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Recyclables Collection and Loading Area Inspection: Prior to final building inspection, the
applicant shall construct the recyclables collection and loading area in compliance with
the Recyclables Collection and Loading Area plot plan, as approved and verified through
inspection by the Riverside County Department of Waste Resources.

Recycling and Organics Compliance: Prior to final inspection, the applicant shall complete
a Mandatory Commercial Recycling and Organics Recycling Compliance form (Form D).
Form D requires applicants to identify programs or plans that address commercial and
organics recycling, in compliance with State legislation/regulation. Once completed, Form
D shall be submitted to the Recycling Section of the Department of Waste Resources for
approval. For more information go to: www.rcwaste.org/business/planning/applications.
To obtain Form D, please contact the Recycling Section at 951-486-3200, or email to:
Waste-CompostingRecycling@rivco.org.

The use of mulch and/or compost in the development and maintenance of landscaped
areas within the project boundaries is recommended. Recycle green waste through either
onsite composting of grass, i.e., leaving the grass clippings on the lawn, or sending
separated green waste to a composting facility.

Consider xeriscaping and the use of drought tolerant low maintenance vegetation in all
landscaped areas of the project.

Hazardous materials are not accepted at the Riverside County landfills. Any hazardous
wastes, including paint, used during construction must be properly disposed of at a
licensed facility in accordance with local, state and federal regulations. For further
information regarding the determination, transport, and disposal of hazardous waste,
please contact the Riverside County Department of Health, Environmental Protection and
Oversight Division, at 1.888.722.4234.

AB 341 focuses on increased commercial waste recycling as a method to reduce
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The regulation requires businesses and organizations
that generate four or more cubic yards of waste per week and multifamily units of 5 or
more, to recycle. A business shall take at least one of the following actions in order to
reuse, recycle, compost, or otherwise divert commercial solid waste from disposal:

e Source separate recyclable and/or compostable material from solid waste and donate
or self-haul the material to recycling facilities.

e Subscribe to a recycling service with waste hauler.
e Provide recycling service to tenants (if commercial or multi-family complex).
¢ Demonstrate compliance with requirements of California Code of Regulations Title 14.

¢ For more information, please visit:
http://www.rcwaste.org/business/recycling/mcr
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SENT VIA E-MAIL: September 20, 2021
dbradfor@rivco.org

Deborah Bradford, Project Planner

County of Riverside, Planning Department

P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, California 92502

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed
Keller Crossing

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the above-mentioned document. Our comments are recommendations on the analysis of
potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Project that should be included in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). Please send a copy of the Draft EIR upon its completion and public release directly
to South Coast AQMD as copies of the Draft EIR submitted to the State Clearinghouse are not forwarded.
In addition, please send all appendices and technical documents related to the air quality, health
risk, and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all emission calculation spreadsheets,
and air quality modeling and health risk assessment input and output files (not PDF files). Any
delays in providing all supporting documentation for our review will require additional review time
beyond the end of the comment period.

CEQA Air Quality Analysis

Staff recommends that the Lead Agency use South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and
website' as guidance when preparing the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses. It is also recommended
that the Lead Agency use the CalEEMod? land use emissions software, which can estimate pollutant
emissions from typical land use development and is the only software model maintained by the California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association.

South Coast AQMD has developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. South Coast
AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the
emissions to South Coast AQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds® and
localized significance thresholds (LSTs)* to determine the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts. The
localized analysis can be conducted by either using the LST screening tables or performing dispersion
modeling.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all
phases of the Proposed Project and all air pollutant sources related to the Proposed Project. Air quality
impacts from both construction (including demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated.
Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of
heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road

!'South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Handbook and other resources for preparing air quality analyses can be found at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook.

2 CalEEMod is available free of charge at: www.caleemod.com.

3 South Coast AQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds can be found at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf.

4 South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds.
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mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction
worker vehicle trips, material transport trips, and hauling trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may
include, but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers and air pollution control
devices), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe
emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources, such as sources that generate or
attract vehicular trips, should be included in the analysis. Furthermore, emissions from the overlapping
construction and operational activities should be combined and compared to South Coast AQMD’s
regional air quality CEQA operational thresholds to determine the level of significance.

