the project as written is the preferred project,
is pursuant to the requirements set forth by CEQA.

22-8 This comment cites several concerns regarding Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description,
including the following:
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Page 3-1: The commenter opines the lack of stable, clear, and concise project
description results in an inability to determine the actual proposed land use
distribution. Refer to Response 21-3 and Response 22-7.

Page 3-1: The commenter expresses confusion regarding the project
titte/nomenclature (why it is referred to as a “Community Plan” instead of an “Area
Plan” like the other Area Plans). This comment does not identify a specific concern
with the adequacy of the EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the
EIR’s environmental analysis under CEQA. Therefore, no further response is
warranted.

Page 3-1: a lack of discussion regarding the project’s relationship to overlapping
existing planning documents and how they factor into the development associated
with the project, including;

Southwest Area Plan

Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan

Highway 79 Policy Area

Interstate 15 Policy Area

Interstate 215 Policy Area

Winchester Policy Area

Winchester Land Use Study

Winchester Policy Area Design Guidelines

Riverside County Housing Element (2021-2029)

Caltrans Record of Decision — Highway 79 Realignment EIS
Cooperative Agreement and Settlement Agreement between the County of
Riverside and the City of Temecula

O O O 0O 0O O O O O O O

A discussion regarding the project’s background and history within the context of
most of the planning documents mentioned in the bullet list above is provided in Draft
EIR Section 3.2, Background and History. It is also explained in Draft EIR Section
414, Land Use and Planning, that the proposed project is the result of several
planning studies and public engagement that have taken place in recent years,
including the Winchester Land Use Study, the recently adopted 6th Cycle Housing
Element and the California Department of Transportation’s Record of Decision
regarding the Highway 79 Realignment, with a specific analysis of the project’s
relationship to the Riverside County Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) in
Impact PHE-1 (see Draft EIR pages 4.14-8 through 4.14-9), in consideration that one
of the project objectives is to fulfill a portion of the County’s 6th Cycle RHNA housing
goals. In addition, the “Area Plan Amendments” subsection within Draft EIR Section
3.3, Project Characteristics, describes the proposed amendments to within the
Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan, Southwest Area Plan, San Jacinto Valley Area
Plan, and Sun City/Menifee Valley Area Plan. The Interstate 15 Policy Area and
Interstate 215 Policy Area are not relevant to the project’s environmental analysis and
thus are not included in the Project Description.
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o Page 3-1: The commenter reiterates that the Project Description excludes a proposed
land use and circulation plan. Refer to Response 22-7.

e Page 3-2: The commenter expresses concern regarding the differing names used to
refer to the project (i.e., “project site,” “project area,” and “PA) and differing project
boundaries on some of the exhibits. The comment regarding the project nomenclature
does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the EIR or raise an issue or
comment specifically related to the EIR’s environmental analysis under CEQA.
Therefore, no further response is warranted. The County of Riverside affirms that the
project boundaries depicted on the exhibits included in the Project Description are an
accurate depiction of the project limits. It is noted that Draft EIR Exhibit 3-10, Area
Plan Amendments, was updated to show that the project would only modify the
boundaries of the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan, Sun City/Menifee Valley Area
Plan and Southwest Area Plan; refer to revised Draft EIR Exhibit 3-10, Area Plan
Amendments. This correction is acknowledged and has been made to Draft EIR
Exhibit 3-10, Area Plan Amendments, and is reflected in Final EIR Section 4.0, Draft
EIR Text Revisions. This change provides a minor update, correction, or clarification
and does not represent “significant new information” as defined in State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.

o Page 3-2: The commenter states that a clarification is needed of the acreage of
agricultural/undeveloped lands in the project area. Within the project area, the change
between the existing Riverside County General Plan development potential and the
project’s development potential, as analyzed in the Programmatic EIR, is presented
in Draft EIR Table 3-1, Proposed General Plan Land Use Changes. A complete
discussion--including acreages--of agricultural lands within the project area is
provided in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources; refer to Draft
EIR pages 4.2-1 and 4.2-2.

