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SECTION 1.0:  SOBOBA FINAL EIS - SUMMARY COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  

 
Information provided in Section 1.0 summarizes the major comments and provides responses to 
comments received during the two comment periods provided for the Final EIS.  The reader is 
directed to Section 2.0 for a list of all commenters that submitted comments on the Final EIS, as 
well as the comments provided during these periods.   
 
1.0 GENERAL 

COMMENTS: 

The Riverside Board of Supervisors adopted a Resolution on September 15, 2009, 
expressing concern with the Draft EIS and opposing approval of the project in its 
present form. What will the Tribe do with the property not currently planned for 
development?  The Final EIS needs to identify this project as an “off-reservation” 
acquisition.  The Final EIS does not address the operation of two casinos as 
allowed under the 1999 Compact.  The project would create islands of 
city/county/state jurisdiction within the trust lands, which creates life safety and 
quality of life concerns.  The Tribe needs to waive tribal sovereignty to ensure 
mitigation can be implemented.  Draft EIS responses are generally broad and 
inadequate.   
 

  RESPONSES: 

County Resolution:  The comment regarding the County Resolution is noted for 
the record.   
 
Undeveloped Land:  There are no development plans for the undeveloped portion 
of the property.  The land will remain in its current state following trust action.   
 
Off-Reservation Acquisition:  The site shares a common boundary with the 1911 
Reservation Addition of land and is, thus, adjacent to the Tribe’s Reservation. The 
Department’s regulations governing trust land acquisition at 25 C.F.R. § 151.10 
require the Secretary to evaluate requests for acquisition of land under the “on-
reservation” criteria when the land is located “within or contiguous to an Indian 
reservation.”  Because the site is contiguous to the Reservation it was evaluated as 
an on-reservation application.   
 
Section 20 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) generally prohibits 
Indian gaming on lands acquired in trust after October 17, 1988, subject to several 
exemptions and exceptions.  One exemption is made for lands that are located 
within or contiguous to the boundaries of the reservation of an Indian tribe on 
October 17, 1988.  25 U.S.C. §2719(a)(1).  The Record of Decision analyzes the 
whether this land meets the “contiguous exemption” of IGRA and determines that 
it does.   
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Two-Casinos:  The Final EIS does not address the operation of the two casinos 
because there are no plans to operate two casinos.   
 
Island Effect:  Concerns over differing sets of laws between adjacent trust and 
non-trust parcels are noted and made part of the administrative record.  The 
existing environment already includes adjacent trust and non-trust parcels with 
differing sets of laws.  Similarly, statements made that the creation of “islands” 
would be unprecedented are noted and made part of the administrative record. 
Whether the creation of “islands” is unprecedented in the greater body of U.S. law 
is outside of the scope of this NEPA analysis.  Numerous comments submitted 
during the Draft EIS comment period expressed concern that the Tribe would 
have the ability to legally restrict movement along Soboba Road and Lake Park 
Drive, and to otherwise interfere with the rights-of-way established adjacent to the 
project site.  Commenters cited the Tribe’s authority to control access on Soboba 
Road within the existing Reservation as evidence that the Tribe might attempt to 
similarly restrict access elsewhere.  However, Soboba Road within the 
Reservation is not a public roadway and is maintained by the Tribe.  Soboba Road 
beyond the existing Reservation and Lake Park Drive are public roads and would 
continue to be public roads in the event of the fee-to-trust transfer.  In fact, neither 
roadway is included in the legal descriptions for the subject fee-to-trust parcels.  
A plat map prepared by First American Title Company illustrates the exclusion of 
public roadways from the parcels proposed for the fee-to-trust transfer, and is 
included in the Final EIS as Figure 2-6.  As Lake Park Drive and Soboba Road 
form no part of the subject parcels, the trust acquisition would have no effect on 
utility infrastructure or the public’s right to use the roads.  
 
The CEQ Regulations for implementing NEPA at 40 C.F.R. §1502.16(c), require 
analysis of the “[p]ossible conflicts between the proposed action and the 
objectives of Federal, regional, State, and local land use plans, policies, and 
controls for the area concerned.” The Riverside County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) regulates boundary changes proposed by public agencies 
within the County.  LAFCO is not involved with determining land use planning or 
policies, but instead governs jurisdictional boundaries at the city and county 
levels.  The Tribe is not a signatory to LAFCO; therefore, if the lands are 
transferred into trust status, LAFCO policies will no longer apply to the project 
site. 
 
In response to concerns raised by the public during the Draft EIS comment period, 
the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) (see Section 5.7 and Appendix AB 
of the Final EIS) was prepared to address traffic associated with special events 
and would be implemented as a mitigation measure.  The section entitled 
“Emergency/Fire/Medical Services” describes how adequate emergency access to 
local communities would be assured and the response protocol to be followed in 
the event of an emergency situation.  The proposed protocol includes response 
times and other goals for emergency response.  Also noted in the TMP is that with 
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more than one access point, good emergency access is assured because there are 
two ways of reaching any point within the project Site.  
 
According to the TMP, in the event of an emergency, ambulances and emergency 
response vehicles can utilize shoulders, two way left-turn medians, and opposing 
traffic lanes (in this case the northbound lane(s) on Soboba Road and westbound 
lane(s) on Lake Park Drive) to arrive to and depart from the facility or 
surrounding neighborhoods in a timely manner.  Regarding traffic congestion in 
the event of a large-scale emergency, both Soboba Road and Lake Park Drive can 
be utilized as thoroughfares for both patrons and employees at the project site and 
the surrounding communities as a means of evacuation.  As the roadways are 
currently constructed, this would allow for a total of 4 outbound lanes (2 lanes on 
Soboba Road and 2 lanes on Lake Park Drive) to be used for an evacuation.  The 
shoulders can also be used as either general public outbound lanes or emergency 
personnel inbound/outbound lanes.  The TMP concludes that it is safe to assume 
that the roadways have the capacity to evacuate the area within approximately one 
hour time.  
 
The following language was previously added to the “Parking and Access” 
discussion under Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS to clarify the accessibility of Lake 
Park Drive and Soboba Road upon the proposed fee-to-trust transfer:  
 

During the public comment period, concerns were raised that the Proposed 
Action and Alternatives could restrict public access and the provision of 
public services to the Soboba Springs Mobile Estates and the Golf Course 
and hillside communities.  Tribal Resolution No. CR07-HGFTT-51 (see 
Appendix J) acknowledges the existing easement for roadway, water lines 
and underground conduits and incidental purposes along the project site, 
which includes a roadway easement for Lake Park Drive and Soboba 
Road. Furthermore, the Resolution acknowledges, as an exception to title 
of the project site, “rights of the public in and to any portion of the subject 
property lying within any lawfully established streets, roads, or 
highways.”  Finally, Soboba Road beyond the existing Reservation and 
Lake Park Drive are public roads and would continue to be public roads in 
the event of the fee-to-trust transfer.  Neither roadway is included in the 
legal descriptions for the subject fee-to-trust parcels.  A plat map prepared 
by First American Title Company illustrates the exclusion of public 
roadways from the parcels proposed for the fee-to-trust transfer (see 
Figure 2-6). As Lake Park Drive and Soboba Road form no part of the 
subject parcels, the trust acquisition should have no effect on the public’s 
right to use the roads or the ability of law enforcement personnel to access 
local communities.  Therefore, access to the residential communities 
nearby the project site would remain unimpeded. 
 

Tribal Sovereignty:  The Tribe is bound to mitigation measures included in the 
Record of Decision, which includes all mitigation measures listed in the Final 
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EIS.  The Department retains enforcement authority over mitigation 
implementation, and they will use a mitigation monitoring plan to ensure full 
compliance.  No waiver of tribal sovereignty is required.   
 
Draft EIS Responses:   Comment is noted for the record.  The 240-page Public 
Comment Report included in Appendix E of the Final EIS provided both General 
Comments and Master Responses (Section 1) and Detailed Responses (Section 3) 
to comments.   
 

2.0 EASEMENTS  

 COMMENTS: 

Modify Tribal Resolution (No. CR07-HGFTT-51) to acknowledge private 
easements or offers of dedication which have not been accepted by the County.  
There is no affirmative statement that the Tribe will uphold the exceptions to title.  
All easements must be eliminated through a recognized process prior to the taking 
land into trust.  Access rights currently held by Soboba Springs Mobile Estates 
need to be protected.  Need adequate assurance that RV parking will remain in 
place.   
 
RESPONSES: 

Neither the Tribe nor the United States is required to acknowledge any 
encumbrances which are not a matter of public record or to remove all easements 
or other encumbrances before the United States may accept the Tribe’s trust 
conveyance.  The Department of Interior decides whether existing title 
encumbrances in a trust conveyance are acceptable under Department of Justice 
title standards. 25 C.F.R. 151.13.  Those standards clearly contemplate that the 
United States may acquire trust title subject to easements or other encumbrances:  
the deed to the United States may “contain no reservations or exceptions not 
approved by the acquiring agency; however, when land is to be conveyed subject 
to certain rights, such as easements or mineral rights thought to be outstanding in 
third parties, they must not be "excepted" from the conveyance, but instead, the 
deed should be framed to convey all the grantor's right, title, and interest "subject 
to" such outstanding rights . . .”  Department of Justice Title Standards 
2001 (replacing the Standards for the Preparation of Title Evidence in Land 
Acquisitions by the United States referenced in 25 § C.F.R. 151.13). 
 
The Soboba Springs Mobile Estates does not hold any access rights to its property 
other than those held by members of the general public via a public roadway that 
is not part of the trust acquisition (Lake Park Drive), and the trust transfer will be 
subject to the existing RV parking easement (see exception 17a of Schedule B of 
the updated preliminary title commitment attached to Soboba Tribal Council 
Resolution CR12-TETOHSG-43 (August 21, 2012) acknowledging and accepting 
title exceptions in the updated commitment).  This resolution supplements the 
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2007 Soboba Tribal Council Resolution CR07-HGFTT-51 referenced in the 
comment. 
 

3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED  

COMMENTS: 

The Final EIS fails to identify project goals which could not also be achieved by 
not acquiring the land into trust.   
 
RESPONSES: 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Horseshoe Grande Site would remain in its 
current state, which includes a Golf Course/Country Club and undeveloped land.  
This alternative would result in no additional Tribal government revenue or 
positive employment impacts.  Because of this, residents and the Tribe and its 
members would not receive the economic and related benefits that the destination 
resort and gaming complex is reasonably anticipated to provide.  By not taking 
the property into trust, the Tribe would not be allowed to fully capitalize on the 
proposed hotel/casino complex’s proximity to the Golf Course and Country Club 
in order to offer a destination resort.  This would result in a continuation of 
existing economic conditions and limited economic opportunities of the Tribe and 
surrounding community.   
 

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

COMMENTS: 

The cumulative project list is outdated and needs to be updated, which has led to 
an underestimate of cumulative impacts.   
 
RESPONSES: 

The traffic impact study did not utilize a cumulative project list.  The Buildout 
Average Daily Traffic Volumes from the Cities of San Jacinto and Hemet General 
Plan Circulation Elements reflect the area wide growth anticipated between the 
time the report was prepared and Buildout (2025) traffic conditions.  The Opening 
Year traffic projections have been interpolated from the existing (when the report 
was prepared) and Buildout traffic volumes to reflect the area wide growth 
anticipated between existing and Opening Year traffic conditions.  The Opening 
Year peak hour forecasts were refined using the daily forecasts, along with 
existing peak hour traffic count data collected at each analysis 
location.  Therefore, the Opening Year traffic volumes are representative of the 
area-wide growth anticipated from existing traffic conditions to Opening Year 
traffic conditions reflective of the Cities of San Jacinto and Hemet Buildout traffic 
projections. 
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5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES  

COMMENTS: 

The City’s requested mitigation does not appear to have been incorporated into 
the project.  Please include (1) a solid, decorative block wall not less than 6-feet 
high to be constructed along the perimeter of the Soboba Springs Mobile Estates, 
and (2) fund installation of security gates at Chabela Drive, west of Soboba Road.  
An additional mitigation measure related to a landing area for life flight 
helicopters is needed.  The amount of in-lieu development fees is unknown; 
therefore, it is not known whether the amount will be sufficient to mitigate school 
impacts.  Need funding for impact to City Police Services.  The project cannot 
mitigate lighting impacts to the Soboba Springs Mobile Homes Estate.  The Final 
EIS does not ensure that measures will be implemented.  The Final EIS needs to 
provide for how mitigation will be implemented.     
 
RESPONSES: 

For the Proposed Action and Alternatives, construction noise mitigation measures 
listed in Section 5.9.2 of the Final EIS serve to minimize the effects of 
construction noise in the vicinity of the Development Site.  The analysis does not 
show that there is a nexus between the effects of the proposed project and the 
need for: (1) construction of a wall around the perimeter of the Soboba Springs 
Mobile Estates, (2) the installation of security gates at Chabala Drive, or (3) life-
flight helicopters.  The request to have these facilities installed is forwarded to the 
Tribal Council for their consideration.   
 
The following is a school-related mitigation measure that was discussed in the 
Final EIS: 
 

The Tribe shall provide reasonable in-lieu development fees and property 
taxes to the San Jacinto Unified School District to mitigate recognized 
effects to the district.  The Tribe shall consult with the district to determine 
the amount and schedule of payments to reasonably mitigate fee and tax 
loss to the district and increased student enrollment in the district’s 
schools. 
 

The Tribe is committed through the Record of Decision and a mitigation 
monitoring plan to follow through with all mitigation measures listed in the Final 
EIS.  In addition, the Tribal Council has adopted a Resolution committing the 
Tribe to implement all mitigation measures.  If the fee-to-trust is approved, the 
Tribe would then be ready to implement mitigation measures, which includes 
meeting with the school district to determine the amount required to mitigate 
effects to the school district.  Based on the development of a 729,500 square-foot 
facility under the Preferred Alternative, the calculated school impact fees from 
development would be approximately $343,000.   
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Impacts to school enrollment are usually tied more directly to new housing than to 
employment.  As discussed in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS, given Riverside 
County’s substantial supply of vacant housing, the Preferred Alternative and 
remaining Alternatives would not result in the development of additional housing 
in the region.  Therefore, only a nominal effect to school enrollment is expected.  
As the San Jacinto Unified School District  developer fees are intended to 
compensate for effects of new development on schools, including increased 
student enrollment, the in-lieu payments prescribed above would reduce potential 
effects to school services to less than significant.   
 
Please see Section 10.2 Law Enforcement below for a response to City Police 
Services.   
 
It should be noted that the EIS is not the document that commits the agency to 
mitigation; it is the Record of Decision that does so.  The EIS may set forth 
potential measures for consideration, but does not adopt them.  The commenters’ 
suggestions become appropriate measures for the Department to consider in its 
Record of Decision.  As required by 40 C.F.R. § 1505, the Department or other 
appropriate consenting agency shall be responsible for ensuring that mitigation 
adopted within the Record of Decision is implemented.  Many of the mitigation 
measures recommended in the EIS are self-enforcing and implementation will be 
ensured through permit conditions or other binding agreements.  See the expanded 
discussion of NEPA procedural requirements for adopting the Record of Decision 
in Section 1.5.6 of the Final EIS.  
 
With respect to those commenters who concluded that the EIS does not 
conclusively demonstrate that enforceable mitigation measures will actually 
mitigate the identified effects, that comment is noted.  All relevant, reasonable 
mitigation measures that could improve the proposed project have been identified.  
Good faith efforts have been made throughout the environmental review process 
to design the project so as to minimize environmental effects and to propose 
mitigation measures that are intended to further minimize potential effects.   
 

6.0 LAND RESOURCES 

6.1 GEOLOGY 

COMMENTS: 

Additional analysis of public safety concerns is required due to the 
location of the project over an active earthquake fault.   
 

RESPONSES: 

A fault investigation and geotechnical study (Appendix L of the Final EIS) 
was conducted by Mr. Greg Chandra of LandMark Geotechnical Engineers 
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and Geologists, who is a registered and licensed engineer with the State of 
California.  The exploration consisted of on-site trench excavations and 
from available Riverside County GIS data.  A map was prepared showing 
the identified faults and the setback distances in accordance with the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.  With the exception of the 
parking garage proposed in the northern portion of the property, all 
structures are located outside of these setback distances in accordance with 
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act for human occupancy 
structures.  However, the parking garage is not designed for human 
habitation, so the current placement of the parking garage within the 
designated setback is still in accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act.  
 
Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIS presents the Development Standards the 
Tribe would adopt when developing the facilities.  After collecting 
additional site specific data on the seismicity of the Development Site and 
performing additional geotechnical analysis, the following mitigation 
measures (Section 5.1.2 and Section 5.1.4 of the Final EIS) were developed 
for the Proposed Action: 
 

Implement measures presented in Appendix L:  Preliminary Fault 
Hazard Evaluation Report and Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation, which present recommendations related to the 
following: 
 

1.  Site Preparation,  
2.  Foundations and Settlements,  
3.  Deep Foundations,  
4.  Slabs-On-Grade, 
5.  Concrete Mixes and Corrosivity,  
6.  Excavations,  
7.  Lateral Earth Pressures, and  
8.  Pavements 
 

For all other proposed structures, engineering designs should 
comply with the latest edition of the California Building Code 
(CBC) for Site Class D using the seismic coefficients provided in 
the geotechnical report (see Final EIS Appendix L).  A qualified 
geologist should inspect any excavations (foundation, utility, etc.) 
on the development site during construction for possible 
indications of faulting.  If unanticipated faulting were encountered 
in these excavations, further relocation of the structures may be 
necessary to maintain a 50-foot setback of human occupancy 
structures from active faults, consistent with the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act.  
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All structures will be constructed under the California Building Code 
(CBC) seismic parameters based on the Maximum Considered Earthquake 
(MCE).  These parameters are summarized in the geotechnical Report 
(LandMark).  Evacuation plans will be developed following final design 
and construction of all structures including the parking garage. 
 

6.2 SOIL 

COMMENTS: 

The Final EIS fails to address soil removal for Proposed Action B or any 
Alternative Development. 
 
RESPONSES: 

Exact quantities of soil to be exported/imported is difficult to estimate at 
this level of design.  Quantities are affected by exact location of pads and 
depth of excavation needed, which will only be known when plans are 
finalized and site activity begins.  Additionally, soil expands once cuts are 
made (commonly referred to as “fluff”), which increases quantities.  What 
is known is that the alternatives to the Preferred Alternative would result 
in a larger quantity of excavated material to be exported during 
construction due to the fact that Lake Park Drive would not be realigned 
under those alternatives – no additional soil would be required for the 
realigned Lake Park Drive roadbed.   
 

7.0 WATER RESOURCES 

7.1 WATER RESOURCES  

COMMENTS: 

The Final EIS fails to analyze the environmental effects of development 
on water quality and fails to provide appropriate mitigation. 
 