If the Proposed Project generates diesel emissions from long-term construction or attracts diesel-fueled
vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it is recommended that the Lead Agency
perform a mobile source health risk assessment”.

Sensitive receptors are people that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental
contaminants and include schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, elderly care facilities, hospitals, and
residential dwelling units. The Proposed Project will include, among others, 436 residential units and is
located in close proximity to State Route 79, and to facilitate the purpose of an EIR as an informational
document, it is recommended that the Lead Agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment’ to
disclose the potential health risks®.

In the event that implementation of the Proposed Project requires a permit from South Coast AQMD,
South Coast AQMD should be identified as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project in the Draft
EIR. The assumptions in the air quality analysis in the EIR will be the basis for evaluating the permit
under CEQA and imposing permit conditions and limits. Questions on permits should be directed to
South Coast AQMD’s Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385.

The California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Health Perspective’ is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts
associated with new projects that go through the land use decision-making process with additional
guidance on strategies to reduce air pollution exposure near high-volume roadways available in CARB’s
technical advisory?®.

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the Proposed Project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires
that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized to minimize these
impacts. Any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be analyzed. Several resources to
assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation measures for the Proposed Project include
South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook', South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan for the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan’, and Southern California Association of
Government’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy'°.

3 South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment can be found at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis.

6 Ibid.

7 CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective can be found at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf.

8 CARB’s technical advisory can be found at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.

% South Coast AQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan can be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf (starting on page 86).
10 Southern California Association of Governments’ 2020-2045 RTP/SCS can be found at:

https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/PEIR/certified/Exhibit-A_ConnectSoCal_PEIR.pdf.







Dennis F. Tuffin

dftuffin@gmail.com

Tel. (951) 897-5713

September 30, 2021

Riverside County Planning Department

Attn: Ms. Deborah Bradford, Project Planner

Email- DBradfor@rivco.org

P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, Ca. 92502-1409
Tel. 951-955-6646

Cc: Russell Brady-email-rbrady@rivco.org

RE: Specific Plan 380-Amendment #1 (380A01)-General Plan
Amendment-“SCOPING SESSION” September 27, 2021-AND
OPPOSITION COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO THE PLAN TO
AMEND THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND TO LIMIT
TO SCOPE OF NEW ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW



To the County of Riverside Planning Department and Director;

Please accept these comments on behalf of the undersigned
and residents near the above referenced Project -Specific Plan
380.amendment.01 (hereinafter the “Project” and hereinafter
the “Amendment” ). Generally and specifically, |, Dennis F.
Tuffin and Kirk R. Gurling and some of the residents continue
to oppose this project as we have since its inception and the
inception and beginning of Specific Plan 380.

STATEMENTS AND REASONS FOR OUR OPPOSSITION-

1. THIS PROJECT HAS LONG BEEN OPPOSED BY THE
NEIGHBORHOOD AND ALL THESE LONG STANDING
OBJECTIONS, INCLUDING THOSE THAT WERE THE SUBJECT
OF LITIGATION-see (RESIDENTS AGAINST SPECIFIC PLAN
380 VS. COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, HANNA MARITAL TRUST-
SUPERIOR COURT #RIC 1312923 & COURT OF APPEAL
CASE # E063292 (hereinafter Specific Plan 380 litigation ),
APPLY TO OUR OBJECTIONS AND OPPOSITION TO THIS
AMENDMENT (380a001).

This project, prior to Amendment, was the subject of
litigation by the residents near the project as Residents
Against Specific Plan 380. As representatives and
participants in that litigation we hereby incorporate all our
objections against Specific Plan 380 raised in that litigation
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with full force and effect in our opposition to this
Amendment of Specific Plan 380. For the purpose of
complying with the California Environmental Quality Act
(hereinafter CEQA) we give notice to the County and to the
Applicant/s as the defendant in the above described
litigation that the plaintiffs reiterate all the objections
described and plead in that litigation again, and object
again, in the same manner, form and substance to the
amendments and changes now proposed) to this
Amendment (described by the County as380A01)
(hereinafter the Amendment). Additionally, we further
objects and oppose those changes proposed by the
Amendment as described below.