e Page 3-4: The commenter opines that there is a lack of reasoning, i.e. why this
massive change is proposed, for the substantial expansion of the project area
acreage, and a lack of documentation of the requirements and timing for amending
the surrounding Area Plans. Several important planning studies and actions have
taken place in recent years that have facilitated the proposed project and provide the
basis for why the project is currently being proposed; refer to Response 6-2.

o Page 3-4: The commenter opines that there is a lack of analysis of future zone
changes as a result of foundation component changes and lack of explanation as to
why the change is proposed (227 parcels/1,480 acres amendment from Rural and
Rural Community to Community Development). Several important planning studies
and actions have taken place in recent years that have facilitated the proposed
project and provide the basis for why the project is currently being proposed; refer to
Response 6-2.

o Page 3-4: The commenter opines that there is a lack of explanation, context, or
justification for the elimination of the nine percent density reduction for residential
projects and where the reduction came from. The commentor further states the nine
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percent density reduction should be removed from the Draft EIR altogether because
the Cooperative Agreement mandates the reduction. A detailed explanation of the
history of the nine percent density reduction is included in the “Circulation Element
Amendment” subsection of the Project Description; refer to Response 19-3. Since
release of the Draft EIR, the project has been revised to remove the existing Highway
79 Policy Area. Highway 79 is a State highway and is an important north-south
regional transportation link that runs through the project area and connects multiple
jurisdictions both north and south of the project area. This policy area was established
by the County in an effort to address transportation infrastructure capacity within the
policy area. In 2003, when the County adopted the General Plan, the necessary
roadway infrastructure for Highway 79 did not exist to accommodate the amount of
growth that was slated for the corridor. Therefore, the Highway 79 Policy Area was
added to the General Plan, placing a nine percent reduction on new residential
developments within the affected area. This nine percent reduction is taken from the
midpoint density of the underlying General Plan Land Use Designation.

Page 3-5: The commenter opines that there is a lack of a description of the
“administrative and implementation programs.” The County of Riverside affirms that
the Project Description includes sufficient information to satisfy State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124 requirements. Additional information regarding the
administrative and implementation programs tied to the project is not necessary for
the County of Riverside to make an environmentally informed decision on the project.
Further, CEQA discourages extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and
review of the environmental impact; see State Guidelines Section 15124.

Page 3-4. The commenter identifies a typo for the project acreage number,
specifically, it states 23,153 acres of land instead of 23,143 acres of land. 23,143
acres of land is used throughout the Draft EIR document, and this is considered a
typo. This correction is acknowledged and has been made to Draft EIR pages 3-4 and
3-11 and is reflected in Final EIR Section 4.0, Draft EIR Text Revisions.

Draft EIR Section 3.3, Project Characteristics, Page 3-4

Overall, the proposed general plan amendment (GPA No. 1207) would amend
the Riverside County General Plan by:

1. Expansion of the existing Winchester Policy Area from approximately
287 acres to approximately 23,143 23,153 acres of land within the
General Plan’s Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan.
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Draft EIR Section 3.6, Discretionary Approvals, Page 3-11

e Expansion of the existing Winchester Policy Area from approximately
287 acres to approximately 23,143 23,153 acres of land within the
General Plan’s Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan.

This change provides a minor update, correction, or clarification and does not
represent “significant new information” as defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5.

e Page 3-6: The commenter opines clarification is needed of the data in Draft EIR Tables
3-1 and 3-2 and Exhibit 3-1 through 3-11, relative to acreage and General Plan Land
Use Designation changes to surrounding Area Plans. They state that Table 3-1,
Proposed General Plan Land Use Changes, lists the General Plan Foundation
changes without reference to where the changes are located or with which of the four
Area Plans the acreages are being exchanged. The commenter continues by stating
that Table 3-2, Project Development Potential, does not quantify any of the underlying
Area Plan land use acreage changes. The General Plan Land Use Designation
changes proposed by the project are described on Draft EIR page 3-6, and the
change between the existing Riverside County General Plan development potential
and the project’s development potential, as analyzed in the Draft EIR, is presented in
Draft EIR Table 3-1, Proposed General Plan Land Use Changes, and depicted on
Exhibit 3-11, Proposed Winchester Policy Area Land Use Designation Changes.
Detailed tables which quantify the underlying Area Plan land use acreage changes
are not necessary for the County of Riverside to make an environmentally informed
decision on the project

