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Chapter 1
Introduction

Purpose

The City of Riverside (City), as the lead agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has prepared this final environmental
impact report (final EIR) for the proposed Alessandro Business Center Project
(proposed project). This final EIR contains all of the required contents as
outlined in Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, including:

m the draft environmental impact report or a revision to the draft;
m  comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR;

m  alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft
EIR;

m the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in
the review and consultation process; and

® any other information added by the lead agency.

This final EIR for the project consists of comments and responses to comments
and a mitigation monitoring plan for the project. This final EIR is intended to be
used along with the draft EIR, which is incorporated by reference and bound
separately.

This final EIR assembles all the environmental data and analyses that have been
prepared for the proposed project. It also includes public and agency comments
on the draft EIR and responses by the City to those comments. The intent of the
final EIR is to provide a forum to air and address comments pertaining to the
analysis contained in the draft EIR and to provide an opportunity for
clarification, corrections, or minor revisions to the draft EIR as needed.

The evaluation and response to comments is an important part of the CEQA
process because it allows the following:

m the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained
in the draft EIR,

m the ability to detect any omissions that may have occurred during the
preparation of the draft EIR,
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Process

Chapter 1. Introduction

m the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the draft
EIR

&

m the ability to share expertise, and

m the ability to discover public concerns.

A draft EIR was prepared for the project and circulated for a 45-day public
review period from July 3, 2009 through August 19, 2009 through the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the State Clearinghouse, and the
Riverside County Clerk.

The City used several methods to elicit comments on the draft EIR. The notice
of availability (NOA) was mailed to various agencies and organizations and to
individuals that had previously requested such notice, and directly to adjacent
property owners. Additionally, the NOA was posted at the Riverside County
Clerk’s office on July 3, 2009. The draft EIR was available for review at the City
of Riverside Planning Division, located at 3900 Main Street, Riverside, CA
92522. During the Draft EIR review period, the City sent a letter to individuals
and organizations soliciting additional comments on the Draft EIR.

Written and oral comments were received during and after the public review
period. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City, as the
lead agency for the project, has reviewed all comments received on the draft EIR.
Responses to these comments are contained within Chapter 2, “Comments
Received and Responses to Comments,” of this final EIR.
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Chapter 2
Comments Received and
Responses to Comments

Introduction

In accordance with Section 15088 of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulation (the “State CEQA Guidelines™), the City has evaluated the comments
received on the Draft EIR for the Alessandro Business Park Project and has
prepared written responses to these comments. This chapter contains copies of
the comments received during the public review process and provides an
evaluation and written responses for each of these comments.

Comments Received

During the public review period for the project from July 3, 2009 to August 19,
2009, the City received 10 comment letters from agencies, organizations, and
individuals. Oral comments were received from organizations and members of
the public, as well as members of the City of Riverside Planning Commission
(CPC), at the CPC meeting held on September 3, 2009.

Certain comment letters were received from commenter's after the close of the
official 45-day public review and comment period established by CEQA. As
noted above, that official comment period commenced on July 3, 2009 and
closed on August 19, 2009. The City received 4 comment letters following the
close of that 45-day public comment period.

Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency
shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any
extensions and may respond to late comments.” (Emphases added.)
Accordingly, nothing in CEQA “requires the lead agency to respond to
comments not received within the comment periods....” (Pub. Res. Code, §
21092.5(c); see also Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099,
1111.) Nonetheless, and in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full
and good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to these
late comment letters.
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Chapter 2. Comments and Responses to Comments

The commenting parties are listed below, along with a corresponding letter,
which relates to the comment letters and the responses to comments provided in

Date Received

July 22, 2009

August 4, 2009

August 17, 2009

August 13, 2009

August 17, 2009

August 19, 2009

August 20, 2009

August 19, 2009

August 19, 2009

August 19, 2009

this Chapter.
Comment Name/Agency Correspondence
Letter Date

A John Guerin, Riverside County Airport Land Use July 22,2009
Commission

B Gail Barton, RCHCA July 29, 2009

C Anna Hoover, Pechanga Cultural Resources, August 17, 2009
Temecula Band of Luiseno Mission Indians

D Daniel Kopulsky, California Department of August 12, 2009
Transportation (Caltrans)

E Dave Singleton, Native American Heritage August 13, 2009
Commission

F Daniel Kopulsky, California Department of August 18, 2009
Transportation (Caltrans)

