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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Property Owner: Kali P. Chaudhuri

Requests: To exclude parcels from Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Medium
Density Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing urban/ suburban
type of uses surrounding parcels

Staff Recommendation: Due to the existing and
surrounding uses, Staff recommends excluding this
group from the Wine Country Community Plan.

Mr. Baida and Mr. Kazanjian: Property owners
support staff recommendation to exclude parcels from
the Wine Country Community Plan.

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group B (Mr. Chaudhurt)

B-Exhibit B
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e \Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group B (Mr. Chavez)
Property Owner: Dave Chavez | [+ counTeY T sowsewTReauest] T

EQUESTRIAN
DISTRICT

Requests: To add parcels in the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Commercial Tourism with the Valle de los Caballos
Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing urban/suburban
type of uses surrounding parcels

Staff Recommendation: For Mr. Chavez’s property,
staff recommends Equestrian District which would
allow a Winery on 10 acres (total acres for his parcels
are 25.44 acres).
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e \Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group C

Property Owner: John Cooper, representing various [ wneconmosmmerzowns e -
owners £ |

Requests: To add parcels to Equestrian District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing Zoning
Classification allows for non-commercial horse
keeping.

Staff Recommendation: The existing equestrian use
may continue operation if it was established legally.
The project will not change their zoning classification;
therefore, recommend keeping parcels within the
Winery District.
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Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary M odification Request: Group D

Group D-Exhibit B

F

Property Owner: Steve and Laura Turnbow, and S ey
Maxine Heiller, representing various land owners a LS - I

Requests: To exclude parcels from Wine Country e
Community Plan -

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture and Rural Community:Estate Density
Residential with Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A, R-R, A-1

DISTRIC

Opportunities/Constraints: Current Zoning
Classifications allow for a variety of uses such as golf
courses, country clubs, bars and lounges, billiard
hall, race tracks, guest ranches and motels,
educational institutions, etc.

1 EQUESTRIAN
DISTRICT,

Staff Recommendation: Wine Country-Residential
District will prevent this area from incompatible
commercial uses allowed under the R-R and R-A
zones; therefore, Staff recommends keeping this area
within the Wine Country Community Plan.

Planning Commission Hearing 3
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Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group E

Property Owner: Various owners i ountry G

Requests: Various including exclusion from the
Community Plan, or inclusion in Equestrian District,
Residential District or Winery District

CEVED
o

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture, Rural Mountainous and Rural
Residential

WaY 02 2

g City of Temecula

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A, R-1, R-R, A-1

Opportunities/Constraints: The Morgan Hill
Community is directly west of this area. Some of
these parcels are associated with General Plan
Amendments to increase density yields. B

Red = Res

Staff Recommendation: Landowners in this area are
fairly divided on the future of this sub-region. This
area serves as the southern entrance to Wine
Country. Staff recommends a combination of three
districts to reflect landowners’ preference in light of
the Community Plan objectives.

Planning Commission Hearing 3
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o \Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary M odification Request: Group F
Property Owner: Peter Solomon v R'E%mjW'"E°°“'"_R"DFSTR[fiMA”J“ST“E"{“Ef“F“ lE

Requests: To add parcels within the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:

Eural Residential with the Valle de Los Caballos Policy
rea

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A and R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Surrounding land uses
include horse ranches, estate lot residential and small
scale wineries.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends retaining
this group in the proposed Wine Country-Equestrian
District due to its location within the existing Valle de
los Caballos Policy Area; large-scale winery
development is not supported by surrounding property
owners; and road-network and sewer infrastructure
that will be necessary for a large-scale winery
development is not foreseeable in a near future.




RIVERSIDE COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group G

Property Owner: Barry Yoder

Requests: Expansion of the proposed Wine Country
Policy Area and inclusion in the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Rural Community—Estate Density Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing use for the parcel
is single family residential

Staff Recommendation: Currently, the property is not
within the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area or C/V zone. In
addition, this area does not have large-lot parcel sizes
to accommodate a winery related operations.
Therefore, this request does not meet any objective of
the Community Plan and staff recommends denying
this request for inclusion in the proposed Policy Area
or Winery District thereof.

..
! July 25, 2012

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues

| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST

#1 - Single Family Rosidential
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Property Owner: Jose Renato Cartagena,
representing various owners

Requests: Expansion of the Wine Country Policy Area
and inclusion in the proposed Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A
Opportunities/Constraints: In MSHCP Criteria Cell

Staff Recommendation: Currently, the property is not
within the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area or C/V zone. In
addition, this area does not have large-lot parcel sizes
to accommodate a winery related operations.
Therefore, this request does not meet any objective of
the Community Plan and staff recommends denying
this request for inclusion in the proposed Policy Area
or Winery District.

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group H

| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST

RESIDENTIAL
i DISTRICT

MF . Moblla Homs with Foundation
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.3 % Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group |

Property Owner: Danny and Kathryn Atwood
Requests: To include this parcel in the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture with the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: C/V

Opportunities/Constraints: Within the existing Citrus
Vineyard Policy Area

Staff Recommendation: The property is within the
existing Citrus Vineyard Policy Area and C/V zone;
therefore, staff recommends inclusion in the proposed
Winery District for this parcel and the adjacent parcel
which has similar situation.

Group |-Exhibit B

~N

Sroup
| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST |/
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o \Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary M odification Request: Group J
Property Owner: Russell Mann and various owners | e CoUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTWENT ReQUEST | g

Requests: To include these parcels in the Equestrian ,\1\_‘_/_;;_
District . .

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential and Rural Community—Estate Density
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A and R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing zones allows for the
horse keeping; however, some of the desired uses are
not currently allowed in the General Plan land use
designations or zoning classifications. There are
existing Wineries surrounding this area.

Staff Recommendation: A series of wineries are located
in a close proximity to this group, which may create land
uses conflicts in the future if additional equestrian uses
are allowed in this group. Therefore, this request does
not meet an objective of the Community Plan and staff
recommends denying this request for inclusion in the
proposed Equestrian District.
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o \Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group K
Property Owner: Rueben Calixto Jr. |WINECOUNTRYDFSTRICTADJUSTMENTREQUEST =

Requests: To exclude parcel from the Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture with the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: C/V

Opportunities/Constraints: Parcel is currently vacant
and is surrounded by single family residential, vacant,
agriculture, wineries and a private school.

Staff Recommendation: This parcel is ideally situated
for a Tourist Information Center or Park and Ride
Facility at the entrance of the Temecula Valley Wine
Country. The proposed Policy Area or zones do not
allow for such uses. Therefore, staff recommends
exclusion of the parcel from the proposed Policy Area
and Winery District thereof.
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Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary M odification Request: Group L

' ‘ Group L-Exhi
Property Owner: Steve Lassley, representing various [ e couvre psTcr e auest
owners o |
Requests: To exclude parcels from the Wine Country i o N N\ //
Community Plan \

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Community—Estate Density Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing uses include
vacant, agricultural residential, single family
residential. The surrounding uses include single
family residential, agriculture, and wineries.

Staff Recommendation: Currently, this group has
Estate Density Residential land use designation,
which would allow these land-owners to subdivide
their properties into 2.5 acre parcels per their desire.
Due to their location at the edge of the proposed
Policy Area, staff recommends supporting exclusion
from the proposed Wine Country Policy Area and
Winery District thereof.

Planning Commission Hearing 4 ,' '
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.2 Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group M

Property Owner: Saba and Shirley Saba

Requests: Inclusion in the Winery Country - Winery
Existing Zoning Classification

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture within the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: C/V

Opportunities/Constraints: The proposed Winery
District will allow Mr. Saba to have a Winery on 10
acres (which he owns); however, it would require 20
acres in order to have a restaurant.

Staff Recommendation: This group does not have an
existing or legally approved winery, and therefore, it
does not qualify to benefit from the Winery Existing
zone. As a result, staff recommends denying this
request to be included in the Wine Country—Winery
Existing zone.

| TEMEGULASL

| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST
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o \Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group N
Property Owner: Stephen Corona |WINECQUNTRYDFSTRICT:ADJUSTMENTREQL%EST — =

Requests: To exclude parcels from the Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Community—Estate Density Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: The existing use on Mr.
Corona’s parcels is agriculture. The existing uses of
surrounding parcels include vacant lands, single
family residential and wineries.

Staff Recommendation: Per this request, should the
County allow smaller lot residential subdivisions for
this group, it may result in creating future land use
conflicts in and around this group. Therefore, this
request does not meet an objective of the Community
Plan and staff recommends denying this request for
exclusion from the proposed Policy Area or Winery
District thereof.