RESPONSES: 

The proposed developments include the use of the golf course ponds and 
detention basins as shown in Figure 2-5 of the Final EIS to treat the runoff 
and control the incremental volume of runoff generated because of the 
proposed developments.  This volume of detention basins will be 
sufficient to capture the incremental increase in runoff from the 100-year, 
24-hour storm (Table 4-1(c) of the Final EIS).  By collecting and treating 
runoff from the project site, significant effects to the San Jacinto River and 
downstream areas would not occur (see Section 4.2 of the Final EIS). The 
best management practices (BMPs), listed in Table 2-2 of the Final EIS, 
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are intended to keep the water quality and runoff effects on the project 
site.  One type of BMP proposed is the use of porous pavement that would 
promote infiltration rather than direct runoff as occurs with typical 
pavement.  
 
The commenter notes that the document lacks specifics regarding 
measures for controlling runoff.  The Final EIS analysis provides the 
following details concerning water quality impacts: 
 
1. Figure 2-5 of the Final EIS presents the drainage facilities to be 

included in the site design.  
 

2. Table 2-2 of the Final EIS lists the prescribed best management 
practices to be used to control and reduce the total suspended solids 
(TSS) and other potentially polluting materials, such as oils and 
greases, nutrients and metals. 
 

3. The Final EIS states that the project would comply with the 
requirements of the Riverside County Water Quality Management Plan 
to ensure that storm water quality meets all applicable water quality 
objectives (Final EIS page 4-15 and Section 3.2.3).  
 

4. The Final EIS states that construction activities on the Development 
Site would be regulated under National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit (CGP) 
program.  The CGP requires the developer/owner prepare a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for projects.  The 
SWPPP is a document that addresses water quality controls during 
construction activities.  To address this requirement, a SWPPP would 
be prepared to reduce the off-site discharge of pollutants. 
 

5. The Final EIS states that the project would use structural and non-
structural BMPs (as discussed under Ancillary Components, 
Wastewater Treatment and Disposal under Section 2.1.1 Proposed 
Development and as shown in Table 2-2), which reduces pollutants in 
storm water to the maximum extent practicable. 
 

6. Appendix J of the Final EIS presents a Preliminary Drainage Study 
that details detention/drainage facility required. 
 

7. Final EIS Mitigation 5.2.3 mentions the use of detention basins and 
BMPs to manage water quality.  Mitigation 5.2.3 presents Table 5-1 
which lists the Non-Structural Source Control BMPs, Structural 
Source Control BMPs, and Treatment Control BMPs to be used for the 
project.  
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8. Mitigation 5.2.3 also requires the Tribe to final a Notice of Intent with 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and to prepare a 
SWPPP.  The mitigation lists water quality control measures to be 
included in the SWPPP.  

 
The commenter appears to be requesting a final drainage study and SWPPP, 
which typically is not prepared at this stage of the process.  Identifying the water 
quality control measures to be included in the final design, as the Final EIS does, 
provides adequate details at this stage to conclude whether the project would have 
an impact.  The Lead Agency (BIA) will prepare a Mitigation Monitoring Plan to 
ensure that all of the water quality measures are captured in the advanced design 
and construction of the project.  The EPA has jurisdiction on tribal land to ensure 
that the provisions of the Clean Water Act are not violated.   
 

8.0 AIR QUALITY 

COMMENTS: 

Reiteration of the importance of including reasonable mitigation measures in the 
Record of Decision were left out of the Final EIS.  Reduced operating costs are 
frequently seen in Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED-
certified) facilities. The Greenhouse Gas analysis did not indicate construction 
sources and does not state how the realignment of Lake Park Drive may impact 
the Greenhouse Gas analysis.  The Greenhouse Gas analysis needs to provide 
greater details on how it achieved its conclusions.   
 
RESPONSES: 

The additional construction-phase air quality mitigation measures referred to in 
the EPA comment letter have been included in the Record of Decision.  The 
comment concerning reduced operating costs in LEED-certified facilities is noted.  
Appendix AA of the Final EIS, Section 4.0 contains the methodology for the 
construction CO2 emissions calculation.  Appendix AA, Table 4.1 lists the mass 
grading equipment and duration of use for activities associated with construction 
of the project site, which includes the realignment of Lake Park Drive.  Please see 
Appendix AA, Section 4 for a detailed methodology that addresses the following: 
 

• Construction CO2E Emissions Calculation Methodology 
• Operational Vehicular Emissions Calculation Methodology 
• Electricity Usage Calculation Methodology 
• Natural Gas Usage Calculation Methodology 
• Solid Waste Emissions Calculation Methodology 
• Water Use Emission Calculation Methodology, 
• Wastewater Generation Emission Calculation Methodology 
•  
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9.0 ECONOMIC AND SOCIOECONOMICS  

COMMENTS: 

The City has surpassed the Final EIS statement of existing and future population 
estimates.  This underestimate of population downplays the existing strain on City 
services, personnel, response times and transportation networks.  The Final EIS 
failed to acknowledge or analyze significant impacts to City’s revenue stream 
(property taxes and transit occupancy taxes) resulting from the project being 
moved into trust.  The Tribe has not attempted to negotiate “in-lieu” payment to 
the City to compensate for the loss of property tax specific to these parcels.   The 
Trust acquisition will result in a very significant loss of tax revenue to the City.  
Further study and analysis is required on the topic of property values and resulting 
islands created by the fee to trust.   
 
RESPONSES:  

The City of San Jacinto states that the Final EIS cited population figure of 40,025 
for the City by the year 2025 has already been surpassed and that reliance on this 
number cannot be supported.  However, the City’s own General Plan (amended 
October 19, 2012) cites the 40,000 2025 population figure (San Jacinto General 
Plan, page I-3).  Private service providers provide services related to water supply 
– Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD), wastewater service – EMWD, solid 
waste service – CR&R Waste and Recycling Services (CR&R), electricity – 
Southern California Edison Company (SCE), natural gas – Southern California 
Gas Company (SCGC), and telephone service –Verizon.  Law enforcement 
(Riverside County Sherriff Department, Tribe) and fire protection (California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Tribe) are not provided directly by 
the City of San Jacinto.  The determination of whether significant impacts would 
result was determined, in part, through consultation with the service provider.  
Population figures per se were not used in calculations concerning these public 
service impacts.  With regard to transportation, regional growth based on regional 
modeling prepared by the Council of Governments was used.   
 
Property Values/Islands:  The Preferred Alternative will result in the Soboba 
Springs Mobile Home Park being surrounded by the Soboba Reservation with the 
exception of a road granting entry.  While this property currently internalizes 
proximity to the golf course, gaming, and other attributes of the Soboba 
Reservation in its property value, the effect of the “island effect” on property 
values is not conclusive based on empirical review.  As described in Section 4.6 
of the Final EIS, the “island effect” can be expected to affect property values, but 
the direction and magnitude of the effect is unknown. However, the Soboba 
Springs Mobile Home Park is owned by a single owner, so any positive/negative 
property value effects will be limited.  Any decrease in County property tax 
revenue resulting from a decrease in the Soboba Springs Mobile Home Park will 
be minor.   
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 Attempt to negotiate “in-lieu” payments:  The Tribe has met and attempted to 

meet with the City of San Jacinto throughout the EIS process.  The list below 
presents the chronology of events related to City meetings: 

 
1.  April 17, 2008:  BIA meets with City representatives to discuss 

cooperating agency relationship following publication of the Notice of 
Intent to prepare and EIS (12/14/2007) and the public scoping meeting 
(01/08/2008). 
 

2. September 23, 2008:  City refuses to meet with Tribal representatives 
to discuss project without the BIA present. 
 

3. December 2, 2009:  BIA, EIS consultants, and Tribal representatives 
meet with City representatives to discuss City’s comments on the Draft 
EIS following its release (07/02/2009) and public hearing 
(08/05/2009).  Three additional meetings are scheduled to discuss 
selected issues. 
 

4. January 21, 2010:  BIA, EIS consultants, and Tribal representatives 
meet with City representatives to discuss socioeconomic and fiscal 
impacts of the project. 
 

5. January 28, 2010:  BIA, EIS consultants, and Tribal representatives 
meet with City representatives to discuss public safety impacts of the 
project.  The City refuses to produce data without a formal public 
records act request (see BIA letter of 03/01/2010 and City’s responses 
of 03/09/2010 and 03/24/2010). 
 

6. March 3, 2010:  BIA, EIS consultants, and Tribal representatives meet 
with City representatives to discuss traffic and transportation impacts 
of the project. 
 

7. February 4, 2011:  City sends Tribe proposed mitigation measures for 
the project (Attachment 1). 
 

8. May 22, 2012:  City sends Counselor to the Assistant Secretary-Indian 
Affairs extensive proposed development conditions for the project. 
 

The Final EIS acknowledges that the project would decrease the local property tax 
base, some of which would go to the City of San Jacinto.  See Section 4.6 of the 
Final EIS for a detailed discussion on the potential fiscal effects resulting from the 
Preferred Alternative.  The City notes in their comments that the City General 
Fund would immediately lose $25,054.55 due to lost property tax revenue 
resulting from the fee-to-trust action.  The City then extrapolates to future years 
and concludes that a loss of $124,000 annually would be experienced if the site 
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were “…developed to a hotel, gas station, or another type of commercial 
enterprise,” which it currently is not.  The City’s potential loss of future tax 
revenue cannot be determined with certainty by the City or the Department.  
Nonetheless, the Department is not required to consider speculative losses of 
future tax revenue.  Under 25 C.F.R. § 151.10(e), the analysis of tax impacts is 
based on existing circumstances, i.e., taxes actually assessed and paid.  The 
Department is not required to speculate on potential revenue impacts from future 
development or improvement of the Tribe’s lands. The Final EIS (page 4-78) 
estimates that the project would generate a total of $810,000 in sales tax revenues 
per year.  Of this amount, local and district sales tax receipts would equal 
approximately $140,000 per year.   
 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS addresses cumulative effects of the proposed 
gaming project.  The analysis on page 4-403 of the Final EIS presents information 
related to impacts to local government – including the City of San Jacinto.  As 
stated in this Final EIS discussion, “Cumulative effects to the local governments 
may occur as the result of changes in the revenues and expenses of Riverside 
County and the City of San Jacinto.”  The analysis goes on to state that “increases 
in necessary expenditures could be required by …the City of San Jacinto to 
address an increase in demand for public services due to the development…”  
Services that could be affected include police service, schools, transportation and 
fire and emergency medical services.  Information presented below addresses 
services that could be affected by the project: 
 

Police Service:  The Tribe and Riverside County Sherriff Department 
(RCSD) have recently finalized an agreement to improve the law 
enforcement conditions on the Reservation and develop a better working 
relationship between the two entities following the tensions raised 
between them due to recent law enforcement deployments on the 
Reservation.  The agreement is the result of three meetings between the 
Tribe and RCSD held in May and June of 2008.  The Community 
Relations Service of the United States Department of Justice facilitated the 
meetings, which also included representatives of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors, and the Office of 
Congressman Jerry Lewis.  
 
The following list summarizes the objectives of the agreement:  
 

• The agreement is to enhance the provision of public safety 
services to the Reservation through improving communication, 
coordination, and collaboration between the two parties.  

• The two entities agree to establish permanent points of contact, 
local Departmental and Countywide Tribal liaisons, and 
coordinated command posts for critical incident response.  

• The two parties agree to develop cultural training for 
Departmental personnel, as well as training in law enforcement 
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procedures, crime prevention, and other areas for Tribal 
personnel.  
 

In addition, the two parties agree to develop contingency plans for 
managing extended displacement of Reservation residents because of 
closures required in situations of disasters and critical incidents, and to 
coordinate with other public safety agencies that serve the Reservation to 
examine ways for improving delivery of other public safety services, such 
as fire, medical emergencies, and disaster response. 
 
Furthermore, safety features built into the design of the Preferred 
Alternative would enhance the safety of the project site and surrounding 
area (see Law Enforcement under Section 4.8 Public Services).  Moreover, 
the traffic mitigation measures discussed in Section 5.8 of the Final EIS 
would increase safety, thereby reducing the amount of calls for law 
enforcement to mediate traffic accidents. No significant cumulative effects 
to law enforcement are expected. 
 
Schools:  Section 4.10 of the Final EIS acknowledges that the gaming 
project would result in additional demands on the local education system.  
This section also acknowledges that the fee-to-trust action would result in 
“lost revenues” from developer school effect fees and property taxes, 
which would constitute a negative financial effect to San Jacinto Unified 
School District (SJUSD).  
 
Section 5.8.8 of the Final EIS prescribed mitigation measures to reduce 
potential effects to the SJUSD:  
 

The Tribe shall provide reasonable in-lieu development fees and 
property taxes to the San Jacinto Unified School District to 
mitigate recognized effects to the district. The Tribe shall consult 
with the district to determine the amount and schedule of payments 
to reasonably mitigate fee and tax loss to the district and increased 
student enrollment in the district’s schools.  
 

Currently, SJUSD’s developer fee for development of land within the 
district is $0.47 per square-foot of total building area.  This is an increase 
of $0.05 from the developer fee being charged at the time the EIS was 
written.  Payment of these in-lieu school impact fees to the district would 
provide San Jacinto Unified School District with the resources to mitigate 
effects that may occur as a result of the Preferred Alternative.  
Accordingly, the discussion of cumulative effects to school services in 
Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS is revised as follows:  
 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 et seq. and Education 
Code Section 17620 et seq., school districts are authorized to levy fees 
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on new commercial-industrial development to fund the “construction 
or reconstruction of school facilities” necessary to accommodate the 
students from new development. Currently, the district’s developer fee 
for development of land within the district is $0.47 per square-foot of 
total building area. Based on the development of a 729,500 square-foot 
facility under the Preferred Alternative, the calculated school impact 
fees from development would be approximately $343,000.  
 

Impacts to school enrollment are usually tied more directly to new housing 
than to employment.  As discussed in Section 4.10 of the Final EIS, given 
Riverside County’s substantial supply of vacant housing, the Preferred 
Alternative and Remaining Alternatives would not result in the 
development of additional housing in the region.  Therefore, only a 
nominal effect to school enrollment is expected.  As the SJUSD developer 
fees are intended to compensate for effects of new development on 
schools, including increased student enrollment, the in-lieu payments 
prescribed above would reduce potential effects to school services to less 
than significant.  
 
Transportation:  The traffic impact analysis is presented in Final EIS 
Section 4.7 Resource Use Patterns and Section 4.10 Cumulative Effects.  
Mitigation Measures Section 5.0 (5.7 Resource Use Patterns) presents a 
list of those mitigation measures needed to mitigate gaming related traffic 
impacts.  With regard to payment for mitigation, the Final EIS states: 
 

The Tribe shall contribute to the funding of 
mitigation for traffic improvements in the Project 
Site and surrounding area, including those identified 
in Section VI and Appendix G of the Traffic Impact 
Study (see Appendix U) and summarized in Table 
5-2. The contribution shall be based on the amount 
of traffic generated by land uses on the Project Site 
as a percentage of the overall traffic volume. The 
Tribe’s contribution shall be provided to the agency 
undertaking the improvement (e.g., Caltrans, 
Riverside County, City of San Jacinto). In the case 
of improvements that are identified within this 
document as the sole responsibility of the Tribe, the 
Tribe’s contribution must provide 100 percent of 
the necessary funds. The intersections that the Tribe 
will pay for in full are the ones pertaining to site 
access and require the creation of new access 
points. 
 

The Tribe is responsible to pay either their fair-share contribution to 
impacts caused in part by the gaming project traffic, or pay 100% of the 
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improvement for impacts that are the sole responsibility of the Tribe.  The 
Tribe would also be responsible for implementing a Transportation 
Management Plan (Final EIS Appendix C) for traffic impacts related to 
special events.   
 
Fire and Emergency Services:  The effects to fire protection and 
emergency medical services would occur predominantly in Riverside 
County.  Development of the Preferred Alternative, coupled with 
population growth within Riverside County, has the potential to generate 
cumulative effects to fire protection and emergency medical services.  
Cumulative effects include increasing the demand for fire protection and 
emergency medical services, which may affect the current level of service 
provided by the Riverside County Fire Department and California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF).  However, as discussed 
in Section 2.1.1 and in the Fire Protection and Emergency Medical 
Services section under Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, primary fire protection 
and emergency response would be provided by the Tribal fire department 
under the Preferred Alternative.  Furthermore, James Barron, Interim Fire 
Chief of the Tribal fire department, has confirmed that the staffing levels 
called for under the Draft Operations Plan (see Final EIS Appendix G) 
will be sufficient to respond to the projected level of service calls to the 
project site and the Reservation under the Preferred Alternative (see the 
Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services section under Section 
4.8).  In addition, safety features built into the Preferred Alternative would 
enhance the safety of the project site and surrounding area (see the Fire 
Protection and Emergency Medical Services section under Section 4.8 of 
the Final EIS).  Finally, the traffic mitigation measures discussed in 
Section 5.8 of the Final EIS would increase traffic safety, thereby reducing 
the amount of calls for emergency response to traffic accidents.  No 
significant cumulative effects to fire protection and emergency medical 
services are expected; therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
Therefore, effects to local governments (including the City of San 
Jacinto), are expected to be less-than-significant when considering 
facilities to be included in the project design (fire station), agreed to 
project mitigation (funding of traffic improvements, implementation of the 
special event TMP, County Sherriff MOU, in-lieu development fee and 
property taxes to the San Jacinto Unified School District) or resulting from 
operation of the facility (local benefits from sales tax). The City’s list of 
improvements sent to the Tribe appears to be more of a list of desired 
projects rather than a list of improvements needed to mitigate the effects 
of the proposed project.  For instance, it is difficult to understand the 
nexus between the effects of the proposed gaming project and the need for 
a multi-purpose trail system along the San Jacinto River, a 10,000 square 
foot library/community center, free lifetime resort access for impacted 
residents, redevelopment of the hot springs as a destination resort, etc.  
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The impact analysis presented in the Final EIS presents a clear 
effect/mitigation discussion for issues related to public expenditure of 
funds.  
 

10.0 RESOURCE USE PATTERNS 

10.1 TRANSPORTATION NETWORKS 

Please see Attachment 2 for Comments and Responses related to 
Transportation Networks.  The response to Transportation comments 
provided in Attachment 2 (Response to Comment 16, comment I; page 19) 
has resulted in one revision to Traffic Mitigation:  
 

OFF-SITE ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS  

The Tribe shall contribute to the funding of mitigation for traffic 
improvements in the Project Site and surrounding area, including 
those identified in Section VI and Appendix G of the Traffic 
Impact Study (see Final EIS Appendix U) and summarized in 
Table 5-2. The contribution shall be calculated as a percentage of 
project traffic over growth in total traffic.  The Tribe’s contribution 
shall be provided to the agency undertaking the improvement (e.g., 
Caltrans, Riverside County, City of San Jacinto).  In the case of 
improvements that are identified within this document as the sole 
responsibility of the Tribe, the Tribe’s contribution must provide 
100% of the necessary funds.  The intersections that the Tribe will 
pay for in full are the ones pertaining to site access and require the 
creation of new access points. 
 

