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1. Response to Comments 
The following is a list of  agencies and organizations that submitted comments on the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) during the public review period. Comment letters and specific comments 
are given letters and numbers for reference purposes.  

 

Number 
Reference Commenting Agency/Person Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies and Organizations 

A1 Law Offices of Abigail Smith August 1, 2017 3 

Residents 

R1 Rick and Kelly Croy August 1, 2017 27 

R2 Rita Flenoid August 1, 2017 31 

R3 Dennis T. Tuffin August 1, 2017 37 

R4 Kirk R. Gurling August 1, 2017 47 
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LETTER A1 – Law Offices of  Abigail Smith (7 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Law Offices of Abigail Smith, Abigail Smith, Esq., dated 
August 1, 2017. 

A1-1 The commenter requested a continuance of  the Planning Commission hearing and that 
the Planning Commission deny the project and require preparation of  an EIR. In 
response to the public comments received at the Riverside County Planning 
Commission meeting of  August 2, 2017, regarding the lack of  community outreach and 
various project issues and concerns raised by surrounding residents, the Planning 
Commission continued the project to the September 6, 2017, Planning Commission 
meeting in order to provide the Temecula Valley Charter School ample time to meet 
with the surrounding community residents to discuss and provide responses and 
solutions to the issues and concerns raised. Meetings with the surrounding community 
residents were held at the offices of  the Temecula Valley Charter School on August 10 
and August 24, 2017. 

 Please note that the County released the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for public review on July 7, 2017. The public review period extended from July 13. 2017 
to August 1, 2017. Additionally, the Notice of  Public Hearing and Intent to Adopt a 
Mitigation Negative Declaration that accompanied the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND) was made available by the County on July 13, 2017. In addition 
to noting the public hearing details (e.g., time, date, location), information was provided 
as to where the public could review the IS/MND. The notice was made available to the 
public in accordance with the County’s public noticing requirements, and the public 
review period of  the IS/MND was provided in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  

 With regards to the request for the preparation of  an EIR, the detailed rationale 
provided by the commenter for the need of  an EIR is provided in Comment A1-2. See 
Response to Comment A1-2, below.  

A1-2 The commenter stated that per the CEQA Guidelines statutes outlined in this comment 
and for the reasons provided in Comments A1-3 through A1-19, the environmental 
assessment contained in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration does not 
demonstrate that project-related significant impacts are mitigated to a point of  less than 
significant and therefore, an EIR should be prepared.  

Based on the analysis, findings and conclusions contained in the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND), the IS/MND is the appropriate environmental 
document necessary to provide CEQA clearance for the proposed charter school. As 
demonstrated in the individual topical sections of  the IS/MND, all impacts were 
determined to either not be significant, less than significant, or less than significant with 
implementation of  mitigation. Based on their review of  the IS/MND, the County of  
Riverside has determined that the IS/MND meets the requirements of  Section 15070 of  
the CEQA Guidelines, and that an EIR is not required to provide CEQA clearance for 
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the proposed project. Refer also to the individual responses provided to Comments   
A1-3 through A1-19, below. 

A1-3 The commenter requested clarification on a number of  project features and 
components; specifically, those related to the existing use of  the home onsite, plans for 
development of  the western portion of  the project site, and vehicular and emergency 
access. The commenter also stated that per the CEQA mandates, the entirety of  the 
project must be described fully and adequately.  

A detailed description of  the proposed project is provided in Section 1.3, Project 
Description, of  the IS/MND. However, the following text of  Section 3.1 (pages 2 and 3) 
has been revised in response to the commenter and for clarification. Changes made to 
the IS/MND are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined 
text to signify additions. 

1.3.1 Proposed Land Use 

The project consists of  construction and operation of  a K-8 charter school for 600 
students. Six one-story school buildings, totaling about 44,998 square feet of  
building area, would be clustered in the east-central part of  the project site around a 
quad (see Figure 6, Site Plan). The buildings would consist of  four classroom 
buildings containing 31 classrooms and totaling 27,180 square feet; a 9,468-square-
foot multipurpose building; and an 8,350-square-foot administration building. The 
multipurpose building, which would be built in the south-central part of  the project 
site, would be about 27 feet high, and the four classroom buildings would each be 
about 18 feet high (see Figures 7, Elevations, Multipurpose Building, and 8, Elevations, 
Classroom Building C2). 

As shown in Figure 6, Mmost of  the westerly parcel onsite would be left as is. The, 
which consists of  a vacant single-story residence atop the hill in the northwestern 
part of  the project site, and the a garage, a concrete driveway, two aboveground 
water tanks and a concrete pad in the west-central part of  the project site, would 
remain in its existing condition. Improvements proposed for the westerly parcel 
include the installation of  a new concrete driveway to serve the existing residential 
structure, as well as turf  areas and playfields in the southeasterly portion of  this 
parcel. Additionally, Aan existing mobile home in the west-central part of  the 
project site would be removed. The existing residence to remain may be used as a 
caretaker residence, or may remain vacant and unused. Aside from the 
aforementioned improvements and activities, no further development plans are 
proposed for the western parcel.   

The northwestern part of  the project site, a hill topped by a vacant single-family 
residence, would be left as is. 
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Access and Parking 

School site access would be via Koon Street, currently designated as a paper street in 
the County’s General Plan, which would begin at the Flossie Way/Pourroy Road 
intersection, extend along the project site’s southern boundary and end in a cul-de-
sac at SR-79. School access from the Koon Street cul-de-sac would be via two 1-way 
driveways forming an elongated one-way loop next to the east site boundary, with 
the school’s 100-space parking lot in the center of  the loop. A fire lane would 
extend over paved areas around the school buildings. A flow-through student drop-
off  lane would loop around the periphery of  the parking lot. 

As shown in Figure 6, a fire lane would extend over paved areas around the school 
buildings. Emergency access to the school site would be provided via Koon Street, 
which would include a striped center lane. The cul-de-sac proposed at the end of  
Koon Street would also include rolled curbs, which would provide secondary 
emergency access to the school site from SR-79 in the event it is needed for 
emergency vehicles.  

The existing dirt access road onsite that connects to SR-79 (see Figure 3, Aerial 
Photograph) would be eliminated and no longer provide vehicular access to the 
project site in any way. As noted above, vehicular access would be provided via 
Koon Street. While Emergency vehicular access would also be provided via Koon 
Street, secondary emergency access from SR-79 would also be available via the 
rolled curbs of  the cul-de-sac at the terminus of  Koon Street.  

A new concrete driveway would be built just west of  the campus connecting an 
existing driveway from the remaining residence on the hill to Koon Street (see 
Figure 6).  

Project development would also include paving approximately 385 feet of  Pourroy 
Road extending south from the intersection of  Koon Street to a currently paved 
portion of  Pourroy Road. The areas of  Koon Street and Pourroy Road that would 
be developed would total about 0.65 acre. 

A1-4 The air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions modeling was conducted prior to 
the release of  CalEEMod Version 2016.3.1. The modeling using CalEEMod 2013.2.2 
shows that construction and operational phase emissions of  the project are substantially 
below the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) significance 
thresholds. Modeling improvements since CalEEMod 2013 include revisions to the 
emissions factors in the California Air Resources Board’s OFFROAD and EMFAC 
model that integrate the latest regulations for new vehicles, resulting in a reduction in 
emissions in future model years. Consequently, while a newer modeling tool is available, 
emissions associated with the proposed project would remain less than significant. The 
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CalEEMod emissions outputs are included in Appendix B, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Background and Modeling Data, of  the IS/MND. 