", > .
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
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LAURIE STAUDE

WOULD LIKE TO SPLIT 12 ACS IN 2
LOTS WITH NO PLANTING

WINE COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT
WOULD ALLOW 2 LOTS WITH 75%
PLANTING

RONALD MOSTERO

WOULD LIKE TO DO A PRIVATE
SCHOOL

CURRENT CITRUS VINEYARD RURAL
POLICY AREA DOES NOT ALLOW ONE

DONALD LORENZI

WOULD LIKE TO BE RECOGNIZED AS
WINERY EXISTING

THIS WINERY IS IDENTIFIED AS WINE
EXISTING (BUT AS VILLA TOSCANA)

PAT OMMERT

WOULD LIKE TO HAVE A SMALL CLINIC

WINE COUNTRY EQUESTRIAN DISTRICT
WOULD ALLOW FOR ONE

JOHN LAMAGNA

WOULD LIKE TO HAVE A WINERY

WINE COUNTRY — EQUESTRIAN
DISTRICT ALLOWS WINERIES

TOM AND SUSANNE CAMPBELL

WOULD LIKE TO HAVE A SMALL GUEST
HOUSE AND TO INVITE GUESTS

WINE COUNTRY — WINERY DISTRICT
ALLOWS A COTTAGE INN AND ALL
PRIVATE PARTIES

KATHY SPANO (POTENTIAL
BUYER)

WOULD LIKE TO REQUEST WINE
COUNTRY — EQUESTRIAN

N/A
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............... Program EIR No. 524 - Purpose CONSULTING

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Evaluate impacts of the proposed Project

Broad, policy level analysis

Implementing Projects require separate CEQA

Recommend Mitigation Measures
|dentify Alternatives

Allow for public input

Inform Decision Makers
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CONSULTING

1 |

PUBLIC AND PUBLIC AND
AGENCY AGENCY

Planning Commission Hearing .,,,c,? s
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Program EIR No. 524 - Milestones I

RRRRRRRRRRRRRRR
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

IS/NOP
Released December 28, 2009

30-day public review

Draft EIR

Released December 1, 2011

I CONSULTING

60 day public review

Final EIR

Responses to Comments published June 11, 2012
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sssssssssssssss . Program EIR No. 524 - SCOpe | CONSULTING |

Aesthetics, Light and Glare Hydrology and Water Quality
Agricultural & Forestry Land Use and Planning
Resources Mineral Resources

Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Public Services, Recreation
Climate Change and Utilities

Cultural & Paleontological Transportation and
Resources Circulation

Geology, Soils & Seismicity Cumulative Impacts
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Growth

Hazards and Hazardous Alternatives

Materials

R 2
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............... _ Program EIR No. 524 — Methodology CONSULTING

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Public Input

NOP 30-day Review
NOP Scoping Meeting — January 19, 2010
Draft EIR — extended review to 60 days

Land Use Analyses

Technical Studies
Traffic Impact Study
Air Quality Study
Greenhouse Gas Study
Infrastructure Assessments
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY Il ro

PLANNING DEPARTMERT

gram EIR No. 524 — Summary of Findings . .c. rnc

Project

Existing Regs Features Mitigation Conclusion
Aesthetics, Light & Glare 54 22 3 LTSWM
Agriculture & Forestry 18 7 1 USI-P+C
Air Quality 85 10 13* USI-P+C
Biological Resources 32 5 1* LTSWM
Cultural & Paleontological 26 1 5% LTSWM
Geology, Soils, Seismicity 28 2 1* LTSWM
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 87 3 2 USI-P+C
Hazards & Hazardous Materials 32 see LU1 4 LTSWM
Hydrology & Water Quality 53 1 8* LTSWM
Land Use & Relevant Planning 62 2++ 1* LTSWM
Mineral Resources 10 2 1 LTSWM
Noise 48 11 7* USI-P+C
Public Services, Recreation & Utilities 51 4 18* USI - fire/library
Traffic & Circulation 56 3 5* USI-P+C

* = Modified by Responses to Comments

LTSWM = Less than Significant With Mitigation

USI - P + C = Unavoidable Significant Impact (Project + Cumulative)




Wine Country Community Plan

lransportation lViodel and Assessment

Planning Commission Hearing — July 25, 2012

DRAFT
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY FOR
THE WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN

Agenda ltem No.3.1
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* Background

* Travel Forecasting Details

* Circulation Network

* |mpact Assessment

* Study Area and Intersections
 Summary of Coordination

* Wrap Up
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* Transportation Department took the lead in preparing
the traffic impact assessment

* |nstitute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) does not have a
published trip generation rate for wineries

* Limited information regarding winery hopping by
visitors

* Approached other jurisdictions (Napa, Sonoma, and

San Luis Obispo Counties) for information on winery
trip generation rates

Winery operations differ from Temecula Valley Wine
Country

Relatively minimal wineries permitted for special events
* Focused model needed
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Obijectives of Developing the WCP Model

Establish weekday and weekend trip generation rates
for wineries categorized in the WCP by conducting

count)s at several Temecula Valley wineries (June
2011

Model the unique characteristics of the Temecula
Valley Wine Country Area including winery hopping

WCP projected to add 71,000 weekend daily trips

36,000 external trips and 35,000 internal trips

Reduction of approximately 60,000 trips from existing
General Plan

Utilize model data in traffic impact assessment and
identify mitigation measures
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* Roads downgraded from 4-lanes to 2-lanes to retain the rural characteristics of the Temecula
Valley Wine Country area
Glen Oaks Road
Monte De Oro Road
Camino Del Vino
Pauba Road
Los Caballos Road
Calle Contento Road
Borel Road
Warren Road
Buck Road
* Roads added
Madera De Playa Road (2-lanes from Butterfield Stage Road to Anza Road, providing an additional east-
west route into the area)
* Notable Element of Network Analysis
Anza Road connection to I-15 excluded from the analysis — a conservative assumption
Utilized the respective General Plan Networks from the City and County

* Roundabouts
Five roundabouts assumed in the WCP area to preserve rural area
Increase the capacity at intersections in the WCP area
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* Study Area
Evaluated 60 intersections
Evaluated 87 roadway segments

* Ultilize the City of Temecula and County’s Traffic
Impact Guidelines for their respective jurisdictions

* Evaluated the Following Scenarios:
Existing Conditions
Existing Plus Project Conditions

Future No Project Conditions (includes Existing City
and County General Plan Assumptions)

Future With Project Conditions (includes Buildout of
the WCP)
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* Analysis assesses daily weekday and daily
weekend plus weekend peak hour by utilizing:

Available data from the City

Roadway segment counts conducted June 17-19,
2011

Intersection counts conducted August 20, 2011

* Incorporates input from the City of Temecula

Coordinate with City staff to respond to comments on
the DEIR/Draft Impact Assessment

Incorporates near-term capital improvements planned
in the City
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* City of Temecula
Numerous meetings and discussions
Utilized City count database
Utilized City Synchro network for intersection assessment

* Temecula Wine Growers Association

Assisted in understanding visitor winery hopping
characteristics

* Qutreach

Contacted Napa, Sonoma, San Luis Obispo Counties

Contacted several wineries in the Temecula Valley for
mfo_rmatlon on tasting room size, parking, special events,
business operation, etc.
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 Extensive technical assessment
completed

* WCP coordinated with City of Temecula

* Implementing projects contribute their fair
share through:

Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee
(TUMF)

County Developer Impact Fee (DIF)
WCP Fair Share Assessment
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Program EIR No. 524 — Alternatives I
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CONSULTING |

Considered but Rejected Alternatives

Pending GPA Applications
Alternative Location

One Policy Area

No Build




... Program EIR No. 524 — Alternatives (continuedl

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN = CONSULTING

Existing General Plan (No Project)

58.4% more residential (over 3,000 DU)
25.4% more employees (over 55,000)
30,000 additional weekend daily trips

Reduced Density

Assumed at 25% (note Project is already “reduced”)
No change in Unavoidable Significant Impacts
Greater difficulty in meeting Project Objectives

County Preferred

"Planning Commission Hearing
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RRRRRRRRRRRRRRR Program EIR No. 524 — Current Process S

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

60-day Draft EIR Review

Closed February 2, 2012
33 Comment letters received
Response to Comments issued on June 11, 2012

Planning Commission Hearing(s)

Board of Supervisor Hearing(s)
Consider proposed Final EIR
Findings
Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program
Consider Project Approval

"Planning Commission Hearing
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. 3.®  Wine Country Community Plan — Staff Recommendation

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Discuss and Continue ltem to
August 8t or August 22"




RIVERSIDE COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Thank you...




Agenda Item: 3.1 WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN -

Area Plan: Southwest General Plan Amendment No. 1077, Ordinance
Zoning Area: Rancho California Amendment No. 348.4729, and Program
Supervisorial District: Third/Third Environmental Impact Report No. 524

Project Planner: Mitra Mehta-Cooper Applicant: County of Riverside

Planning Commission: July 25, 2012 EIR Consultant: RBF Consulting

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan (Project) was initiated by the County
Board of Supervisors in 2008 to ensure that the region develops in an orderly manner that
preserves Temecula Valley’s viticulture potential and enhances its economic contribution to the
County over the long term. The purpose of this Project is to provide a blueprint for future growth
that ensures that future development activities will enhance, and not impede, the quality of life
for existing and future residents, while providing opportunities for continued preservation and
expansion of winery and equestrian operations. The Project has been developed to achieve the
following four objectives:

1. To preserve and enhance viticulture potential, rural lifestyle and equestrian activities;

2. To continue to allow for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities that are
incidental to viticulture and equestrian operations;

3. To coordinate growth in a manner that avoids future land use conflicts; and

4. To ensure timely provision of appropriate public infrastructure and services that keeps
up with anticipated growth.

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTINGS:

The Project is generally located in the Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) of the General Plan in the
southwestern portion of unincorporated Riverside County. The Project covers approximately
18,990 acres of land located approximately three miles north of the San Diego County border,
east of the City of Temecula, south of Lake Skinner, and northwest of Vail Lake (Attachment A).

This area contains some of Riverside County’s prime agriculture lands within the Temecula
Valley. Previous efforts to guide development in the SWAP included the creation of two policy
areas in the County’s General Plan — the Citrus Vineyard Rural Policy Area and the Valle de los
Caballos Policy Area — intended to promote agricultural and equestrian uses respectively. In
response to the increased development activity that has occurred over the past decade, the
Project was developed after a comprehensive review of the region’s vision and policies that are
outlined in the General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance.