. THIS PROJECT IS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT THAN SP380
AND NOT AN AMENDMENT. THESE SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
AND THE CHANGED CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE TIMES AND
THE AREA AND THE COUNTY REQUIRE A NEW
APPLICATION.

Even with the little information disclosed by the County
Planning Department (hereinafter the County) it is clear
that this is not an Amendment to an existing Specific Plan
but instead a new “Specific Plan”. A new Application and
Review, including a new Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter EIR), an EIR de novo should be required. The



passage of time, the changing conditions, including
changes in the area and the County, the changes in
climate, in fire hazard, in water supply vulnerability, the
collapse in commercial real estate, the pandemic, the
changing traffic patterns and practices (evolving both
because of the long passage of time and the pandemic),
the increased need and requirement for communications
infrastructure including robust internet (as manifest during
the pandemic), the increased need for medical services
and fire/ambulance services, the challenges to education
and increased need for support for schools and for school
supporting services, are all different than the conditions
prevailing at the time of the original SP380 application and
review. The County needs to do realistic planning and not
sciolistic, or pro forma, or anachronistic planning.

. TRAFFIC INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRAFFIC PATTERNS IN THE
THIS PROJECT ARE NOT CONSISTANT OR SAFE WITH THE
EXISTING COMMUNITY CONDITIONS AND/OR COUNTY
CONDITIONS AND THE PROPOSED CHANGES THREATEN
THE SAME.

As evidenced by the Highway 79 Traffic Policy litigation

and the agreed Highway 79 Policy Area, there is a

recurring problem with commercial and residential



structure development outpacing municipal road and
infrastructure development and thereby producing
unhealthy and unsafe conditions and results This project
typifies the problem. The Amendment proposes less road
construction within the project than the original Specific
Plan. The Amendment would isolate the existing
contiguous community even more than the original
Specific Plan! And, the original specific plan was so
defective that during the redevelopment of Highway 79
significant Governmental Funds were expended to make
access to the existing community safe or safer. The new
(since 2011) intersection of Keller Road and Highway 79
(hereinafter 79) undoubtedly saved many lives. With the
original Specific Plan 380 approved by the Board of
Supervisors prior to this Amendment conditions in the
existing neighborhood would revert to a state of greater
danger than present, and with this Amendment conditions
would revert to a yet even more dangerous condition than
under the original Specific Plan. With the Amendment
there would no longer be a pretense of two points of
access to the existing neighborhood and, accordingly,
movement, medical and fire service access and safe entry
onto Highway 79 would be greatly impeded and, in some
cases. probably precluded. The results could be disastrous.



4. GOVERNMENTAL IMPROPRIETY OR MISAPPROPRIATION

There appears to be governmental impropriety or
misappropriation related to this project. It is rumored that
the public right of way for the intersection of Keller Road
and 79 will be gifted to a favored property owner without
consideration or justification. This rumor has been alive for
the entire history of the review of this project and has
never been publicly disclosed or explained or justified.
Even worse, the County has long sought to disadvantage
the existing neighborhood by curtailing or limiting access
from Keller Road to 79. It has been suspected by the
neighborhood that the only reason the new (since 2011)
intersection was improved when Highway 79 was
redeveloped in the last decade was because the State of
California (particularly CALTRANS) became aware of the
Counties improprieties and misconduct. The County has
long neglected the conditions of the roads in the existing
neighborhood and neglected the condition of 79 and made
access and travel dangerous. The real improvements to 79
in the last decade and to Keller and Pourroy Road in the
last four years have been hard fought over by the local
residents, and greatly needed for adequate SAFETY AND
ACCESS. It is imperative that these improvements continue
and not retrograde.