G Greg Holmes, California Department of Toxic August 18, 2009
Substances Control

H Jonathan Evans, Center for Biological August 19, 2009
Diversity/Drew Feldman, San Bernardino Audubon
Society/George Hague, Sierra Club

I Jeff Brandt, California Department of Fish and August 19, 2009
Game

J Glen Robertson, Regional Water Quality Control August 19, 2009
Board

Comment letters received after the close of the
45-day public comment period (July 3 — August 19, 2009)

K Richard E. Eunice, P.E., Department of the Air August 21, 2009
Force

L Cindy Roth, Greater Riverside Chambers of August 31, 2009
Commerce

M Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills September 2, 2009

M1 Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills

March 21, 2007

August 27, 2009

September 2, 2009

September 2, 2009

September 2, 2009*
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City of Riverside Chapter 2. Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Name/Agency Correspondence Date Received
Letter Date
M2 Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills April 23, 2007 September 2, 2009*
M3 Len Nunney, Friends of Riverside’s Hills October 17, 2007 September 2, 2009*
N George Hague, Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter September 3, 2009 September 3, 2009
Draft EIR Hearing
O City of Riverside Planning Commission September 3, 2009  September 3, 2009

* QOriginally received during previous comment period

Comments and Responses to Comments

This section includes all written comments on the Draft EIR received by the City
and the responses to those comments in accordance with Section 15088 of the
State CEQA Guidelines. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, responses
are prepared for those comments that address the sufficiency of the
environmental document regarding the adequate disclosure of environmental
impacts and methods to avoid or mitigate those impacts. When responding to
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a
good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the Draft EIR. Additionally, it
should be noted that comments by public agencies should be limited to those
aspects of a project that are within its area of expertise or which are required to
be carried out or approved by the agency, and such comments must be supported
by substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204)

Master Responses to Comments

The City is providing master responses below as to certain issues that were raised
or implicated by one or more comment letters. Those master responses are
numbered and provided below, and they are referred to throughout the letter-
specific responses.

Master Response #1: Late Comment Letters

The City is providing master responses below as to certain issues that were raised
or implicated by one or more comment letters. Those master responses are
numbered and provided below, and they are referred to throughout the letter-
specific responses.

Certain comment letters were received from commenters after the close of the
official 45-day public review and comment period established by CEQA. As
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Chapter 2. Comments and Responses to Comments

noted above, that official comment period commenced on July 3, 2009 and
closed on August 19, 2009. The City received 4 comment letters following the
close of that 45-day public comment period.

Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency
shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any
extensions and may respond to late comments.” (Emphases added.)
Accordingly, nothing in CEQA “requires the lead agency to respond to
comments not received within the comment periods....” (Pub. Res. Code, §
21092.5(c); see also Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099,
1111.) Nonetheless, and in the interest of public disclosure and providing a full
and good-faith CEQA analysis, the City is providing written response to these
late comment letters.

Master Response #2: Comments on Non-Environmental
Issues

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, “The lead agency shall
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” (Emphasis added.) Where a
commenter submits comments that do not raise environmental issues, there is no
requirement under CEQA that the City respond. (/bid.; see also Cleary v. County
of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348 360 [holding that a Final EIR was
adequate under CEQA where it did not respond to comments raising non-
environmental issues].)

Master Response #3: Vague or Conclusory Comments

Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR state the commenters’
conclusions without elaborating on the reasoning behind, or the factual support
for, those conclusions. Under CEQA, the lead agency has an obligation to
respond to timely comments with “good faith, reasoned analysis.” (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15088(c).) These responses “shall describe the disposition of
significant environmental issues raised ... [and] giv[e] reasons why specific
comments and suggestions were not accepted.” (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15088(c) [emphasis added].) To the extent, however, that specific comments and
suggestions are not made, specific responses cannot be provided and, indeed, are
not required. (Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc, v. City Council of
the City of San Jose (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852 [Where a general comment is
made, a general response is sufficient.].)

Master Response #4: Recirculation

The responses to comments are presented below. These responses do not
significantly alter the Project, do not change the Draft EIR’s significance
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Chapter 2. Comments and Responses to Comments

conclusions, nor result in a conclusion that significantly more severe
environmental impacts will result from the Project. Instead, the information
presented in the responses to comments merely “clarify[y] or amplify[y] or
makes insignificant modifications” in the already adequate Draft EIR, as is
permitted by State CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(b).