Many of the existing uses within the Project area are composed of rural residential estate lots
(greater than one acre in size), vineyards, wineries and ancillary uses, citrus groves, equestrian
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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — July 25, 2012
Page 2 of 17

establishments, residential uses with equestrian amenities (e.g., barns, arenas, stables, etc.),
and vacant undeveloped properties. At this time, a total of approximately 42 existing wineries
are located within the Project area. Ancillary uses to these wineries include bed and breakfast
inns, restaurants, and special occasion facilities which are used for events such as parties,
weddings, and other social gatherings.

Adjacent land uses to the Project area include urbanizing areas within the City of Temecula as
well as existing residential subdivisions, retail commercial, educational and office uses in the
vicinity of Butterfield Stage Road, Rancho California Road and Highway 79. Lake Skinner, Valil
Lake, Pechanga Casino, campgrounds, recreational vehicle parks, as well as related
recreational amenities are also located in the immediate vicinity of the Project area.

PROJECT COMPONENTS:

The Project includes the adoption of General Plan Amendment No. 1077, as well as the
accompanying Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729 to ensure consistency between the
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The Project proposes a host of revisions to the Southwest
Area Plan of the current County General Plan to update existing policies, maps, and
implementation directions related to potential future development projects within the Project
area. Below is an outline of the various individual components that are covered under the
umbrella term of “Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan” (Attachment B):

1. General Plan Amendment No. 1077: An amendment of the existing Southwest Area

Plan (SWAP) and other elements of the General Plan including, but not be limited to:

a. Deletion of the policies of the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de Los Caballos Policy
Areas, specifically policies SWAP 1.1 through SWAP 2.1; and the addition of the
Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area;

b. Revisions to the SWAP Statistical Summary - Table 2;

Deletion of the boundaries of the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de Los Caballos Policy
Areas and addition of the boundary of the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy
Area (SWAP Policy Areas Figure 4);

Revisions to the Circulation Network (SWAP Figure 7);

Revisions to the Trails and Bikeway Systems map (SWAP Figure 8);

Revisions to the General Plan Circulation Element Circulation Network (Figure C-1);
Revisions to the General Plan Circulation Element Trails Network (Figure C-7); and
Amendment to any other portions of the General Plan as necessary.

o

Sa~oo

2. Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729: An amendment to the Riverside County Zoning
Ordinance No. 348 to add four new zoning classifications that implement the General
Plan: Wine Country - Winery; Wine Country - Winery Existing; Wine Country -
Residential; and Wine Country - Equestrian.

3. Replacement of the existing Citrus Vineyard Policy Area Design Guidelines with the
Temecula Valley Wine Country Design Guidelines and addition of the Greenhouse Gas
Emission Workbook.
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EXISTING CONDITION

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN

PROPOSED PROJECT

CURRENT WINERIES
40-50

BUILD-OUT POTENTIAL
170

BUILD-OUT POTENTIAL
105

CURRENT VISITORS +
EMPLOYEES
10,000

BUILD-OUT POTENTIAL
55,000

BUILD-OUT POTENTIAL
44,000

CURRENT HOMES
1000

BUILD-OUT DWELLING UNITS
3000

BUILD-OUT DWELLING UNITS
2000

It should be noted that while the proposed Project represents an increase in new development
compared to existing conditions in Wine Country, it is considerably less dense than currently
allowed in the County’s General Plan policies and zoning classifications.

PROJECT MILESTONES:

The following is a list of significant events that have contributed to the processing of the Project.
This list is intended to illustrate events that the County staff has either initiated, or participated
in, prior to starting these Public Hearings.

March 2009 - The County Board of Supervisors approved funding to initiate the Project
June-July 2009 - County staff mailed the Wine Country Vision 2020 Survey to all
property owners within the Project boundary

July 2009 - County staff introduced a land use concept that reflected Community’s Vision
before a smaller ad-hoc advisory group comprised of six vintners

September 2009 - Supervisor Stone’s office and County staff participated in a Valle de
los Caballos Town Hall meeting hosted at Galway Downs by equestrian stakeholders
October 2009 - Supervisor Stone and County staff participated in the Annual
Winegrowers’ Association Meeting, which was expanded for general participation to
discuss the Community Plan proposal

December 2009 - The ad-hoc advisory group was expanded into the ad-hoc Advisory
Committee to accommodate equestrian interest

December 2009 - Planning staff initiated environmental work required for the Project per
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and issued a Notice of Preparation for
Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524 (PEIR No. 524)

January-December 2010 - The ad-hoc Advisory Committee held monthly meetings to
discuss various issues associated with the Project proposal

January 2010 - Planning staff held a Scoping Meeting for PEIR No. 524

February 2010 - County staff conducted a tour of the area to finalize a Project boundary
for the proposal

April 2010 - County staff held a Planning Commission Workshop to solicit the
Commission’s input

July 2010 - The ad-hoc Advisory Committee was expanded further to include residential
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stakeholders

e September 2010 - County staff conducted an entire day Open House at Wilson Creek
Winery to solicit input from residents, equestrians and winery proponents.

e October 2010 - County staff held a Planning Commission Workshop to solicit the
Commission’s input

o December 2010 - The ad-hoc Advisory Committee met and decided to address specific
issues through focused group meetings

e January-September 2011 - County staff conducted a series of focused group meetings
as well as three (3) Advisory Committee meetings to address, and provide report on,
specific issues associated with Project proposal

e January 2011 - County staff issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) to assist the County in
preparation of PEIR No. 524

¢ January-May 2011 - County staff reviewed RFP bids and hired RBF Consulting for
preparing PEIR No. 524

e March 2011 - County staff held a Planning Commission Workshop to solicit the
Commission’s input

e April 2011 - County staff presented the Project proposal at the Morgan Hills Home
Owners’ Association Meeting

e April 2011 - County staff held a Community Meeting at Temecula City Hall to discuss
areas around Hwy 79 S.

e May 2011 - Supervisor Stone and County staff participated in a special community
meeting, hosted at Mt. Palomar Winery, to discuss the Project proposal

e July 2011 - County staff held a Planning Commission Workshop to solicit the
Commission’s input

¢ August 2011 - County staff participated in a Town-hall forum to address the concerns of
residential property owners

e September 2011 - The ad-hoc Advisory Committee held its last meeting

e September-October 2011 - County staff reviewed the screen-check PEIR

o December 2011 - County staff issued a Notice of Completion/Availability for the Draft
PEIR No. 524 and started the 60-day Public Review and Comment Period

o February 2012 - County staff received 32 comment letters for the Draft PEIR No. 524

e March-June 2012 - County staff and EIR consultants prepared responses to comment
letters and the Final Draft PEIR

o July 2012 - County staff sent out individual mailing notifications for Public Hearings to all
property-owners within the Project boundary, advertized the first hearing in two
prominent newspapers, and e-mailed notification to interested parties

COMMUNITY OUTREACH:

In addition to public outreach as required by law, County staff has conducted a significant
amount of additional community outreach in conjunction with the Project as outlined in the
following sections. As a result, County staff has been successful in resolving many of the issues
associated with the Project and in obtaining the necessary input and consensus to make
informed choices about the Project proposal.
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Vision 2020 Survey:

At the onset of the Project, County staff conducted a survey of all area-residents to understand
their vision for the Temecula Valley Wine Country region. The Vision 2020 Survey was mailed to
all property owners within the Project boundary and it received a response rate of approximately
13%. Its results supported the County’s desire to comprehensively review the region’s policies
and development standards to achieve the aforementioned objectives for the Project.

Website:

Subsequently, County staff developed a Project website to disseminate Project related
information: http://www.socalwinecountryplan.org/. Since its inception, this site has been
frequently used by County staff to provide copies of available documents and maps of the
revised proposals, to update interested parties about upcoming meetings/ events, and to inform
stakeholders about associated activities such as roundabouts, a sewer study, design guidelines,
etc. To date, this web-site is being used by approximately 30,000 users annually.

Ad-Hoc Advisory Committee Meetings:

Understanding that the Project area is composed of diverse interest groups, Sup. Stone has
organized an Ad-Hoc Advisory Committee to assure that the Project addresses the issues of
concern for residents, equestrians and winery owners in the area. The Committee is composed
of 19 members. For almost three years, the Committee has met regularly, with County staff
providing briefings and updates, and convening sub-committee meetings to address issues of
specific concern. The Committee meetings were open for public participation and were well-
attended with each meeting averaging at 30-50 participants. The Committee members and
participants have debated various issues related to the Project proposal and offered their
recommendations for consideration by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in
the Advisory Committee Consensus Paper (Attachment C).

Focused-group Meetings and Town-hall Forums:

Periodically, County staff met with focused groups, organizations, and key stakeholders to
discuss specific issues of their concern. A series of town-hall forums and focused group
meetings were held to discuss and address various interest groups’ concerns with the Project
proposal. To achieve this, County staff facilitated approximately 8-12 focused group meetings or
town-hall forums between 2009 and 2012, with each meeting specifically designed to target a
specific issue or interest group (i.e. trails alignments, sub-regional land use proposals, code
enforcement, etc).