In addition, the construction trip evaluation for noise was consistent with the inputs and 
assumptions used in the air quality assessment.  That is, with a ‘balanced’ site, all cut-
and-fill dirt movement would stay within the confines of  the project boundaries, 
resulting in little to no haul-in/haul-out trips to or from the site being needed.  Rather, 
other vendor trips (including watering trucks) and worker (commuting) trips were 
included in the assessment, and the total construction-related traffic trips would be less 
than 50 daily trips.  As stated in the IS/MND, these worker and vendor trips would be 
inaudible in comparison to the SR-79 vehicle flows of  approximately 19,640 ADT (that 
is, 10 x log10 (19,690/19,640) is less than 1/50th of  a decibel, which is well below the ±3 dB 
threshold of  detectability for changes in sound levels).  Please see the Air Quality 
technical appendix (Appendix B of  the IS/MND) for additional details on the 
construction period equipment, vehicles, and trip numbers. 

A1-5 The commenter stated that the reference in the IS/MND regarding the site-specific 
features to be included in the site-specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) is 
considered deferred analysis contrary to CEQA. The commenter also stated that there is 
no evidence to support the conclusion that impacts are less than significant under 
thresholds a), d), and g). In response to the commenter, the analysis, findings and 
conclusions associated with thresholds a), d), and g) of  the Section 3.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, of  the IS/MND are based in part on the preliminary WQMP prepared for 
the proposed project, for which a complete copy of  this report was made available for 
review at the County of  Riverside Planning Department, as noted at the beginning of  
Section 3.9 (page 86). The preliminary WQMP was reviewed and approved for use by 
the Riverside County Transportation Department and provides sufficient detail 
regarding the potential physical environmental impacts as they relate to stormwater and 
hydrology, as well as appropriate BMPs.  The commenter is incorrect in assuming that a 
preliminary WQMP is somehow insufficient or represents deferred analysis.  

 Additionally, and for clarification, Condition of  Approval 60.TRANS 005 requires the 
project applicant to submit a final WQMP to the County Transportation Department 
for review and approval. Submittal of  a final WQMP is a standard requirement of  the 
County, and preparation of  the final WQMP is based on the preliminary WQMP 
prepared for the proposed project. However, the following text of  Section 3.9 (pages 87 
and 90) has been revised in response to the commenter and for clarification. Changes 
made to the IS/MND are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in 
underlined text to signify additions. 
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a) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of  the site or area, 
including through the alteration of  the course of  a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site. 

The operational phase of  the project development would contain a number of  
features to reduce the impact of  erosion and siltation, including site design, source 
control, and treatment control BMPs. These features would be are described in the 
site-specific preliminary WQMP prepared for the proposed project; 
hydromodification BMPs that mimic pre-development flow rates and volumes 
would also be included, if  needed. Implementation of  the construction and 
operational BMPs would minimize erosion and siltation, and impacts would be less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

d) Create or contribute runoff  water which would exceed the capacity of  
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of  polluted runoff ? 

Less Than Significant Impact. All storm drain facilities would be designed in 
accordance with Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
design standards to provide protection from a 100-year storm event. County flood 
control policy requires that the rate of  stormwater runoff  discharged from a project 
site not be increased as a result of  development. The final size and location of  all 
the required drainage systems and water quality features would be determined and 
described in the site-specific final WQMP and hydrology study that will be prepared 
for the proposed project and submitted to the County for review and approval prior 
to the issuance of  grading permits.  Although the treatment control BMPs have not 
yet been designed, they would most likely However, the preliminary WQMP 
prepared for the proposed project outlines the types of  BMPs that would be 
implemented as a part of  the project. For example, LID BMPs would consist of  
bioretention basins, that which would attenuate peak flows and mimic pre-
development runoff  conditions so that the capacity of  the channels to which 
runoff  is discharged is not exceeded. 

With regards to the comment about the offsite 24-inch storm drain along Keller Road 
that is related to development of  the proposed Keller Crossing Specific Plan, the 
mention of  the storm drain in the introduction paragraph on page 87 of  Section 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the IS/MND was included for context purposes only. 
With or without future installation of  the 24-inch storm drain along Keller Road, the 
project’s drainage improvements would be designed and constructed to mitigate any and 
all project-related impacts. Additionally, development of  the offsite 24-inch storm drain 
along Keller Road, if  and when it happens, would only further benefit the drainage 
conditions of  the area. 
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A1-6 The commenter requested that the County’s decision-making body and personnel ensure 
that the proposed project be reviewed by all water quality agencies (including state 
agencies that monitor the Santa Margarita and San Diego River Water Sheds) to ensure 
that the projects flood and stormwater impacts are fully and adequately addressed. For 
clarification, the project site lies within Santa Margarita Watershed, which includes the 
San Diego River. As noted above in response to Comment A1-5, the project’s 
preliminary WQMP was reviewed and approved for use by the Riverside County 
Transportation Department, which has oversight and authority to review and approve 
these technical documents. Review of  the preliminary WQMP was coordinated with the 
Riverside County Flood Control District. Additionally, any required future permits 
related to water quality or stormwater would be obtained by the appropriate agencies if  
warranted, including the Regional Water Quality Control Board.   

 Furthermore, Condition of  Approval 60.TRANS 005 requires the project applicant to 
submit a final WQMP to the Transportation Department for review and approval. 
Submittal of  a final WQMP is a standard requirement of  the County, and preparation of  
the final WQMP is based on the preliminary WQMP prepared for the proposed project. 
Additionally, the County Transportation Department is reviewing the site-specific, 
design-level hydrology and grading plans to ensure that all drainage and flooding issues 
are adequately addressed. Design and construction of  the charter school will be required 
to follow these approved plans.  

A1-7 The comment asserts that the project would conflict with the existing Rural Residential 
nature of  the site and its surroundings. The comment is in reference to threshold d) of  
Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, of  the IS/MND, which asks whether a project would 
conflict with a land use designation and land use policies, not land use compatibility.  

 In response to the general comments that the project will bring a substantial number 
lighting effects, noise and vehicle trips to a rural area, the project’s impacts associated 
with these environmental topics/issues are adequately addressed in Sections 3.1, 
Aesthetics, 3.12, Noise, and Transportation/Traffic, of  the IS/MND. As substantiated in 
these sections, impacts related to lighting, noise and traffic would be less than 
significant. 

 With respect to noise, the commenter is misinterpreting the IS/MND’s position as it 
relates to "land use compatibility" in the context of  noise evaluation. Land use 
compatibility in project planning is typically evaluated with a local jurisdiction’s 
community noise exposure matrix; in this case, the County’s Noise Element (Chapter 7 
of  the County’s General Plan, including Table N-1 and Policy N 1.3) which discourages 
schools or residential land uses in areas in excess of  65 CNEL.  The California Supreme 
Court decision regarding the assessment of  the environment’s impacts on proposed 
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projects (CBIA v BAAQMD, issued December 17, 2015),1 generally means that it is no 
longer the purview of  the CEQA process to evaluate the impact of  existing 
environmental conditions subject to certain exceptions onto any given project. For 
noise, the application of  this ruling means that the analysis of  existing traffic, rail, and 
aircraft noise effects on the project site—in terms of  land use compatibility—is no 
longer part of  CEQA.  This was discussed in the IS/MND. 