Regarding recirculation of the Draft EIR, State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 requires the lead agency to recirculate an EIR only when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the Draft EIR’s
availability. New information added to an EIR is not significant unless the EIR
has changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to
comment upon a substantial adverse, environmental effect of the project or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponent’s
have declined to implement. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5.) In summary,
significant new information consists of: 1) disclosure of a new significant
impact; 2) disclosure of a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental
impact; 3) disclosure of feasible project alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from the others previously analyzed that would clearly
lessen environmental impacts of the project but the project proponent declines to
adopt it; or 4) the Draft EIR being so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded. (/bid.) In contrast, recirculation is not required where, for example,
new information added to an EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. (/bid.)

The responses to comments which follow present information that expands upon
the Project and the analysis of the Project’s impacts, but does not change the
overall significance conclusions presented in the Draft EIR circulated for public
review. Additionally, the responses present supplemental information and
analysis in response to requests from the commenters. This analysis, however,
merely supplements, expands upon, and provide further details on the analysis
already provided in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, this information merely
“clarifies” or “amplifies” the analysis provided in the Draft EIR, and
recirculation is not required.

Additionally, some of the responses below revise or impose new mitigation
measures. These mitigation measures were proposed by commenters and,
pursuant to CEQA, the City imposed those measures either to further mitigate
potentially significant impacts or to further reduce already insignificant impacts.
These mitigation measures, however, do not change the significance conclusions
originally presented in the Draft EIR, nor are they imposed due to the discovery
of new significant impacts. Moreover, and because these mitigation measures
address ways to implement the proposed Project but do not propose the
construction of new facilities, none of these new mitigation measures will result
in any potentially significant impacts of their own. Accordingly, further
environmental review based on the imposition of these measures is not required
because such analysis is only required where a “mitigation measure would cause
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the
project as proposed.” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(1).) Even then,
however, the impacts of the mitigation measures should be “discussed in less
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Chapter 2. Comments and Responses to Comments

detail than the significant impacts of the project as proposed.” (/bid.; see also
Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986.)

Accordingly, neither the clarifications to the Draft EIR provided through the
responses to comments, nor the supplemental analysis provided in these
responses, nor the clarification or addition of further mitigation measures results
in any changes to the EIR “that deprive[d] the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the [P]roject or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible [P]roject
alternative) that the Project’s proponents have declined to implement.” (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5(a).) Thus, there is substantial evidence supporting
the City’s determination that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required under
CEQA. (See ibid.)
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Brenes, Patricia

From: Guerin, John [JGUERIN@rctima.org]

Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2009 6:04 PM

To: Brenes, Patricia

Subject: Corac Alessandro Business Center (ALUC Case No. MA-06-114)

Attachments: MA-06-114.LTRConsistent.doc

This project was reviewed by ALUC on June 8, 2006, and determined to be consistent, subject to conditions.
(See attached letter.) If no changes have been made to project design or layout, building use, and the proposed
zoning classification, the determination remains valid, and no further ALUC review is required.

John Guerin
Principal Planner

M Riverside County Arport Land Use Commission
4080 Lemon S treat, 9% Floor

Rivesside, Ca 92501

(951)955-0982

(951) 2550923 (fax)

JGUERTN@R CTLMA.ORG

07/24/2009
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City of Riverside Chapter 2. Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Letter A. John Guerin, Riverside County
Airport Land Use Commission

Response to Comment A-1

Comment noted. No changes have been made to the project design or layout,
building use, and the proposed zoning classification. Therefore, the June 8, 2006
ALUC review and consistency determination remains valid and no further ALUC
review is required.

The July 6, 2006 ALUC Development Review findings and conditions were
provided as an attachment to the comment letter. All conditions set forth by
ALUC were included in the DEIR as Mitigation Measure HAZ-1.
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A Joint Powers Authority July 29, 2009
RCHCA
Board of Directors Ms. Patricia Brenes, Senior Planner
City of Riverside

. Planning Division
Ci f Co
Eagé:e Montaez 3900 Main Street, 3" Floor
Chairperson Riverside, CA 92522
Gity of Hemet Re: Draft EIR for the Alessandro Business Center (Planning Cases: P06-0416,
Robin Lowe 18, 19, 21, P07-0102, and P07-1028)

) . Dear Ms. Brenes:
City of Lake Elsinore

Melissa Melendez

City of Menifee
Fred Twyman

City of Moreno Valley

William H. Batey II

City of Murrieta
Gary Thomasian
Vice-Chair

City of Perris
Mark Yarbrough

City of Riverside
Mike Gardner

County of Riverside
Supervisor Bob Buster

City of Temecula
Maryann Edwards

City of Wildomar
Bob Cashman

Executive Director
Carolyn Syms Luna

General Counsel
Karin Watts-Bazan
Deputy County Counsel

_:\\;{//gf,c (S

The Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) is the agency that implements
the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The RCHCA
examined the Draft EIR for the Alessandro Business Center and has one comment.