Planning Commission Public Workshops:

In addition, County staff conducted a series of public workshops in front of the Planning
Commission to inform them about progress on the Project, to allow them to hear the
community’s concerns, and to receive their feedback during the Project development phase.
Starting in April 2010, County staff held four such workshops that lasted for more than 2 hours
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each. Issues that were discussed during these workshops (and some of them are subsequently
addressed in the Project proposal) involve but are not limited to the following:

To address off-highway vehicle operations through the Community Plan process;

To avoid or minimize creation of non-conforming uses or animal keeping rights through
Community Plan changes;

To define equestrian uses clearly (e.g. race track to avoid car or motorcycle races);

To allow small-scale commercial equestrian operations by right;

To approve the Temecula Valley Wine Country Design Guidelines;

To provide better enforcement tools that ensure compliance with existing County
ordinances;

7. To develop enforceable requirements for special events noise;

8. To develop a well-integrated trails network for various interest groups;

9.

1

N
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To protect animal keeping rights for property owners;
0. To ensure that existing wineries are able to operate and expand in the future per their
current requirements;
11. To allow timeshares or golf-courses with resort applications in the future; and
12. To address groundwater quality issues.

INFRASTRUCTURE DISCUSSIONS:

Groundwater Quality and Sewer:

In the last decade, it was evident that the growth that is anticipated in the Wine Country region
may have an impact on groundwater quality, as various existing wineries and their ancillary
uses are currently using septic systems to treat wastewater onsite. Some of the treated
wastewater from these septic systems is being discharged into the Temecula aquifer. To further
the objectives of the Project, County staff started collaboration with the San Diego Regional
Water Quality Control Board (SDRWQCB), Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD), and
Rancho California Water District (RCWD), to:

1. Ensure that groundwater quality is maintained at its desirable level as set forth by the
SDRWQCB, and

2. Secure the necessary sewer infrastructure to keep up with the growth in Wine Country.

As a result of this partnership, RCWD prepared and published the Temecula Valley Wine
Country — Groundwater Quality Assessment Report in February of 2012. This report concluded
that groundwater quality in the upper aquifer has exceeded the San Diego Regional Water
Quality Control Board’'s Basin Plan Objective (500 mg/TDS). This means that without sewer
infrastructure, the Project and its associated growth cannot be realized. Furthermore, EMWD
prepared and published the Wine Country (Sewer) Infrastructure Study in May of 2011. This
study relied upon the growth assumptions of the Project and utilized EMWD’s sewer system
planning and design criteria for calculating wastewater generation rates. The study
recommended sewer infrastructure improvements for the Project build-out scenario through
three phases of growth, which covered the entire Project boundary.
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The County and EMWD staffs also conducted multiple meetings with winery proponents to
discuss various funding and financing options to pay for the necessary sewer improvements.
Subsequently, fifteen of the medium to large winery proponents have signed Letters of Intent to
financially participate in the sewer infrastructure improvements. In order to ensure adequate
funding for the construction of sewer infrastructure in Wine Country, on April 24, 2012 (Agenda
ltem No. 3.2), the County Board of Supervisors have contributed $2M from the Transient
Occupancy Tax, which is generated in this region. In addition, the County Board of Supervisors
have directed staff to condition projects, that are located within the initial phases of the Sewer
Infrastructure Study, for sewer connection on April 24, 2012 (Agenda Item No. 3.3).

Motorized and Non-motorized Transportation:

The motorized transportation network in the Southwest Area Plan is anchored by Interstate 15
and Interstate 215. Access to the Project area is obtained via State Route 79 (South) or Rancho
California Road from Interstate 15 through the City of Temecula and via De Portola Road and
Sage Road from the City of Hemet.

The non-motorized transportation network in the Southwest Area Plan is implemented through
an existing Trails Network of the General Plan. However, it does not connect existing wineries
and other tourist destinations of the region, such as Lake Skinner and Vail Lake, through an
integrated equestrian and multi-purpose trails system. The Project proposes a trails network that
is more conducive to this region’s destination places and users’ needs.

To further the objectives of the Project, County staff has partnered with the City of Temecula to
ensure regional connectivity of the motorized and non-motorized transportation network inside
and outside of the Project boundary. As a result of multiple coordination meetings, the Project
recommends innovative improvements, which would minimize/ reduce traffic impacts created by
implementing projects allowed pursuant to the Project. To achieve the Project objectives and to
ensure that transportation infrastructure is available in the region to allow implementation of the
Project, the County has begun implementation of the following:

e Roundabouts — Five roundabouts are proposed along Rancho California Road to
maintain rural character of this region while allowing efficient volume capacity and traffic
calming on this critical road. These roundabouts are designed to allow vehicular,
equestrian, bicycle and pedestrian traffic to all interact more efficiently and safely while
maintaining rural wine country landscape. The first roundabout at Rancho California
Road and Anza Road completed construction in June 2012. Other four roundabouts are
located at La Serena Way, Calle Contento, Monte De Oro Road and Glenoaks Road;

e Number of Lanes — Several roadways have been downsized from the County’s
Circulation Element (such as Rancho California Road and De Portola Road) to maintain
the rural character of the Project area; and

e Signalization/Signs — The construction of traffic signals/signs for pedestrians, bikers, and
equestrians are proposed at strategic locations to promote non-motorized circulation
within the Project area. The recent installation of equestrian crossings at Anza Road and
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Los Nogales Road as well as Rancho California Road east of Anza Road are a few
examples of the County’s commitment to ensuring that transportation infrastructure is
available in the region to allow implementation of the Project.

OUTSTANDING PROJECT PROPOSAL ISSUES:

During, and subsequent to, the aforementioned outreach efforts, County staff has discussed
different land use scenarios for the Project area’s various sub-regions and a series of land use
policy issues with the stakeholders. Although County staff has been successful in resolving
many of the issues associated with the Project proposal, staff wants to highlight the following
outstanding issues that the Planning Commission may hear during the Public Hearing process.
This list is not intended to be an all inclusive-list of the outstanding issues, rather they are the
issues that County staff is made aware of.

The development scenario described in today’'s staff proposal, and analyzed in the associated
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR No. 524), is a foreseeable “worst-case” scenario
or most intense development potential scenario within the 18,990-acre Project area. This
scenario may be changed as a result of the Public Hearing process. If these changes result in
increasing the Project footprint and/or land use policy changes that would result in more intense
development than the current proposal, it may require the County to re-circulate the draft PEIR
No. 524.

Project Area’s Sub-region:

During the previously described outreach efforts, and through the draft PEIR comment letters,
the Project stakeholders have expressed their desire to:

1. Be added or removed from the Project boundary; or
2. Be considered for a different district of the Policy Area, than the current Project proposal.

County staff has catalogued those suggested boundary changes for consideration and
deliberation by the Planning Commission (Attachment D).

Land Use Policy Issues:

Also during the outreach efforts, and through the draft PEIR comment letters, the Project
stakeholders have raised policy issues, which County staff wants to bring to the Commission’s
attention:

1. To allow small-scale “Production Winery” by right on less than 10 acres — This policy
suggestion would allow property-owners of smaller parcels to crush grapes and produce
wine without going through a Plot Plan process.

2. To allow a tasting room with the production winery — This policy suggestion would allow
a tasting room with the aforementioned production winery on less than 10 acres.
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3. To allow for cooperative tasting rooms — This policy suggestion would allow for
cooperative tasting rooms within the Project area.

4. To ensure winery operation prior to allowing operation of the incidental commercial uses
— This policy suggestion would require that a winery is operational as the primary use
prior to allowing any operations of the incidental commercial uses such as tasting rooms,
retail wine sales, special occasion facilities, etc.

5. To ensure that wineries utilize 75% locally grown grapes — This policy suggestion would
add language in the proposed zones that would ensure better enforcement of the 75%
locally grown grapes provision.

6. To allow limited wine-club events with a winery on 10 acres or more — This policy
suggestion would allow a limited number of wine-club member events with a winery
(approved through a plot plan) on 10 acres or more.

7. To allow more than 5 guests/ acre for the Special Occasion Facility — This suggestion
would eliminate a development standard for the special occasion facilities that would
allow a maximum of 5 guests per acre.

8. To provide enforceable provisions for noise — This policy suggestion would provide
additional development standards for special occasion facilities and wineries to regulate,
and subsequently enforce those noise related regulations. This policy suggestion would
also require an amendment to County Ordinance No. 847, Noise Ordinance.

County staff has carefully considered the aforementioned policy suggestions and will be able to
provide their recommendations for consideration by the Planning Commission.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS:

The County of Riverside is the Lead Agency for the Project. Section 21001.1 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines finds that projects, to be carried out by public
agencies, must be subject to the same level of review and consideration as that of private
projects required to be approved by public entities. Therefore, the County of Riverside prepared
an Initial Study (IS) in the fall of 2009 for the Project, which determined that the Project has the
potential to have a significant effect on the environment. The County subsequently prepared a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR No.524)
and the 30-day review period began on December 28, 2009 in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15082. The NOP review period closed on January 26, 2010.

Due to the nature of proposed General Plan Amendment and Zoning Ordinance Amendment, it
was determined that the Project met the criteria under CEQA Guidelines Section 15206,
Projects of Statewide, Regional or Area-wide Significance. To comply with this section, County
staff conducted a public scoping meeting on January 19, 2010 at the Riverside County Planning
Department (12th Floor Conference Room). The purpose of the meeting was to inform involved
agencies and the public of the nature and extent of the Project, and provide an opportunity to
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identify issues to be addressed in the EIR document. Issues raised during this meeting included
the following:

o Water infrastructure issues including water supply and water use, region-wide water
issues, groundwater recharge zones, groundwater quality (salinity), and interagency
issues;

e Sewer infrastructure issues including treatment plant capacity needs, impacts on existing
and currently planned facilities, estimates for total flows, and effects on outflows and
recharge;

e Potential impacts to agricultural activities/ operations (i.e. farmers harvesting or spraying
sulfur at night, related noise and air quality impacts, etc.);

Relationship between land use planning and water usage;

o Development constraint issues associated with installation costs for new vineyards,
development impact fees, and infrastructure funding;

e Existing or planned land use issues for specific areas as well as land use issues
associated with policy area and zoning designations; and,

e Accessibility issues associated with trails (public and equestrian access), security con-
cerns of farmers (i.e. theft) and other potential land use conflicts to be considered.