A1-8  The comment asserts that the project’s operational noise analysis is wholly inadequate 
and mentions several related issues; as discussed separately below.   

a.  The comment asserts that the IS/MND did not mention Noise Element Policy N 
4.1. While this policy item was not specifically delineated in the IS/MND text, the 
numerical values of  Policy N 4.1 are the same in this situation as with the values in 
Policy N 2.3, which was presented in the IS/MND.  Thus, the only notable failing 
of  the IS/MND text is in not expressing that both of  these policies were 
represented by the noise limits presented in Table 10, Stationary Source Land Use Noise 
Standards, of  Section 3.12, Noise.   

b.  The comment asserts that the IS/MND “discusses operational noise only in terms 
of  roadway noise.” This is not the case, since the IS/MND did discuss operational 
noise in terms of  project-related, roof-top mechanical equipment (primarily HVAC 
equipment) and how such equipment noise would be insignificant at the distances 
(to the nearest receptors), as presented in Section 3.12, Noise, of  the IS/MND (page 
101). 

c.  The comment asserts that the IS/MND made “no attempt to determine whether 
project noise is significant” [in terms of  either the County’s General Plan standards 
or for a substantial, permanent increase]. This assertion is partially true in that the 
IS/MND did not provide a quantified analysis of  future noise levels from 
stationary, operational sources. Rather, the IS/MND presented a qualitative 
evaluation based on (a) the statements that the few nearby residences are from 200 
to 500 feet from the project site (and would, thus, experience sizable noise 
reductions due to distance attenuation), (b) the demonstration that receptors within 
approximately 400 feet of  SR-79 (between Pourroy Road and Keller Road) are 
already exposed to traffic-related noise levels at or above 60 dBA CNEL (which 
would overshadow any project-related mechanical equipment), and (c) future 
mechanical equipment would need to show compliance with the County Municipal 
Code regarding noise emissions. 

d.  The commenter disapproves of  the IS/MND for acknowledging that there are 
(scattered) residences from 200 to 500 feet from the project site, but it is precisely 

                                                      
1  California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015, 62 Cal. 4th 369). 
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these relatively long distances that will result in less-than-significant noise impacts 
from the project’s future onsite sources. 

e.  The commenter disapproves of  the IS/MND for not quantifying noise emissions 
from the roof-top mechanical equipment, as well as from other, school-related 
sources (such as idling buses, idling cars, parking lot noise, truck deliveries, PA 
announcements, and school bells. As discussed above, the IS/MND presented a 
qualitative evaluation of  the most notable stationary operational source, roof-top 
equipment. 

A detailed analysis of  project-related noise impacts is provided in Section 3.12, Noise, of  
the IS/MND. However, the following text of  Section 3.12 (page 101) has been revised 
in response to the commenter and for clarification. Changes made to the IS/MND are 
identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify 
additions. 

3.12 NOISE 

a) Would the project include stationary sources of noise generating a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

No Impact. The project does not propose a land use that would generate 
substantial noise that could affect people on and near the site, such as an 
industrial facility or outdoor music venue. Further, there are only two noise-
sensitive residential receivers within 300 feet of  the proposed project site.  

Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment on top of  the proposed 
classroom buildings would be placed within appropriate sound enclosures or 
parapets so that their operations would not be notably different than existing 
conditions in and around the proposed area of  improvements and would not 
exceed the county’s exterior noise standards.  

Project development would introduce up to 600 students in the area 
immediately surrounding the proposed development. This increase in potential 
number of  students may result in increased, but localized, noise generation 
from people talking and outdoor school activities on the project site, such as 
recess or outdoor physical education classes. The locations of  these potential 
outdoor areas are located approximately 200 feet from the nearest residences. 
Noise due to outdoor student activity will be substantially reduced due to 
distance attenuation alone. Further, the undeveloped landscape and 
topographical features surrounding the project site will further reduce project-
related noise, as compared to a flat, hard-surfaced area.   
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The proposed project will also introduce stationary noise from school bus idling 
during drop-off  and pick-up periods, and truck deliveries. However, the 
proposed school buildings will provide barrier attenuation for school bus idling 
and other parking lot noise, as it affects the noise-sensitive receptors to the 
northwest.  

School bells and public announcements (PA) systems are expected to be 
primarily focused on the interior of  the school. The sensitive receptors closest 
to the project site (to the northwest), may, at times hear the school bell or PA 
system. However, due to the distances between source and receiver, and the 
existing noise environment, these stationary sources will not exceed the 
applicable noise limits for stationary sources (65 dB Lmax).2 Additionally, the 
school bell and PA systems will be only be in use during normal school hours.  

Stationary noise sources associated with the proposed project are generally not 
associated with high levels of  noise, and will be located far away from the 
nearest noise-sensitive receptors. Further, existing roadway noise from SR-79 is 
expected to be the dominant noise source in the vicinity of  the project site; the 
proposed project is not expected to result in any noticeable noise increases 
above existing conditions.  

Furthermore, Nnoise from such stationary sources would be regulated through 
the Riverside County Noise Element.  

No significant permanent noise increases due to project-related activities would 
occur, and no mitigation measures are necessary.  

f.  The comment asserts that the County’s General Plan regulates both energy-average 
noise levels (to 55 dBA Leq daytime) and maximum noise levels (to 65 dBA Lmax 
daytime). The commenter appears to be misinterpreting the County Noise Element 
and the standards included therein. Actually, Noise Element Policy N 2.3 (including 
Table N-2) and Noise Element Policy N4.1 both present exterior standards during 
the daytime of  65 dBA Leq (over a 10-minute period). The Noise Element does not 
establish any noise level standards in terms of  the Lmax noise level metric (see 
Appendix G to the IS/MND for a reproduction of  the County Noise Element).  
The 55 dBA Leq daytime standard is an interior threshold (but not so stated in the 
comment). Lastly, the comment fails to present a very important footnote to Table 
N-2 of  Policy N 2.3 that states: “These are only preferred standards; final decision 
will be made by the Riverside County Planning Department and Office of  Public 
Health.”  The fundamental purpose of  any CEQA document is to provide pertinent 
information for decision-makers and the public with which informed decisions can 

                                                      
2 County of Riverside General Plan, Chapter 7, Noise Element, Policy N 2.3 



T E M E C U L A  V A L L E Y  C H A R T E R  S C H O O L  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N   
C O U N T Y  O F  R I V E R S I D E  

Response to Comments 

Page 20 PlaceWorks 

be made. This footnote facilitates that process by the pertinent decision-making 
body for this project. 

g.  The comment asserts that the IS/MND makes “no attempt to evaluate Lmax noise 
levels, which are also regulated.” As noted above, the Noise Element does not 
regulate Lmax noise levels.  The County Municipal Code, however, has a presentation 
on noise level limits (Table 1 in Section 9.52.040) that are in terms of  the Lmax 
metric. For daytime hours, it appears that the relevant code standard for this project 
would be 55 dBA Lmax. However, the commenter fails to include a very important 
contextual provision at the beginning of  the Code’s Noise Regulation that states 
“This chapter is intended to establish county-wide standards regulating noise. This 
chapter is not intended to establish thresholds of  significance for the purpose of  
any analysis required by the California Environmental Quality Act and no such 
thresholds are established.” To follow this specific intent statement, the IS/MND 
did not use the Lmax noise level limits of  Section 9.52.040 as CEQA thresholds. 
(Note: the commenter’s objections are based on the County Noise Regulations, yet 
Section 9.52.020 exempts, among other things: (item E) Public or private schools 
and school-sponsored activities and (item L) Heating and air conditioning 
equipment.)  

h.  The comment asserts that the IS/MND “does not appear to disclose the existing 
CNEL at nearby receptors so that the reader cannot determine whether the Project 
will cause a measureable increase in existing noise conditions at these locations.”  
This is not actually the case, since the IS/MND did show all these parameters in 
Table 11, Existing and Future Noise Level Estimates – i.e., both the existing CNEL and 
future CNEL at relevant segments around the project, as well as the incremental 
increases (if  any) that are due to the project. All such project-contributed 
increments were shown to be well below the establish significance threshold of  +3 
dB. 