5. GUILE AND SUBTERFUGE IN THE PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Another interpretation for the Counties actions could be
that the officials don’t really endorse Democracy or believe
in Democratic decision making. Over the years, it has
become manifest that County Supervisors, County Planning
Directors, and Highway Directors and even County Planners
do have a Master Plan, one that endorses heavy urbanization
and high density development. But they do it in a subterfuge.
The County knows they cannot or will not accept the
responsibility to create the infrastructure to insure the
success and safety and environmental soundness of such
development and so concedes their ineptitude. Rather, local
government, in the field of development believes that some
other party, at some later time, usually in exigent
circumstances, will repair or replace the County’s errors. As
evidence of the same, the County often includes rural areas
and rural zoning in General Plans and then uses their “special
circumstances” exception to violate the General Plan
agreements with the County Residents and the County
Electorate. Often, the same candidates who runs on a
platform of stopping dangerous development becomes



the strongest advocates of development when in office. It is an
ugly hypocrisy and a deceit played upon the residents/voters. It
is almost custom in the County to give limited notice of
planning actions, incomplete or misleading information and
preferential treatment to developers and their representatives.

6. ACCESS AND SAFETY-CONGESTION AND INADEQUATE
ROADS.

As described above, traffic and congestion are escalating
problems in the County and have significant negative
effects upon the lives of the residents. In the case of this
instant neighborhood and these instant residents (those
living near the Project), there are real, everyday needs for
access for Fire Equipment, Medical Equipment,( both often
together), Garbage Services, Mail Services, travel for the
residents, Agricultural Equipment, Propery Maintenance
Equipment and normal travel. All these needs have always
been threatened by the theft of Keller Road by the Project.
The neighborhood and the existing Keller Road have long
historical precedence. The so-called “ReAlignment” of
Keller Road is really the misappropriation of Keller Road to
serve the needs of a seriously defective Project which itself
is handicapped due to its precipitous grades, elevations
and unrealistic residential and structural density. The
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Project will create tremendous congestion and gridlock as
proposed. As proposed, the Project will seriously
underserve the residents of the Project and the residents
of the existing contiguous neighborhood. It will create a
dangerous isolation and impediment for the residents in
the existing contiguous neighborhood to reasonable
access and movement. Although the plans for the
Amendment are not yet finalized, with 416 proposed
residential units and additional commercial development,
it seems likely that the Amendment Project could be so
dense as to become a “warren” or “enclave” in the
negative sense that we now think of “ghettos”.

. DRAINAGE, WATER AND FLOODING

For over a decade the existing neighborhood has
experienced increased flooding. Several causes for this
flooding are identified. The redevelopment of 79 led to
increased flows from the hills on the Project by the
removal of much of the pass through which 79 travels on
the Eastern boundary of the project and the resulting
lowering of the the level of 79 through the hill/pass. This
undoubtedly made 79 safer but the County failed to
compensate for the increased water flows. This is probably
why the County (as the delegated builder of the State



Highway) raised the level of 79 fourteen feet higher (than
before the redevelopment) where 79 passes through the
existing neighborhood to the South of the Project and the
pass. This has caused increased flows and flood waters
from the Property of the Project and increased flooding in
the downstream existing neighborhood. This problem has
been aggravated by the failure of the Property Owner of
the Project to properly maintain berms and water courses
in the act of conducting agricultural activities on the
Property. The combined result has been the migration of
water and solid soil amendments downstream into the
existing neighborhood and pooling of the same. The old
culverts under 79 have been replaced with new larger
culverts (or pipes) which are elevated to high to accept the
increased flows. The County has often remarked that
these deficiencies will be solved through development but
has simultaneously planned that some of the drainage
needs created by development will be solved by
encumbering existing residential property with these
obligations and burdens. The net result is that natural
drainage patterns in the existing neighborhood have been
disturbed and disrupted and the parties who have caused
this problem have not taken responsibility. The entire
issue of flood waters, water courses, blue line streams,
drainage and the interface with development, the Project
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and 79 needs to be environmentally studied, reviewed and
reported upon with a fresh eye to the present status and
the impacts created by the Project.

THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND THE UNDERSIGNED OBJECT TO
OTHER ASPECTS OF SPECIFIC PLAN 380 AND THE
AMENDMENT. THESE WILL BE LISTED HERE AND
ELABORATED UPON FURTHER. IT IS HOPED THAT AFTER
THE SCOPING SESSION MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE
AMENDMENT WILL BE SHARED WITH THE EXISTING
RESIDENTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD.

Unfortunately, the “Scoping Session” (hereinafter Scope S)
provided no information or clarity about the planned
Project and, unbelievably, the Project proponents (who
were said to be present) didn’t even make a presentation.
There were some new documents provided by the
Planning Department on the cusp of the Scope S but there
was no time to review these before the Scope S. So, any
opportunity for the existing neighborhood or residents to
participate in a discussion of the environmental challenges
posed by the Project was lost. Indeed, the general tenor of
the meeting was very stifled and formalistic. It felt as if the
moderator was performing an unpleasant task. It seemed
clear that everyone understood that the Amendment
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represented a very aggressive example of development in
a rural neighborhood, with obvious environmental impacts
and didn’t want to be bothered to even discuss the fact.

8. DAMAGE TO THE AQUIFER AND EXISTING WELLS.

Damage to the wells in the existing neighborhood. Wells, for
animal support, for agriculture and for rural residences, are
under threat. The County is a direct party in creating this
threat. In supporting large wells for County and Municipal
water districts and in having no replenishment plan; in
supporting high density development in the face of limited
water resources; in permitting blasting with explosives which
dislocated well water resources; and in having no effective
general water saving, resourcing and recycling programs the
County is endangering the County and the Residents. This
Amendment is a good example of such poor planning. The
project needs to be re-reviewed for its impact on water
resources and its utilization and preservation of water
resources.

9. EXPLOSIVE BLASTING AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
FROM BLASTING INCLUDING IMPACTS ON WELLS.
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Blasting and the negative effects upon the existing
neighborhood and the existing wells are singularly and
collectively of grave concern to the neighbors. This has
been an ongoing problem in the area of the Project and in
other parts (including nearby parts) of the County. The
County promoted the same rural homesin the past that
are now being effected by this present blasting activity.
The County has an ongoing obligation to continue to
protect the water rights of its existing residents. The
environmental impacts of these activities need to be
closely evaluated.

10. A COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY OF THE
TRAFFIC AND CONGESTION IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT
BOTH IN, AROUND AND BEYOND THE PROJECT IS
REQUIRED.

Traffic and traffic congestion and the lack of adequate,
contemporary or realistic study is necessary. Conditions
have changed significantly in the last ten years. If the goal
of the 79 litigation and policy settlement was to ensure
the safe and effective operation of 79 in the policy area
then that goal is in grave jeopardy. There is so much
construction planned and ongoing along 79, in addition to

13



this aggressively dense Amendment, that it appears
unlikely that 79 North will be any more passable than 79
South or 79 North below Benton Road. A complete new
traffic and road and transportation plan needs to be
undertaken with all connected and related environmental
issues evaluated.

11. A COMPLETE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION OF THE
KELLER ROAD MASTER PLAN FROM HIGHWAY 215 TO
WASHINGTON STREET.

Integration of the impacts of the Master Plan for Keller Road
and integrated study of the redevelopment of Keller Road
from Highway 215 to the Project and Eastward to Keller’s
terminus is necessary. A complete Environmental Study and
Impact Report of the effect of this redevelopment on present
Keller Road, especially near the Project, and in the existing
Neighborhood and on 79 would provide needed information
for the evaluation of this Project and Amendment. This is an
issue where the County has a vision which isn’t clearly shared
with the residents for fear of a negative political reaction.
Keller Road needs to be a sub-arterial highway, almost as big,
or as big as the existing 79 to accommodate the
development along Keller Road envisioned by the County.
This will destroy any vestige of rural life in the area and is at
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odds with the General Plans which have been politically
agreed to over the last twenty years.