These issues were considered in the Initial Study and no new or previously unconsidered
impacts were raised at the Scoping Meeting that affected the Project’s environmental analysis.

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524:

Staff wants to highlight that the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Project (PEIR No.
524) is a “Program EIR”, evaluating the broad-scale environmental impacts of the Project.
Program EIRs are typically prepared for an agency plan, program or series of actions that can
be characterized as one large project, such as the Project. A “Community Plan” Program EIR,
addressing the impacts of area-wide and local policy decision, can be thought of as a “first tier”
document (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15152). It evaluates the large-scale impacts on the
environment that can be expected to result from the revision of the General Plan, Zoning
Ordinance, and Design Guidelines pursuant to the Project, but does not necessarily address the
site-specific impacts of each individual implementing project that will follow through
implementation phase of the Project. CEQA requires that each of those implementing projects
be evaluated for their particular site-specific impacts through second-tier documents, such as
subsequent EIRs, supplemental EIRs, focused EIRs, or Negative Declarations for individual
implementing projects subject to the Project. They typically evaluate the impacts of a single
activity undertaken to implement the overall Project.

Based upon the comments submitted during the NOP process and the public scoping meeting,
the Draft PEIR No. 524 analyzed the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts for the following
resource areas:

Aesthetics, Light and Glare (Section 4.1)
Agricultural and Forestry Resources (Section 4.2)
Air Quality (Section 4.3)

Biological Resources (Section 4.4)
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Cultural Resources (Section 4.5)

Geology, Sails, and Seismicity (Section 4.6)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 4.7)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 4.8)
Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 4.9)

Land Use and Relevant Planning (Section 4.10)
Mineral Resources (Section 4.11)

Noise (Section 4.12)

Public Services, Recreation and Utilities (Section 4.13)
Traffic and Transportation (Section 4.14)

Staff wants to advise the Commission that impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions were
addressed under the air quality section of the NOP/IS. However, since the publication of the
NOP/IS, a revised CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Initial Study Checklist was issued by the State
Clearinghouse, which included new checklist questions regarding greenhouse gas emissions.
These additional questions were incorporated into the Draft PEIR No. 524 in Section 4.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

While the specific mitigation measures identified in the Draft PEIR will reduce the level of many
significant impacts to a less than significant level, it identified the following areas where, after
implementation of all feasible mitigation, the Project may nonetheless result in impacts which
cannot be fully mitigated to less than significant. Various benefits would accrue from
implementation of the Project, which must be weighed against the potential adverse effects of
Project implementation in deciding whether to approve the Project. It should be noted that the
proposed “Project”, while representing a substantial increase in new development compared to
existing conditions, the Project is considerably less dense than currently allowed in the County’s
General Plan Policies and zoning classifications.

Significant Project Impacts:

1. Agdricultural and Forestry Resources

While the Project policies and zoning classifications would increase the acreage of designated
Agricultural land uses and may in turn increase the acreage of agricultural uses, it is possible
that implementing project sites could be located on Prime Farmland (or another designation
indicating agricultural suitability) and would allow development of up to 25 percent of the total
Project area based on proposed Policy SWAP 1.2.

Additionally, active agricultural land would be allowed to convert 25 percent of its land to non-
agricultural uses under the Project. Therefore, the Project could convert agriculturally suitable
farmland, such as Prime Farmland, and active agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. This
potential conversion would generate a significant, unavoidable impact on agricultural resources.

2. Air Quality

Unavoidable significant impacts have been identified for Project-level air quality impacts related
to construction and operations activities pursuant to the Project and its implementing projects



R T R S s T S T O R R Y O Y e e v e Fp
WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN — General Plan Amendment No. 1

Amendment No. 348.4729, and Program Environmental Impact Report N
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — July 25, 2012
Page 12 of 17

(i.e., stationary and mobile source emissions) as well as air quality impacts on sensitive
receptors.

3. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Compliance with the proposed SWAP policies will ensure consistency with the numeric GHG-
reduction goals of AB 32 and be consistent with promulgated plans, polices, and regulations
governing the reduction of GHG emissions. Because the Project would meaningfully reduce
Project GHG emissions and is consistent with the state and local goals, the Project is supportive
of the State’s goals regarding global climate change. However, Project impacts to global climate
change at the Project-level are still potentially significant and unavoidable, due to the overall
increase in emissions as compared to existing conditions.

Implementation and compliance with the Project and its mitigation measures will ensure that
impacts from GHG emissions are minimized at Project level. However, construction and
operation of implementing projects would create an increase in GHG emissions that are above
South Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQMD) draft mass emission thresholds and
CARB'’s per capita threshold.

4. Noise

Given that it is not possible to predict the specific nature, frequency or location of all of the
wineries or all of the special events, some stationary source activity may still represent
unacceptable noise exposure within Wine Country, particularly for existing sensitive receptors.
This unavoidable impact will be reduced through compliance with the General Plan policies,
development standards of the Zoning Ordinance and Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-6
of the Draft PEIR, and will be implemented by the County on a project-by-project basis.

In addition, due to the amount of traffic trips that would be generated in association with the
proposed permitted land uses, mobile source noise impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

5. Public Services and Utilities — Fire Protection Services

Implementation of the Project would have a Project-level impact on the Fire Department’s ability
to provide an acceptable level of service. Impacts include an increased number of emergency
and public service calls and a decreased level of service due to the increased presence of
structures, traffic, and population (including transient tourists).

The availability of sufficient funding to equip and staff new facilities may not be available over
the long term and the ability of the Department to negotiate for adequate funding for either
construction or long-term staffing with individual implementing projects is uncertain.
Accordingly, even with the implementation of the proposed mitigation, the Project could result in
an indirect, but considerable contribution to a potentially significant impact.

Public Services and Utilities — Libraries
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Based on the current Riverside County standard, there are insufficient library facilities available
to provide the targeted level of service to the Project area and the balance of the service area of
the two existing libraries in Temecula. Therefore, implementing projects within the Project area
would make an indirect, but considerable contribution to that existing deficiency, resulting in a
potentially significant impact on library facilities and services.

6. Traffic

The Project would generally improve operations compared to the adopted General Plan;
however, long-term operational traffic resulting from operation of the Project would still
contribute to a potentially significant and unavoidable impact related to degradation of levels of
service in the Project area.

The Project would contribute a fair share contribution toward a future financing plan, as well as
a fair share contribution to existing fee programs, which would allow certain segments and
intersections to operate at acceptable levels of service. However, since some segments and/or
intersections are controlled by the City of Temecula, the Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians
and/or Caltrans, the County cannot guarantee implementation of the identified improvements.
In addition, remaining funding outside the Project boundary has not been guaranteed and there
is limited right-of-way to facilitate freeway and ramp expansion. Therefore, the levels of service
impacts are considered potentially significant and unavoidable.

7. Growth-inducing Impact

The Project will allow for various onsite and offsite infrastructure improvements that could
remove impediments to growth and/or provide for additional capacity. The Project could also
result in direct job growth through increased employment opportunities as a result of the
proposed update of the existing Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) and other elements of the
General Plan. Due to its size, its incremental implementation, its impact on infrastructure, and
the potential direct and indirect economic growth associated with it, the Project would be viewed
as growth-inducing pursuant to CEQA.

8. Cumulative Impacts — Air Quality

Unavoidable significant impacts have been identified for cumulative air quality impacts related to
construction and operations activities pursuant the Project, in combination with existing
conditions and development outside the Project boundary (i.e., stationary and mobile source
emissions) as well as air quality impacts on existing and future sensitive receptors.

Cumulative Impacts — Greenhouse Gases

Implementation and compliance with the Project policies and its mitigation measures will ensure
that cumulative impacts from GHG emissions are minimized. However, Project impacts to global
climate change, at the cumulative level, are still potentially significant and unavoidable, due to
the overall increase in emissions as compared to existing conditions. In addition, construction
and operation of implementing projects would create an increase in GHG emissions that are
above SCAQMD'’s draft mass emission thresholds and CARB'’s per capita threshold.
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Cumulative Impacts — Noise

Build-out of the Project, in combination with existing conditions and development outside the
Project boundary, would result in potential cumulative noise level increases along major
roadways. Project implementation would result in significant cumulative noise impacts that could
not be mitigated with the implementation of the proposed policies and mitigation measures.
Thus, the Project would substantially contribute to cumulative mobile source noise impacts. It
may also be possible for multiple stationary sources such as special events or wineries to
operate concurrently and in close proximity, which could further add to cumulative noise
impacts. Therefore, the Project may result in significant stationary source impacts, even with
implementation of mitigation measures and applicable policies and ordinances.

Cumulative Impacts — Public Services and Utilities

The Project, in combination with existing conditions and development outside the Project
boundary, may result in unavoidable significant cumulative impacts in the areas of fire protection
services and library services.

