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1. Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This document includes a compilation of  the public comments received on the St. Frances of  Rome Church 
Project Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (collectively, “MND”; State Clearinghouse No. 
2019109054) and the City of  Wildomar’s (City) responses to the comments.  

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a lead agency is not required to prepare formal 
responses to comments on an MND. However, CEQA requires the City to have adequate information on the 
record explaining why the comments do not affect the conclusion of  the MND that there are no potentially 
significant environmental effects. In the spirit of  public disclosure and engagement, the City—as the lead 
agency—has responded to all written comments submitted on the MND during the 30-day public review 
period, which began October 22, 2019, and ended November 20, 2019.  

1.2 DOCUMENT FORMAT  
Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and the content of  this document.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and persons commenting on the 
MND, copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and individual responses to written 
comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a 
letter. Individual comments for each letter have been numbered, and the letter is followed by responses with 
references to the corresponding comment number. 

Section 3, Revisions to the MND. This section contains revisions to the MND text and figures as a result of  
the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors and 
omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the MND for public review.  

Appendix A, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This document lists all the mitigation 
measures required for implementation of  the project, the phase in which the measures would be implemented, 
and the enforcement agency responsible for compliance. The monitoring program provides 1) a mechanism 
for giving the lead agency staff  and decision makers feedback on the effectiveness of  their actions; 2) a learning 
opportunity for improved mitigation measures on future projects; and 3) a means of  identifying corrective 
actions, if  necessary, before irreversible environmental damage occurs. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (b) outlines parameters for submitting comments on negative declarations 
and reminds persons and public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  MND’s should be on the 
proposed findings that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. If  the commenter 
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believes that the project may have a significant effect, they should: (1) Identify the specific effect, (2) Explain 
why they believe the effect would occur, and (3) Explain why they believe the effect would be significant. 

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

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

Finally, CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies 
need only respond to potentially significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the environmental document.  
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2. Response to Comments 
This section provides all written comments received on the circulated MND and the City’s response to each 
comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 
of  the MND are excerpted in this document, they are indented. The following is a list of  all comment letters 
received on the circulated MND during the public review period. 

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

A Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District October 29, 2019 5 

B Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Arysa Gonzalez Romero October 30, 2019 9 

C CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire Department, Adria Reinertson November 13, 2019 13 

D Department of Toxic Substances Control November 15, 2019 17 

E Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians, Cheryl Madrigal November 19, 2019 23 

F Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse  November 20, 2019 27 
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LETTER A –Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Deborah De Chambeau. (2 
pages) 
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A. Response to Comments from Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, Deborah De Chambeau, Engineering Project Manager, dated October 29, 2019. 

A-1 The commenter indicates that the project site is located with the District’s Wildomar 
Valley Area Drainage Plan, and states that if  additional impervious surface area is created, 
applicable fees should be paid to the Flood Control District or the City prior to the 
issuance of  grading or building permits. The commenter also states that the District’s 
previous comments, dated February 21, 2019, which stated that the project involves the 
District proposed Master Drainage Plan facilities for which the District will accept 
ownership on written request of  the City, are still valid. 

 The proposed project design was specifically modified to reflect the comments of  
February 21, 2019. Payment of  Flood Control fees is required by Section 16.32.040 of  the 
Wildomar Municipal Code. 

A-2 The commenter states that the proposed project may require a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the State Water Resources Control 
Board, and that if  the proposed project involves a Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) mapped floodplain, then the City should require the applicant to provide 
all studies, calculations, and other information required to meet FEMA requirements. The 
commenter also states that if  a natural watercourse or mapped floodplain is impacted by 
this project, the City should require the applicant to obtain a Section 1602 Agreement 
from the California Department of  Fish and Wildlife and a Clean Water Act Section 404 
Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers.  

As the proposed project involves clearing, grading, or excavation that causes soil 
disturbance of  one or more acres, it is subject to the provisions of  the NPDES. The 
project site is not within a FEMA mapped floodplain; the project site is within Zone X, 
indicating minimal risk of  flooding, and therefore, the proposed project is not required to 
submit documentation to meet the FEMA mapped floodplain requirements. The project 
applicant would prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and would 
implement best management practices (BMPs) to ensure that impacts to natural 
watercourses or mapped floodplains are minimized. As stated on Page 42 of  the IS/MND, 
the proposed project is developed with asphalt and buildings and in use as a church. There 
are no wetlands or water courses on the project site.  
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LETTER B – Agua Caliente Band of  Cahuilla Indians, Arysa Gonzales Romero. (1 page) 
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B. Response to Comments from Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Arysa Gonzalez 
Romero, Historic Preservation Technician, dated October 30, 2019. 

B-1 The commenter states that a records check revealed that this project is not located within 
the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area, and therefore, defer to other tribes in the area. The 
commenter indicates that this letter concludes consultation. 

 The City thanks the Tribe for their response and acknowledges that consultation has been 
concluded.  
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LETTER C – CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire Department, Adria Reinertson, Deputy Fire Marshal (1 page) 
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C. Response to Comments from CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire Department, Adria 
Reinertson, Deputy Fire Marshal, dated November 13, 2019. 

C-1 The comment states that the Fire Department Strategic Planning Bureau has received and 
reviewed the Initial Study and does not have comments at this time. The comment states 
that if  and when the project is approved, the planning case and subsequent construction 
plans will be reviewed by the Elsinore/Wildomar Office.  

 The comment is noted, and the City will provide the planning case and subsequent 
construction plans to the Elsinore/Wildomar Office if  the proposed project is approved. 
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LETTER D – Department of  Toxic Substances Control, Chia Rin Yen, Environmental Scientist (3 pages) 
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D. Response to Comments from Department of Toxic Substances Control, Chia Rin Yen, 
Environmental Scientists, dated November 15, 2019.  