12. A COMPRENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION OF
THE GRADING PLAN FOR THIS PROJECT.

This Project is sited on steeply elevated Property. Per the
Grading Plan of the original Specific Plan, that community
was described to have a forty foot differential in the
elevation of the Southern Boundary of the community and
the contiguous Northern boundary of the existing
neighborhood. This was always bizarre, and would have
effectively isolated the existing community and
neighborhood from views, air and light and any sense of
continuity with the local area. As this was unacceptable in
the original proposal and the Amendment seeks greater
density with more Water Detention structures on the
South Boundary of the Project than the original Specific
Plan, the neighbors and opposition would ask that the
Grading, the Water Control, the Aesthetics, the Access, the
Light and Air conditions, the Flooding potentials, the
Water Quality issues all be subject to new, original,
vigorous de novo Environmental Impact Review.
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13. SLUDGE AND ANIMAL WASTE SOIL AMENDMENTS ON
THE PROJECT SITE AND PROPERTY

The effect of the depositing of Animal Waste upon the Project
in the Agricultural Practices of the Owner for over a decade and
the migration of this Sludge (or whatever euphemism is
preferred) downhill and downstream and its negative effect
upon the wells, water and life of the existing neighborhood
have long been suffered and endured. The deposit of this
Animal Waste Soil Amendment is highly controversial and
people can’t even agree on whether to call it sludge or some
other name. The only thing that people seem to agree on is that
they don’t especially want to touch the stuff or be near the
stuff. For many years the Owners of the Property subject to the
Specific Plan and the Amendment have been depositing this
odious and harmful substance on their Property and it has been
migrating downhill and downstream with negative
conseqguences. It has caused some local residential wells to be
unsafe to drink because of elevated nitrate levels. The
deposition of this material, its removal and handling, and the
impact the deposition has had upon the Property and the
neighborhood needs to be have its Environmental Impact
reviewed. It (the Sludge) also needs to be evaluated for
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compaction suitability. Is it a safe and adequate base for
development.

14. TIER FOUR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT AND DUST,
EROSION AND NOISE CONTROL AND ABATEMENT

Reaffirming the concerns and opposition to Explosive Blasting
likely to occur in the development of this Project, the
opponents also note that the Air Quality Mangement District
(hereinafter AQMD) opposed the use of less than Tier 3
construction equipment in the building of the original Specific
Plan. Given that more than a decade has passed since that
AQMD objection and the County’s decision to ignore AQMD’s
objection, and given that the standard for construction
equipment is now Tier 4, the opponents of the project seek
new, original and denovo Environmental Impact review of
these issues. The Noise, Dust, Disruption, Timing, Hours of
Operation, Frequency of Road Closures, Erosion and Soil
Migration, and all other issues associated with such large
construction needs to be environmentally evaluated for
Impacts de novo.

15. AFFORDABLE HOUSING REVIEW AND EVALUATON
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This Project requires careful review for Affordable Housing
objectives and goals. One of the negative aspects of
County planning in Riverside is the neglect and hostility
expressed and directed at existing rural homeowners and
landowners. In County Planning parlance this is referred to
as “donut holing”, and the concept is that the rural
community is surrounded by and from development,
cutoff from infrastructure improvements, isolated both by
roads and services, and (in almost a military sense)
destroyed. This happens too frequently to be incidental. A
kinder and more accurate description would be
“blighting”, Intentionally creating a blighted area. This
does not create more affordable housing. It devalues
existing housing and property without producing any
affordable housing. Generally, the new homes are more
expensive than the existing rural properties, have higher
taxes and expenses, are burdened with special
assessments and impose greater demands on schools and
services and are more susceptible to economic reversals
such as “foreclosures”. Foreclosures were really Riverside
County’s greatest boom product for much of the decade
after 2008. Now, the need for affordable housing has
become an exigency in California, Riverside County, and
the United States. Consideration and review of the issues
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raised by this emergency need to be fully evaluated and
studied in the planning of this Amendment and Project.