The plan proposes to dedicate 36.23 acres to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and
Community Services Department for incorporation in the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness
Park. The RCHCA requests that this dedication be included in the Sycamore Canyon Core
Reserve. This will serve to facilitate management of all the lands in the reserve and
benefit the SKR populations. Further, incorporating the land into the Reserve will make
existing endowment funds available for managing the lands for SKR.

The dedication of the 36.23 acres to the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and
Community Services Department must reflect the intention that these lands be a part of
the Sycamore Canyon SKR Core Reserve. The dedication must require the submittal of a
letter from the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department to
the RCHCA requesting that the lands be added to the boundary of the Sycamore Canyon
Core Reserve,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft EIR for the Alessandro
Business Center. Fee free to contact the RCHCA if you have any questions.

(Sincerely,

Gail Barton
Principal Planner

GB:kh

xc: Carolyn Syms Luna, RCHCA Executive Director

4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor e Riverside, California 92501 e (951) 955-6097
P.O. Box 1605 e Riverside, California 92502-1605 e Fax (951) 955-0090

B-2

B-3
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City of Riverside Chapter 2. Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Letter B. Gail Barton, RCHCA

Response to Comment B-1

Comment noted. The City of Riverside appreciates the RCHCA’s
acknowledgement of the receipt and review of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment B-2

The Project Description includes dedication of 36.23-acres of property to the City
of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for
incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park (DEIR page
2-4). The existing Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park boundaries also
encompass the Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve for the RCHCA Stephen’s
Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The City of Riverside
agrees that the proposed dedication of 36.23-acres of property should be included
in the SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve. The following text will be
added to the Project Description (DEIR Page 2-4).

“The remaining property comprises approximately 6.15 acres of vacant land
located at the southwest corner of the property, and 36.23 acres to be dedicated to
the City of Riverside Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department for
incorporation into the adjacent Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park. The 36.23
acres will be added to the SKR HCP Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve, managed
by the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Authority (RCHCA). A deed
restriction would be recorded for the dedicated 36.23-acre area to preserve the
property as open space in perpetuity.”

Response to Comment B-3

Comment noted. The City of Riverside will coordinate the addition of the 36.23-
acres of property into the SKR HCP boundaries with the RCHCA through
submittal of a letter requesting that the lands be added to the boundary of the
Sycamore Canyon Core Reserve. The Commenter confirms that the RCHCA
will accept the dedication.
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Chairperson:
Germaine Arenas

FECHANCIA CULTURAL RESOURCES Vice Chairperson:

Temecula Band of Luiseiio Mission Indians Mary Bear Magee

Committee Members:

Post Office. Box 2183 « Temecula, CA 92593 Evie Gerber
Darlene Miranda

Telephone (951) 308-9295 « Fax (951) 506-9491 Bridgett Barcello Maxwell

August 17, 2009 Aurelia Marruffo
’ Richard B. Scearce, 111

VIA E-MAIL and USPS i A
Gary DuBois
11 Coordinator:
Ms.'Patrlcla Brenes Penl Mians
Senior Planner
City of Riverside, Planning Department e e
3900 Main Street oS
. . t i
Riverside, CA 92522 Jim McPherson

Re:  Pechanga Tribe Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Alessandro Business Center, Planning Cases P06-0416, P06-0418, P06-0419, P06-0421,
P07-0102 and P07-1028

Dear Ms. Brenes:

Thank you for inviting us to submit comments on the above named Project. This
comment letter is written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians (hereinafter, “the
Tribe”), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government. The Tribe is formally
requesting, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.2, to be notified and involved in the entire
CEQA environmental review process for the duration of the above referenced project (the
“Project”). Please add the Tribe to your distribution list(s) for public notices and circulation of
all documents, including environmental review documents, archeological reports, and all
documents pertaining to this Project. The Tribe further requests to be directly notified of all
public hearings and scheduled approvals concerning this Project. The Tribe also requests that
these comments be incorporated into the record of approval for this Project as well.