D-1 The commenter states that the DTSC disagrees with the recommendation of  the Phase I ESA 
prepared for the proposed project because residual chemical related chemicals may be found in 
the soil and states that emissions of  potential soil impacted by agricultural related chemicals 
during the soil stockpiling and transportation should be evaluated in the Initial Study. 

 The proposed project has been used as church and gathering site since 1961. The project site 
has been graded several times to provide for construction since 1961, and the grounds have been 
maintained with landscaping. As shown in Figure 3, Aerial Photograph of  the IS/MND, the site 
is currently developed with buildings, paved and gravel parking, and accessory structures.  

The commenter expresses concern that historical use of  agricultural chemicals prior to 1961 
could result in contaminated soils leading to dust from construction or hauling of  materials 
to/from the project site. The IS/MND addresses construction impacts beginning on Page 35 
of  the IS/MND, and references construction requirements established by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403. Table 1 of  Rule 403 lists several best 
management practices (BMP) that will control dust during all phases of  construction, including 
clearing and grubbing, cut and fill, disturbed soil, earth moving activities and hauling of  
materials. Examples of  required BMPs include soil stabilization, covering of  loads, watering of  
unpaved or exposed soils, etc. The precise combination of  BMPs used for the project will 
depend on the type of  construction outlined in the improvement plans submitted as part of  the 
construction permit. As shown on Figure 4, Site Plan, completion of  project will further cover 
the soil, and will continue to maintain the landscaping on the project site.  

There is nothing in the record that suggests the materials on the project site are contaminated. 
In preparing this response, Brian Brennan of  EFI Global, the firm that prepared the Phase 1, 
was contacted and stated that conventional dust control methods as required by SCAQMD Rule 
403 would be adequate to address this issue.   

D-2 The commenter states that the transportation of  soil potentially impacted by agricultural related 
chemicals should also be discussed in the Initial Study. 

 On page 34 of  the IS/MND, it states that approximately 1,100 cubic yards of  materials would 
be exported from the site. This would be all material, including building materials, and may 
include some soil. As stated in response to D-1, there is no evidence to suggest that the soil is 
contaminated, and SCAQMD dust control measures will address dust associated with 
construction.   

D-3 The commenter states that if  demolition is being planned, an investigation should be conducted 
for the presence of  other related hazardous chemicals such as lead-based paints or products, 
mercury, and asbestos containing materials. 
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 The proposed project would not result in demolition, and as a result, the presence of  other 
related hazardous chemicals would not occur. Nonetheless, the proposed project would comply 
with all local, state, and federal laws regarding hazardous materials.  

D-4 The commenter indicates that any investigation and/or remediation should be conducted under 
a workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency that has jurisdiction to oversee 
hazardous substance cleanups. 

 See response to comments D-1 and D-3. 

D-5 The commenter states that if  backfilling activities are required, DTSC recommends the imported 
fill materials be characterized in accordance with the Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill 
Material to minimize the possibility of  introducing contaminated soil onto the site. 

 The proposed project would require cut and fill for the site, which would disturb topsoil. The 
proposed project would comply with Chapter 33 of  the 2016 California Building Code related 
to grading and excavation, as well as other applicable building regulations and standard 
construction techniques. 
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LETTER E – Rincon Band of  Luiseno Indians, Cheryl Madrigal, Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer/Cultural Resource Manager (1 page) 
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E. Response to Comments from Rincon Band of Luiseno Mission Indians, Cheryl Madrigal, 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer/Cultural Resource Manager, dated November 19, 2019. 

E-1 The commenter states that the Rincon Band of  Luiseno Indians is in agreement with the 
proposed mitigation measures as provided in the MND, and states that the Rincon Band 
of  Luiseno Indians would like to be considered for Luiseno Tribal Monitoring if  Soboba 
or Pechanga are unavailable. The commenter also asks that Mitigation Measures TRI-5 
b.iii. be revised to add “Riverside County.”  

 This minor revision can be found in Section 3, Revisions to the MND, in this Final MND.  
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LETTER F – Governor’s Office of  Planning and Research State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan, Director, 
State Clearinghouse (1 page) 
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F. Response to Comments from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State 
Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, dated November 20, 2019. 

F-1 The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the project MND to 
selected state agencies for review and that comments from the responding state agency is 
available on the CEQA database.  

 The City received and responded to the responding agency, Department of  Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC). See response to comments for Letter D, above. 
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3. Revisions to the MND 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the MND based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time 
of  the MND publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section includes additional clarification to 
mitigation requirements included in the MND. The provision of  these additional mitigation measures does not 
alter any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the MND. Changes made to the MND are identified 
here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions.  

3.2 MND REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the MND. 

Page 15, Section IV, Executive Summary, and Pages 105 through 106, Section VI. 19, Tribal Cultural Resources, was 
updated in response to comment E-1 to reflect the revision to Mitigation Measure TRI-5 b.iii. The following 
text is revised to include the addition of  “Riverside County” in the Mitigation Measure. 

TRI-5 b.iii. Only if  (i) and (ii) above cannot be employed, curation shall be arranged with an appropriate 
qualified repository that meets federal standards per 36 CFR Part 79. The cultural resources would 
be professionally curated and made available to other archaeologists/researchers/tribal 
governments for further research and culturally appropriate use. The collections and associated 
records shall be transferred to a curation facility in Riverside County meeting the above federal 
standards to be accompanied by a curation agreement and payment of  any fees necessary for 
permanent curation.  
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