16. PUBLIC TRANSIT

Since the improvements at 79 and Keller Road, the existing
residents have been waiting for a bus stop. This would
benefit handicapped, elderly and non car owning/non-
operating persons, both on the West side of 79 where the
Project is proposed, and persons on the East Side of 79.
This Project, and Specific Plan have no considerations or
planning for access to Public Transportation. A Public
Transit study needs to be incorporated into the
Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter EIR).

17. DROUGHT/CLIMATE CHANGE

The Project area is in a County, and State and National Region
experiencing an historic drought. Diamond Valley Reservoir has
been dangerously low periodically almost since its construction.
The Drought combined with the increased fire danger,
evidenced by the increased number of fires in the Project area,
and the increased ambient temperatures require greater
planning to address these issues and environmental impacts.
This Project needs to environmentally consider, review and
plan for all these effects of climate change.
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18.Congestion

-It appears that the County has surrendered any hope of having
a well-constructed road system with reasonable passage from
point to point. The Highway 79 litigation and the highway 79
Policy Area are not succeeding in creating safe and regular
passage up the main State Route into and past the Project area.
The traffic congestion is just escalating and no one seems to
have a plan for addressing the problem. This should be
environmentally reviewed and reported in the Project EIR.

19. Greenhouse Gases

All the concerns about Climate Change, Traffic Congestion,
Drought and Access are effected by and in turn effect and
exacerbate the production of Greenhouse Gasses. The decrease
of Greenhouse Gases is both the macro goal and micro goal, in
the area and in the Project. This problem needs to be
environmentally reviewed and considered in all contexts,
especially including those related to the Project.

20. Blue Line Streams and Water Courses
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The County has a history of under estimating and under
evaluating the water courses in the County in planning new
development. Flooding is a danger and is often exacerbated by
development. This has been discussed above in the discussion
of Sludge on the Project Property and in the discussion of the
redevelopment of 79. It is important to consider the blue line
streams on the Project Property and in the area and to
environmentally evaluate all water courses to consider and
protect natural habitats, drainage, flooding, residential wells
and safety.

21. AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES, ZONING, HORSES AND
BUSINESSES

This area around the Project has a long history of agricultural
life. The Environmental Review (EIR) should evaluate the
impacts and effects of the Project on the ability of the
neighbors to consider owning large animals, getting access to
agricultural well water, conducting activities such as growing
crops, and maintaining agricultural wells. There should also be
an environmental review of passage of horses through the
neighborhood and the Project to protect and continue this
activity.

22. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, HABITAT, THERMAL WELLS
AND WELL WATER
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The Project at issue, and other construction permitted by the
Planning Department in the Project area have utilized water
quality infrastructure which includes large runoff wells and
filtration equipment with water quality monitoring equipment
and programs. The impact of runoff created by large areas of
hardscape must be considered in evaluating the environmental
impact on such benefits to the existing neighbors as thermal
wells, agricultural wells, large birds, raptors, owls and other
indigenous animals slowly being forced out of the area by
development. There are many other natural resources that are
present and important to the exisiting residents and which
would be effected or lost by the development of the Project.
Much of the future hopes for extensive solar, wind and thermal
power potential will be lost by the spread and density of the
Project.

23. ALTERNATIVE ENERGY
The proposed Project should have an extensive
alternative energy component and that component
should result in a plan. The plan and possibilities should
be carefully evaluated in the EIR.

Very Truly Yours;
Dennis F. Tuffiin
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

September 10, 2021

Deborah Bradford, Project Planner
Riverside County

P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 95202-1409

Re: 2021080570, Keller Crossing Specific Plan Amendment No. 1 Project, Riverside County
Dear Ms. Bradford:

The Native American Heritage Cormmission (NAHC) hds received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Repoert (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The Cdlifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.}, specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, stafes that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Rescurces Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., fit. 14, § 5064 subd.{a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15044 (a){1}).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect [APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014, Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA fo creafe a separate category of cultural resources, "tribal
cultural resources” (Pub, Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural
resource. {Pub, Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004} (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have fribal consultatfion requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 US.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 104 of the National Histeric Preservation Act of 1966 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may clso apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Natfive American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments,

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and $B 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Aareed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document:: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2

shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shail be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)). -

9. Reavuired Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the envirenmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures af the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Rescurces Code §21084.3 (k). {Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e}).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural
context.
il. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria. ;
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the rescurce.
¢. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utllizing the resources or places.
d. Profecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (bj)).
e.. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
artifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prereqguisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Neaative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental

Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.32.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.
c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).