The Tribe is submitting these comments concerning the Project's potential impacts to
cultural resources in conjunction with the environmental review of the Project. The Tribe
reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental review process, as well as to provide
further comment on the Project's impacts to cultural resources and potential mitigation for such
impacts. Further, the Tribe reserves the right to participate in the regulatory process and provide
comment on issues pertaining to the regulatory process and Project approval.

THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE MUST INCLUDE INVOLVEMENT OF AND

CONSULTATION WITH THE PECHANGA TRIBE IN ITS ENVIRONMENTAL C-1
REVIEW PROCESS

It has been the intent of the Federal Government' and the State of California® that Indian

! See Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994 on Government-to-Government Relations with Native American
Tribal Governments and Executive Order of November 6, 2000 on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments,
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tribes be consulted with regard to issues which impact cultural and spiritual resources, as well as
other governmental concerns. The responsibility to consult with Indian tribes stems from the
unique government-to-government relationship between the United States and Indian tribes. This
 arises when tribal interests are affected by the actions of governmental agencies and departments.
~ In this case, it is undisputed that the project lies within the Pechanga Tribe’s traditional territory.
- Therefore, in order to comply with CEQA and other applicable Federal and California law, it is
. imperative that the City of Riverside consult with the Tribe in order to guarantee an adequate
- basis of knowledge for an appropriate evaluation of the Project effects, as well as generating
~ adequate mitigation measures.

PECHANGA CULTURAL AFFILIATION TO PROJECT AREA

The Pechanga Tribe asserts that the Project area is part of Luisefio, and therefore the
Tribe’s, aboriginal territory as evidenced by the existence of Luisefio place names, t6ota yixélval
(rock art, pictographs, petroglyphs), and an extensive Luisefio artifact record in the vicinity of the
Project. The Tribe further asserts that this culturally sensitive area is affiliated with the Pechanga
Band of Luisefio Indians because of the Tribe’s cultural ties to this area as well as our history
with Projects within the City of Riverside and its sphere of influence.

The Pechanga Tribe’s knowledge of our ancestral boundaries is based on reliable
information passed down to us from our elders; published academic works in the areas of
anthropology, history and ethno-history; and through recorded ethnographic and linguistic
accounts. Many anthropologists and historians who have presented boundaries of the Luisefio
traditional territory have included the City of Riverside area in their descriptions (Drucker 1937;
Heiser and Whipple 1957; Kroeber 1925; Smith and Freers 1994), and such territory descriptions
correspond with what was communicated to the Pechanga people by our elders. While historic
accounts and anthropological and linguistic theories are important in determining traditional
Luisefio territory, the Pechanga Tribe asserts that the most critical sources of information used to
define our traditional territories are our songs, creation accounts, and oral traditions.

Luisefio history originates with the creation of all things at ‘éxva Teméeku, known today
as the City of Temecula, and dispersing out to all corners of creation (what is today known as
. Luisefio territory). It was at Temecula that the Luisefio deity Wuydot lived and taught the people,
- and here that he became sick, finally expiring at Lake Elsinore, Many of our songs relate the tale
. of the people taking the dying Wuydor to the many hot springs at Elsinore, where he died
- (DuBois 1908). He was cremated at ‘éxva Teméeku. It is the Luisefio creation account that
~ connects Elsinore to Temecula, and thus to the Temecula people who were evicted and moved to
the Pechanga Reservation, and now known as the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians

2 See California Public Resource Code §5097.9 et seq.; California Government Code §§65351,65352,65352.3 and
65352.4
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(the Pechanga Tribe). From Elsinore, the people spread out, establishing villages and marking
their territories. The first people also became the mountains, plants, animals and heavenly
bodies.

Many traditions and stories are passed from generation to generation by songs. One of
the Luisefio songs recounts the travels of the people to Elsinore after a great flood (DuBois
1908). From here, they again spread out to the north, south, east and west. Three songs, called
Moniivol, are songs of the places and landmarks that were destinations of the Luisefio ancestors,
several of which are located near the Project area. They describe the exact route of the Temecula
(Pechanga) people and the landmarks made by each to claim title to places in their migrations
(DuBois 1908:110). Further, the story of Tdakwish and Tukupar includes place names for events
from the Idyllwild area to the Glen Ivy/Corona area (Kroeber 1906). In addition, Pechanga
elders state that the Temecula/Pechanga people had usage/gathering rights to an area extending
from Rawson Canyon on the east, over to Lake Mathews on the northwest, down Temescal
Canyon to Temecula, eastward to Aguanga, and then along the crest of the Cahuilla range back
to Rawson Canyon. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Most Likely
Descendent (MLD) files substantiate this habitation and migration record from oral tradition.
These examples illustrate a direct correlation between the oral tradition and the physical place;
proving the importance of songs and stories as a valid source of information outside of the
published anthropological data.