Additionally, the response to Transportation comments provided in 
Attachment 2 (Response to Comment 3, page 12) has resulted in one 
revision to the Transportation Management Plan (TMP).  The Revised 
TMP is included in Attachment 3.    
 

10.2 LAND USE  

COMMENTS: 

The project should be limited due to its conflict with the San Jacinto 
General Plan.  
 
RESPONSES: 

The Final EIS (Response 1.12.2.1 of Appendix E) addresses the issue of 
consistency with the City of San Jacinto General Plan.  Implementation of 
the Preferred Alternative would result in the federal government taking the 
project site into trust for the benefit of the Tribe.  As described in Section 
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4.7 of the Final EIS, tribal lands are not subject to County or City 
jurisdiction after the land is acquired in trust., but rather federal 
jurisdiction.  Application and enforcement of local land use and zoning 
enactments on trust lands is beyond the jurisdiction of local governments.  
Tribes retain jurisdiction over land use and zoning matters on lands they 
control. 
 
A detailed evaluation of potential conflicts between the Preferred 
Alternative and remaining Alternatives and adopted City land use 
regulations and policies was included within Section 4.7 of the EIS.  The 
significance of potential conflicts with local land use plans resulting from 
the proposed project has been fully considered by the Department during 
the decision-making process.   
 
Another issue raised in comments is the proposed project’s immediate and 
long-term incompatibility effects with surrounding land uses.  A project’s 
“incompatibility” would manifest itself in specific environmental effects 
(e.g., noise, air quality, traffic, etc.). Section 4.0 of the Final EIS details 
the various environmental effects that may result from the construction 
and operation of the Preferred Alternative and remaining Alternatives.  
The level of the project’s “incompatibilities” is measurable by the 
resulting effects before and after stated mitigation in Chapter 5.0 of the 
Final EIS. 
 

11.0 PUBLIC SERVICES  

11.1 FIRE PROTECTION 

COMMENTS: 

A Cooperative Fire Protection Agreement needs to be entered into prior to 
the Record of Decision and needs to be identified as mitigation.  The Final 
EIS should be amended to reflect that all buildings and structures shall be 
in accordance with California Title 24 and Riverside County Ordinance 
787.  Appendix G and H were not included for review within the Final 
EIS.   
 
RESPONSES: 

The project description includes the inclusion of a new, fully functioning 
fire department equipped and run by the Tribe upon project operation.  
This self-sufficient facility would operate independent of the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection  (CDF), Riverside County, and 
the City of San Jacinto.  If the Tribe enters into Mutual Aid Agreements 
after the facility opens, it would be to the benefit of CDF, Riverside 
County, and the City of San Jacinto because the Tribal Fire Department 



Final EIS Summary Comments and Responses 

July 2014 20 Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Trust Project 
  Final EIS Responses to Comments  
 

would agree to participate in off reservation calls.  No additional 
mitigation is needed in the Final EIS to address Fire Service impacts. 
 
The Tribe is exempt from local standards such as referenced County 
Ordinance 787.  With regards to the availability of Appendices G and H, 
these appendices were included in, and made available, in the Final EIS.   
 

11.2 LAW ENFORCEMENT  

COMMENTS: 

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Riverside County 
Sherriff’s Department (RCSD) and the Tribe should be entered into prior 
to the Record of Decision and needs to be identified as mitigation.  The 
Memorandum of Agreement between the Tribe and County Sherriff’s 
office potentially violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
The ability to unilaterally terminate the MOU makes this mitigation 
meaningless.  The Final EIS continues to omit consideration and funding 
of City Police services.   
 
RESPONSES:  

The City previously claimed that the Tribe’s signing of the MOU with 
RCSD had predetermined the outcome as to what would be approved 
regarding the Tribe’s application, which they say is forbidden under 
NEPA.  The MOU will only go into effect after the Department approves 
the fee-to-trust request.  This MOU is a commitment by the Tribe to the 
Department to show that the mitigation identified in the Final EIS would 
be implemented.  The decision to approve/disapprove the fee-to-trust 
request lies solely with the Department which is not a party to the MOU.  
As such, the commitment to implement mitigation, which the MOU 
provides, does not predetermine the outcome as to what would be 
approved.   
 
The City states that it is not clear how the agreement with the RCSD 
would reduce the impact since the Tribe could unilaterally cancel the 
agreement.  All mitigation measures, including law enforcement 
mitigation, would be enforced by the Department pursuant to the Record 
of Decision.   
 
The City claims that its law enforcement would be impacted by the project 
and the additional service calls and traffic problems will be created.  The 
City goes on to state that there are “simple calculations” that allow for 
evaluation of how much City law enforcement should be compensated.  
The EIS consultants met with the City of San Jacinto (Cooperating 
Agency) on several occasions to discuss potential impacts caused by the 
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Proposed Action including law enforcement.  The topic of law 
enforcement impact was discussed and the City was asked to provide their 
calculations.  After repeated requests by the EIS authors, the City failed to 
provide the information.  The City did send an overall compensation 
request to the Tribe identifying a number of items that the City would like 
to receive compensation for including law enforcement compensations.  
On that list were provisions for police personnel, police car and a new 
police station.  Minus the simple calculations from the City to help 
determine the nexus between the Proposed Action and the compensation 
measures identified by the City, the EIS authors turned to RCSD who are 
under contract to the City to provide law enforcement services.  The 
signed MOU entered into between the Tribe and RCSD covers law 
enforcement needs as defined by the service provider - Riverside County.  
The agreement is worded to be inclusive of needs for all law enforcement 
services, including those that may be needed by the City.  The MOU is a 
commitment by the Tribe to fully implement law enforcement measures 
identified in the Final EIS.  No additional changes to the Final EIS 
mitigation are needed.    
 

11.3 WATER  

COMMENTS: 

The Final EIS fails to analyze the environmental effects of water use and 
proposes no mitigation. 
 
RESPONSES: 

The analysis related to potable water demand is provided in Section 4.8 of 
the Final EIS, Public Services, Water Supply, not Section 4.2 Water 
Resources as cited in the comment.  Section 3.2 of the Final EIS presents 
the groundwater setting, which includes a discussion on upstream surface 
water rights and diversions, groundwater management and the two 
aquifers affected (Canyon and Intake).  A presentation of existing demand 
and proposed demand is provided in Section 4.8.  The analysis also 
presents information showing total demand resulting from the Reservation 
plus project.  Table 4-46 presents a breakdown of acre feet per year, 
millions of gallons per day and gallons per minute for the Reservation and 
proposed project.   
 
As stated in Section 3.2.2 Groundwater Management of the Final EIS, the 
Hemet/San Jacinto Groundwater Management Area Water Management 
Plan (WMP) takes into account the Tribe’s paramount water right, as 
stated in the Water Rights Settlement, and “addresses the pumping of 
overdraft and declining water levels, ensures water supply reliability, 
provides for urban growth, protects and enhances water quality, provides 



Final EIS Summary Comments and Responses 

July 2014 22 Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Trust Project 
  Final EIS Responses to Comments  
 

for water supply and water quality monitoring, and would develop a cost-
effective water supply” (Water Resources & Information Management 
Engineering, Inc., 2007).  Through the Settlement, the Tribe is provided an 
annual allotment of 2,900 acre-feet per year.  As stated in the 2006 
Hemet/San Jacinto Water Management Area Annual Report (EMWD, 
2007), there was a total 64,229 acre-feet of available water, with 54,530 
acre-feet being groundwater.  The WMP also accounts for future demands, 
including development, and discusses the source of future water supply.  
The Tribe’s demand is not expected to significantly affect the region’s 
groundwater supply because it is well within the allotted amount specified 
in the Settlement Agreement.  The Settlement Agreement is a legally 
binding document that the Tribe and other parties must follow.  Failure to 
comply with the Settlement would result in further legal action by the 
parties to the Settlement. The Tribe is bound by the terms and conditions 
of the Settlement.  The Preferred Alternative and remaining Alternatives 
would be in compliance with the Water Rights Settlement and 
Groundwater Management Plan. 
 
Generally, the Tribe’s approach is to withdraw its domestic water supply 
as much as possible from the Canyon aquifer, using the Intake aquifer as 
necessary to supplement.  To support this approach to water supply, the 
Tribe has a first priority right under the Water Rights Settlement to 
produce at least 3,000 acre-feet per year from the Canyon aquifer, which is 
more than the projected 2,148 acre-feet per year resulting from projected 
Reservation plus gaming project demands.   
 
If the Tribe cannot produce at least 3,000 acre-feet per year from the 
Canyon aquifer using its existing wells, then the off-Reservation utilities 
are obligated to deliver water of like quality to the Reservation.  
The Tribe also has a first priority right to production from the Intake 
aquifer for a total entitlement from both aquifers of 9,000 acre-feet per 
year; however, the Tribe agreed to limit its total pumping to 2,900 acre-
feet per year initially, increasing in five-year steps to 4,010 acre-feet per 
year after 20 years, then more gradually to 4,100 acre-feet per year after 
45 years.  After 50 years, the Tribe may pump its full first priority 
entitlement of 9,000 acre-feet annually.  
 
To preserve the excellent existing water quality, stringent limits are placed 
on the quality of water that can be used for artificial recharge in the 
Canyon aquifer, including not exceeding any state or Federal primary or 
secondary drinking water standards. 
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11.4 WASTEWATER  

COMMENTS: 

Encourage Tribe to use Eastern Metropolitan Water District for 
wastewater treatment services.  The Final EIS improperly defers analysis 
of the wastewater treatment plant to a future environmental study.  
Alternatives to an on-site wastewater treatment plant must be analyzed in 
the Final EIS.    
 
RESPONSES: 

The Tribe has received a letter from the Eastern Municipal Water District 
(EMWD) (Final EIS Appendix K) that states the District has the capacity 
to accommodate sewer service to the project.   
 
At the time of construction, the Tribe will either enter into a contract with 
EMWD for wastewater service, or construct an on-Reservation wastewater 
treatment plant.  As mentioned above, the EIS includes a will-serve letter 
from EMWD.  The required EMWD infrastructure exists on the project 
site and no off-site construction is anticipated.  However, for purposes of 
environmental review, both wastewater service options were explored in 
the Final EIS.  Below is a discussion of the proposed on-Reservation 
wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), which was prepared in response to 
the comments registered during the Draft EIS comment period:   
 

An on-Reservation tertiary wastewater treatment system is a 
proposed wastewater service option for the Project.  That system 
will produce effluent suitable for reuse and will conform to all 
federal discharge standards when using or disposing of all recycled 
water.  Application of recycled water for landscaping and golf 
courses is appropriate because the vegetation will polish the 
effluent by removing any remaining nutrients beyond the level 
mandated for the tertiary effluent.  The use of recycled water for 
the golf course irrigation will offset the current pumping for golf 
course irrigation.  
 
The entire reservation will be connected to the new tertiary WWTP 
and thereby replace existing septic tanks and leach fields on the 
reservation. Overall, the switch from septic tanks to a WWTP will 
benefit the underlying aquifer by eliminating the poor quality of 
water that percolates to the aquifer from leach fields.  
 
Treated effluent from the WWTP may have to be stored or used for 
other purposes during periods when the irrigation demand is low.  
Generally, the effluent will be used for agricultural irrigation, 
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landscape irrigation, filling of decorative water features, surface 
cleaning (i.e. parking lots), toilet flushing, and fire control. During 
periods when effluent flows exceed the demand for recycled water, 
water would be discharged to percolation ponds for storage.  The 
discharge would conform to effluent standards for discharge to 
percolation ponds and be consistent with the Basin Plan (see 
Section 2.1.1).  Percolation pond discharge would follow 
secondary treatment standards with other constituents of concern 
limited to concentrations that are consistent with non-degradation 
of the receiving aquifer based on the beneficial uses of the 
receiving waters identified in the Basin Plan.  Also, the storage of 
water in the pond will encourage settling of suspended material 
and subsequent percolation into the soil that will provide additional 
polishing of the effluent.  
 
Section 3.2.3 describes the storm water permit and waste discharge 
permits that apply to the Project.  The Tribe will comply with all 
construction and discharge permits for the Project Site and the 
WWTP.  
 

Regarding concerns over noise, smell, lighting, and aesthetics effects from 
the WWTP, the best management practices (BMPs) which would be used 
for the Proposed Action and Alternatives are specified in Section 2.1.1 of 
the Final EIS under the heading “Wastewater Treatment and Disposal.” 
The BMPs include the following:  
 

• Treatment structures that provide complete containment 
during wastewater treatment and storage;  

• Alarm and automatic flow diversion systems to prevent 
system bypass or overflow;  

• Odor abatement systems;  
• Tertiary treatment;  
• Denitrification;  
• Disinfection of treated effluent;  
• Recycling of wastewater using agronomic application rates;  
• Appropriate bio solids storage and disposal practices; and  
• Field operators to assure proper operation and maintenance. 
 

11.5 SCHOOL SERVICES 

COMMENTS: 

The amount of in-lieu development fees is unknown; therefore, it is not 
known whether the amount will be sufficient to mitigate the impact.   
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RESPONSES: 

Mitigation is identified in Section 5 of the Final EIS that addresses potential 
effects on the San Jacinto Unified School District: 
 

The Tribe shall provide reasonable in-lieu development fees and 
property taxes to the San Jacinto Unified School District to 
mitigate recognized effects to the district. The Tribe shall consult 
with the district to determine the amount and schedule of payments 
to reasonably mitigate fee and tax loss to the district and increased 
student enrollment in the district’s schools. 
 

The actual amount will not be known until both the Tribe and school 
district determine the amount and schedule of payments, which is 
expected following trust action.   
 

12.0 OTHER RESOURCES  

12.1 NOISE  

COMMENTS: 

Construction noise on people living in Soboba Springs Mobile Estates and 
at Calicinto Ranch needs further study/cannot be mitigated.  The Final EIS 
uses an outdated baseline, which needs to be updated.  The reference to 
percentage contributions to noise levels is irrelevant and contrary to the 
regulatory standards relied upon in the Final EIS.  
 
RESPONSES: 

Response 1.14.2.2.1(b) previously responded to the issue of noise on 
surrounding residential communities.  As stated within the response, there 
presently exists a sound wall with gaps surrounding the Soboba Springs 
Mobile Estates, which currently results in an approximately 5 dBA 
decrease of noise levels.  Construction of a higher sound wall, without 
gaps, between Lake Park Drive and the Soboba Springs Mobile Estates 
prior to commencing major construction is recommended as a mitigation 
measure in Section 5.9.2 of the Final EIS to lower received noise levels by 
about an additional 3 dBA overall.  Implementation of this and other 
mitigation measures specified within Section 5.9.2 of the Final EIS would 
result in less than significant effects for the Preferred Alterative and 
remaining Alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 3, which would 
remain significant even after mitigation implementation.   
 
The effect of noise generated by the Preferred Alternatives and remaining 
Alternatives is discussed for the Soboba Springs Mobile Estates, the Golf 
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Course community, and the hillside residential community in Section 4.9 
of the Final EIS.  Implementation of the mitigation measures specified 
within Section 5.9.2 of the Final EIS would result in less than significant 
effects to the local residential communities.   
 
The noise analysis contained in Section 4.9 of the Final EIS demonstrates 
that mitigated noise levels from the parking garages would be less than 
significant, taking into account that noise levels associated with parking 
structure activities are caused by purely random human behavioral events 
which may or may not occur during any given period of time.  The 
parking structures will incorporate acoustic materials to reduce the effect 
of intermittent vehicle noises on the Soboba Springs Mobile Estates 
mobile home park as described in Final EIS Section 5.9.2.  This mitigation 
is designed precisely to deal with the unpredictable nature of noise events 
typical of parking structures. 
 
Noise effects from loading docks, maintenance, and lawn care are 
discussed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS and mitigation measures were 
prescribed under Section 5.9.2.  Unmitigated and mitigated operational 
noise effects under the Preferred Alternative are shown in Tables 4-72 and 
4-73 of the Final EIS, respectively.  As shown in these tables, unmitigated 
noise effects from loading docks are less than significant.  Noise from 
landscape maintenance equipment (lawnmowers, edgers, trimmers, etc.) 
would be no different than presently generated at the Soboba Springs 
Country Club golf course or private residences.   
 
The effects analysis conducted for noise employed federal and local 
standards and significance thresholds.  See Section 3.9.2 and 4.9.1 of the 
Final EIS for additional discussion of the regulatory framework employed 
for this analysis.  As described therein, the mitigated noise expected to be 
produced by the Proposed Action does not break the threshold criteria for 
noise.  
 
As described in Section 3.9 of the Final EIS, baseline ambient noise 
measurements conducted in 2004 by Medlin and Associates for the 
Development Site and surrounding area yielded average levels of 64.3 
dBA and 65 dBA at distances of approximately 75 and 150 feet from the 
roads, respectively, corresponding with the 60 to 65 dBA noise level 
reported in the San Jacinto General Plan.  Since no major development 
(i.e., no significant changes in traffic volumes) has taken place in the 
vicinity of the Development Site since 2004, the noise study cited above is 
still considered valid and is referenced for this analysis in the following 
sections as appropriate.    
 
Potential noise effects from the events center are discussed under Section 
4.9 of the Final EIS: 
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Events Center:  The events center (indoor arena/theater) is 
designed as a fully enclosed structure with sound isolation and 
absorbing features incorporated which will prevent the propagation 
of significant noise beyond the property line.  There will be no 
outdoor concert events at the facility, only indoor events.  Noise 
from a rock concert may reach 120 dBA at a close distance indoors 
(Medlin and Associates 2004).  This is considered the worst-case 
scenario for inside the events center.  The closest noise-sensitive 
receptor (the Soboba Springs Mobile Estates) would be located 
approximately 300 feet from the events arena (see Figure 4-6).  
Due to engineered soundproof construction techniques, a 50 dBA 
attenuation would be achieved, from about 120 dBA on the interior 
to about 70 dBA on the exterior of the building.  It follows that 
residual noise from the events center would greatly decrease over 
this distance to about 51 dBA, which is less than the 60 to 65 dBA 
background and would thus not be an impact.  There presently 
exists a sound wall with gaps surrounding the Soboba Springs 
Mobile Estates, which would result in an approximately 5 dBA 
decrease of noise levels from the event center.  In addition, noise 
from the events center would only be expected to occur during 
special events and would not form a permanent part of the 
background noise level.  Construction of a higher sound wall, 
without gaps, between Lake Park Drive and the Soboba Springs 
Mobile Estates prior to commencing major construction is 
recommended as a mitigation measure in Section 5.9.2 to lower 
received noise levels by about an additional 3 dBA overall.  
Mitigated construction noise levels are shown in Table 4-69 above.  
The level of noise reaching the Soboba Springs Mobile Estates 
from the events center is therefore not expected to surpass the 
significance threshold of an increase of 5 dBA from ambient noise 
levels.   
 