Cumulative Impacts — Traffic

The Project, in combination with existing conditions and development outside the Project
boundary, may result in a conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system and level of service
degradation to unacceptable levels. The Project may result in significant traffic-related impacts,
even with implementation of mitigation measures and applicable policies and ordinances.

Project Alternatives:
Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines require that the Project alternatives be designed to
achieve the objectives and to minimize/reduce/alleviate identified environmental impacts. In
addition, some alternatives were discussed and specifically requested for consideration during
the Project development and PEIR preparation. This is a summary of the Project alternatives
described in Section 6.0, Alternatives, which contains a detailed discussion of the following
alternatives.
The Project alternatives considered in the Draft PEIR No. 524 are:

¢ No Project/Existing General Plan Policies and Zoning Classifications Alternative; and

e Reduced Density (25% Reduction) Alternative.
Alternatives rejected from further consideration in the Draft PEIR are:

e Pending General Plan Amendments Approval Alternative;

e Alternative Location Alternative;
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e One Policy Area / One Zone Alternative; and

e No Build Scenario/Existing Condition Alternative

The following table summarizes “Comparison of Impacts Resulting from Project Alternatives” as

Compared to the Project.

No Project/
No Build Existing
. Scenario/ General Plan Reduced
Environmental Issue Existing Policies and | Density (25%)
Condition Zoning Alternative
Alternative Classifications
Alternative
Aesthetics Same/Slightly Same/Slightly
Less
Greater Less
Agriculture and Forestry Resources Less Greater Same/Slightly
Less
Air Quality Less Greater Less
Biological Resources Less Same/Slightly Same
Greater
Cultural Resources Same/Slightly Same/Slightly
Less
Greater Less
Geology/Soils Less Slightly Greater Same
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Less Slightly Greater Less
Hazardous Materials Less Greater Same
Hydrology Less Greater Same/Slightly
Less
Land Use Greater Greater Same/Slightly
Less
Mineral Resources Same/Slightly Same/Slightly
Same
Greater Less
Noise Less Greater Same/Slightly
Less
Public Services, Recreation & Same/Slightly
g Less Greater
Utilities Less
Transportation/Circulation Less Greater Samfleiléghtly

Draft PEIR No. 524 Comments and Reponses:

Upon completion of the Draft PEIR, the County of Riverside, as the lead

agency, issued a
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Notice of Availability for the Draft PEIR No. 524 for the Project. The Draft PEIR was made
available for public review and comments for 60-days between December 5, 2011 and February
2, 2012. The County of Riverside received 32 comment letters during this period, followed by
one comment letter since then. The full draft of the Project, Draft PEIR No. 524, and all 33
comment letters were made available on the Project website: www.socalwinecountryplan.org.

As mentioned above, the County has sought to achieve the highest level of public participation
for the Project. Therefore, the County’s responses to the comment letters were mailed to the
comment-makers and posted on the aforementioned website approximately six (6) weeks in
advance of the first scheduled public hearing on the Project. County staff and EIR consultants
submit the Draft PEIR No. 524, 33 Comment Letters and the County’s responses to those
letters to the Commission for their review and consideration as Attachment E.

Final Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524

Currently, County staff and EIR consultants are in the process of completing the Final Draft
PEIR No. 524 per Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states the following:

1. The Draft EIR or a version of the draft.

2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in
summary.

3. Alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

4. The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.

5. Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

RECOMMENDATION:

DISCUSS AND CONTINUE to August 8 or 22, 2012

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS:

1. Forinformation re: this Project, please visit: http://www.socalwinecountryplan.org/

2. For information re: composition of, or representation on, the Ad Hoc Advisory Committee,
please visit:
http://www.socalwinecountryplan.org/AboutUs/AdHocAdvisoryCommittee/tabid/77/Default.as

bX

3. For information re: any of the aforementioned outreach meetings, their agendas and
pertinent documents, staff presentations, newspaper articles, etc. please visit:
http://www.socalwinecountryplan.org/Outreach/tabid/86/Default.aspx

4. For information re: PEIR No. 524/any other CEQA process documents, please visit:
http://www.socalwinecountryplan.org/Planning/CEQA/tabid/70/Default.aspx
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5. For a letter dated June 14, 2012 from the City of Temecula, please refer to Attachment F.

6. For additional information re: infrastructure matters, EIR process, or any other Project
specific questions, please contact:

Ms. Mitra Mehta-Cooper, AICP
Principal Planner (Project Manager)
P.O. Box 1409,

4080 Lemon Street, 12" Floor
Riverside CA 92502-1409

Email: mmehta@rctlma.org

Phone: (951) 955-8514
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PLANNING COMMISSION
’ TEMECULA CITY COUNCIL
L MINUTE ORDER JULY 25, 2012

LIFERSIOE COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

AGENDA ITEM 3.1: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1077 (TEMECULA VALLEY WINE
COUNTRY POLICY AREA); ORDINANCE AMENDMENT NO. 348.4729; and PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 524.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area is generally located in the Southwest Area Plan
(SWAP) of the General Plan in the southwestern portion of unincorporated Riverside County. The
policy area covers approximately 18,990 acres of land located approximately three miles north of
the San Diego County border; east of the City of Temecula; south of Lake Skinner; and northwest
of Vail Lake. The individual components include:

1. General Plan Amendment No. 1077 amending the existing Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) and
certain elements of the County of Riverside General Plan to incorporate the Temecula Valley
Wine Country Policy Area.

2. Ordinance No. 348.4729 amending Riverside County Ordinance No. 348 to add four new zoning
classifications that implements the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area.

MEETING SUMMARY

The following staff presented the subject proposal:
Project Principal Planner: Mitra Mehta-Cooper
Assistant Chief Executive Officer: George Johnson
RBH Consultant: Kevin Thomas

The following spoke before the Commission:

e Kimberly Adams, 37880 Ladera Vista Drive, Temecula CA 92592
Kimberly@temeculacvb.com

e Shirley Allen, 42200 Chaparral Drive, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-2120

o Denni Barrett, PO Box 891951, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 699-5800 denni@hotairfun.com

e Lili Braunwalder, 41102 Lomar Circle, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 200-0303
lilibraunwalder@gmail.com

e Grover Bukhill, 42995 Valentine Circle, Temecula, CA 92592 (951) 302-6334
groverbi@verizon.net

e Susan Clay, 39076 Chaparral Drive, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-8432 sclay@verizon.net

e Steve Corona, 33320 Temecula Parkway, Temecula CA 92592

e Teresa Dodson, 44750 Longfellow Avenue, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 491-0161
ctdodson@verizon.net

e Dan Douglas, 40920 Anza 2D, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 699-5406 honeyhilll@verizon.net
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e Michelle Evans, 31440 Congressional Drive, Temecula CA 92591 (760) 420-8596
mevans@lightfxunlimited.com

e Joe Femia, 39650 Calle Anita, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 699-7805 jhfis@hotmail.com

e Jaleh Firooz, 17114 Tallow Tree Lane, San Diego CA 92127 (858) 759-6955
jfirooz@iesnet.com

e Robert Freman, 30793 The Farm Road, Wildomar CA 92595 (951) 244-6096

e Jerry Gonzalez, City of Temecula (951) 693-3917 jerry.gonzalez@cityoftemecula.org

e Cindy Greaver

e Lorraine Harrington, 35820 Pauba Road, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 303-8053
LFH415@yahoo.com

e Adele Harrison, 45244 Laurel Glen, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-9105
adel h il.c _

e Dorothy L. Hillegas, 35685 Lake Summit Drive, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 767-0696

sagehill99@yahoo.com
e Chris Huth, 43250 Los Corralitos, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 595-5767

temekuequire@gamail.com

e Paul Jevas, Murrieta CA 92591 (951) 816-9958

e Richard Jones, 37800 Grande Road, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 907-2625

e Robert Kellerhouse, 38801 Los Corralitos Road, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 303-0405
rkellerhouse@galwaydowns.com

e John Kelliher

e Robert E. King, 39650 Camino del Vino, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 699-4303

¢ Goldie Klein, Temecula CA

e Andrew Kleiner, 39555 Calle Contento, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 972-0585
akleiner@lumierewinery.com

e Juanita Koth, 40405 Avenida Trebolo, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 515-9964
jkoth lextreme.com

e Melissa Landis, 36275 Alta Mesa Court, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-8559
melissalandis42@amail.com

e Greg Langworthy, 21227 Front Street, Wildomar CA 92595 (951) 704-5149
langworthy7@verizon.net

e Veronica Langworthy, 21227 Front Street, Wildomar CA 92595 (951) 704-4210
langworthy7 @verizon.net

e Britt Longmore, 40072 Daphne Drive, Murrieta CA 92563 (951) 894-2427

e Jaye Lucero, 36945 Calle Arruza, Temecula CA 92592

e Russ Mann, 39651 Via Cacho, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 491-5360

e Deborah Martin, 41615 Calle Contento, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 662-0558
deb4theword@verizon.net

e James Martin, 41615 Calle Contento, Temecula CA 92592 martinjim@verizon.net

e Daniel Matrisciano, 39533 Calle Anita, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 506-0283
sonderho@verizon.net
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Tom McGowan, 39630 Kapalua Way, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 285-0310
Tom@kapaluaway.com

Adrian McGregor, PO Box 894108, 92589 (951) 676-5024

Janet Moreno (951) 315-4766

Nathaniel Moreno (951) 473-5930

Elisa Niederecker, PO Box 890337, Temecula CA 92589 (951) 694-5973
winecountryplanrep@yahoo.com