Toota yixélval (rock art) is also an important element in the determination of Luisefio
territorial boundaries. Tdoia yixélval can consist of petroglyphs (incised) elements, or
pictographs (painted) elements. The science of archaeology tells us that places can be described
through these elements. Riverside and Northern San Diego Counties are home to red, black and
white pigmented pictograph panels. Archaeologists have adopted the name for these pictograph-
versions, as defined by Ken Hedges of the Museum of Man, as the San Luis Rey style. The San
Luis Rey style incorporates elements which include chevrons, zig-zags, dot patterns, sunbursts,
handprints, net/chain, anthropomorphic (human-like) and zoomorphic (animal-like)} designs.
Tribal historians and photographs inform us that some design elements are reminiscent of
Luisefio ground paintings. A few of these design elements, particularly the flower motifs, the
net/chain and zig-zags, were sometimes depicted in Luisefio basket designs and can be observed
in remaining baskets and textiles today.

An additional type of (dota yixélval, identified by archaeologists also as rock art or
petroglyphs, is known as cupules. Throughout Luisefio territory, there are certain types of large
boulders, taking the shape of mushrooms or waves, which contain numerous small pecked and
ground indentations, or cupules. Cupules, either located on vertical “wave-shaped” or horizontal
- “ridge-back” boulders, can be found within Sycamore Canyon—within several hundred feet
north and south of the Project, near Oleander Road in Riverside and the Quaxdllku village
complex near Cajalco Rd. at Boulder Springs. Many more are suspected to be located within the
Woodcrest area and the southern portion of the City of Riverside although additional research
still needs to be conducted. Moreover, according to historian Constance DuBois:

Pechanga Cultural Resowrces » Temecula Band of Luiserio Mission Indians
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When the people scattered from Ekvo Temeko, Temecula, they were very
powerful. When they got to a place, they would sing a song to make water come
there, and would call that place theirs; or they would scoop out a hollow in a rock
with their hands to have that for their mark as a claim upon the land. The
different parties of people had their own marks. For instance, Albafias’s ancestors
had theirs, and Lucario’s people had theirs, and their own songs of Munival to tell
how they traveled from Temecula, of the spots where they stopped and about the
different places they claimed (1908:158).

; Thus, our songs and stories, our indigenous place names, as well as academic works,
- demonstrate that the Luisefio people who occupied what we know today as the City of Riverside
and its sphere of influence are ancestors of the present-day Luisefio/Pechanga people, and as
- such, Pechanga is culturally affiliated 1o this geographic area. Further, the Pechanga Tribe was
- designated as the affiliated Tribe by LSA Associates for the March Joint Powers Authority and
- the March Air Reserve Base, which is located immediately to the south and east of the City
- {Schroth 1999),

The Tribe would welcome to opportunity to meet with the City of Riverside to further

explain and provide documentation concerning our specific cultural affiliation to lands within
your jurisdiction,

PROJECT IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

5 The Tribe is in receipt of the three (3) Archaeological Reports and the Draft
- Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The Proposed Project is located in a highly sensitive
region of Luisefio territory and the Tribe believes that the possibility for recovering subsurface
resources during ground-disturbing activities is high. The Tribe has over thirty-five (35) years of
- experience in working with various types of construction projects throughout its territory. The
combination of this knowledge and experience, along with the knowledge of the culturally-
- sensitive areas and oral tradition, is what the Tribe relies on to make fairly accurate predictions
- regarding the likelihood of subsurface resources in a particular location.

; Pursuant to the DEIR, the Project encompasses a portion of the Sycamore Canyon
- Ecological Preserve/Wilderness Park.  This region contains well over seventy-five (75)
individually recorded archaeological sites, ten (10) of which are located within the Project
. boundaries (CA-RIV-2505, -2514, -2516, -2517, -2518, -2519, -2521, -2522, -2523 & -2524).
- The Project does not propose disturbance of the entire 80.07 acres. The footprint is limited to
- 36.91 acres, primarily located within the southeastern portion of the site with some disturbance to
~ the north-central area and a future development area proposed for the southwestern corner. The
- remaining acreage will be transferred to the Preserve.