e Page 3-8: The commenter states that the description of the General Plan Circulation
Element amendment is lacking a description of what is being proposed, and also
contains incorrect information. The commenter erroneously states that revising the
Highway 79 Policy Area language does not in and of itself result in an amendment to
the Circulation Element. As described above, the project has been revised to remove
the existing Highway 79 Policy Area. The County of Riverside affirms that the Project
Description includes sufficient information to satisfy State CEQA Guidelines Section
15124 requirements. Additional information regarding the Circulation Element
amendment is not necessary for the County of Riverside to make an environmentally
informed decision on the project. Further, CEQA discourages extensive detail beyond
that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact; see State
Guidelines Section 15124.

The commenter concludes by stating that the Circulation Element amendment should
describe the proposed changes to the existing circulation system and policies as a
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result of the project. Refer to Response 22-7 regarding the project’s changes to the
Circulation Element.

e Page 3-8: In the Circulation Element amendment discussion, the text that states, “No
land use designation changes are proposed and the amendment is limited to
removing the development restrictions of residential uses.” The commentor
incorrectly states that this statement is false and that there are numerous changes
proposed under the Circulation Element amendment. As described in detail on Draft
EIR page 3-8, no land use designation changes are proposed and the amendment is
limited to removing the development restriction on residential uses for lands within the
Winchester Policy Area. Additionally, revisions to several policies within the
Circulation Element are a part of the project in order to address the transition from
LOS to VMT thresholds in environmental assessments such as this document.

o Page 3-10: The commenter inaccurately opines that there is a lack of an explanation
for the timing of this proposal and also reiterates the lack of specificity of the project
objectives discussed in Comment 22-7 above. As stated throughout the Draft EIR,
buildout accommodated by the proposed project is anticipated to occur incrementally
through 2040. The year 2040 was chosen as it is consistent with existing planning
documents applicable to the project area (i.e., the County of Riverside General Plan
and associated Area Plans). Refer to Response 22-7 for a discussion regarding the
project objectives.

The commenter continues by stating that the objective is to promote higher density
housing to achieve the County’s 6" Cycle Housing Element RNHA and to eliminate
the nine percent unit density reduction in direct opposition to the Cooperative
Agreement. The comment regarding the Cooperative Agreement does not identify a
specific concern with the adequacy of the EIR or raise an issue or comment
specifically related to the EIR’s environmental analysis under CEQA. Therefore, no
further response is warranted.

o Page 3-11: The commentor incorrectly states that the Circulation Element
amendment was omitted from the discussion in Draft EIR Section 3.6, Discretionary
Approvals. However, the Circulation Element amendment is included as the fourth
bullet point in the list on Draft EIR page 3-11.

o Exhibit 3-1 and 3-2: The commenter opines that there is a lack of explanation as to
why the project boundary cuts through Lake Skinner. As noted, the project has been
revised to remove the existing Highway 79 Policy Area. The County of Riverside
affirms that the Project Description includes sufficient information to satisfy State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 requirements. Additional information regarding the
project area is not necessary for the County of Riverside to make an environmentally
informed decision on the project. Further, CEQA discourages extensive detail beyond
that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact; see State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15124,
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4.0 Draft EIR Text Revisions

development—of-—residential—uses—throughout—the Highway 79 PA, increasing residential
development capacity within by nine percent. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project
would not remove an existing impediment to growth through the provision of new access to an
area.

SECTION 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

SECTION 7.1, PROJECT SUMMARY
Page 7-2

4. Amending the General Plan’s Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan, Southwest Area
Plan, San Jacinto Valley Area Plan and Sun City/Menifee Valley Area Plan to remove
revise the current Highway 79 PA and therefore remove language by removing-the
9% reduction in density for residential projects. Revisions to remove the Highway 79
PA language would be carried throughout the General Plan document, where
necessary, for internal consistency. This policy area covers approximately 26,908
acres. Additionally, revisions to several policies within the Area Plans to address the
transition from level of service (LOS) to vehicle miles travelled (VMT) thresholds in
environmental assessment such as this document.
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