A1-9 The comment asserts that the project’s traffic-related noise analysis is deficient and 
mentions several related issues; as discussed separately below.   

a.  The comment asserts that the IS/MND did not analyze project-related traffic with 
respect to Flossie Way, Ruft Road, or Pat Road; all rural-residential roads, as noted 
by the commenter. Pat Road (south of  Pourroy Road) was included in Table 11, 
Existing and Future Noise Level Estimates, which showed that the project contribution 
to future traffic noise was 0.7 dB (again, well below the establish significance 
threshold of  +3 dB). Flossie Way and Ruft Road were not included in the traffic 
noise analysis since they were not part of  the traffic flow evaluation (see Section 
3.16, Transportation/Traffic, of  the IS/MND). They were excluded from both since 
they do not currently and are not expected in the future (either with or without the 
project) to experience notable flow rates so as to warrant detailed evaluations. 
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b.  The comment asserts that the IS/MND shows a significant roadway noise impact 
and that the IS/MND failed to meet the ‘fair argument’ standard with respect to 
future conditions with and without the proposed project. The commenter uses the 
example of  Keller Road, east of  Winchester which showed a 12.5 dB overall 
increase, but a project-only contribution of  0.2 dB.  The comment labels the 
IS/MND language “major overall increases between existing conditions and future 
conditions but these are due to ambient growth and the cumulative contributions of  
other projects in the area” as dubious. The comment also asserts that the IS/MND 
failed to disclose the other projects that would contribute to such a major increase 
by year 2018.  The roadway noise assessment used only the information provide in 
the project’s Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA; provided as Appendix H to the 
IS/MND). As is standard practice within the traffic assessment industry, if  future, 
reasonably-known projects do not have a defined development timeline, all such 
projects are lumped into the horizon, build-out year of  any given, proposed project, 
even if  doing so is effectively impossible and considerably overstating the future 
conditions. In that sense, this extremely conservative approach shows that if  and 
when all known projects are actually implemented, that the proposed project will 
have negligible contributions. Additionally, such future, lumped projects were 
discussed in the IS/MND, not in the noise section, but in the traffic section and its 
related technical appendix (see Section 3.16, Transportation/Traffic, of  the IS/MND). 

A1-10 The comment disagrees that the IS/MND’s conclusion of  no significant impact under 
CEQA for certain project buildings that are expected to have traffic-generated noise 
levels of  approximately 69 dBA CNEL (for those closest facades that face SR-79). The 
IS/MND clearly stated that such exterior sound levels – although above the County’s 
Noise-Land Use Compatibility threshold for an acceptable school environment – is no 
longer subject to a CEQA significance conclusion per the CBIA v BAAQMD ruling (as 
also discussed in response to Comment A1-7, above). If  no CEQA conclusion is 
germane, then there is no nexus for mitigation under CEQA; deferred or not. Rather, 
the IS/MND was trying to be informative to the readers to acknowledge that the 
incompatibility still existed and would have to be addressed in the County permitting 
phase of  development; just not in the CEQA clearance portion of  the project. 

A1-11 The comment asserts that project construction noise would be “significant and 
unmitigated with respect to at least two nearby receptors.” However, the comment does 
not provide any substantiation as to which receptors are being referenced, nor how the 
commenter arrived at the conclusion of  a significant impact. The commenter also fails 
to provide a citation for what case law is being referenced regarding compliance with a 
regulatory standard not necessarily eliminating a CEQA impact.  

 A detailed analysis of  project-related construction noise impacts is provided in Section 
3.12, Noise, of  the IS/MND. However, the following text of  Section 3.12 (pages 102-
104) has been revised in response to the commenter and for clarification. Changes made 
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to the IS/MND are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in 
underlined text to signify additions. 

3.12 NOISE 

Even though construction activities will occur within the allowable hours included 
in the Riverside County Municipal Code, construction activities still have the 
potential to negatively impact sensitive receivers in the project vicinity.  

As shown in this Table 12, the nearest off-campus receptors would be the residential 
uses that are approximately 380 feet to the north of  the proposed project area. At 
this distance, composite construction noise would be reduced to a conservatively 
estimated level of  approximately 70 dBA Leq at the nearest residence to the 
northwest (due to distance attenuation alone). The undeveloped landscape and 
topographical features surrounding the project site will further reduce project-
related construction noise, as compared to a flat, hard-surfaced area. Additionally, 
the erection of  campus buildings will provide barrier attenuation for construction 
activities located on the east side of  the project site. Thus, project-related 
construction is expected to be considerably less than what is presented in Table 12. 

 According to the existing traffic noise level estimates presented in Table 11, 
roadway noise at 50 feet from Winchester Road is approximately 73.4 dBA CNEL at 
50 feet. Since line-source roadway noise attenuates at approximately 3 dB per 
doubling of  distance, the nearest residence to the northwest is currently exposed to 
approximately 62 dBA CNEL. Including all the attenuation characteristics described 
above, the worst-case project construction noise (grading) will only increase the 
noise environment at the nearest residence to the northwest by approximately 7 dB.  

Since the loudest period of  construction would last less than a month (according to 
the associated air quality assessment), construction activities would be limited to 
relatively small equipment (i.e., bulldozers, grading tractors, dump trucks, loaders, 
back hoes, pavers, and a crane), would not substantially increase the existing noise 
environment, and would take place during the county’s allowable hours of  
construction, construction noise impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

While impacts related to construction noise were already deemed to be less than 
significant, to further reduce construction noise as it affects nearby sensitive 
receptors, the charter school will follow these standard Best Management Practices 
through communication with the construction contractor: 

 Post a construction site notice near the construction site access point or in 
an area that is clearly visible to the public. The notice shall include the 
following: job site address; permit number, name, and phone number of  the 
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contractor and owner; dates and duration of  construction activities; 
construction hours allowed; and the Temecula Valley Charter School Board 
of  Directors and construction contractor phone numbers where noise 
complaints can be reported and logged. 

 Reduce nonessential idling of  construction equipment to no more than five 
minutes. 

 Ensure that all construction equipment is monitored and properly 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations to 
minimize noise.  

 Fit all construction equipment with properly-operating mufflers, air intake 
silencers, and engine shrouds, no less effective than as originally equipped 
by the manufacturer, to minimize noise emissions. 

 If  construction equipment is equipped with back-up alarm shut offs, switch 
off  back-up alarms and replace with human spotters, as feasible. 

 Stationary equipment (such as generators and air compressors) and 
equipment maintenance and staging areas shall be located as far from 
existing noise-sensitive land uses, as feasible. 

 Shut off  generators when they are not needed. 

 Coordinate deliveries to reduce the potential of  trucks waiting to unload 
and idling for long periods of  time. 

A1-12 The commenter stated that there is inadequate emergency access to the project site and 
that the Riverside County Fire Department has yet to approved the project. The 
commenter also made a general comment that traffic and safety issues are unresolved. In 
response to the commenter, site access would be via two 1-way driveways at the 
southeast corner of  the site from the extension of  Koon Street, which would begin at 
the existing Pourroy Road intersection and end in a cul-de-sac at SR-79. Koon Street 
would link to Pourroy Road and form a 4-leg intersection. Flossie Way will be 
constructed in conjunction with the proposed project with its ultimate width as a local 
road per County of  Riverside design standards. Prior to the opening of  the project, 
TVCS will work with Riverside County to identify onsite traffic signing and striping to 
be implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans for the project. The 
TIA prepared for the proposed project (provided as Appendix H to the IS/MND) 
demonstrated that site access would not create conflicting turning movements or place 
queues for driveways on highways or arterial roadways. Additionally, the project would 
include an emergency-only site access connecting the Koon Street cul-de-sac via rolled 
curbs with SR-79 that would not conflict with traffic on SR-79. The proposed project 
would be constructed with strict adherence to all emergency response plan requirements 
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set forth by the County of  Riverside and Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD). 
Furthermore, vehicular site access and access for emergency vehicles were analyzed by 
the County and RCFD and found to be adequate.  