C-3

Pechanga Cultural Resources » Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians
Post Office Box 2183 » Temecula, CA 92592

Sacred Is The Duty Trusted Unto Qur Care And With Honor We Rise To The Need



19372
Line

19279
Text Box
C-3

19372
Line


Pechanga Comment Letter to the City of Riverside

Re: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the MND for the Alessandro Business Center Project
August 17, 2009

Page 5

Of these ten (10) sites, four (4) were subjected to Phase II Testing (RIV-2505, -2518, -
2323, -2524) and one (1) site (RIV-2519) was partially tested to determine if it extended into the
Project footprint. These sites have been recorded as milling sites with limited surface artifacts
i and possible rock shelters; and of which the Tribe knows represents a small portion of a much
- larger habitation complex.

Sites RIV-2518 and -2524 are directly within the Project footprint and are slated for
- destruction. RIV-2523 is located adjacent to the northern proposed gparking area and will also be
impacted by what appears to be contour grading and/or blasting” and -2505 is in the future
development area. Site RIV-2519 was determined to not extend within the proposed footprint
- and therefore, is not proposed for direct impacts; the 2008 study indicates that it will be
- incorporated into the Preserve boundaries. The results of the study therefore indicate that four
{4) sites will be destroyed and the remaining six (6) sites are located within the open space area
~and are not to be disturbed. The high number of utilized resources in this area proves that
- Luisefio ancestors were extremely active within the region and that this area was a large habitat
area, or village complex, for Indian people. Additionally, the Tribe believes that impacts and/or
- destruction of the cultural sites within this area are a great irreparable loss to tribal culture and
~ scientific knowledge. The Tribe has several concerns regarding the archaeological studies and
- the overall analysis of the area and does not agree with the conclusions presented.

A major problem that the Tribe has been observing over the last few decades is the shift
in archaeological practices which look at cultural resources on an individual scale, on a project-
- by-project basis. This piecemeal type of assessment belies the fact that many of these sites are
much larger complexes, and thus results in evaluations of the sites as not being significant.
. Further, this kind of piecemeal approach seems to be contrary to the tenets of archaeology which

supposedly strives for a holistic approach. Because of this approach, very little regional or
settlement pattern research is conducted within the Riverside County area to connect the dots.
. This has resulted in the systematic destruction of villages and habitation areas.

The Tribe believes that individual recordation of sites is an attempt to piecemeal obvious
- complexes/large cultural areas into smaller portions in order to make a “not significant”
- determination. While we understand that recordation of sites in this manner may assist with the
| management of such sites and features, it undermines the ability to offer a complete and thorough
~ analysis of the Project impacts to cultural resources. The Tribe believes that division of sites and
features into separate sites necessarily takes away from the significance of the sites themselves
- because they are analyzed by only looking at the particulars of that site/feature while missing the
-~ relationship to the other sites/features in the vicinity as well as the topography, geography, plant
- resources and waterways. A particular feature may be part of a significant village or habitation
~ area, but one would never know that if only the feature was analyzed by itself. In addition, the

* Based upon Figure 3 in the 2008 Phase [I archaeological study: Phase I Testing and Evaluation Report for Sites
CA-RIV-2505 and CA-RIV-2523 and Presence-Absence Testing: Southern Boundary of CA-RIV-2519 Located
Within the Alessandro Business Center Project Area, Riverside County, California. Jones & Stokes, 2008
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Tribe believes this regional analysis would necessarily suggest that there is a high potential for
subsurface resources to be found during grading or ground-disturbing activities for this Project.

Almost 25 years ago, Glassow (1985)" addressed the issue of how site complexes and
regional complexes (i.e. villages and habitation areas) were being divided into smaller sites for
analysis. This procedure misses the full interpretation of the sites, resulting in a “write-off” or
dismissal of sites based only on a partial analysis. Small sites are described as those sites which
“typically have surface areas on the order of 1,000 m® or less, deposits of less than 50 cm depth,
only two or three major classes of cultural remains and very few, most often fragmentary
finished artifacts” (59). He states, “...(S)ites on the smaller end of the size range are being
systematically neglected by many archaeologists in favor of sites on the larger end of the size
range. Not only are small sites seldom investigated, but they are frequently assessed as having
no appreciable significance to research and are therefore being destroyed...”(ibid: 58). He
further provides an example of an archaeological document that determined a site to be not
eligible for the National Register. The assessment stated that although the small site, which
contained a lithic scatter and two bifacial tools, contained high integrity, the potential to answer
research questions was limited and thus the site was not eligible. This limited data was based
solely upon a survey and one posthole test unit. Archaeologists make the mistake of treating
each site as an individual “temporary camp site or isolated feature™ as opposed to looking at
them as elements or components of larger village complexes.