12.2 VISUAL QUALITY  

COMMENTS: 

People living at Soboba Springs Mobile Estates and at Calicinto Ranch 
will have their views of the fields blocked during the day and stars 
blocked at night.  The parking structure lighting impacts on the adjacent 
Soboba Springs Mobile Homes Estates cannot be mitigated.  The potential 
to use large illuminated signs next to the Soboba Springs Mobile Homes 
Estate needs to be analyzed.  The street elevation of Lake Park Drive 
needs to be lowered and a 10 foot wall is necessary to protect the Soboba 
Springs Mobile Estates from lighting impacts.  The Final EIS needs a 
more sufficient rendering of how the project will appear.   
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RESPONSES:  

The Visual Resources Management (VRM) analysis (Sections 3.9.3 and 
4.9 of the Final EIS) considered the immediate views from public roads 
and private residences close to the Development Site. The six Key 
Observation Points (KOPs) in the Final EIS were chosen because they 
represented views with the greatest visual effect of the proposed 
developments to the surrounding community.  The KOPs included views 
from the hillside community, the communities along Main Street and 
Mountain Drive, and Soboba Springs Mobile Estates, among other views. 
The project would be proximate to several residential communities and 
public roads where, as shown by Soboba Road, the changes would create a 
strong contrast to the existing setting. Due to their size, any viewers within 
0.5 miles of the structures who have an unobstructed line-of-sight could 
not overlook them.  In addition, residences and trails at the same elevation 
or higher than the proposed structures’ roofs, as shown by Granite View 
Drive, would have a clear view of parked vehicles and mechanical 
equipment.  At these locations, viewers could not ignore the strong color 
and texture contrast with the existing setting. Views of the San Jacinto 
Mountains, the most scenic feature in the visual landscape, would be 
partially or completely obscured.  Therefore, visual standards would not 
be met and mitigation measures were identified.  
 
The Final EIS describes the potential for the Preferred Alternative to 
increase ambient lighting and adversely affect night time activities.  As 
such, there is a potential for light pollution.1  The proposed mitigation 
measure for lighting fixtures (see Section 5.7.2 of the Final EIS) 
incorporates many of the recommendations from the International Dark-
Sky Society’s Guidelines for Good Lighting Plans (see 
www.darkskysociety.org). 
 
As described within Section 4.7 of the Final EIS, the application of the 
prescribed mitigation measures (Section 5.7.2 of the Final EIS) would 
reduce potential effects to less than significant levels.  Minimizing light 
pollution is essential to maintaining the area’s night sky and night time 
activities.  The following mitigation measure was previously applied to the 
project in the Final EIS (Section 5.7.2 of the Final EIS):  
 

Lighting Fixtures:  All permanent lighting that could increase 
exterior lighting levels will have the International Dark-Sky 
Society’s Fixture Seal of Approval for dark sky friendly fixtures. 
All permanent exterior lighting will incorporate cutoff shields and 
non-glare fixture design and will be directed onsite and downward.  

                                                           
1   The International Dark-Sky Society defines light pollution as glare, light trespass, and light which is reflected into the night sky, contributing 

to sky glow, through the use of unshielded, misplaced, excessive, or unnecessary outdoor night lighting. 
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New lighting will be oriented to ensure that no light source is 
directly visible from neighboring residential areas and will be 
installed with motion-sensor activation where feasible. Decorative 
lighting will be directed away from sensitive receptors and will not 
generate light beyond the Development Site’s boundaries. 
 

The project description presented in Section 2 of the Final EIS does not 
propose the use large illuminated signs next to the Soboba Springs Mobile 
Homes Estate, nor does the impact analysis find a significant impact 
associated with the use of Lake Park Drive.  Therefore, analysis of large 
illuminated signs next to the Soboba Mobile Homes Estates is not needed.  
Likewise mitigation lowering Lake Park Drive is not needed.  With 
regards to project renderings, page Figure 2-12 presents a conceptual 
rendering of the project.  Renderings of the project are also presented in 
the Visual Resources discussion (see Figures 4-7(A), 4-7(B), 4-7(C), 4-
7(D), 4-7(E), and 4-7(F)).  Detailed design work is undertaken following 
project approval; however, parameters of the project footprint/envelope 
presented in the EIS are maintained during the detailed design stage.  
Conceptual renderings provide an adequate level of detail for purposes of 
NEPA review.   



SECTION 2.0 
LIST OF COMMENTERS AND COMMENT LETTERS 



 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

SOBOBA BAND OF LUISEÑO INDIANS 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT  

COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 
COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 

SECTION 1  AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED (ACL) 

ACL 1   United States Environmental Protection Agency ............................................. 1 

ACL 2   California State Clearinghouse ......................................................................... 4 

ACL 3   Department of Transportation ........................................................................... 6 

ACL 4    County of Riverside .......................................................................................... 8 

ACL 5   City of San Jacinto ........................................................................................ 124 

ACL 6   Save Our Communities ................................................................................. 133 

ACL 7   Stand up for California.................................................................................. 148 

ACL 8   Best Best and Krieger ................................................................................... 153 

ACL 9   Aleshire and Wynder .................................................................................... 155 

ACL 10    Aleshire and Wynder .................................................................................... 164 

ACL 11    State of California, Department of Justice .................................................... 171 

ACL 11    Regional Conservation Authority ................................................................. 178 

  

SECTION 2  COMMENT LETTERS RECIEVED (ICL) 

ICL 1  Leon Thormahlen ............................................................................................ 183 

ICL 2  Henry Pirelli and Pirelli Family ...................................................................... 184  

ICL 3  Roy Sanchez.................................................................................................... 188 

ICL 4  Emmett M. Mayne .......................................................................................... 190 

ICL 5  William Dall.................................................................................................... 207 

ICL 6  Doris Mathers .................................................................................................. 208 

ICL 7  Thomas and Dee Wickman ............................................................................. 209 

ICL 8  Vernon R. Johnson .......................................................................................... 212 

ICL 9  Linda McKee .................................................................................................. 213 
 

SECTION 3   FORM COMMENT LETTERS RECIEVED (FCL) 

FCL 1  Joseph and Jacquelyn Wigle ........................................................................... 214 

FCL 2  Fabian Mendez ................................................................................................ 220 

FCL 3  Alfonso and Barbara Chavez .......................................................................... 224 

FCL 4  Francis and Harold Retzlaff ............................................................................ 228 

FCL 5  Nancy Price ..................................................................................................... 234 

FCL 6  Barbara and Leonard Burns ............................................................................ 240 

FCL 7  Ted and Margaret Bryant ................................................................................ 246 

FCL 8  Beverly Williams ............................................................................................ 252 

FCL 9  Leon  and Patricia Thormahlen ....................................................................... 256 



 

 

  

FCL 10  Patricia Finn .................................................................................................... 262 

FCL 11  Kenneth Miller ................................................................................................ 268 

FCL 12  Linda Warwick ................................................................................................ 271 

FCL 13  Brad Haas ........................................................................................................ 274 

FCL 14  Martha d. Meza ............................................................................................... 280 

FCL 15  Judith D. Wilkins ............................................................................................ 286 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS (ACL) 
 



ACL 1 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 
 



Mom
Sticky Note
None set by Mom

Jbroadhead
Text Box
1



Jbroadhead
Text Box
2



Jbroadhead
Text Box
3



ACL 2 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

 STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 
  



Jbroadhead
Text Box
4



Mom
Text Box
5



 

ACL 3 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

 DISTRICT 8 
  



Mom
Text Box
6



Mom
Text Box
7



 

ACL 4 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
  



Jbroadhead
Text Box
8



Jbroadhead
Text Box
9



Jbroadhead
Text Box
10



Jbroadhead
Text Box
11



Jbroadhead
Text Box
12



Jbroadhead
Text Box
13



Jbroadhead
Text Box
14



Jbroadhead
Text Box
15



Jbroadhead
Text Box
16



Jbroadhead
Text Box
17



Jbroadhead
Text Box
18



Jbroadhead
Text Box
19



Jbroadhead
Text Box
20



Jbroadhead
Text Box
21



Jbroadhead
Text Box
22



Jbroadhead
Text Box
23



Jbroadhead
Text Box
24



Jbroadhead
Text Box
25



Jbroadhead
Text Box
26



Jbroadhead
Text Box
27



Jbroadhead
Text Box
28



Jbroadhead
Text Box
29



Jbroadhead
Text Box
30



Jbroadhead
Text Box
31



Jbroadhead
Text Box
32



Jbroadhead
Text Box
33



Jbroadhead
Text Box
34



Jbroadhead
Text Box
35



Jbroadhead
Text Box
36



Jbroadhead
Text Box
37



Jbroadhead
Text Box
38



Jbroadhead
Text Box
39



Jbroadhead
Text Box
40



Jbroadhead
Text Box
41



Jbroadhead
Text Box
42



Jbroadhead
Text Box
43



Jbroadhead
Text Box
44



Jbroadhead
Text Box
45



Jbroadhead
Text Box
46



Jbroadhead
Text Box
47



Jbroadhead
Text Box
48



Jbroadhead
Text Box
49



Jbroadhead
Text Box
50



Jbroadhead
Text Box
51



Jbroadhead
Text Box
52



Jbroadhead
Text Box
53



Jbroadhead
Text Box
54



Jbroadhead
Text Box
55



Jbroadhead
Text Box
56



Jbroadhead
Text Box
57



Jbroadhead
Text Box
58



Jbroadhead
Text Box
59



Jbroadhead
Text Box
60



Jbroadhead
Text Box
61



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ACL 4 
 COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE (Received March 7, 2014) 



COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

Juan C. Perez 
Agency Director 

Patricia Romo 
Assistant Director 
Transportation Department 

Juan C. Perez 
Interim Planning Director 
Planning Department 

Mike Lara 
Building & Safety Official 
Building & Safety Department 

Greg Flannery 
Code Enforcement Official 
Code Enforcement Department 

March 7. 2014 

Amy Dutschke. Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs - Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2820 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

T1 TT ZL.' 
'—^ I-^ ' J ( — 

o 
RE: FEIS Comments, Soboba Horseshoe Grande Fee-To-Trust Project ^ 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

ro 
c 

The County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency (TLMA) appreciates the 
opportunity to provide comments on the above environmental document. On December 26, 
2013 TLMA submitted comments to you on the Soboba Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Trust Project 
(see attached). Please accept the attached letter and documentation as a re-submittal of our 
comments for the notice sent out on February 18, 2014. 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me at 951-955-6742 should the Bureau or Tribe desire to discuss these comments in 
more detail. 

Juan C. Perez 
Director of Transportation and Land Management 

Reg Dir 
Dep r ) i r_ 
Reg Adm O'lcr 
Route 

a f J z 
Response RsviJifed 
Due Date 
Memo 
Tele 

_ Ltr 
Other 

4080 Lemon Street, 14th Floor • Riverside. California 92501 • (951) 955-6838 
P. O. Box 1605 • Riverside, California 92502-1605 • FAX (951) 955-5177 

Page 1 of 1 
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ACL 6 
 SAVE OUR COMMUNITY (Received March 19, 2014) 



SOC 
Save Our Communities 

Mission Statement 
Save Our Communities is opposed to the conversion of Horseshoe Grande land from fee-to-trust; and subsequent  

annexation to the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indian Reservation.  
We desire this land to remain with its current boundaries, jurisdictions and zoning. 

SOC92583@gmail.com 

 
Amy Dutschke, Regional Director        March 19, 2014 
Pacific Regional Office 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA. 95825 
 
Re: FEIS Comments, Soboba Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Trust  
 
Dear Ms. Dutschke,  
 
Save Our Communities (SOC) members received a letter notifying them of the existence of the FEIS; 
however, the time frame was far beyond the original time limit to respond. 
 
The letter was generated on 2/18/2014, received by some of our members on or about 2/21/14. 
 
We would like to know: 
 

1. What names are on the mailing list you at the BIA Regional Office have?  
 
A. These should include people who attended the first informational meeting at the Hemet 
Library on August 5th, 2009 and made comments (approximately 250 by your information). 
 
B. There should also be names of people who commented on the DEIS. 
 
C. There should also be names of people who commented on the FEIS in November, 2013. 

 
We are asking that you send us, or email us this information as soon as possible during your regular 
business hours.  We will not be able to review this information in the Sacramento BIA offices and time is 
of the essence. 
 
We will then compare your list to our list of SOC members to make sure everyone has the opportunity to 
comment on the FEIS thereby implementing the procedural requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 and part 209 of the Assistant Secretary-Indian Affairs Department Manual. 
 
Since your deadline is March 24, 2014, we would appreciate this information immediately. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Patricia Mayne, SOC 
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ALESHIRE AND WYNDER 
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ACL 11 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 



0 3 / 2 4 / 2 0 1 4 1 6 : 5 3 FAX @001 

KAMALA D. HARRIS 
Attorney General 

Si ate of California 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FAX TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET 

IMPORTANT/CONFIDENTIAL: This communication is intended only for the use of the individ ja l or entity to which it is 
addressed. This message contains infomiation from the State of California, Attomey Gener il's Office, which may be 
privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this communication is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. 

DATE: March 24, 2014 TIME: 4:50 p.m. NO. OF PAGES: J _ 
(including i over sheet] 

TO: 
NAME: 
OFFICE: 
LOCATION: 
FAX NO: 

Amy Putschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Sacramento, California 
916/978-6099 PHONE NO; 

FROM: 
NAME: 
OFFICE: 
LOCATION: 
FAX NO: 

Kathleen Gnekow, Deputy At torney General 
Office of the At torney General 
Sacramento, CA 
916/445-1048 PHONE NO: 916/327-^319 

MESSAGE/INSTRUCTIONS 

Land Acquisit ion Application for the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians for 534 acres. 

1 iOSj^r,I'ot 
L!LIC l'aL.8 
i.iclllO 
Icift 

. Ltr 
Giucr 

PLEASE DELIVER AS SOON AS POSSIBLE! 
FOR ASSISTANCE WITH THIS FAX, PLEASE'CALL THE SENDER 
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ACL 12 
REGIONAL CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
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ICL 1 
LEON THORMAHLEN 
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ICL 2 
HENRY PIRELLI AND PIRELLI FAMILY 
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ROY SANCHEZ 
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ICL 5 
WILLIAM DALL 
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ICL 6 
DORIS MATHERS 



March 6,2014 

FEIS Comments, Soboba Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Trust Project 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

In response to your letter of February 18,2014,1 would like to add my voice in 
opposition to the proposed fee to trust acquisition and hotel/casino project to be located 
in my area by the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians. 

When I purchased my home in Soboba Springs Mobile Estates in 1992, the casino was 
not operating and I enjoyed my rural setting. Since the casino started up, many changes 
have been made: #1 - It has improved their standard of living 

#2 - Our standard of living has down changed with traffic, crime, etc. 

With the acquisition of a hotel/casino, etc., a stone throws fix>m my home would make 
my life unbearable with more traffic, lights, noise, etc. I am happy for the Band that 
they currently have money for a good standard of living and do not feel that they need 
what they propose to acquire to the detriment of those of us currently living here. We 
would be surrounded by the Reservation that worries me greatly. 

Reg Dir 
Drp R-'g D; 

n^n Ajm Ofcr 

Thank you for your consideration to my opposition. 

Si^erely, 

Doris Mathers Respn:'s2 Rsqui.-ed 
2230-95 Lake Park Drive Vz'.e _ 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 m o Ltr 

oiher 

d - k . r i \ 
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ICL 7 
THOMAS AND DEE WICKHAM 



February, 21, 2014 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Re: FEIS Comments, Soboba Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Tmst Project 

Dear Ms. Dutschke: 

We are including a copy of our letter mailed to the Bureau of Indian Affairs on 
August 17, 2009. We haven't seen anything that would alter our opinions. 

We would appreciate it if you would withhold our personal identifying information, if 
possible. 

Sincerely, 

& 0 ' 

Thomas and Dee Wickham 
953 Verona Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 
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ICL 8 
VERNON R. JOHNSON 



March 12, 2014 

Vernon Johnson 

395 Buckingham Dr. 

San Jacinto, CA 92583 

1 9 3.-S' 

FEIS Comments, Soboba Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Trust Project 

Amy Dutschke, Regional Director 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Region 

2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, CA 95825 

Director Dutschke, 

( l t<X 

• iiif- Pale _ 
' .onio 
idid 

L:r 
Oinbf 

As a resident of San Jacinto, living in close proximity to the existing Soboba Casino, I 
am opposed to the expansion and relocation of a new Casino. I don't believe the 
proposed scale and location of such a large and intrusive complex is in the best interest 
of the nearby community or the Soboba Tribe itself. I am urging the BIA to make a 
decision for the No Action Altemative or least the Commercial Enterprise vi/ith no Casino 
or Hotel. 

Thank you for your consideration in the matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Vernon R. Johnson 
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ICL 9 
LINDA MCKEE 



R ' „• _ 
United States Department of the Interior 

Rei' f •• /i 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS Route 

Pacific Regional OffiL-e •• -i 
2800 Cottage Way noi>[J0.1SCJ 

rr t U: U- Sacramenio, Calilbrnia 95825 D3t8 
R n FEB 1 8 20)4 M e m o 

y 
In teres ted P e r s o n s : 

Tele Oic.tr 

T h i s no t ice is be ing sent to i n f o n n you that the S o b o b a Final E n v i r o n m e n t a l Impac t S t a t emen t 
(l-'inal E I S ) is ava i l ab l e for 3 0 d a y s p r io r to i s su ing a Reco rd o f Dec i s ion ( R O D ) . Y o u r n a m e m a y 
have been i nadve r t en t l y left o f f the m a i l i n g list w h e n the or ig ina l no t ice ( s ee a t t ached) w a s 
d i s t r ibu ted on N o v e m b e r 26. 2013 . T h e or ig ina l no t ice s ta tes that the R O D w o u l d be i s sued n o 
soone r than 3 0 d a y s f r o m the da t e the E n v i r o n m e n t a l P ro tec t ion A g c n c y ( E P A ) p u b l i s h e s the 
N o t i c e o f Ava i l ab i l i t y in the Federal Reg i s ' e r . T h e F P A pub l i shed its N o t i c e o f Ava i l ab i l i t y on 
N o v e m b e r 29. 2 0 1 3 . The R O D will no t . h o w e v e r , be issued until all pub l i c c o m m e n t s h a v e been 
rccc ived and fu l ly c o n s i d e r e d . B e c a u s e you did not f o m i a l l y r e c e i v e a no t i ce w e wil l not i ssue a 
R O D until a f t e r M a r c h 24. 2 0 1 4 . 