A1-13 Approximately 85 percent of  project trip generation would consist of  trips already 
generated by the existing Temecula Valley Charter School campus on Abelia Street, 
which would be relocated to the proposed school site. Thus, project trip generation in 
the TIA and IS/MND overestimates new trips that would be added to study area 
roadways. While the TIA identified traffic impacts using the criteria to evaluate impacts 
from typical land development projects (criteria outlined under Section 1.1, Impacts to the 
Circulation System, of  the TIA), deficiencies at various intersections would occur without 
and with the project under the 2018 cumulative traffic conditions, which is the year the 
proposed school would be in operation. As demonstrated in the TIA, in and of  itself, 
the projects traffic generation would not result in an impact at the affected intersections 
under existing plus project traffic conditions. However, addition of  project traffic at 
these intersections in 2018 cumulative traffic conditions, under both cumulative without 
and cumulative with project conditions, would result in impacts. For example, the 
intersection of  Pourroy Road at Pat Road would be deficient without and with the 
project (see Tables 22 and 23 of  the IS/MND). The project’s traffic would add 
additional delay to the impacted intersections under the 2018 cumulative condition, but 
would not result in an impact in and of  itself  without addition of  the cumulative traffic. 
In other words, addition of  the project traffic only (no cumulative traffic added) to the 
impacted intersections would not result in an impact to these intersections.   

 Several funding mechanisms for transportation improvements in Riverside County were 
identified in the TIA (see section 6.2.1, Applicable Funding Mechanisms, of  the TIA), such 
as the Western Riverside Council of  Governments Transportation Uniform Mitigation 
Fee (TUMF) program, the Riverside County Development Impact Fee program, or the 
Road and Bridge Benefit Districts. The County of  Riverside normally requires payment 
of  transportation improvement fees to mitigate local traffic impacts. All development 
projects are required to pay transportation improvement fees unless they are exempt. 
However, as stated in the TIA, the proposed school is exempt from payments of  such 
fees because it is a governmental entity operated by a non-profit, tax-exempt 
corporation, and therefore, it is not subject to the DIF, TUMF, and RBBD fees. 
Furthermore, as noted in the TIA, none of  the impacted intersections were identified in 
the TUMF program, Riverside County Development Impact Fee program, or Road and 
Bridge Benefit Districts. However, all transportation impact fees collected by the County 
build into their system that non-institutional developments are paying the full cost of  
overall development of  the County’s transportation system. Non-institutional growth 
generates the vehicle trips and pays the full cost. The County’s fee program recognizes 
that public institutions are simply serving that growth.   
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With regards to signal warrant calculations, these calculations were performed under 
existing and 2018 scenarios to evaluate the potential need for the installation of  a traffic 
signal at an unsignalized or stop-controlled intersection. The calculations are included in 
appendix J of  the TIA and are based on traffic volumes entering the intersections during 
the peak hour. The signal warrant criteria would not be met at any intersection under 
existing and 2018 scenarios.  

A1-14 As a part of  the TIA, weekday AM and PM peak hour turn movement volumes were 
collected at the study-area intersections on Wednesday, September 14, 2016 when the 
Harvest Hill Steam Academy was in session. Therefore, the traffic evaluation included 
traffic from Harvest Hill Steam Academy. Cumulative projects shown in Figure 12, 
Cumulative Developments Location Map, of  the IS/MND include reasonable and foreseeable 
projects in the near term. The Keller Crossing Specific Plan is not anticipated to be 
developed and occupied in the near term. Consistent with guidelines to prepare traffic 
impact analyses in Riverside County, the TIA provided an analysis of  traffic under near-
term conditions and not long-range general plan conditions.   

A1-15 The study intersections were selected based on the attendance boundaries for the 
school, a review of  residential land uses, the circulation network configuration, and the 
anticipated project trip distribution. As shown in Figure 11, Project Trip Distribution, of  
the IS/MND, the majority of  trips would come from the south and east. In addition, 
Pourroy Road is unpaved north of  the site, therefore nominal traffic related to the 
project is expected along Pourroy Road north of  the site.  

A1-16 According to the County of  Riverside Traffic Impact Guidelines, development 
proposals that include a General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, Zone Change or other 
approval that increases traffic beyond what was approved in the General Plan is required 
to perform a buildout analysis to assess long-term impacts. Schools are permitted in the 
R-R zoning with a Public Use Permit and do not require general plan level analyses; the 
proposed project also does not require or involve a General Plan Amendment, Specific 
Plan, or Zone Change. The traffic impact analysis evaluated traffic conditions for near-
term conditions with traffic from the development of  reasonable and foreseeable 
projects (cumulative projects) at project open year  

A1-17 The recommendations provided in page 44 of  the TIA are included in Figure 13, Project 
Site Access Improvements, and page 128 of  the IS/MND. Note that the recommendation to 
construct and pave a section of  385 feet of  Pourroy Road is part of  the project 
description on page 3 of  the IS/MND. 

A1-18 The thresholds of  significance are applicable to all roadways and intersections, as 
described on page 116 of  the IS/MND. 
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A1-19 The comment brings up the issue of  a potential noise environment conflict with the 
County’s General Plan. As discussed above in response to Comment A1-10, the 
IS/MND clearly stated that the expected exterior sound levels were higher than the 
normally acceptable classification of  the County’s Noise-Land Use Compatibility matrix.  
The IS/MND was trying to be informative to the readers to acknowledge that the 
incompatibility existed and would have to be addressed in the Count’s permitting phase 
of  development; just not in the CEQA clearance portion of  the project. Also, as 
discussed above in response to Comments A1-7 and A1-10, the effects of  the 
environment’s impacts onto a proposed (or existing) project are no longer subject to a 
CEQA significance conclusion per the CBIA v BAAQMD ruling. Additionally, part of  
the conditions of  approval for this project with respect to both the Planning 
Department and the Building Department is a requirement for a sound insulation study, 
per established County requirements, that will address this situation. 

A1-20 See response to Comments A1-1 through A1-19, above. Per the responses provided 
above and as demonstrated in the IS/MND, the project’s impacts were all evaluated in 
sufficient detail and all impacts were reduced to a level of  less than significant. 
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LETTER R1 – Rick and Kelly Croy (1 page) 
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R1. Response to Comments from Rick and Kelly Croy, dated August 1, 2017. 

R1-1 The comment asks how project traffic can be accommodated on one two-lane road 
(Koon Street and Pourroy Road are each two-lane roadways). All project-generated trips 
are estimated to travel through the intersection of  Pourroy Road and Pat Road, the 
nearest intersection to the project site studied in the project’s Transportation Impact 
Analysis (TIA; provided as Appendix H to the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration [IS/MND]). The TIA determined that in existing plus project conditions 
(that is, direct project impacts) the level of  service at the intersection of  Pourroy Road 
and Pat Road would be C in the AM peak hour and B in the PM peak hour; both levels 
of  service are acceptable per Riverside County standards. Therefore, the existing and 
proposed two-lane roadways could accommodate project-generated traffic, and no 
revision to the IS/MND is needed.  

R1-2 The commenter inquired whether a secondary emergency access point is required for 
fire. As shown in Figure 6, Site Plan, of  the IS/MND, a fire lane would extend over 
paved areas around the school buildings. Emergency access to the school site would be 
provided via Koon Street, which would include a striped center lane. The cul-de-sac 
proposed at the end of  Koon Street would also include rolled curbs, which would 
provide secondary emergency access to the school site from SR-79 in the event it is 
needed for emergency vehicles. The proposed project’s emergency access improvements 
and features were reviewed and approved by the County Transportation Department 
and Riverside County Fire Department.   

R1-3 Regarding the commenters concerns about speeding cars, drivers are not supposed to 
drive faster than is reasonable or prudent having due regard for things like weather, 
visibility, and traffic and road conditions. Drivers must always use judgement and 
consider prevailing conditions. Prima Facie Speed limits are basically default speed limits. 
On these roads, which are in a school zone and a residential area, the prima facie speed 
limit is 25 miles per hour. The designs of  roadways and intersections that would be built 
as part of  the project would not create conflicting turning movements or place queues 
for driveways on highways or arterial roadways. The project would not modify the design 
or layout of  the segments of  Pourroy Road and Keller Road north of  the project site 
and would not create an unsafe hazardous condition.  