Bob Ormond, 2001 Sixth Avenue, Suite 2705, Seattle WA 98121 (253) 588-5050
bobormond@gxadi.com

Gil Pankonin (951) 852-0868 pankonge@gmail.com
Carrie Peltzer, 40275 Calle Contento, Temecula CA 92591 (714) 335-4387

carriepeltzer@cs.com

Raymond Penhall, 37075 Glen Oaks Road beatsf@live.com

Barb Price, Temecula (951) 764-7404

Saba A. Saba, 41309 Avenida Biona, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 676-1602

Kristin Shaffer, 31024 Oak Hill Drive, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 694-6907

Leslie Slick, 32132 Corte Carmela, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 515-6469 rslick8@verizon.net
Judith Smith, 31656 Fox Grape Drive, Winchester CA 92596 (951) 325-7098
Tammy Smith, Temecula CA 92591 (949) 351-4743 st.patrick316@gmail.com
Kathy Spano (951) 764-0608 jumplatig022@yahoo.com

Dr. Bud Spresney, 13146 Semora Place, Cerritos CA 90703 (562) 926-1142
Michele Staples, Jackson DeMarco, 2030 Main Street, Suite 1200, Irvine CA 92614
(949) 857-7409 mstaples@jdtplaw.com

Silver Stapleton, Temecula CA 92592 (714) 906-4282 silverinvinc@msn.com
Rebaux Steyn, 38311 De Portola Road, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 217-7355
rebaux@leonesscellars.com

Darlene Tako

Bill Wilson, Wilson Creek Winery bill@wilsoncreekwine.com

The following were present but did not wish to speak:

Emily Allen, 42200 Main Street #110, Temecula CA 92590

Theresa Bolton, 32629 Strigel Court, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 526-7790
tibolton@gmail.com

Virginia Bosnella, 28955 Pujol Apt. 2B, Temecula CA 92590 (951) 541-4681

Maureen Bote

Lisa Chase, PO Box 826, Aguanga CA 92536 (951) 551-9873

Charmaine Combs, 4200 Main Street #110, Temecula CA 92590 (951) 492-8900
combgirl@hotmail.com

Charlie R. Danesh, 41620 Anza Road, Temecula CA 92592

Manuel Dominguez, 40375 Parado del Sol Drive, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 315-7323

domingme@sce.com
Linda Douglas (951) 699-5406 cagirl66@gmail.com
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e Mena Gomez, 34882 Paube Road, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 634-2182
gomez-mena@yahoo.com

e Karen Gooding, PO Box 893305, Temecula CA 92589-3305 jkgooding@gmail.com

e Judy Groll

e Matt Howard, Temecula CA 92592

e Marilyn Kaempffe

e Jim Kaufman, 31791 Sandhill Lane, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 308-1501

e Lois Kaufman, 31791 Sandhill Lane, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 308-1501

e Barbara Kruse, PO Box 846, Aguanga CA 92536 (951) 205-1740

e Robert Kruse, PO Box 846, Aguanga CA 92536

e David Jones, 31369 Seminole Street, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 304-1218

e Cody Madrid, 32202 Corte Carmona, Temecula CA 92592

e Diane Madrid, 32202 Corte Carmona, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 541-7560
madrid7 @integrity

e Whitney McGee, 28825 South Lake Drive, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 445-9571
timsgurlie@yahoo.com

¢ Claudia Metzger

o Fritz Metzger

e Amy Murlin (951) 331-0040

o Dr. Gayle Reis, 43475 Anza Road, Temecula CA 92592 (909) 499-1540

e Riccobomer, 34882 Pauba Road, Temecula CA 92592

e Cori Sylvester, 41973 Black Mountain Trail, Murrieta CA 92562 (949) 246-1679

e Susan Sylvester, 41973 Black Mountain Trail, Murrieta CA 92562 (951) 704-0498
suendel@verizon.net

e Duayne Webster (951) 326-5809 dw@duaynewebster.com

o Jeff Wiens jeff@wiencellars.com

e Robert Yhlen, 35020 Calle Campo, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 699-6022
bobyhlen@msn.com

The following wished to speak but were not present when called:
¢ Molly Ananian
e Caprice Bachor, Murrieta CA 92563 (951) 522-4531 caprice 87@msn.com
e Shawn Bachor
e Genny Bacopulos (951) 699-0616
e George Bacopulos (951) 699-0616
e Fadoull Baida, 3460 Calle Arnez, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-9494
e Lou Ann Beggs (303) 944-6535 louannbeggs@gmail.com
e Leah & Scott Berivardo, 30445 Mira Loma, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 506-2577
scottie@delytes.com
o Mark Blackwell, 41985 Calle Contento, Temecula CA 92592 (763) 257-7931

markeblackwell@me.com
e Delores Bowers, 31718 Loma Linda Road, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 695-0784
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Gene Bowers, 31718 Loma Linda Road, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 695-0784
Kimberle Bunch (951) 926-6298 jsibabe@aol.com

Michael Calabro, 43110 Knights Bridge Way, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-1382
Bette Daniels, 43882 Butternut Drive, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 695-1197
dale43882@msn.com

Mary Ellyn Dufek, 41270 Valencia Way, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 312-6555

Kym Espinosa

Alexandra Gault, 2815 Cypress Street, Hemet CA 92545 (951) 766-1409
simplicityphoto96@gmail.com

Chloe Gault, 2815 Cypress Street, Hemet CA 92545 (951) 663-2135
live2ridehoursez98@gmail.com

Karin Gault, 2815 Cypress Street, Hemet CA 92545 (951) 766-1409 smdgecat99@aol.com
Gene Hughes, 41620 Chaparral, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-0951

Rosa Hughes, 41620 Chaparral, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-0951

Kim Jevas

Julie Landerbeger, 1402 Broken Arrow Lane, Fallbrook CA 92028

Donald L. Martin, 38623 Martin Ranch Road, Temecula CA (714) 393-2866

Pam McDonald, 43230 Via Sabino, Temecula CA (951) 302-2411

Darlene Medearis, 38595 Calle JoJoBa, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 302-0361
medearis66@msn.com

Robert Medearis, 38595 Calle JoJoBa, Temecula CA 92592 (909) 240-4989
medearis66@msn.com

Judy Mohler, 38202 Via Lobato, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 203-9313

Kristin Mora, 32650 Avenida Lestonnae, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 587-2505
kmora@sjdls.com

John Moramasco, PO Box 906, Temecula CA 92593 (951) 757-6112

Michael W. Newcomb, 43460 Ridge Park #200, Temecula CA 92590 (951) 541-0220
michael@newcomblawgroup.com

Susie Pio

Young Pio

Leticia Plummer, 37360 Avenida Chapala, Temecula CA 92592 (909) 838-8492
leticiabess@verizon.net

Taige Ronan, 29751 Royal Burgh Drive, Murrieta CA 92563 (951) 677-8679
Chuck Rounds, 33507 Celita Circle, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 303-1965

Laura Ruiz

Gregorio Soto, 41176 Promenada Chardonnay, Temecula CA 92591 (949) 201-5986
Hortensia Soto, 41176 Promenada Chardonnay, Temecula CA 92591 (949) 456-3225
Dan Stephenson, 41391 Kalmia Street, Murrieta CA 92562 (951) 696-0600
danstephenson@rancongroup.com

Kim Thompson, Anza 92539 (951) 216-8005

Lorraine Van Dyke

Cathy Ventrola, 31179 Sunningdale Drive, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 795-4012
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e Frank Ventrola, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 795-4012
e Kimberly Voss, 31985 Corte La Puenta, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 506-5349
e Ken Zignorski, 35820 Rancho California Road, Temecula CA 92591 (951) 491-6551

IV. CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES:
Yes

V. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:
CONTINUED to August 22, 2012 at the City of Temecula City Council Chambers.

VI. CD
The entire discussion of this agenda item can be found on CD. For a copy of the CD,
please contact Mary Stark, TLMA Commission Secretary, at (951) 955-7436 or email at
mcstark@rctima.org.
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Agenda ltem: 3.1 WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN -

Area Plan: Southwest General Plan Amendment No. 1077, Ordinance
Zoning Area: Rancho California Amendment No. 348.4729, and Program
Supervisorial District: Third/Third Environmental Impact Report No. 524

Project Planner: Mitra Mehta-Cooper Applicant: County of Riverside

Planning Commission: August 22, 2012 EIR Consultant: RBF Consulting
Continued From: July 25, 2012

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan (Project) was initiated by the County
Board of Supervisors in 2008 to ensure that the region develops in an orderly manner that
preserves Temecula Valley's viticulture potential and enhances its economic contribution to the
County over the long term. The purpose of this Project is to provide a blueprint for future growth
that ensures that future development activities will enhance, and not impede, the quality of life
for existing and future residents, while providing opportunities for continued preservation and
expansion of winery and equestrian operations. The Project has been developed to achieve the
following four objectives:

1. To preserve and enhance viticulture potential, rural lifestyle and equestrian activities;

2. To continue to allow for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities that are
incidental to viticulture and equestrian operations;

3. To coordinate growth in a manner that avoids future land use conflicts; and

4. To ensure timely provision of appropriate public infrastructure and services that keeps
up with anticipated growth.

The Project is generally located in the Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) of the General Plan in the
southwestern portion of unincorporated Riverside County. The Project covers approximately
18,990 acres of land located approximately three miles north of the San Diego County border,
east of the City of Temecula, south of Lake Skinner, and northwest of Vail Lake. The Project
includes General Plan Amendment No. 1077, Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729, and the
accompanying Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524.