The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, "Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found eonline at: hitp://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/ABS2TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans te, and
consult with fribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research's "Tribal Consultation Cuidelines,” which can  be found online at:
hitos://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/0? 14 05 Updated Guidelines $22.odf.

Some of SB 18's provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or
specific plan, or fo designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a "“Tribal Consultation List.” If a fribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed o by the tribe. ( GO\{. Code §65352.3
(c1)(2)).
2. No Statuiory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consuliation. There is no siaiutory time limif on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and ebjects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county's jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)) .
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultaticn come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local govemment or the fribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation, (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with
tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiiated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18, For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cuttural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural rescurces and plan for avoidance, preservation

in place, or barring both, mitigation of projectrelated impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional Califomnia Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(hitp://ohp.parks.ca.gov/épage_id=1048) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.”

b. [If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

d. [If asurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning depariment. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 moenths after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.
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Domenigom’ Barton Proeerties

33011 Holland Road Phone 951-926-6924
Winchester, CA 92596 Ranch 951-926-1636
Fax  951-926-4924

River County Planning Dept
4080 Lemon Street, 12™ Floor
Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Attn: Deborah Bradford, Project Planner

Project Case No./ Title: Keller Crossing (Specific Plan Amendment No. 380A01

Dear Ms. Bradford,

Domenigoni Barton Properties the owners of Specific Plan 310 North of Keller Crossing have
many concerns with amending the current specific plan and change of zones to increase the
density of the Keller Crossing project. We are concerned about the additional units and how it
will affect the 74/79 policy area and the overall general traffic conditions that additional units
will put on the current circulation from Temecula to Winchester to Menifee to Hemet.

We would like to know how this project is circumventing the 74/79 policy area since SP310 had
to reduce by 9% at an overall loss of units of more than 400.

Domenigoni Barton properties has not seen the new policy area being amended in the County
and what is the protocol for adding units in without modeling traffic in the surrounding area or a
full blown new environmental impact study for the surrounding area.

Thank you,
Andy Domenigoni






ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
EVALUATION/RESPONSE CHECKLIST
FOR AREA/SECTION

Reference: General Order 41.2

Action

1

Reference
GO 41.2

Review memorandum for the due date(s).

Determine if the proposed project might impact local operations
and/or public safety. Examples include: housing developments,
large commercial projects, large recreational developments or
expansions, landfill or quarry operations, hazardous materials
storage and/or dump sites, highway construction/improvement
projects, new schools, airport improvements,
annexations/incorporations, off-highway vehicle facilities, and Indian
gaming facilities.

Page 5

Review environmental impact documents to identify issues or
concerns with possible impact to departmental operations (i.e.,
increased response times, enforcement, emergency services,
service calls, telecommunications, public safety).

Responses

If comments are advisable:

Correspondence should focus primarily on traffic safety, congestion,
or other impacts to the CHP’s mission; however, Areas shall not
indicate to the lead agency that additional personnel, facilities,
vehicles, etc., are a means to mitigate departmental service
issues.
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B4

Ensure the State Clearinghouse number (SCH#) is included in all
correspondence.

=4

Comments shall be provided directly to the lead agency and emailed
to State Clearinghouse at state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov no later
than the designated due date. Provide a copy to Special Projects
Section (SPS) via e-mail.

For project tracking purposes, SPS must be notified of Area/Section’s

assessment of the project. After mailing your comments to the SCH or |

lead agency, send a scanned copy via e-mail to SPS.

If no impact is determined:

Via e-mail, please respond “no impact to Area's
local operations and/or public safety by SCH# was
identified,” by the designated SCH due date to the SPS analyst listed
on the Environmental Document Review and Response
memorandum. Ensure the SCH# is included.