R1-4 The commenter’s dissatisfaction with notification and outreach to nearby residents is 
noted. Notification of  neighbors included mailing copies of  the Notice of  
Intent/Notice of  Availability to residents and owners of  properties within 600 feet of  
the project site. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for 
public review, including posting on the County Planning Department’s website. 
Notification exceeded the requirements of  CEQA.  
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 Additionally, in response to the public comments received at the Riverside County 
Planning Commission meeting of  August 2, 2017, regarding the lack of  community 
outreach and various project issues and concerns raised by surrounding residents, the 
Planning Commission continued the project to the September 6, 2017, Planning 
Commission meeting in order to provide the Temecula Valley Charter School ample 
time to meet with the surrounding community residents to discuss and provide 
responses and solutions to the issues and concerns raised. Meetings with the 
surrounding community residents were held at the offices of  the Temecula Valley 
Charter School on August 10 and August 24, 2017. 

R1-5 The comment regarding the potential future sale of  alcohol within the planned 
commercial development south of  the school site, across Koon Street, is not directed to 
the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged, included in the 
official environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER R2 - Rita Flenoid (2 pages) 
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R2. Response to Comments from Rita Flenoid, dated August 1, 2017. 

R2-1 The comment regarding easements and surveying is not directed to the technical 
adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged, included in the official 
environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision-makers for their review and consideration.  
 

 The commenter’s dissatisfaction with notification and outreach to nearby residents is 
noted. Notification of  neighbors included mailing copies of  the Notice of  
Intent/Notice of  Availability to residents and owners of  properties within 600 feet of  
the project site. The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for 
public review, including posting on the County Planning Department’s website. 
Notification exceeded the requirements of  CEQA.  

 Additionally, in response to the public comments received at the Riverside County 
Planning Commission meeting of  August 2, 2017, regarding the lack of  community 
outreach and various project issues and concerns raised by surrounding residents, the 
Planning Commission continued the project to the September 6, 2017, Planning 
Commission meeting in order to provide the Temecula Valley Charter School ample 
time to meet with the surrounding community residents to discuss and provide 
responses and solutions to the issues and concerns raised. Meetings with the 
surrounding community residents were held at the offices of  the Temecula Valley 
Charter School on August 10 and August 24, 2017. 

R2-2 The comment is not directed to the technical adequacy of  the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The comment is acknowledged, included in the 
official environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R2-3 See response to Comment R2-1, above. 

R2-4 The comment generally discusses buffer zones for affected neighbors and parking issues 
and mentions property animals. However, no specific details or rational related to these 
concerns was provided. Additionally, the comment is not directed to the technical 
adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged, included in the official 
environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision-makers for their review and consideration. However, with regards to 
parking, the commenter should be aware that parking will be prohibited along the entire 
stretch of  Koon Street, once this road is improved.  

R2-5 Proposed vehicular site access is described in Section 1.3, Project Description, of  the 
IS/MND. All vehicular traffic, including school buses would access the site via Pourroy 
Road and Koon Street. Project development would also include paving approximately 
385 feet of  Pourroy Road extending south from the intersection of  Koon Street to a 



T E M E C U L A  V A L L E Y  C H A R T E R  S C H O O L  I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N   
C O U N T Y  O F  R I V E R S I D E  

Response to Comments 

Page 34 PlaceWorks 

currently paved portion of  Pourroy Road. The roadways and intersections that would be 
built as part of  the project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all 
required County of  Riverside standards and would not create conflicting turning 
movements or place queues for driveways on highways or arterial roadways. 

R2-6 Project noise impacts were adequately analyzed in Section 3.12, Noise, of  the IS/MND. 
As substantiated in this section, impacts related to noise would be less than significant. 

R2-7 Project air quality, drainage and traffic impacts were adequately analyzed in their 
respective topical sections of  the IS/MND: Sections 3.3, Air Quality, 3.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and 3.16, Transportation/Traffic. As substantiated in these sections, impacts 
related to air quality, drainage and traffic would be less than significant. 

With regards to parking, the commenter should be aware that parking will be prohibited 
along the entire stretch of  Koon Street and Pourroy Road, once these roads are 
improved. 
 
The comment asks about traffic control on Pourroy Road and Keller Road. Signal 
warrant analyses were conducted for the intersections of  Pourroy Road with Pat Road 
and Skyview Road as a part of  the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared for the 
proposed project (TIA; provided as Appendix H to the IS/MND); as concluded in the 
TIA, warrants were not met for either intersection. Additionally, project traffic is not 
anticipated to use Keller Road and therefore, the project would not create a need for 
traffic control measures on Keller Road.  

R2-8 See response to Comment R2-1, above. 

R2-9 See response to Comment R2-1, above.  

R2-10 The comment is not directed to the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment 
is acknowledged, included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, 
and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 

R2-11 The comment is not directed to the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment 
is acknowledged, included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, 
and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 

R2-12 The comment regarding increase in crime and horses is not directed to the technical 
adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged, included in the official 
environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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R2-13 The comment regarding the type of  land merger process is not directed to the technical 
adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged, included in the official 
environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R2-14 The proposed hours of  operation for the charter school are discussed in Subsection 
1.3.2, Project Operation, of  the IS/MND. Lighting impacts and associated regulations are 
discussed in Section 1, Aesthetics, of  the IS/MND. Noise and traffic impacts and their 
related regulations are discussed in Sections 3.12, Noise, and 3.16, Transportation and 
Traffic, respectively, of  the IS/MND.  

R2-15 The wall comment is not directed to the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The 
comment is acknowledged, included in the official environmental record of  the 
proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for 
their review and consideration.  

R2-16 The comment is not directed to the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment 
is acknowledged, included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, 
and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 
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LETTER R3 – Dennis F. Tuffin (4 pages) 
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R3. Response to Comments from Dennis F. Tuffin, dated August 1, 2017. 

R3-1 The commenter expressed his general concerns and objections with the proposed 
project. The comment is acknowledged, included in the official environmental record of  
the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. 

R3-2 The commenter discussed concerns regarding the rural and unpaved nature of  the roads 
in the project area, and how the unpaved condition results in safety issues in the area.  
The roadway and circulation recommendations provided in page 44 of  the 
Transportation Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project (TIA; provided in 
Appendix H of  the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration [IS/MND]) are 
included in Figure 13, Project Site Access Improvements, and page 128 of  the IS/MND. As 
noted in Figure 13, in addition to constructing Koon Street to its ultimate width, project 
development would include paving approximately 385 feet of  Pourroy Road extending 
south from the intersection of  Koon Street to a currently paved portion of  Pourroy 
Road. 

 The comments of  how Harvest Hill Steam Academy’s impacts were not included in the 
proposed project’s conditions of  approval, the schools poor planning and the proximity 
of  the school to the proposed charter school site are not directed to the technical 
adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comments are acknowledged, included in the official 
environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

The commenter also noted that the traffic generated by the nearby Harvest Hill Steam 
Academy was not included in the TIA prepared for the proposed project. As a part of  
the TIA, weekday AM and PM peak hour turn movement volumes were collected at the 
study-area intersections on Wednesday, September 14, 2016 when the Harvest Hill 
Steam Academy was in session. Therefore, the traffic evaluation included traffic from 
Harvest Hill Steam Academy. 

R3-3 The commenter stated that the County Planning Department has not recommended or 
conditioned that all recommended improvements of  the proposed charter school be 
required for approval. The roadway and circulation recommendations provided in page 
44 of  the TIA prepared for the proposed project (TIA; provided in Appendix H of  the 
IS/MND), which are included in Figure 13, Project Site Access Improvements, and page 128 
of  the IS/MND, are a part of  the project development and will be required to be 
implemented by the County. Implementation of  the roadway and circulation 
improvements will be ensured through the County’s development review and permitting 
process, and through adherence to the project’s conditions of  approval. For example, 
condition of  approval 10.TRANS 006 states: “The associated conditions of  approval 
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incorporate mitigation measures identified in the traffic study, which are necessary to 
achieve or maintain the required level of  service.” 