P lease use the ADDRI.-"SS on the a t t ached no t ice for the n a m e and a d d r e s s lo send y o u r c o m m e n t s , 
if a n y . Y o u m a y a c c e s s an e lec t ron ic c o p y o f the Final EIS at htli:)://wu w •S(>boba-nsn.i 'o\ i . T o 
ob ta in a c o m p a c t disk c o p y o f the Final EIS . p l ea se p r o v i d e y o u r n a m e and a d d r e s s in wr i t i nu , 
v o i c e m a i l , o r by e -mai l to John R y d / i k . C h i e f o f the Div i s ion o f E n v i r o n m e n t a l . Cul tu ra l 
R e s o u r c e s M a n a g e m e n t and Sa fe ty , at t he a d d r e s s l isted in the A D D R E S S E S sec t ion o f the 
a t tached not ice , or at t he t e l e p h o n e n u m b e r l isted in the F O R [ r U R T H E R I N F O R M A T I O N 
C O N A C T sec t ion o f the a t t ached not ice , o r at j ohn . r> ' dz ik@bia .gov . N o t e that ind iv idua l pape r 
c o p i e s o f the Final I-IS wil l be p rov ided on ly u p o n p a y m e n t o f a p p l i c a b l e p r in t ing e x p e n s e s by the 
r eques to r for the n u m b e r o f cop ie s r eques t ed . 

S ince re ly . 

i 

Reuiona l Di rec to r 

l i nc losu re 

3//^y 
Ms Unda Mc K e e 

21928 Spring Crest Rd 
Moreno Valley, CA 92557 

mailto:dzik@bia.gov
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FORM COMMENT LETTERS (FCL) 
 



FCL 1 
JOSEPH AND JACQUELYN WIGLE 
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FCL 2 
FABIAN MENDEZ 
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FCL 3 
ALFONSO and BARBARA CHAVEZ 
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FCL 4 
FRANCIS and HAROLD RETZLAFF 
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FCL 5 
NANCY PRICE 
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FCL 6 
BARBARA and LEONARD BURNS 
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FCL 7 
TED and MARGARET BRYANT 
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FCL 8 
BEVERLY A. WILLIAMS 
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FCL 9 
LEON and PATRICIA THORMAHLEN 
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FCL 10 
PATRICIA FINN 
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FCL 11 
KENNETH J. MILLER 
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FCL 12 
LINDA L. WARWICK 

  



Jbroadhead
Text Box
271



Jbroadhead
Text Box
272



Jbroadhead
Text Box
273



 

FCL 13 
BRAD HAAS 
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FCL 14 
MARTHA D. MESA 
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FCL 15 
JUDITH D. WILKINS 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
CITY OF SAN JACINTO MITIGATION LIST  



 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and Vice Mayor (Tribal Subcommittee) 
FROM: Tim Hults, City Manager 
DATE: February 4, 2011 
SUBJECT: Soboba Band – Horseshoe Grande Fee-to-Trust   
 
The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Tribe) is proposing the transfer of 534.91 acres owned in fee title by the 
Tribe to federal trust status. The proposed fee-to-trust property is located at the northwest corner of Lake Park 
Drive and Soboba Road. The site includes The Country Club at Soboba Springs and several vacant parcels 
adjacent to and surrounding The Country Club. The new trust land would be used for a gaming and hotel project, 
which would include a new casino facility (replacing the existing casino) and 250-300 room hotel, selection of 
restaurants and retail establishments, events center, convention space, and spa and fitness center. The other 
proposed developments will not be attached to the hotel/casino facility and include a tribal fire station, 12-pump gas 
station and convenience store, supporting facilities (i.e. parking garage) and wastewater treatment plant to serve 
the development. Of the 534.91± acres, approximately 55 acres are proposed for development. 
 
In the event the Fee-to-Trust process is successful and such a substantial facility is constructed, the impacts upon 
the community would be significant and longstanding.  Staff has reviewed the facility and the EIS to determine how 
such a facility would be served and not further burden the citizens of San Jacinto.  To follow is a list of 
improvements and resources that would be needed provided such a facility is ever constructed:    
 
Equipment 

• Miscellaneous Public Works Vehicles and Equipment ($1M). 
• Message Boards: (4) traffic control, concerts, directions, parking etc. ($80K). 
• Marquis Sign ($1M) 
• Miscellaneous Fire Equipment – Fire Truck, Ladder Truck and Squad ($1.75M).  
• Miscellaneous Police Vehicles ($500K) 

 
Infrastructure Improvements 

• Ramona Expressway: Widen and landscape entire length to General Plan standard ($25M). 
• Soboba Road/Gilman Springs Road complete widening to 4-lanes from Sanderson Avenue southeast to 

Lake Park Drive ($20M). 
• Second River Crossing, similar to that at Lake Park Drive ($15M). 
•  Sports Complex/Tournament Venue 80 Acres to include lighted baseball, soccer, swim complex and gym 

($70M). 
• Soboba Area Drainage Improvements - Soboba Rd diffuser and storm drain system (Chabela to Lake Park) 

($5M). 
• Street-lighting:  Install additional street-lighting (LED) on Lake Park and Soboba Rd ($250K). 
• Old Mountain / Ramona Exp: Signal and intersection improvements to include sidewalk/curb/gutter 

($300K). 
• Soboba Springs MHP Entrance (Lake Park): Intersection improvements – signalize, ped crossing ($300K). 
• San Jacinto River Levee ($30M). 
• Comprehensive/Multi-Purpose Trail System along San Jacinto River ($3M). 

 
 

City Manager’s Office 
City Hall 

595 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

951-487-7342 
951.654.3728 (FAX) 
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• Ramona Expressway/State Street Storm Drain improvements – Line H and Line J ($10M). 
• Ramona Exp e/o Lake Park: Drainage improvements ($100K). 
• 10,000 Square Foot Library/Community Center ($12M). 
• New Public Works facility ($5M). 
• New Fire Station ($5M). 
• Satellite Police Office ($1M). 
• 2 Roundabouts – Lake Park and Soboba, Main Street and San Jacinto Avenue ($1.5M).  
• Access to the top of North Mountain & Preservation of “S” ($10M). 
• Power Pole Undergrounding – Downtown ($20M).  
• Re-vamp Rancho Park, channels and basins ($5M). 
• Entry Monumentation ($2M). 

 
Water/Wastewater/Well 

• Lake Park well site; block wall, security, landscape ($150K). 
• 2.5MG Elevated Tank ($6M). 
• 500 Acre Feet of Water per Year ($125K). 

 
Public Transit 

• Establishment of a Trolley System (Unknown). 
• Metrolink Station in the Vicinity of the Terminus of the Rail Line ($10M). 

 
Miscellaneous 

• Plan Modification to Minimize Impacts upon Surrounding Residents – Relocate Existing Golf Course Holes 
to the South and East; Relocate Proposed Casino Complex to northwest area of the existing 
Course/Driving Range. 

• Free Lifetime Resort Access for Impacted Residents. 
• Participate with the City and Sponsor Tourism Activities such as the San Drags and similar events. 
• Redevelop Hot Springs and develop a Destination Spa/Resort. 
• Work with City and others to bring Brine Line to the San Jacinto Valley for Job Creation. 

 
Anticipated Personnel (Fully Burdened). 

• 5 – Public Works Employees ($330K). 
• 2 – Water/Wastewater Employee ($130K). 
• 1 – Senior Accountant ($125K).  
• 1 – Senior Planner ($125K). 
• 1 – Marketing ($125K). 
• 1 – PIO ($125). 
• 9 - Fire Personnel ($1.3M). 
• 10 - Police Personnel ($2M). 

 
Long Term Maintenance 

• Street Lights and Signals ($100K year). 
• Pavement Management ($1M year). 
• Sports complex/Tournament Venue ($1M year). 
• Library/Community Center ($100K per year). 
• Storm Drain Systems ($250k year). 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
TRAFFIC RESPONSES  

 



 

1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34 
Orange, California 92868 

(714) 973-8383 
 

www.traffic-engineer.com 

April 24, 2014 
 
 
 
Mr. Joe Broadhead, Principal 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA SYSTEMS 
1007 7th Street, Suite 308 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Dear Mr. Broadhead: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates,  Inc.  is pleased to provide this response to comments  letter regarding 
the  Horseshoe Grande Property Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised) prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. 
(March  30,  2010).    A  final  environmental  impact  statement  comments  letter  was  received  and  is 
included in Appendix A.  Specifically, this response to comments letter will address comments made by 
the California Department of Transportation and County of Riverside 
 
California Department of Transportation ‐ District 8 (January 10, 2014) 
 
COMMENT 1 
 
The existing base year must be within three years from the current year of 2013. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1 
 
The  initial  traffic  impact analysis  for  the Horseshoe Grande Property was prepared on November 21, 
2007 analyzing a Planned Action consisting of a 314,000 square foot casino, an events center with 3,500 
seats, a 300 room hotel, a 12 fueling position service station with convenience market, a 10,000 square 
foot wastewater treatment facility, and a 13,500 square foot fire station. 
 
On March 24, 2008 a traffic  impact analysis was prepared analyzing the project site (Preferred Action) 
consisting of a 355,000 square  foot casino, an events center with 3,891 seats, a 300 room hotel, a 12 
fueling position  service  station with  convenience market, and  a 13,500  square  foot  fire  station.   The 
project site was also analyzed with an 80,000 square foot convention center which may or may not be 
part of the project. 
 
On April 24, 2008 a traffic impact analysis was prepared analyzing the project site (Proposed Action "A") 
consisting of  a  365,000  square  foot  casino,  a  135,000  square  foot  events  center with  3,891  seats,  a 
170,000  square  foot  300  room  hotel,  a  12  fueling  position  service  station  with  6,000  square  foot 
convenience market, and a 13,500 square foot fire station.   The project site was also analyzed with an 
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40,000 square foot convention center which shall be a part of phase 2 and was included in the analysis 
to represent buildout conditions. 
 
The March 30, 2010  traffic  impact analysis, which  these comments are  in  reference  to,  responded  to 
comments made for the April 24, 2008 traffic impact analysis and were received in late 2009. 
 
An  Intersection  Growth  Analysis  for  the  Horseshoe  Grande  Property  Project  has  been  prepared  on 
March 27, 2014  (see Appendix B).   The  Intersection Growth Analysis was  conducted  to ascertain  the 
difference  in traffic volume growth for the study area  intersections as analyzed  in the March 30, 2010 
traffic  impact analysis.   Manual morning and evening peak hour counts were conducted  for  the study 
area intersections in March 2014. 
 
Based upon the traffic count data, it is projected that an overall increase in traffic volumes of 3.26% has 
occurred in the study area. 
 
However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  intersection  of  Sanderson  Avenue  at  Ramona  Expressway 
experiences a difference of 66.05% during the morning peak hour and 58.39% during the evening peak 
hour.   This  intersection  is  the  farthest study area  intersection  from the project site  (with exception to 
the freeway interchanges) and appears to be an outlier as the intersection with the next highest rate of 
positive growth  is Soboba Street at Mountain Avenue with a difference of 26.21% during the morning 
peak hour.  The evening peak hour growth for this intersection is nominal at 0.38%.  As such, exempting 
the intersection of Sanderson Avenue at Ramona Expressway from the calculations projected an overall 
decrease in traffic volumes of 1.19%. 
 
The intersection of Beaumont Avenue (SR‐79) at I‐10 Freeway WB Ramps had a 6.45% increase in traffic 
volumes  for the morning peak hour and a 13.32%  increase  in traffic volumes during the evening peak 
hour. 
 
The intersection of Beaumont Avenue (SR‐79) at I‐10 Freeway EB Ramps had a 1.29% decrease in traffic 
volumes  for the morning peak hour and a 19.06%  increase  in traffic volumes during the evening peak 
hour. 
 
The  intersection of  I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps at Bonnie Drive had a 13.30% decrease  in traffic volumes 
for the morning peak hour and a 1.19% decrease in traffic volumes during the evening peak hour. 
 
The intersection of I‐215 Freeway NB Ramps at SR‐74 had a 21.72% decrease  in traffic volumes for the 
morning peak hour and an 8.95% decrease in traffic volumes during the evening peak hour. 
 
Based upon the traffic count data, it is projected that an overall decrease in traffic volumes of 1.02% has 
occurred for the two freeway interchanges. 
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Being  that  the  overall  study  area  (with  Sanderson  Avenue  at  Ramona  Expressway  exempted)  has  a 
projected  overall  decrease  in  traffic  volumes  of  1.19%  and  the  two  freeway  interchanges  have  a 
projected  overall  decrease  in  traffic  volumes  of  1.02%,  it  is  concluded  that  the  traffic  conditions  as 
analyzed in the March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis are indicative of current traffic conditions. 
 
COMMENT 2 
 
Introduction and Summary Section A: Purpose of Report and Study Objectives ‐ The Opening Year of the 
proposed project is Year 2010.  Please verify the project Opening Year which is already past and update. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 
 
The March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis was conducted as a response to the comments received for 
the April 24, 2008 traffic impact analysis.  At the time that the April 24, 2008 traffic impact analysis was 
conducted, the opening year for the project was 2010.   See Response to Comment 1 for an analysis of 
current and past traffic conditions for the study area intersections. 
 
COMMENT 3 
 
Traffic Analysis Section B:  Other Development Traffic, Year 2025 (page 113).  The Horizon Year Study is 
20 years from the Opening Year, please update. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 
 
At  the  time  that  the  April  24,  2008  traffic  impact  analysis  was  prepared,  the  buildout  year  (and 
subsequent  traffic  volume  forecasts)  as  specified  in  the  City  of  San  Jacinto General  Plan  Circulation 
Element was Year 2025.  It is also worth noting that the National Environmental Policy Act does not state 
a specified horizon year for cumulative analysis within a traffic study. 
 
COMMENT 4 
 
Appendix  B:  Traffic  Count  Worksheet  ‐  The  traffic  counts  were  conducted  at  the  following  dates: 
04/04/2007,  06/07/2007,  10/25/2007,  01/29/2008,  and  01/07/2010.    The  traffic  counts  must  be 
updated within two or three years of existing year (2013).  The traffic counts must be updated. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 
 
See Response to Comment 1. 
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COMMENT 5 
 
The  traffic counts data sheets were collected and showed  in Appendix B should be updated to recent 
year. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5 
 
See Response to Comment 1. 
 
COMMENT 6 
 
Is this proposed project opening year in year 2010?  Verify. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 
 
See Response to Comment 2. 
 
COMMENT 7 
 
The proposed project should be projected to 20 year improvement. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7 
 
See Response to Comment 3. 
 
COMMENT 8 
 
The LOS results for intersection #5 (SR‐79 and Main Street) did not show in the Tables. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8 
 
The Level of Service calculations for intersection #5 (SR‐79 and Main Street) are defined in all tables as 
intersection #5 (San Jacinto Street at Ramona Boulevard/Main Street). 
 
COMMENT 9 
 
The traffic volumes for opening year 2010 at EB on SR‐74 onto NB‐79 (San Jacinto Street) are more than 
300 vph.  A double left‐turn should be considered. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9 
 
For Opening  Year  (2010) Without  Project  traffic  conditions,  the  intersection  of  San  Jacinto  Street  at 
Florida Avenue is projected to operate at an unacceptable Level of Service.  With mitigation, specifically 
the  construction  of  an  additional  SB  left  turn  lane,  the  intersection  is  projected  to  operate  at  an 
acceptable Level of Service.  As such, an additional EB left turn lane is not needed as mitigation for the 
intersection  to  be  projected  to  operate  at  an  acceptable  Level  of  Service  for  Opening  Year  (2010) 
Without Project  traffic  conditions.   Additional mitigation measures are needed  for  the different With 
Projects scenarios, but an additional EB left turn lane is not recommended. 
 
However, an additional EB  left turn  lane  is recommended  for Year 2025 With Project  (all alternatives) 
traffic conditions. 
 
COMMENT 10 
 
Provide Synchro files for the following intersections, #5 (SR‐79 and Main Street), #9 (SR‐74 and 79). 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10 
 
The April 24, 2008 and March 30, 2010 traffic impact analyses include both of these intersections within 
its analysis.  The California Department of Transportation provided their comment letter for this report 
on September 15, 2009 and the March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis was conducted to account for the 
comments  received  for  the  April  24,  2008  traffic  impact  analysis  by  the  California  Department  of 
Transportation  and  other  reporting  agencies.    The  September  15,  2009  California  Department  of 
Transportation  comment  letter  did  not  ask  for  a  Synchro  analysis  to  be  conducted  for  these  two 
intersections, although the request could have been made at that time. 
 
The September 15. 2009 California Department of Transportation comment letter reads in its entirety: 
 
"The  California  Department  of  Transportation  reviewed  the  Horseshoe  Grande  Draft  Environmental 
Impact Statement  (DEIS),  located at Soboba Road and Lake Park Drive  in  the City of San  Jacinto.   The 
project consists of the Soboba Band of Luiseño  Indians  (the Tribe) acquiring private  fee‐title properties 
adjacent  to  the Soboba  Indian Reservation  into  federal  trust  status.   The Tribe  intends  to  relocate  its 
existing  casino  to  this  site  and  also  develop  a  300‐person  hotel,  restaurants,  retail  establishments,  a 
convention center, an events center, a spa and fitness center, gas station with convenience store, a fire 
station, and a wastewater treatment plant. 
 
Although this project does not immediately abut existing State Route 79 or State Route 74 right‐of‐way, 
new traffic generated by the construction of the proposed development will have cumulative impacts on 
City, County, and State transportation facilities. 
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In Appendix  I  (Traffic  impact Analysis), Section VI‐Findings and Conclusions Off‐Site Recommendations, 
and Section 5.0/Mitigation Measures,  the Tribe  is  to participate  in  the phased  construction of off‐site 
traffic signals and traffic improvements through payment of traffic mitigation fees.  Mitigation Measures 
Section 5.7.1, Off‐Site Roadway  Improvements state, "The Tribe's contribution shall be provided  to  the 
agency undertaking the  improvement  (e.g., Caltrans, Riverside County, City of San  Jacinto)."   Based on 
these Mitigation Measures we therefore have no other concerns with this project." 
 
COMMENT 11 
 
The Opening year of 2010  should be updated as  it  is already past.   The  traffic volumes must also be 
updated. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11 
 
See Response to Comments 1 and 2. 
 