With regard to this Project, the Tribe asserts that the same methodology and resulting
~ dismissal of sites is occurring. The 2006 Phase IJ archaeological study” repeats over and over

that “Milling sites are very common and do not in themselves qualify as an important cultural
resource”. The Tribe would like to know at what point milling features will become important and
. uncommon; when so many of them have been written off and destroyed so that there are only a few
- dozen left? The destruction of milling resources is a common practice in western Riverside County,
| justified because they are so ‘ubiquitous.” Scientific potential is measured by the amount of
- artifacts found around the milling feature, not the feature itself. The Tribe views these important
~ cultural features as part of the larger village complex which can aide in the analysis of that
complex as well as the fact that they are the remains of the ancestors.”

! Glassow, Michael A. The Significance of Small Sites to California Archaeology. Journal of California and Great
Basin Anthropology Vol. 7, No.i. PP 58-66 (1983).

Y Phase If Testing and Evaluation Report: CA-RIV-2318 & CA-RIV-2524 and an Update of Eight Additional Sites,

. Corae Alessandro LLC Business Center Riverside, California. Jones & Stokes, 2006: 22

- S The Tribe waould like to challenge archaeologists to begin researching why artifacts aren’t commonly found around
- milling features. It is time to look at why resources may not be present instead of anticipating or assuming that
resources should be present. We should ask ourselves why would a person stand next to a food processing place and
- make a utility tool where the waste materials could get into the food or cut feet. Do we, today, stand next to a stove
. that contains open pots with cooking food and sharpen our knives so that metal debris could come into contact with
i the food?
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Additionally, the Phase Il archacological studies explain the City of Riverside Municipal
Code Title 20 stating that the following are the applicable criteria for archaeological sites’:

Evaluation criteria for Landmark designation by definition applics to
archaeological sites (Municipal Code 20.10-2). However, the majority of the
criteria apply to the built environment, with the following three criteria applicable
to archaeological sites:

A. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City's cultural, social,
economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, architectural or natural history; or

D. Has a unique location or singular physical characteristics or is a view or vista
representing an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood
community or of the City; or

H. Is similar to other distinctive properties, sites, areas, or objects based on an
historic, cultural or architectural motif; or...

. According to the study, these criteria do not apply to the archacological sites as individually
~assessed. The Tribe believes the study is incotrect in that, as discussed above and below, this
area 15 a village complex and should be assessed as a whole, rather than individually. It is the
Tribe’s assertion that the above criteria, when applied to the complex as a whole, indicate that
this area should be afforded City of Riverside landmark status.

: Criterion A specifically calls out “special elements of the City’s cultural...or natural
. history.” As indicated above, these sites are a part of a village/habitation complex. These types
. of complexes are rare and endangered by continuing development. Within the last seven (7)
. years, the Tribe has seen at least five (5) Luisefio village complexes negatively impacted and/or
- destroyed in western Riverside County. The City contains at least three (3) significant village
~ complexes, with other habitation areas spread through mainly the southeastern portion of the
- City-Sycamore and Mockingbird Canyon areas; portions of Qaxdilku and what we know as
~ Hillvupa, today known as Jurupa. The Tribe asserts that a traditional Luisefio village complex is
. a special element to not only the Tribe but to the City. The citizens of Riverside should be proud
- of such a special resource and should want to preserve it in perpetuity.

: Criterion D refers to a unique location and a familiar visual feature of a neighborhood. A
- specific criterion for Luisefio villages is to be located on a water course. The Tribe believes that
the village complex constitutes a familiar visual feature of the neighborhood. Large rock
- outcroppings and large granitic hillsides are an important part of not only western Riverside
County but the City of Riverside as well. Due to increased growth and development, these
- beautiful natural outcrops are being destroyed at a rapid pace. The Tribe contends that

7 Jones & Stokes 2008:20
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destruction of this area will not only negatively impact the village complex but will also take
away from the natural feel and sense of place that this neighborhood is characterized for, as
contributed to by the rock outcroppings and waterways. The Tribe believes there are ways to
acconunodate the preservation of most of the individual features without hindering the Project
development.

Criterion H, similarity to other distinctive areas, also applies to the Project. As stated
throughout, this region contains a Luisefio village complex. Habitation sites are of utmost
importance