R3-4 The comments regarding the traffic issues of  the existing Harvest Hill Steam Academy 
are not related to the proposed project or directed to the technical adequacy of  the 
IS/MND. The comments are acknowledged, included in the official environmental 
record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate County 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R3-5 The commenter asserted that the construction and paving of  Koon Street by the charter 
school, which will serve as the vehicular access to the school site from Pourroy Road, 
will be constructed over property not owned by the charter school but instead dedicated 
by the owner/developer of  a failed commercial development on the property to the 
south. The commenters assertion is incorrect. Koon Street, which is currently 
designated as a paper street in the County’s General Plan, will be developed on County-
owned right-of-way. The entire stretch of  Koon Street, from Pourroy Road to SR-79, is 
owned by County of  Riverside. Additionally, the charter school is dedicating additional 
school property to increase the right-of-way of  Koon Street, as required by the County’s 
Transportation Department.  

 Additionally, the project’s traffic, circulation and access impacts were adequately analyzed 
in the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA; provided as Appendix H to the IS/MND) 
that was prepared for the proposed project, which was the basis of  the traffic analysis 
provided in Section 3.16, Transportation/Traffic, of  the IS/MND. As substantiated in the 
TIA and Section 3.16, project-related impacts traffic, circulation and access were deemed 
to be less than significant.  

R3-6 The commenter made a general comment about the inappropriateness of  the school site 
per the current Department of  Education school siting standards. The comment is not 
directed to the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comments are acknowledged, 
included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be 
forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 

R3-7 The commenter made a general comment regarding the Highway 79 Policy Area and the 
inadequacy of  the policy are to support the proposed project. No specific details or 
rational as to why was provided. However, the proposed project’s consistency with the 
Highway 79 Policy Area is discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of  the 
IS/MND.  As demonstrated in this section, the project is consistent with the policies of  
this policy area.  

 With regards to the need for Caltrans to be consulted on the project’s impacts on SR-79, 
the County Transportation Department has coordinated and consulted with Caltrans 
regarding the proposed project and its related traffic impacts and improvements.  
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R3-8 The commenter made a general comment regarding the lack of  study of  approved and 
implied projects using Koon Street west of  SR-79. Cumulative projects shown in Figure 
12, Cumulative Developments Location Map, of  the IS/MND include reasonable and 
foreseeable projects in the near term, which is consistent with guidelines to prepare 
traffic impact analyses in Riverside County. Therefore, all applicable near-term 
cumulative projects were included in the cumulative traffic analysis of  the TIA.  

R3-9 The commenter noted that there was a lack of  clarity regarding emergency access and 
concerns with emergency access from SR-79. As noted above in response to Comment 
A1-3 of  the Law Offices of  Abigail Smith, the following text of  Section 3.1, Project 
Description, of  the IS/MND (page 3) has been revised for clarification. Changes made to 
the IS/MND are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined 
text to signify additions. 

Access and Parking 

School site access would be via Koon Street, currently designated as a paper street in 
the County’s General Plan, which would begin at the Flossie Way/Pourroy Road 
intersection, extend along the project site’s southern boundary and end in a cul-de-
sac at SR-79. School access from the Koon Street cul-de-sac would be via two 1-way 
driveways forming an elongated one-way loop next to the east site boundary, with 
the school’s 100-space parking lot in the center of  the loop. A fire lane would 
extend over paved areas around the school buildings. A flow-through student drop-
off  lane would loop around the periphery of  the parking lot. 

As shown in Figure 6, a fire lane would extend over paved areas around the school 
buildings. Emergency access to the school site would be provide via Koon Street, 
which would include a striped center lane. The cul-de-sac proposed at the end of  
Koon Street would also include rolled curbs, which would provide secondary 
emergency access to the school site from SR-79 in the event it is needed for 
emergency vehicles.  

The existing dirt access road onsite that connects to SR-79 (see Figure 3, Aerial 
Photograph) would be eliminated and no longer provide vehicular access to the 
project site in any way. As noted above, vehicular access would be provided via 
Koon Street. While Emergency vehicular access would also be provided via Koon 
Street, with secondary emergency access from SR-79 available via the rolled curbs 
of  the cul-de-sac at the terminus of  Koon Street. 
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R3-10 The commenter outlined general concerns regarding air quality and noise, as well as 
buffering between existing neighborhoods. However, no specific details or rational 
related to these concerns was provided. The project’s impacts associated with aesthetics, 
air quality, and noise are outlined in Sections 3.1, Aesthetics, 3.3, Air Quality, and 3.12, 
Noise, of  the IS/MND. As substantiated in these sections, impacts related to aesthetics, 
air quality and noise would be less than significant. 

Additionally, the school is planned to be at the far east end of  the property and the 
remaining natural knoll on the western portion of  the site will remain, and therefore, 
provide a natural buffer for residents to the west. 

R3-11 The commenter outlined concerns regarding the safety of  students walking to the 
school, lack of  walls along SR-79, and pedestrians running across SR-79 to access the 
school. Being that the children attending the charter school are of  elementary- and 
middle-school age and due to the proposed location of  the school, it is anticipated that 
students will be dropped off  by their parents on a daily basis. However, a public 
sidewalk is proposed along the entire stretch of  Koon Street. The charter school will 
also implement all necessary student safety measures before, during and after school 
hours to ensure the safety of  the students. With regards to the comment about walls, the 
proposed charter school will be completely fenced on all side, which is provided 
primarily to protect students during school hours. Direct access from SR-79, for either 
pedestrian or vehicles, is not provided nor proposed. Also, it is safe to say that no 
reasonable parent would stop along SR-79 to drop off  their grade-school child and have 
them run across SR-79.  

R3-12 See response to Comment R3-9, above.  

R3-13 The commenter outlined general concerns regarding flooding and stormwater plans. 
However, no specific details or rational related to these concerns was provided. The 
project’s impacts associated with flooding and drainage are outlined in Section 3.19, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the IS/MND. As substantiated in this section, impacts 
related to flooding and drainage would be less than significant. Additionally, the County 
Transportation Department is reviewing the site-specific, design-level hydrology and 
grading plans to ensure that all drainage and flooding issues are adequately addressed. 
Design and construction of  the charter school will be required to follow these approved 
plans. 

R3-14 See responses to Comments R3-13, above, and R3-15, below.   
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R3-15 The commenter noted that the following agencies and their expertise relative to this 
project should be sought: Caltrans, South Coast Air Quality Management District, and 
San Diego and Santa Margarita Regional Water Quality Control District. With regards to 
the need for Caltrans to be consulted on the project’s impacts on SR-79, the County 
Transportation Department has coordinated and consulted with Caltrans regarding the 
proposed project and its related traffic impacts and improvements. Additionally, through 
their development review and permitting process, the County Transportation 
Department coordinated with and involved the appropriate water quality control 
district(s) in the review of  the proposed project and its associated drainage impacts and 
improvements. Furthermore, the County involves and coordinates with SCAQMD 
(when necessary or required) in the review of  development projects.  
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LETTER R4 – Kirk R. Gurling (2 pages) 
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R4. Response to Comments from Kirk R. Gurling, dated August 1, 2017. 

R4-1 The commenter requested a continuance of  the Planning Commission hearing due to 
lack of  community outreach. In response to the public comments received at the 
Riverside County Planning Commission meeting of  August 2, 2017, regarding the lack 
of  community outreach and various project issues and concerns raised by surrounding 
residents, the Planning Commission continued the project to the September 6, 2017, 
Planning Commission meeting in order to provide the Temecula Valley Charter School 
ample time to meet with the surrounding community residents to discuss and provide 
responses and solutions to the issues and concerns raised. Meetings with the 
surrounding community residents were held at the offices of  the Temecula Valley 
Charter School on August 10 and August 24, 2017. 