COMMENT 12 
 
How will  this  affect  SR‐60,  I‐10,  and  I‐215  freeway  interchanges,  since  the  trips will  likely  use  those 
routes? 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12 
 
The March 30, 2010  traffic  impact  analysis  included  a  freeway  analysis  in Appendix G.    The  freeway 
analysis was conducted  for  the  freeway  interchanges along  the  I‐215  freeway and  I‐10  freeway most 
likely to be affected by the proposed development.  The analysis includes Existing, Opening Year (2010), 
and Year 2025 traffic conditions for all alternatives. 
 
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency (December 26, 2013) ‐ Attachment 
"A" ‐ County of Riverside Traffic Comments to the FEIS 
 
COMMENT 1 
 
The  traffic analysis has not  included all  the  intersections or  roadway  segments  listed  in  the County's 
comments dated September 14, 2009. 
 
  a.  The County requested analysis of the following intersections ‐  

• Soboba Road/Gilman Springs Road 
• Ramp  terminals  at  the  interchange  of  Gilman  Springs  Road  and  SR‐79  (Sanderson 
  Avenue) 
• Ramp terminals at the interchange of SR‐60/Gilman Springs Road 
• SR‐74/Ramona Expressway 
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• Ramona Expressway/Sanderson Avenue (in San Jacinto) 
• Ramona Expressway/Bridge Street 
• Mountain Avenue/Soboba Street 
• Mountain Avenue/Ramona Expressway/Cedar Avenue 

 
  It  appears  that  the  FEIS  is  unresponsive  as  the  revised  TIS  did  not  analyze  the  following 
  intersections ‐  

• Ramp  terminals  at  the  interchange  of  Gilman  Springs  Road  and  SR‐79  (Sanderson 
  Avenue) 
• Ramp terminals at the interchange of SR‐60/Gilman Springs Road 
• SR‐74/Ramona Expressway 
• Ramona Expressway/Bridge Street 
• Mountain Avenue/Ramona Expressway/Cedar Avenue 
 

  b.    The  County's  comment  also  requested  that  the DEIS  include  an  analysis  of  the  following 
  roadway segments:  

• Soboba Road between the project and Gilman Springs Road 
• Gilman Springs Road between Soboba Road and SR‐60 
• SR‐79 between Gilman Springs Road and I‐10 
• Ramona Expressway between Main Street in San Jacinto and Perris City Limits 
• Mountain Avenue/Ramona Expressway between Main Street in San Jacinto and SR‐74 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1 
 
Ramp  terminals  at  the  interchange of Gilman  Springs Road  and  SR‐79  (Sanderson Avenue) were not 
included in the analysis as this interchange is further than 5 miles from the project site. 
 
Ramp terminals at the  interchange of SR‐60/Gilman Springs Road were not  included  in the analysis as 
this interchange is further than 5 miles from the project site. 
 
The  intersection of SR‐74/Ramona Expressway was not  included  in  the analysis as  this  intersection  is 
expected to have less than 50 peak hour project trips. 
 
The  intersection  of  Ramona  Expressway/Bridge  Street  was  not  included  in  the  analysis  as  this 
intersection is further than 5 miles from the project site. 
 
The  intersection  of  Mountain  Avenue/Ramona  Expressway/Cedar  Avenue  was  not  included  in  the 
analysis as this intersection is expected to have less than 50 peak hour project trips. 
 
According  to  the  County  of  Riverside  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  Preparation  Guide,  April  2008,  "the 
minimum area to be studied shall  include any  intersection of "Collector" or higher classification street, 
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with "Collector" or higher classification streets, at which the proposed project will add 50 or more peak 
hour trips, not exceeding a 5‐mile radius from the project site." 
 
The roadway segments that were requested were added to the March 30, 2010 traffic  impact analysis 
until they either a) exceeded the 5‐mile radius or b) did not meet the 50 peak hour trip threshold. 
 
COMMENT 2 
 
The County's comment to the DEIS requested "that  the project proponent take no actions that would 
reduce  the access rights of residents  in County and San  Jacinto  islands  in  the vicinity of  the proposed 
project.    The  access  rights  of  these  residents  needs  to  be  protected  in  perpetuity.    The DEIS  needs 
proposed enforceable mitigation measures to ensure that access rights will be protected in perpetuity."  
The response provided in the FEIS states that: 
 
  "Tribal  Resolution  No.  CR07‐HGFTT‐51  (Appendix  I)  acknowledges  the  existing  easement  for 
  roadway, water  lines and underground conduits and  incidental purposes along the Project Site, 
  which includes a roadway easement for Lake Park Drive and Soboba Road." 
 
The  FEIS  relies  on  the  referenced  Tribal  Resolution  in  order  address  comments  regarding  access.  
However, while  the  Tribal  Resolution  CR07‐HGFTT‐51  concludes  that  the  exceptions  to  title will  not 
interfere with the Tribe's proposed use of the property, there is no affirmative statement that the Tribe 
will uphold the exceptions to title with their current project or any future proposed project on the site. 
 
Additionally, the FEIS states: 
 
  "Furthermore, the Resolution acknowledges, as an exception to title of the Project Site, 'rights of 
  the  public  in  and  to  any  portion  of  the  subject  lying within  any  lawfully  established  streets, 
  roads, or highways.'" 
 
This statement addresses existing roads which have been accepted for public use, however  it remains 
silent on existing private easements and offers of roads for public use which have not been accepted.  By 
not  addressing  these  private  easements,  the  access  rights  of  property  owners  may  potentially  be 
impacted  by  the  project.    The  County  requests  the  Tribe  to  provide  an  approved  resolution  that 
acknowledges they will affirmatively uphold the exceptions to title of the Project Site for existing public 
road rights‐of‐way and include any existing private easements in the exceptions to title. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 
 
Comment is so noted. 
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COMMENT 3 
 
Appendix AC of  the EIS  includes a Traffic Management Plan  (TMP)  to handle major special events  like 
concerts and other intense short‐term peaks using the proposed convention center. 
 

• The TMP  should be  revised  to address pedestrian  circulation, avoidance of vehicle‐pedestrian 
conflicts, access to existing residential uses, and emergency access. 
 

• The TMP says, "With a capacity of 1,900 vehicles per lane per hour, this would provide for 7,600 
vehicles  to evacuate  the  area within one hour".    This  statement  is unrealistic  and essentially 
incorrect  because  of  traffic  factors  such  as  signals,  intersection  spacing,  and  other  traffic 
impediments are not considered.  It is recommended that this calculation be corrected. 
 

• The TMP states, "Prior to "Special Events", property owners in the immediate vicinity should be 
notified  by mail."    It  is  required  that  the  language  be  changed  to  "Prior  to  "Special  Events", 
property owners in the immediate vicinity shall be notified by mail". 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 
 
The Transportation Management Plan addresses pedestrian circulation, avoidance of vehicle‐pedestrian 
conflicts, access to existing residential uses, and emergency access. 
 
For pedestrian circulation and avoidance of vehicle‐pedestrian conflict the TMP recommended: 
 
Pedestrian  crossings  should  be  clearly marked  and  signed  for  both  pedestrians  and  vehicular  traffic.  
Clearly  identified  pedestrian walkways  should  be  situated  as  to minimize  any  potential  conflict with 
vehicular traffic. 
 
Manual  traffic control points  should be manned with  traffic control personnel/police  in order  to  route 
traffic flow at intersections and at parking areas.  At a minimum, traffic control personnel/police should 
be situated at each project access to be utilized for “special event” operations and at the intersection of 
Soboba Road/Lake Park Drive  to account  for site access  (see Figures 1  to 5).    In order  to provide  local 
residents with  ease  of  access  to  and  from  their  communities,  it  is  recommended  that  traffic  control 
personnel/police  also  be  situated  at  the  intersections  of  Soboba  Springs  Drive/Lake  Park  Drive  and 
Soboba  Road/Chabella  Drive.    Using  traffic  control  personnel/police  at  the  project  accesses  and  the 
intersections  of  Soboba  Road/Chabella  Drive,  Soboba  Road/Lake  Park  Drive,  and  Soboba  Springs 
Drive/Lake Park Drive will allow  for  traffic  to  flow  to and  from  the project  site as well as allow  local 
residents access to and from their communities.  Each intersection should have a minimum of one traffic 
control personnel/police directing traffic. 
 
Traffic  control  personnel/police  can  also  be  utilized  within  the  project  site  to  direct  vehicles  to  the 
appropriate parking areas prior to an event and assist in the release of traffic when the event has ended. 
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On‐site  and  off‐site  traffic  control  personnel/police  should  communicate  to  each  other  via  “walkie‐
talkies” in order to be in constant contact.  All on‐site and off‐site traffic control personnel/police should 
be trained prior to starting work in the field and should be equipped with appropriate safety equipment 
(i.e. orange vest, etc.). 
 
For access to residential streets the TMP recommended: 
 
The aforementioned as well as:  Temporary “No Event Parking” signs should be placed on all surrounding 
public streets.  Spectator vehicles parked in these areas should be ticketed and towed.  In the event that 
parking on nearby residential streets become a problem, a parking permit program could be  issued  to 
residents and their guests. 
 
For emergency access the TMP recommended: 
 
With more  than one  access point, good  emergency access  is assured because  there are  two ways of 
reaching any point within the site. 
 
For  all  project  alternatives,  two  Tribal  fire  stations would  be  developed.    The  Tribal  fire  department 
would  adopt  the  land  use/fire  suppression  goals  of  California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire 
Protection/Riverside County Fire Department for heavy urban areas.  The goal calls for the first arriving 
unit  to  be  on  scene within  five minutes  from  time  of  dispatch  and  setup  to  be  complete within  an 
additional three minutes.  This would allow for extinguishing agents to be applied within a goal of eight 
minutes from the time of dispatch.  The goal for the full assignment is to arrive at the scene and be setup 
for operation within ten minutes of dispatch on 90 percent of all fire incidents. 
 
The Tribe will consult with  the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection/Riverside County 
fire Department to establish a Mutual Aid Agreement.  This would also include the City of San Jacinto due 
to  its  contractual  relationship  with  California  Department  of  Forestry  and  Fire  Protection/Riverside 
County Fire Department to provide fire protection services.  An additional Mutual Aid Agreement will be 
pursued with the City of Hemet. 
 
For  all  project  alternatives,  the  Tribal  fire  station would  offer  First  Responder  level  and  EMT‐1  level 
emergency medical services  to  the project site.   A contract with  the California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection/Riverside County Fire Department to provide dispatching services for the Reservation 
will  be  negotiated.    Dispatching  services  would  be  provided  through  the  California  Department  of 
Forestry  and  Fire  Protection/Riverside  County  Fire  Department  Perris  Emergency  Command  Center, 
which  dispatches  the  emergency  resources  that  provide  service  to  the  Reservation.    This  includes 
American  Medical  Response,  the  private  ambulance  service  which  provides  Advanced  Life  Support 
transport.   Under  a  contract with Riverside  County, American Medical  Response  provided  emergency 
medical  services,  ambulance  transport,  and  paramedic  services  to  the  Reservation  and  project  site.  
American Medical Response’s deployment center is located in the City of Hemet and has a sub‐station in 
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the City of San Jacinto (MacGavin 2004).  Advanced Life Support emergency airlift services are provided 
by Mercy Air and the California Highway Patrol Air Operations. 
 
Hospitals  that  provide  service  for  incidents  both  on  the  Reservation  and  the  project  site  include  the 
Hemet Valley Medical Center in the City of Hemet and the San Gorgonio Memorial Hospital in the City of 
Banning. 
 
It should be noted that prior to a “special event” and after a “special event” the majority of traffic will be 
one directional.  For instance, prior to a “special event” most of the traffic will be coming to the project 
site  heading  eastbound  on  Lake  Park  Drive  or  southbound  on  Soboba  Road.    In  the  event  of  an 
emergency,  ambulances  and  emergency  response  vehicles  can  utilize  shoulders,  two  way  left‐turn 
medians, and opposing traffic lanes (in this case the northbound lane(s) on Soboba Road and westbound 
lane(s) on Lake Park Drive) to arrive to and depart from the facility or surrounding neighborhoods  in a 
timely manner. 
 
In  the  event  of  a  large  scale  emergency,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  project  site  and  surrounding 
communities would need  to be evacuated all at once within a  short  time  frame.   For  instance,  in  the 
event of a forest fire or flood, ample visible warning of the fire coming down the mountainside or water 
rising  in  the  San  Jacinto  Creek  would  give  warning  of  a  potential  emergency  situation  and  allow 
adequate  time  for  evacuation  prior  to  the  situation  becoming  a  credible  threat.    Earthquakes  are 
unexpected events that occur during a short duration.  With modern technological advances, the project 
site  is  to  be  built  to  current  code.    In  the  event  of  an  earthquake,  it  is  not  expected  that  a mass 
evacuation would need to occur as the main focus in the aftermath of an earthquake is to treat people 
who have been injured in the earthquake.  As an aside, the Soboba Springs Golf Course could be utilized 
as a triage for an earthquake induced emergency situation. 
 
Concerning traffic congestion in the event of a large‐scale emergency, both Soboba Road and Lake Park 
Drive  can  be  utilized  as  thoroughfares  for  both  patrons  and  employees  of  the  project  site  and  the 
surrounding communities as a means of evacuation.  The project site itself, with multiple access points to 
both these roadways allows for good emergency access.   Appropriate  law enforcement and emergency 
personnel may utilize the southbound  lane(s) on Soboba Road and the eastbound  lane(s) on Lake Park 
Drive as additional northbound  lane(s) on  Soboba Road and as additional westbound  lane(s) on  Lake 
Park Drive.  This would effectively allow for the doubling of capacity on these thoroughfares as vehicles 
evacuate  the  project  site  and  surrounding  areas  (specifically  surrounding  neighborhood  communities 
along Soboba Road, Lake Park Drive, and the Reservation). 
 
As the roadways are currently constructed, this would allow for a total of 4 outbound lanes (2 lanes on 
Soboba Road and 2  lanes on Lake Park Drive) to be used for an evacuation.   The shoulders can also be 
used as either general public outbound  lanes or emergency personnel inbound/outbound lanes.  With a 
capacity of 1,900 vehicles per  lane per hour, this would provide for 7,600 vehicles to evacuate the area 
within one hour (not  including shoulders).   Assuming the parking area  is at 100% maximum occupancy 
(“worst  case”  scenario),  5,080  vehicles would  be  evacuating  the  project  site  (assuming  every  vehicle 
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vacated and people did not  forego driving  their own personal  vehicle  to  ride  in another  vehicle/bus).  
Combined with the surrounding communities on Lake Park Drive and Soboba Road (including north of the 
project site and south of Lake Park Drive (Reservation)), it is safe to assume that the roadways have the 
capacity to evacuate the area within approximately one hour time.  The number of vehicles expected to 
evacuate the project site  is projected to be much  less during off‐peak hours and when “special events” 
are not occurring. 
 
1,900 vehicles per lane per hour was used as the County of Riverside Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation 
Guide, April 2008 states that the base saturation flow rate of 1,900 vehicles per lane per hour should be 
used for signalized intersection analysis parameters.  With a total of 4 lanes (1,900 vehicles per hour X 4 
lanes) 7,600 vehicles  can evacuate  the area within one hour based on County of Riverside  signalized 
intersection  parameters.    It  should  be  noted  that  the  base  saturation  flow  rate  (capacity)  of  1,900 
vehicles per lane per hour used by the County of Riverside pertains to the maximum number of vehicles 
that can traverse a  lane through a signalized  intersection.   The midblock roadway segment capacity  is 
not as significant as the capacity at the  intersections west and east or north and south of the roadway 
segment. The midblock roadway segment capacity  functions as a proxy  for the  intersections west and 
east or north and south of the roadway segment. Essentially, the through  lanes of a roadway segment 
has  a  “green”  light  all  the  time, whereas  the  through  lanes  at  a  signalized  intersection  only  have  a 
“green” light part of the time and face a “red” light the remainder of the time. 
 
Pertaining  to  the  change  of  language  from  "should"  to  "shall"  in  regards  to  property  owners  in  the 
immediate vicinity of the project being notified in advance to "Special Events", it is recommended that 
"property owners in the immediate vicinity shall be notified by mail" by the Tribe. 
 
COMMENT 4 
 
The  TIS  analyzes 2010  as  the opening  year of  the project.   Please  revise  the  analysis  to  evaluate  an 
opening year that is more realistic considering that the present year is 2013. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4 
 
The March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis was conducted as a response to the comments received for 
the April 24, 2008 traffic impact analysis.  At the time that the April 24, 2008 traffic impact analysis was 
conducted, the opening year for the project was 2010. 
 
An  Intersection  Growth  Analysis  for  the  Horseshoe  Grande  Property  Project  has  been  prepared  on 
March 27, 2014  (see Appendix B).   The  Intersection Growth Analysis was  conducted  to ascertain  the 
difference  in traffic volume growth for the study area  intersections as analyzed  in the March 30, 2010 
traffic  impact analysis.   Manual morning and evening peak hour counts were conducted  for  the study 
area intersections in March 2014. 
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Based upon the traffic count data, it is projected that an overall increase in traffic volumes of 3.26% has 
occurred in the study area. 
 
However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  intersection  of  Sanderson  Avenue  at  Ramona  Expressway 
experiences a difference of 66.05% during the morning peak hour and 58.39% during the evening peak 
hour.   This  intersection  is  the  farthest study area  intersection  from the project site  (with exception to 
the freeway interchanges) and appears to be an outlier as the intersection with the next highest rate of 
positive growth  is Soboba Street at Mountain Avenue with a difference of 26.21% during the morning 
peak hour.  The evening peak hour growth for this intersection is nominal at 0.38%.  As such, exempting 
the intersection of Sanderson Avenue at Ramona Expressway from the calculations projected an overall 
decrease in traffic volumes of 1.19%. 
 
Being  that  the  overall  study  area  (with  Sanderson  Avenue  at  Ramona  Expressway  exempted)  has  a 
projected  overall  decrease  in  traffic  volumes  of  1.19%,  it  is  concluded  that  the  traffic  conditions  as 
analyzed in the March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis are indicative of current traffic conditions. 
 
COMMENT 5 
 
The project creates a direct impact on Soboba Road between Gilman Springs Road and Lake Park Drive.  
The project needs to construct improvements recommended in the TIS. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5 
 
Comment is so noted. 
 
COMMENT 6 
 
The project adds more than 47% of opening year traffic on Soboba Road north of Gilman Springs Road, 
increasing  the  v/c  by  35%.    Similarly,  on  Gilman  Springs  Road  north  of  Soboba  Road,  the  project 
increases  traffic  volumes  by  27%.    Therefore,  the  project  should  construct  the  improvements 
recommended in the TIS. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6 
 
Comment is so noted. 
 
COMMENT 7 
 
The TIS analyzes 2025 conditions.  The typical horizon for traffic analyses in Riverside County is a 20‐year 
horizon (i.e. 2035) or General Plan Buildout.  Please revise the analysis to include a 20‐year horizon. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7 
 
At  the  time  that  the  April  24,  2008  traffic  impact  analysis  was  prepared,  the  buildout  year  (and 
subsequent  traffic  volume  forecasts)  as  specified  in  the  City  of  San  Jacinto General  Plan  Circulation 
Element was Year 2025.  It is also worth noting that the National Environmental Policy Act does not state 
a specified horizon year for cumulative analysis within a traffic study. 
 
COMMENT 8 
 
The EIS should identify which improvements will be constructed by the project. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8 
 
The  March  30,  2010  traffic  impact  analysis  recommends  roadway  improvements  in  Section  VII.B 
adjacent to the project site (Figures 77 to 81). 
 
In  addition,  direct  project  impacts  occur when  a  facility  operates  at  acceptable  Levels  of  Service  for 
without  project  conditions  but  does  not  operate  satisfactorily  for  with  project  conditions.    It  is 
recommended  that  the Tribe  identify  the direct  impacts based on  the mitigation measures within  the 
March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis once the project alternative is chosen. 
 
All relevant, reasonable traffic mitigation measures that could improve the proposed project have been 
identified. Good faith efforts have been made throughout the environmental review process to design 
the project so as  to minimize  traffic effects and  to propose mitigation measures  that are  intended  to 
further minimize effects to transportation networks. 
 
The proposed development shall participate  in the adopted TUMF  (Transportation Uniform Mitigation 
Fee) program and pay  required development  impact  fees. The Board of Supervisors of  the County of 
Riverside and  the Councils on  the Cities of Western Riverside County enacted  the TUMF  to  fund  the 
mitigation  of  cumulative  regional  transportation  impacts  resulting  from  future  development.  The 
mitigation fees collected through the TUMF program will be utilized to complete transportation system 
capital  improvements  necessary  to meet  the  increased  travel  demand  and  to  sustain  current  traffic 
Levels of Service. 
 
COMMENT 9 
 
Tables  9  to  12  ‐  The  v/c  calculation  for  the  segment  north  of  Gilman  Springs  Road  appears  to  be 
incorrect.  For example, the v/c for Table 11 under no improvements should be 1.623. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9 
 
The  v/c  ratios  for Gilman  Springs Road north of  Soboba Road  are  incorrect  for  these  tables without 



 
Mr. Joe Broadhead, Principal 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA SYSTEMS 
April 24, 2014 
 
 

www.traffic-engineer.com 
 

15 

improvements.  The calculations are correct for with improvements.  For without improvements, the v/c 
ratios are greater than shown in the tables.  The v/c Level of Service still remains a Level or Service of F. 
 
COMMENT 10 
 
Tables  20  to  25  ‐  The  v/c  calculation  for  the  segment  north  of Gilman  Springs  Road  appears  to  be 
incorrect. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10 
 
The  v/c  ratios  for Gilman  Springs Road north of  Soboba Road  are  incorrect  for  these  tables without 
improvements.  The calculations are correct for with improvements.  For without improvements, the v/c 
ratios are greater than shown in the tables.  The v/c Level of Service still remains a Level or Service of F. 
 
COMMENT 11 
 
The roadway capacity of Mountain Avenue between Main Street and 7th Avenue is listed as 34,100 for 
without project conditions and 35,900 for with project conditions under 2010 conditions.  Please explain 
the increase in roadway capacity or revise as necessary. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11 
 
The  roadway  capacity  should  remain  at  34,100.   With  a  roadway  capacity  of  34,100  and  an ADT  of 
19,800  for Year 2010 With Project  ‐ Proposed Action  "A"  roadway operations,  the  v/c  ratio  is 0.581.  
Therefore, the Level of Service is C. 
 
COMMENT 12 
 
Year 2010 intersection analysis ‐ 
 

• The project has direct impacts (i.e. the operations are acceptable under without project 
conditions but not acceptable under with project conditions) at the following intersections 
under 2010 conditions ‐ 
• San Jacinto Street/Ramona Boulevard/Main Street 
• Ramona Expressway/Main Street/Lake Park Drive 
• Soboba Street/Mountain Avenue 
• Soboba Springs Drive/Lake Park Drive 
• Soboba Road/Lake Park Drive 
The project needs  to  fully mitigate  these  impacts using a  consistent  cycle  length  for adjacent 
intersections, which may result in more improvements than those listed in the TIS. 
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• In  addition,  the  TIS  recommends  two  improvements  for  the  intersection  of  Soboba 
Springs Drive/Lake Park Drive.  Please reference which one will be implemented.  This is 
a direct project impact and should be fully mitigated by the project. 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12 
 
Comment is so noted concerning the direct impacts. 
 
The March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis was conducted as a response to the comments received for 
the  April  24,  2008  traffic  impact  analysis.    The  County  of  Riverside  Department  of  Transportation 
provided their comment letter for this report in 2009 and the March 30, 2010 traffic impact analysis was 
conducted  to account  for  the comments  received  for  the April 24, 2008  traffic  impact analysis by  the 
County of Riverside Department of Transportation and other  reporting agencies.   The 2009 County of 
Riverside Department of  Transportation  comment  letter did not  ask  for  a  consistent  cycle  length  for 
adjacent intersections, although the request could have been made at that time. 
 
The  cycle  lengths  were  optimized  individually  as  the  County  of  Riverside  Traffic  Impact  Analysis 
Preparation Guide, April 2008 states that the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 should be referred to for 
any  default  values  not  specifically  identified  under  Exhibit  C:  Signalized  Intersection  Analysis  Input 
Parameters. The default parameters as specified include a signal type of actuated with no coordination.  
For  an  actuated  traffic  signal  controller,  the  timing  on  all  of  the  approaches  to  an  intersection  is 
influenced by vehicle detectors.   Each phase  is  subject  to a minimum and maximum green  time, and 
some phases may be skipped if no demand is detected.  The cycle length for fully actuated control varies 
from cycle to cycle. 
 
It should be noted that according to the Federal Highway Administration Traffic Signal Timing Manual, 
"Information  presented  in  the  FHWA  report,  Signal  Timing  on  a  Shoestring,  revealed  that  using  both 
simple  and  complex  procedures worked  for  identifying  intersections  for  coordination.  In  short, when 
intersections are close together (i.e., within ¾ mile of each other) it is advantageous to coordinate them. 
At greater distances  (i.e., ¾ mile or greater),  the  traffic volumes and potential  for platoons  should be 
reviewed to determine  if coordination would be beneficial to the system operations.  In both cases, the 
traffic  conditions and  the  community policies  should be  considered as a part of  the decision."   While 
there are study area  intersections  located within 3/4 of a mile of one another, many of the study area 
intersections are not located with 3/4 of a mile of another study area intersection. 
 
For the  intersection of Soboba Springs Drive at Lake Park Drive, both  improvement scenarios show the 
same  intersection  improvements  consisting  of  one  additional  eastbound  through  lane  and  one 
additional westbound through  lane.   The difference between the two scenarios  is that one  is analyzed 
with full access from Soboba Springs Drive and the other analyzes restricting access on Soboba Springs 
Drive from full access to right turns  in/out only and  left turn  in only access.   Although Lake Park Drive 
currently  has  a  two‐way  left  turn  median,  it  is  classified  as  a  Secondary  Highway  and  with 
improvements, this two‐way left turn median may not exist for buildout conditions.  With the potential 
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that vehicles making a northbound  left  turn movement may not be able to queue  in the two‐way  left 
turn median  in  the  future, both  scenarios were analyzed  to  show  the County  traffic operations  if  full 
access were to remain, and if the aforementioned restrictions were applied. 
 
COMMENT 13 
 
Year 2025 intersection analysis ‐  
 

• The project has direct impacts (i.e. the operations are acceptable under without project 
conditions but not acceptable under with project conditions) at the following intersections 
under 2025 conditions ‐ 
• State Street/Florida Avenue 
• Soboba Road/Chabella Drive 
The project needs to fully mitigate these impacts. 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13 
 
Comment is so noted. 
 
COMMENT 14 
 
LOS worksheets  ‐  It appears  that  the  cycle  length  for each  intersection has been optimized  in Traffix 
individually.  This creates a situation where in adjacent intersections have different cycle lengths during 
the same peak hour (for example, San Jacinto Street/Ramona Boulevard/Main Street has a cycle length 
of 65 seconds in the morning peak hour and the next intersection, San Jacinto Street/Esplanade Avenue 
has a cycle length of 75 seconds during the same peak hour), which reduces the overall efficiency for the 
transportation network.    It  is  recommended  that  the  cycle  lengths  for  intersections  less  than  a mile 
apart  be maintained  the  same.    This  is  even more  relevant  because  the  TIA  states  that  "The  traffic 
signals within the study area at buildout should specifically include an interconnect of the traffic signals 
to function in a coordinated system." 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14 
 
See Response  to Comment 12.   While  the TIA states  that "The  traffic signals within  the study area at 
buildout  should  specifically  include  an  interconnect  of  the  traffic  signals  to  function  in  a  coordinated 
system., the  County of Riverside Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide, April 2008 was followed to 
acquiesce with County guidelines.   It  is recommended that at buildout traffic signals should specifically 
include an  interconnect of the traffic signals to function  in a coordinated system as to maximize traffic 
flow efficiency, but it has not been assumed that this interconnect will in fact be in place and/or account 
for all the study area intersections. 
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COMMENT 15 
 
If  Lake  Park  Drive  is  realigned,  it  is  likely  that  the  traffic  signal  will  be  moved  south  at  the  new 
intersection of Lake Park Drive and Soboba Road.   Please  include an analysis of traffic operation at the 
old  intersection  of  Lake  Park Drive/Soboba Road  since  assess  to  the  residences  to  the  north  side  of 
Soboba Road will be  impacted when  the signal  is moved.    If  the signal  is kept  in place, please discuss 
traffic  operations  and  coordination  at  the  "Old"  Lake  Park Drive/Soboba  Road  and  "New"  Lake  Park 
Drive/Soboba Road as intersections will be closely spaced. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15 
 
There are currently 10 or  less vehicles accessing the current Lake Park Drive/Soboba Road  intersection 
from these residences.  If the intersection is not moved, access will remain as currently provided.  If the 
intersection  is moved south, based on the site plans for the different alternatives, the access point for 
these  residences  shall  align with  the  Soboba  Road  at  Project  South  Entrance  intersection, which  is 
warranted for a traffic signal. 
 
COMMENT 16 
 
The  analysis  of  the  I‐215  interchange  is  included  in  the Appendix,  however  is  neither  discussed  not 
analyzed in the body of the report. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16 
 
The  freeway  analysis  is  discussed  in  Section  V.G.  (page  129)  of  the March  30,  2010  traffic  impact 
analysis. 
 
The County has the following comments on the Responses made to the Comments on the DEIS ‐  
 
COMMENT i 
 
Response 1.12.1.3 (a) states "As discussed in Section 5.7.1 of the FEIS, the Tribe shall contribute to the 
funding  of  mitigation  for  traffic  improvements  in  the  Project  Site  and  surrounding  area.    The 
contribution  shall be based on  the amount of  traffic generated by  land uses on  the Project Site as a 
percentage of the overall traffic volume.  This percentage will be derived from the results included in the 
traffic impact analysis (Appendix T of the FEIS).  The Tribe's contribution shall be provided to the agency 
undertaking  the  improvement  (e.g.,  Caltrans,  Riverside  County,  City  of  San  Jacinto).    In  the  case  of 
improvements that are  identified as the sole responsibility of the Tribe, the Tribe must contribute 100 
percent  of  the  necessary  funds.    The  intersections  that  the  Tribe  will  pay  for  in  full  are  the  ones 
pertaining to site access and require the creation of new access points."   This statement  is repeated  in 
several other responses. 
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a. The  TIA does not  calculate  fair  share percentages.    In  addition,  fair  share  calculation 
methodology proposed (amount of traffic generated by land uses on the Project Site as 
a percentage of  the overall  traffic volume)  is not  the methodology used  to assign  fair 
share  costs  in  Riverside  County.    In  Riverside  County,  the  fair  share  is  calculated  as 
percentage  of  project  traffic  over  growth  in  total  traffic  for  those  locations  that 
currently  operate  at  an  acceptable  LOS  and  where  growth  in  traffic  in  causing 
deficiencies in operation. 

b. Direct project impacts have to be fully mitigated by the project.  A direct project impact 
occurs when a  facility operates at acceptable  Levels of  service under without project 
conditions but does not operate satisfactorily under with project conditions. 

 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT i 
 
The Tribe shall contribute to the funding of mitigation for traffic  improvements  in the Project Site and 
surrounding area,  including  those  identified  in Section VI and Appendix G of  the Traffic  Impact Study.  
The contribution shall be   calculated as percentage of project  traffic over growth  in  total  traffic.   The 
Tribe’s  contribution  shall  be  provided  to  the  agency  undertaking  the  improvement  (e.g.,  Caltrans, 
Riverside  County,  City  of  San  Jacinto).    In  the  case  of  improvements  that  are  identified within  this 
document as the sole responsibility of the Tribe, the Tribe’s contribution must provide 100 percent of 
the necessary funds.   The  intersections that the Tribe will pay for  in full are the ones pertaining to site 
access and require the creation of new access points. 
 
COMMENT ii 
 
The EIS should  identify responsible parties for all mitigation measures.   It  is not sufficient to state that 
the only intersections that the tribe will pay for in full are ones pertaining to site access and require the 
creation of new access points. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT ii 
 
Comment is so noted. 
 
The proposed development shall participate  in the adopted TUMF  (Transportation Uniform Mitigation 
Fee) program and pay  required development  impact  fees. The Board of Supervisors of  the County of 
Riverside and  the Councils on  the Cities of Western Riverside County enacted  the TUMF  to  fund  the 
mitigation  of  cumulative  regional  transportation  impacts  resulting  from  future  development.  The 
mitigation fees collected through the TUMF program will be utilized to complete transportation system 
capital  improvements  necessary  to meet  the  increased  travel  demand  and  to  sustain  current  traffic 
Levels of Service. 
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COMMENT iii 
 
In  Section  1.12.1.4,  Response  (a)  states  that  the  intersection  of  Mountain  Avenue/Ramona 
Expressway/Cedar Avenue is forecast to have less than 50 trips.  However, based on the trip distribution 
figure,  it  appears  that  approximately  5%  of  project  trips  are  traveling  on Mountain  Avenue  east  of 
Soboba Street.  That translates to approximately 90 peak hour trips.  Since the intersection of Mountain 
Avenue/.Ramona  Expressway/Cedar  Avenue  is  approximately  1/2  mile  away  with  one  intersection 
between Soboba Street and Mountain Avenue/Ramona Expressway/Cedar Avenue, it is unlikely that the 
number  of  trips  at  this  intersection will  be  less  than  50  trips.    The  County  is  specifically  concerned 
because  this  intersection  is  in  its  jurisdiction.    The  County  again  requests  that  this  intersection  be 
analyzed with impacts identified and mitigations recommended. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT iii 
 
It  is  expected  that  roughly  half  of  the  expected  trips  traveling  on Mountain Avenue  east  of  Soboba 
Street  will  traverse  via  Lake  Street  before  reaching  Mountain  Avenue/Ramona  Expressway/Cedar 
Avenue which translates into less than 50 peak hour trips.   
 
COMMENT iv 
 
Section 1.12.1.4, Response (a) states that Ramp terminals at the interchange of Gilman Springs Road and 
SR‐79  (Sanderson Avenue)  are  l`11ocated  beyond  a  5‐mile  radius  of  the  Project  Site.    Based  on  our 
measurement, it appears that the ramps are located within the 5‐mile radius from the project boundary.  
the County again requests that the interchange be included in the analysis as 30% of the project traffic, 
or approximately 536 peak hour trips, are anticipated to use this interchange. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT iv 
 
The  ramp  terminals  at  the  interchange  of  Gilman  Springs  Road  and  SR‐79  (Sanderson  Avenue)  are 
located well  over  5 miles  (5.47  +/‐ miles)  from  the  proposed  gaming  facility.    Freeway  interchanges 
located  further  away  from  the project  site  than  the  Sanderson Avenue  ramp were  requested by  the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (at Bonnie Drive/SR‐74 and at SR‐79/ I‐10 Freeway). 
In  this  request,  Caltrans  did  not  request  for  the  inclusion  of  the  Gilman  Springs  Road  and  SR‐79 
interchange (Sanderson Avenue). 
 
COMMENT v 
 
Section 1.12.1 states that "Residents testified during public meetings that during special events, access 
to  their  homes was  blocked  due  to  "bumper‐to‐bumper"  traffic  along  Lake  Park  Drive  and  Soboba 
Springs Road'.  The response in the FEIS included a TMP for special events.  The TMP does not disclose 
the  potential  trip  generation  of  the  project  during  such  special  events,  nor  does  it  address  traffic 
operations during special events to allay these concerns.   The FEIS therefore, fails to address concerns 
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raised by the County and the residents in the area.  The TIA states that signals are not warranted at the 
intersections  of  Lake  Park  Drive/Soboba  Road  and  Soboba  Road/Chabella  Drive.    However,  during 
special events, access to residential uses adjacent to these  intersections will be severely disrupted and 
traffic signals may mitigate the  impacts.   The County again requests a more detailed TMP be prepared 
for the project.  Please refer to comment 3 on the FEIS. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT v 
 
As specified  in  the March 30, 2010  traffic  impact analysis,  the  intersection of Lake Park Drive/Soboba 
Road is currently warranted for a traffic signal for Existing traffic conditions.  Furthermore,  between the 
time  of  the  analysis  and  present  day,  a  traffic  signal  has  been  installed  and  is  operational  at  this 
intersection.  A traffic signal is not projected to be warranted at Soboba Road/Chabella Drive.  As stated 
in  the  TMP,  "Manual  traffic  control  points  should  be manned with  traffic  control  personnel/police  in 
order  to  route  traffic  flow  at  intersections  and  at  parking  areas.    At  a  minimum,  traffic  control 
personnel/police should be situated at each project access to be utilized  for “special event” operations 
and at the intersection of Soboba Road/Lake Park Drive to account for site access (see Figures 1 to 5).  In 
order to provide  local residents with ease of access to and  from their communities,  it  is recommended 
that  traffic control personnel/police also be situated at  the  intersections of Soboba Springs Drive/Lake 
Park  Drive  and  Soboba  Road/Chabella  Drive.    Using  traffic  control  personnel/police  at  the  project 
accesses  and  the  intersections  of  Soboba  Road/Chabella  Drive,  Soboba  Road/Lake  Park  Drive,  and 
Soboba Springs Drive/Lake Park Drive will allow for traffic to flow to and from the project site as well as 
allow local residents access to and from their communities.  Each intersection should have a minimum of 
one traffic control personnel/police directing traffic." 
 