R4-2 The commenter expressed opposition to the proposed project. The comment is 
acknowledged, included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, 
and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 

R4-3 The commenter made a general comment about the inappropriateness of  the location 
of  the school site. The comment is not directed to the technical adequacy of  the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The comment is acknowledged, 
included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be 
forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 

R4-4 The commenter asserted that the assumptions made by the Riverside County Planning 
Commission and its affiliates regarding traffic and circulation render the traffic, air and 
noise studies inaccurate and deeply flawed. The commenters assertions are incorrect and 
unsupported. The analysis, findings and conclusions provided in Sections 3.3, Air 
Quality, 3.12, Noise, and 3.16, Transportation/Traffic, of  the IS/MND are based in part on 
the detailed technical analyses/reports prepared for each of  these environmental topics, 
all of  which were included in the technical appendices of  the IS/MND and reviewed 
and approved by the County of  Riverside for use in the IS/MND.  

 The commenter also asserted that parents driving kids to the school will drop them off  
along county-maintained dirt roads, parents will park in non-delineated parking areas 
while blocking driveways, project will cause issues with equestrian uses, and parents will 
drop off  their kids on the opposite side of  SR-79. The commenters assertions are 
incorrect and unsupported. The charter school will implement all necessary student 
safety measures before, during and after school hours to ensure the safety of  the 
students—these include but are not limited to traffic monitors and prohibiting parents 
from traveling on dirt roads. Also, any violations can be reported to the school and will 
be dealt with promptly and effectively. With regards to parents parking in non-delineated 
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parking areas, the commenter should be aware that parking will be prohibited along the 
entire stretch of  Koon Street and Pourroy Road, once these roads are improved. 
Additionally, the idea that a parent would park along the dirt roads of  Flossie Way to the 
east or Pourroy Road to the northwest (or any other dirt road in the area) of  the school 
site is highly unlikely. As noted above, the charter school will implement all necessary 
student safety measures; also, parents will be required to adhere to the school’s drop-off  
and pick-up times and requirements. Furthermore, it is safe to say that no reasonable 
parent would stop along SR-79 to drop off  their grade-school child and have them run 
across SR-79. 

 The commenter also stated that law enforcement officers continue to allow traffic, 
access and parking issues to persist at the current charter school location, and that the 
lack of  enforcement of  traffic laws by police departments with jurisdiction over these 
issues is obvious and cannot be relied on. The commenters concern regarding law 
enforcement and the implementation of  traffic laws at the existing charter school site 
are not directed to the technical adequacy of  the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (IS/MND). The comment is acknowledged, included in the official 
environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

 Finally, the commenter asserted that the amount of  traffic created by the charter school 
will render SR-79 anything but an expressway, as delineated by Caltrans. The 
commenters assertions are incorrect and unsupported. The Transportation Impact 
Analysis (TIA) prepared for the proposed project (included as Appendix H to the 
IS/MND), was reviewed and approved by the County of  Riverside for use in the 
IS/MND. As substantiated in the TIA, no impacts to SR-79 would occur as a result of  
project development.   

R4-5 The commenter made a general assertion that residents that rely on this route to exit 
their neighborhood will be severely delated and necessary response times unnecessarily 
delayed. However, the route in question was not mentioned and no specific details or 
rational related to this concern was provided. The project’s impacts associated with 
traffic and emergency access are outlined in Sections 3.16, Transportation/Traffic, of  the 
IS/MND. As substantiated in Section 3.16, impacts related to traffic and emergency 
access would be less than significant. Additionally, the projects proposed roadway and 
circulation improvements have been reviewed by the County Transportation 
Department and Riverside County Fire Department, and recommended for approval. 

R4-6 The commenter stated that the project’s drainage study is inaccurate because it fails to 
recognize the current water courses accurately, and that project’s runoff  calculations are 
only a wild calculation due to upstream-approved developments not being designed or 
built yet. The commenters assertions are incorrect and unsupported. The analysis, 
findings and conclusions provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of  the 
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IS/MND are based in part on the preliminary Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) prepared for the proposed project, for which a complete copy of  this report 
was made available for review at the County of  Riverside Planning Department, as 
noted at the beginning of  Section 3.9 (page 86). The preliminary WQMP accurately 
outlines the current water courses that affect drainage (e.g., pattern, quantities) in the 
project area. Also, the hydrology calculations prepared by the project’s civil engineer 
were used as the basis for determining the project’s drainage and water quality features 
described in the preliminary WQMP. The runoff  calculations were not random and wild 
calculations or guestimates as asserted by the commenter—they were based on 
established calculation methods and rates for calculating runoff  in this area of  Riverside 
County.  

Additionally, the preliminary WQMP was reviewed and approved for use by the 
Riverside County Transportation Department. The County’s review and approval further 
ensures that all necessary and applicable information and calculations were provided in 
the preliminary WQMP. Furthermore, and for clarification, Condition of  Approval 
60.TRANS 005 requires the project applicant to submit a final WQMP to the County 
Transportation Department for review and approval. Submittal of  a final WQMP is a 
standard requirement of  the County, and preparation of  the final WQMP is based on 
the preliminary WQMP prepared for the proposed project.  

R4-7 The comment generally made mention of  the need for buffers for affected neighbors. 
However, no specific details or rational related to this concern was provided. The 
project’s impacts associated with aesthetics are outlined in Sections 3.1, Aesthetics, of  the 
IS/MND. Additionally, the school is planned to be at the far east end of  the property 
and the remaining natural knoll on the western portion of  the site will remain, and 
therefore, provide a natural buffer for residents to the west. 

R4-8 The proposed hours of  operation and parking for the charter school are discussed in 
Section 1.3.2, Project Operation, of  the IS/MND. Lighting impacts and associated 
regulations are discussed in Section 1, Aesthetics, of  the IS/MND. Noise and traffic 
impacts and their related regulations are discussed in Sections 3.12, Noise, and 3.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, respectively, of  the IS/MND. 

R4-9 The commenter doubts that the adjacent commercial property was considered when 
evaluating any cumulative negative effects relative to traffic, air quality, noise, lighting, or 
compatibility. With regards to cumulative impacts associated with air quality, noise, 
lighting or compatibility, CEQA requires that such cumulative impacts be analyzed in 
context of  the existing conditions on the ground at the time of  preparation of  the 
environmental document for a proposed development project. Cumulative impacts 
related to these topics only need to consider existing conditions and not future potential 
uses or conditions. Since the property to the south has always been and remains vacant, 
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cumulative impacts of  a potential future commercial use being developed on that 
property are not required to be included in IS/MND prepared for the proposed project.  

With regards to cumulative traffic impacts, cumulative projects shown in Figure 8, 
Cumulative Developments Location Map, of  the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) 
prepared for the proposed project (which was reproduced as Figure 12, Cumulative 
Developments Location Map, in the IS/MND) include reasonable and foreseeable projects 
in the near term, which is consistent with guidelines to prepare traffic impact analyses in 
Riverside County. Therefore, all applicable near-term cumulative projects were included 
in the cumulative traffic analysis of  the TIA, including the future commercial 
development to the south. 

R4-10 The comment regarding the potential future sale of  alcohol within the planned 
commercial development south of  the school site, across Koon Street, is not directed to 
the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged, included in the 
official environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate County decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R4-11 The comment regarding the type of  land merger process is not directed to the technical 
adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged, included in the official 
environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
County decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

R4-12 The commenter made a general comment about the inappropriateness of  the school site 
per the current Department of  Education school siting standards. The comment is not 
directed to the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comments are acknowledged, 
included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, and will be 
forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. 

R4-13  The comment is not directed to the technical adequacy of  the IS/MND. The comment 
is acknowledged, included in the official environmental record of  the proposed project, 
and will be forwarded to the appropriate County decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. See also response to Comment R4-1, above.  


























































































































































































































































































































