It has been a pleasure to serve your needs on this project.  Should you have any questions or if we can 
be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call at (714) 973‐8383. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.          KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Carl Ballard, LEED GA            William Kunzman, P.E. 
Principal Associate            Principal 
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INTERSECTION GROWTH ANALYSIS 

 
March 27, 2014



 

1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34 
Orange, California 92868 

(714) 973-8383 
 

www.traffic-engineer.com 

March 27, 2014 
 
 
 
Mr. Joe Broadhead 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA SYSTEMS 
1007 7th Street, Suite 308 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Dear Mr. Broadhead: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc. is pleased to provide this intersection growth analysis for the 
Horseshoe Grande Property project in the City of San Jacinto.  The project site is located adjacent to 
Lake Park Drive at Soboba Road in the City of San Jacinto (see Figure 1).  The purpose of this intersection 
growth analysis is to ascertain the difference in traffic volume growth for the study area intersections as 
analyzed in the Horseshoe Grande Property Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised) prepared by Kunzman 
Associates, Inc. (March 30, 2010), compared with current traffic volumes. 
 
Although this is a technical report, every effort has been made to write the report clearly and concisely.  
To assist the reader with those terms unique to transportation engineering, a glossary of terms is 
provided within Appendix A. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
As stated in the Horseshoe Grande Property Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised), prepared by Kunzman 
Associates, Inc. (March 30, 2010), the proposed project site includes the following five alternatives: 
 
The project site (Proposed Action “A”) is proposed to be developed with a 365,000 square foot casino, a 
135,000 square foot event arena with 3,891 seats, a 170,000 square foot 300 room hotel, a 12 fueling 
position service station with a 6,000 square foot convenience market, and a 13,500 square foot fire 
station.  The project site was also analyzed with a 40,000 square foot convention center which shall be a 
part of phase 2. 
 
The project site (Proposed Action “B”) is proposed to be developed with a 350,000 square foot casino, a 
120,000 square foot event arena with 3,891 seats, a 170,000 square foot 300 room hotel, a 12 fueling 
position service station with a 6,000 square foot convenience market, and a 13,500 square foot fire 
station.  The project site was also analyzed with a 40,000 square foot convention center which shall be a 
part of phase 2. 
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The project site (Alternative 1) is proposed to be developed with a 280,000 square foot casino, a 96,000 
square foot event arena with 3,112 seats, a 136,000 square foot 240 room hotel, a 12 fueling position 
service station with a 6,000 square foot convenience market, and a 13,500 square foot fire station.  The 
project site was also analyzed with a 32,000 square foot convention center which shall be a part of 
phase 2. 

The project site (Alternative 2) is proposed to be developed with a 170,000 square foot 300 room hotel, 
a 12 fueling position service station with a 6,000 square foot convenience market, and a 13,500 square 
foot fire station.  The project site was also analyzed with a 36,000 square foot convention center which 
shall be a part of phase 2. 
 
The project site (Alternative 3) is proposed to be developed with a 200 space RV Park, a 122,950 square 
foot shopping center, a 12 fueling position service station with a 6,000 square foot convenience market, 
and a 13,500 square foot fire station. 
 
TRAFFIC VOLUME COMPARISON 
 
To provide a comparison of current traffic counts to those used in the Horseshoe Grande Property 
Traffic Impact Analysis (Revised) prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. (March 30, 2010), manual 
morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement counts were obtained by Kunzman 
Associates, Inc. in March 2014.  The traffic counts from the Horseshoe Grande Property Traffic Impact 
Analysis (Revised) prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. (March 30, 2010), are based upon manual 
morning and evening peak hour intersection turning movement counts obtained by Kunzman 
Associates, Inc. in April/October/November 2007 and January 2010.  Appendix B contains both sets of 
traffic counts. 
 
The 20 study area intersection locations are shown on Figures 1 and 2. 
 
The two sets of traffic counts were compared to each other to determine the percentage difference that 
has occurred in the study area.  Table 1 compares the differences in traffic volumes for the two sets of 
traffic count data. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based upon the traffic count data (see Table 1), it is projected that an overall increase in traffic volumes 
of 3.26% has occurred in the study area. 
 
However, it should be noted that the intersection of Sanderson Avenue at Ramona Expressway 
experiences a difference of 66.05% during the morning peak hour and 58.39% during the evening peak 
hour.  This intersection is the farthest study area intersection from the project site and appears to be an 
outlier as the intersection with the next highest rate of positive growth is Soboba Street at Mountain 
Avenue with a difference of 26.21% during the morning peak hour.  The evening peak hour growth for 
this intersection is nominal at 0.38%.  As such, exempting the intersection of Sanderson Avenue at 
Ramona Expressway from the calculations projected an overall decrease in traffic volumes of 1.19%. 
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It has been a pleasure to service your needs on this project.  Should you have any questions or if we can 
be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call at (714) 973-8383. 

Sincerely, 
 
KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES , INC.     KUNZMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Carl Ballard, LEED GA      William Kunzman, P.E. 
Principal Associate      Principal 
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Peak Hour Date Volume Date Volume Difference % Difference

Sanderson Avenue (NS) at:
Ramona Expressway (EW) - #1 Morning 1/7/2010 2,056 3/11/2014 3,414 1,358 66.05%

Evening 1/7/2010 2,776 3/11/2014 4,397 1,621 58.39%
State Street/Gilman Springs Road (NS) at:

Soboba Road (EW) - #2 Morning 1/7/2010 1,080 3/11/2014 926 -154 -14.26%
Evening 1/7/2010 1,298 3/11/2014 1,137 -161 -12.40%

State Street (NS) at:
Ramona Expressway (EW) - #3 Morning 10/25/2007 2,225 3/11/2014 2,248 23 1.03%

Evening 10/25/2007 2,738 3/11/2014 2,823 85 3.10%
Florida Avenue (EW) - #4 Morning 1/5/2010 2,244 3/11/2014 2,427 183 8.16%

Evening 1/5/2010 3,145 3/11/2014 3,113 -32 -1.02%
San Jacinto Street (NS) at:

Ramona Boulevard/Main Street (EW) - #5 Morning 4/4/2007 1,157 3/11/2014 1,135 -22 -1.90%
Evening 4/4/2007 1,562 3/11/2014 1,319 -243 -15.56%

Esplanade Avenue (EW) - #6 Morning 10/25/2007 2,055 3/11/2014 2,129 74 3.60%
Evening 10/25/2007 2,964 3/11/2014 3,148 184 6.21%

Menlo Avenue (EW) - #7 Morning 1/6/2010 1,638 3/11/2014 1,716 78 4.76%
Evening 1/6/2010 2,175 3/11/2014 2,351 176 8.09%

Devonshire Avenue (EW) - #8 Morning 1/6/2010 1,330 3/11/2014 1,340 10 0.75%
Evening 1/6/2010 1,811 3/11/2014 1,829 18 0.99%

Florida Avenue (EW) - #9 Morning 4/4/2007 2,579 3/11/2014 2,412 -167 -6.48%
Evening 4/4/2007 3,498 3/11/2014 3,205 -293 -8.38%

Ramona Expressway (NS) at:
Main Street/Lake Park Drive (EW) - #10 Morning 4/3/2007 1,453 3/11/2014 1,594 141 9.70%

Evening 4/3/2007 1,753 3/11/2014 1,640 -113 -6.45%
7th Street (EW) - #11 Morning 4/3/2007 1,407 3/11/2014 1,462 55 3.91%

Evening 4/3/2007 1,572 3/11/2014 1,451 -121 -7.70%
Mountain Avenue (NS) at:

Esplanade Avenue (EW) - #12 Morning 4/3/2007 1,449 3/11/2014 1,604 155 10.70%
Evening 4/3/2007 1,824 3/11/2014 1,610 -214 -11.73%

Soboba Street (NS) at:
Mountain Avenue (EW) - #13 Morning 4/3/2007 767 3/11/2014 968 201 26.21%

Evening 4/3/2007 1,048 3/11/2014 1,052 4 0.38%
Soboba Springs Drive (NS) at:

Lake Park Drive (EW) - #14 Morning 1/6/2010 877 3/11/2014 619 -258 -29.42%
Evening 1/6/2010 912 3/11/2014 825 -87 -9.54%

Soboba Road (NS) at:
Chabella Drive (EW) - #15 Morning 1/7/2010 504 3/11/2014 395 -109 -21.63%

Evening 1/7/2010 555 3/11/2014 515 -40 -7.21%
Lake Park Drive (EW) - #18 Morning 11/1/2007 614 3/11/2014 701 87 14.17%

Evening 11/1/2007 1,013 3/11/2014 945 -68 -6.71%
Beaumont Avenue (SR-79) (NS) at:

I-10 Freeway WB Ramps (EW) - #19 Morning 1/29/2008 1,317 3/11/2014 1,402 85 6.45%
Evening 1/29/2008 1,659 3/11/2014 1,880 221 13.32%

I-10 Freeway EB Ramps (EW) - #20 Morning 1/29/2008 2,014 3/11/2014 1,988 -26 -1.29%
Evening 1/29/2008 2,225 3/11/2014 2,649 424 19.06%

I-215 Freeway SB Ramps (NS) at:
Bonnie Drive (EW) - #21 Morning 6/7/2007 1,346 3/11/2014 1,167 -179 -13.30%

Evening 6/7/2007 1,424 3/11/2014 1,407 -17 -1.19%
I-215 Freeway NB Ramps (NS) at:

SR-74 (EW) - #22 Morning 6/7/2007 2,127 3/11/2014 1,665 -462 -21.72%
Evening 6/7/2007 2,135 3/11/2014 1,944 -191 -8.95%

Total Summary 68,326 70,552 2,226 3.26%
Summary Without Intersection #1 63,494 62,741 -753 -1.19%

Intersection

Table 1 

Traffic Volume Comparison

Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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GLOSSARY OF TRANSPORTATION TERMS 
 
COMMON ABBREVIATIONS 
 
AC: Acres 
ADT: Average Daily Traffic 
Caltrans: California Department of Transportation 
DU: Dwelling Unit 
ICU: Intersection Capacity Utilization 
LOS: Level of Service 
TSF: Thousand Square Feet 
V/C: Volume/Capacity 
VMT: Vehicle Miles Traveled 
 
TERMS 
 
AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC: The total volume during a year divided by the number of 
days in a year.  Usually only weekdays are included. 
 
BANDWIDTH:  The number of seconds of green time available for through traffic in a 
signal progression. 
 
BOTTLENECK:  A constriction along a travelway that limits the amount of traffic that 
can proceed downstream from its location. 
 
CAPACITY:  The maximum number of vehicles that can be reasonably expected to pass 
over a given section of a lane or a roadway in a given time period. 
 
CHANNELIZATION:  The separation or regulation of conflicting traffic movements into 
definite paths of travel by the use of pavement markings, raised islands, or other 
suitable means to facilitate the safe and orderly movements of both vehicles and 
pedestrians. 
 
CLEARANCE INTERVAL:  Nearly same as yellow time.  If there is an all red interval after 
the end of a yellow, then that is also added into the clearance interval. 
 
CORDON:  An imaginary line around an area across which vehicles, persons, or other 
items are counted (in and out). 
 
CYCLE LENGTH:  The time period in seconds required for one complete signal cycle. 
 
CUL-DE-SAC STREET:  A local street open at one end only, and with special provisions 
for turning around. 



 

 

DAILY CAPACITY:  The daily volume of traffic that will result in a volume during the 
peak hour equal to the capacity of the roadway. 
 
DELAY:  The time consumed while traffic is impeded in its movement by some element 
over which it has no control, usually expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
 
DEMAND RESPONSIVE SIGNAL:  Same as traffic-actuated signal. 
 
DENSITY:  The number of vehicles occupying in a unit length of the through traffic 
lanes of a roadway at any given instant.  Usually expressed in vehicles per mile. 
 
DETECTOR:  A device that responds to a physical stimulus and transmits a resulting 
impulse to the signal controller. 
 
DESIGN SPEED:  A speed selected for purposes of design.  Features of a highway, such 
as curvature, superelevation, and sight distance (upon which the safe operation of 
vehicles is dependent) are correlated to design speed. 
 
DIRECTIONAL SPLIT:  The percent of traffic in the peak direction at any point in time. 
 
DIVERSION:  The rerouting of peak hour traffic to avoid congestion. 
 
FORCED FLOW:  Opposite of free flow. 
 
FREE FLOW:  Volumes are well below capacity.  Vehicles can maneuver freely and 
travel is unimpeded by other traffic. 
 
GAP:  Time or distance between successive vehicles in a traffic stream, rear bumper to 
front bumper. 
 
HEADWAY:  Time or distance spacing between successive vehicles in a traffic stream, 
front bumper to front bumper. 
 
INTERCONNECTED SIGNAL SYSTEM:  A number of intersections that are connected to 
achieve signal progression. 
 
LEVEL OF SERVICE:  A qualitative measure of a number of factors, which include speed 
and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort 
and convenience, and operating costs. 
 
LOOP DETECTOR:  A vehicle detector consisting of a loop of wire embedded in the 
roadway, energized by alternating current and producing an output circuit closure 
when passed over by a vehicle. 



 

 

MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE GAP:  Smallest time headway between successive vehicles in 
a traffic stream into which another vehicle is willing and able to cross or merge. 
 
MULTI-MODAL:  More than one mode; such as automobile, bus transit, rail rapid 
transit, and bicycle transportation modes. 
 
OFFSET:  The time interval in seconds between the beginning of green at one 
intersection and the beginning of green at an adjacent intersection. 
 
PLATOON:  A closely grouped component of traffic that is composed of several 
vehicles moving, or standing ready to move, with clear spaces ahead and behind. 
 
ORIGIN-DESTINATION SURVEY:  A survey to determine the point of origin and the 
point of destination for a given vehicle trip. 
 
PASSENGER CAR EQUIVALENTS:  One car is one Passenger Car Equivalent.  A truck is 
equal to 2 or 3 Passenger Car Equivalents in that a truck requires longer to start, goes 
slower, and accelerates slower.  Loaded trucks have a higher Passenger Car Equivalent 
than empty trucks. 
 
PEAK HOUR:  The 60 consecutive minutes with the highest number of vehicles. 
 
PRETIMED SIGNAL:  A type of traffic signal that directs traffic to stop and go on a 
predetermined time schedule without regard to traffic conditions.  Also, fixed time 
signal. 
 
PROGRESSION:  A term used to describe the progressive movement of traffic through 
several signalized intersections. 
 
SCREEN-LINE:  An imaginary line or physical feature across which all trips are counted, 
normally to verify the validity of mathematical traffic models. 
 
SIGNAL CYCLE:  The time period in seconds required for one complete sequence of 
signal indications. 
 
SIGNAL PHASE:  The part of the signal cycle allocated to one or more traffic 
movements. 
 
STARTING DELAY:  The delay experienced in initiating the movement of queued traffic 
from a stop to an average running speed through a signalized intersection. 
 
TRAFFIC-ACTUATED SIGNAL:  A type of traffic signal that directs traffic to stop and go 
in accordance with the demands of traffic, as registered by the actuation of detectors. 



 

 

TRIP:  The movement of a person or vehicle from one location (origin) to another 
(destination).  For example, from home to store to home is two trips, not one. 
 
TRIP-END:  One end of a trip at either the origin or destination; i.e. each trip has two 
trip-ends.  A trip-end occurs when a person, object, or message is transferred to or 
from a vehicle. 
 
TRIP GENERATION RATE:  The quantity of trips produced and/or attracted by a specific 
land use stated in terms of units such as per dwelling, per acre, and per 1,000 square 
feet of floor space. 
 
TRUCK:  A vehicle having dual tires on one or more axles, or having more than two 
axles. 
 
UNBALANCED FLOW:  Heavier traffic flow in one direction than the other.  On a daily 
basis, most facilities have balanced flow.  During the peak hours, flow is seldom 
balanced in an urban area. 
 
VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL:  A measure of the amount of usage of a section of 
highway, obtained by multiplying the average daily traffic by length of facility in miles. 
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For Proposed Action “B”, one access point will be located off Soboba Road north of Lake Park Drive and 
one access point located off Soboba Road south of Lake Park Drive.  Both access points will be signalized.  
An additional access point off Lake Park Drive west of Soboba Road will allow access to the hotel/casino 
complex  to  the  north  and  events  center/southern  parking  garage  to  the  south.    This  access will  be 
restricted to right turns in/out only access.   
 
For Alternative 1, Lake Park Drive will be realigned to accommodate the proposed developments.   The 
realignment  of  Lake  Park Drive would  shift  the  intersection  of  Soboba  Road/Lake  Park Drive  to  the 
southeast approximately 0.2 miles.   The  realigned  Lake Park Drive will  separate  the  southern parking 
garage from the Soboba Springs community.   The realignment of Lake Park Drive will be  in compliance 
with the roadway development standards by the City of San Jacinto in Chapter 12.28 of the City of San 
Jacinto Municipal Code. There will be  two access points  located off  Soboba Road north of  Lake Park 
Drive which will provide  full access  to Soboba Road and be signalized.   An additional access point off 
Soboba Road at the project north boundary for deliveries and back‐of‐the‐house operations will also be 
provided. 
 
For Alternative 2, one access point will be located off Soboba Road north of Lake Park Drive and provide 
full access.   Another access point will be  located off Soboba Road south of Lake Park Drive and will be 
signalized with full access.  An access point will also be located off Lake Park Drive west of Soboba Road 
and be restricted to right turns in/out only access. 
 
For Alternative 3, one access point will be  located off Soboba Road south of Lake Park Drive and one 
access point located on Lake Park Drive west of Soboba Road.  Both access points will provide full access 
and be signalized.  Both these access points will provide access to the commercial retail businesses from 
the north and east, but there would be no direct access to the proposed RV park.  For security purposes, 
access to the RV park will be granted after passing through a check‐in guard station.   
 
EVENT NOTIFICATION 

In advance  to a “special event”, pre‐event advertising  should occur  in  the appropriate media  to alert 
visitors of the event in advance of designated inbound and outbound routes, parking locations, and pre‐
paid  parking  opportunities  (if  paid  parking  is  provided).    Directional maps  should  be  published  and 
distributed as necessary.  Prior to a “special event”, coordination should occur with all affected agencies.  
These  agencies  include but  are not  limited  to  the County of Riverside, City of  San  Jacinto, California 
Department  of  Transportation,  California Highway  Patrol,  emergency  services  (fire,  ambulance,  etc.), 
and the Riverside Transit Agency. 
 
Prior to “special events”, property owners in the immediate vicinity shall be notified by mail.  
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