ISSUES DISCUSSED IN FIRST HEARING:

This Project was discussed before the Planning Commission on July 25, 2012. After taking
public testimony from more than 50 members of the public, the Commission discussed specific
issues with the Project proposal and solicited additional information for consideration at the next
public hearing (August 22, 2012). Staff has organized those issues into the following broad
categories which will be explored in detail below:

Requirements to regulate noise;
implementation of the proposed Trails Network;
Application of Ordinance No. 348.4729; and
Allowance of churches.

W=



I Plan Amendment No. 1077

ironmental Impact Report Ng, 52 ;"‘

- August 22, 2012

Vst

REQUIREMENTS TO REGULATE NOISE:

After hearing the public testimony, Commissioner Porras, Commissioner Roth and
Commissioner Snell raised concerns regarding noise generating from wineries (and their
incidental commercial uses) and its impact on existing and future residents of this region. The
Commissioners shared their specific ideas to regulate noise, some of which are addressed in
the current Project proposal.

During the Project development phase, similar concerns were raised regarding noise generating
from existing wineries. Many of these existing wineries and their commercial activities operated
without proper land use approvals. Therefore, the County engaged in a collaborative planning
and pro-active code enforcement approach to address the existing noise issues of the region.

e The County staff created a database to identify all existing wineries and associated
commercial activities by conducting a comprehensive web-search of all businesses in
this region. This database identified that 46 wineries or other commercial uses were
operating without the appropriate County approvals.

e The County Code Enforcement Department then provided advisory notices to these
businesses in order bring them in compliance with the appropriate County ordinances. If
those businesses had not applied for the appropriate County approval after 45-60 days,
they were cited with Code Violations and fines that increased with every citation. The
Department also created a specialized Wine Country Code Enforcement team to ensure
that the Code Officers were well-versed with code challenges unique to Wine Country.
Furthermore, the Department conducted weekend enforcement and provided a
dedicated phone-number to the area residents to file their complaints.

The aforementioned experience was used by the County staff and Ad Hoc Advisory Committee
as they engaged in developing a proposal for this Project. The following section outlines all the
various areas of the proposed Project, which are designed to regulate noise in this region and to
avoid land use conflicts in the future.

1) General Plan Amendment No. 1077:

The proposed General Plan Amendment No. 1077, through addition of the Temecula Valley
Wine Country Policy Area, requires larger lot sizes for residential subdivisions and incidental
commercial uses as well as promotes clustered development. These design features of the
proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area are anticipated to reduce noise related
conflicts in this region.

a) The proposed Policy Area policy SWAP 1.5 restricts residential density for subdivisions
regardless of their underlying land use designations. This requirement would decrease
the number of residential units that would be exposed to wineries and their commercial
activities as well as would encourage residential subdivisions in the Wine Country-
Residential District.
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° SWAP 1.5 Require a density of ten (10) acres minimum for tentative approval of
residential tract and parcel maps after (adoption date) regardless of the
underlying land use designation except in the Wine Country — Residential District
where a density of five (5) acres minimum shall apply.

The proposed Policy Area also promotes clustered development in a greater geographic
area (approximately 18,990 acres) than its proceeding policy area — the Citrus Vineyard
Policy Area (approximately 7,576 acres). Furthermore, the proposed policy SWAP 1.15
requires that at least 75% of the project area be set aside as vineyards or equestrian
land compared to only 50% of the project area in the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area. These
implementing clustered developments are anticipated to provide contiguous open space
buffers between residential subdivisions and winery uses, which would reduce potential
land use conflicts in the future.

o SWAP 1.15 Encourage tentative approvals of residential tract and parcel maps to
cluster development in conjunction with on-site vineyards or equestrian land
provided that the overall project density yield does not exceed one dwelling unit
per five (5) acres. While the lot sizes in a clustered development may vary,
require a minimum lot size of 1 acre, with at least 75% of the project area
permanently set-aside as vineyards or equestrian land.

The current Citrus Vineyard Policy Area allows for lodging and special occasion facilities
without a winery, which does not promote the area’s viticulture potential as envisioned in
its intent. The proposed Policy Area reinforces the area’s viticulture potential and rural
characteristics by requiring wineries and equestrian establishments as the primary use
for all incidental commercial activities. Furthermore, the higher intensity commercial uses
are proposed on larger lot sizes compared to the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de los
Caballos Policy Areas, which would further reduce potential land use conflicts in the
future.

o SWAP 1.4 Permit limited commercial uses such as wineries, sampling rooms,
and retail wine sales establishments on a minimum lot size of ten (10) acres to
promote viticulture potential of this region.

o SWAP 1.11 Allow incidental commercial uses such as special occasion facilities,
hotels, resorts, restaurants and delicatessens in conjunction with wineries as
defined in the implementing zones.

° SWAP 1.12 Encourage equestrian establishments that promote the equestrian
lifestyle as described in the Wine Country — Equestrian (WC-E) Zone.
° SWAP 1.13 Permit incidental commercial uses such as western stores, polo

grounds, or horse racing tracks, petting zoos, event grounds, horse auction
facilities, horse show facilities, animal hospitals, restaurants, delicatessens, and
special occasion facilities in conjunction with commercial equestrian
establishments on lots larger than 10 acres to encourage equestrian tourism in
this community.
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2) Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729:

To implement the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area, Ordinance Amendment No.
348.4729 proposes to create four Winery County Zones by adding Section 14.90 through
Section 14.96 in Ordinance No. 348. The following sections of the proposed Ordinance
Amendment No. 348.4729 through permitted uses section and their development standards are
anticipated to reduce noise related conflicts in this region:

a) Wine Country — Winery Zone:

Section 14.92.b.5. allows special occasion facilities, bed and breakfast inns, country
inns, hotels and restaurants with an established winery through a plot plan on 20 acres
minimum.

Section 14.92.c.2. allows resorts, amphitheaters, and golf courses with an established
winery through a conditional use permit on 40 minimum acres.

b) Wine Country — Equestrian Zone:

Section 14.94.b.5 allows a commercial equestrian establishment through a plot plan on
10 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.b.6 allows petting zoos, polo-grounds, and horse show facilities with a
commercial equestrian establishment through a plot plan on 10 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.b.7 allows western style stores and restaurants with a commercial
equestrian establishment through a plot plan on 20 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.c.2 allows horse racing tracks or rodeo arenas and large scale hospitals
with a commercial equestrian establishment through a conditional use permit on 50
acres minimum.

Section 14.94.c.3 allows a horse racing track or rodeo arena and large scale hospital
with a commercial equestrian establishment through a conditional use permit on 100
acres minimum.

c) Development Standards:

Section 14.96.a.1 requires site layouts and building designs to minimize noise impacts
on surrounding properties and to comply with Ordinance No. 847.

Section 14.96.e.4 requires minimum setbacks of hundred feet (100’) and three hundred
feet (300') when the facility is located next to Rancho California Road, Monte De Oro
Road, Anza Road, Glen Oaks Road, Pauba Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel
Road, Butterfield Stage Road, Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and
Highway 79 South for special occasion facilities.

Section 14.96.e.7 ensures loading, trash, and service areas for special occasion facilities
are screened by structures or landscaping and are located and designed in such a
manner as to minimize noise and odor impacts to adjacent properties.

Section 14.96.e.7 requires that all special occasion facilities conduct a noise study or an
acoustical analysis if an outdoor facility is proposed. Based on such study or analysis,



the Planning Director may deny or require as a condition of approval that the project
applicant enter into a good neighbor agreement with the surrounding neighbors.

e Section 14.97 1.5 limits two hotel rooms per gross acre for lodging facilities.

e Section 14.97.1.10 ensures that loading, trash, and service areas for lodging facilities are
screened by structures or landscaping and is located and designed in such a manner as
to minimize noise and odor impacts to adjacent properties.

3) Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) No. 524 - Noise Mitigation
Measures:

The Draft PEIR No. 524 provides Exhibit 4.12-2 (Attachment A), which identifies Existing and
Anticipated Winery Sites with Special Occasion Facilities potential. However, it will be
speculative to predict the nature, frequency, scale, and site-specific design feature of these
future special occasion facilities. Instead, the PEIR provides the following carefully crafted
Mitigation Measures to reduce noise impacts from implementing projects, including noise from
construction activities, winery operations and special occasion facilities.

NOI-1 All implementing projects shall comply with the following noise reduction measures during grading
and building activities:

e [f construction occurs within one-quarter mile of an inhabited dwelling, construction activities
shall be limited to the daytime hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the months of June
through September, and to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the months of October through May.

e To minimize noise from idling engines, all vehicles and construction equipment shall be
prohibited from idling in excess of three minutes when not in use.

e Best efforts should be made to locate stockpiling and/or vehicle staging area as far as
practicable from existing residential dwellings.

e Equipment and trucks shall utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and
acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible).

e |mpact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) shall be hydraulically or
electronically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air
exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of pneumatic tools is
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the
exhaust by up to about ten dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used
where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of five dBA. Quieter procedures shall be
used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, whenever feasible.

e Stationary construction noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as
possible, and they shall be muffled and incorporate insulation barriers, or other measures to
the extent feasible.

NOI-2 Implementing project proponents shall submit a list of measures to respond to and track
complaints pertaining to construction noise, ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or
construction. These measures may include the following:

e A sign posted on-site pertaining the permitted construction days and hours and complaint
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem. The sign may also include a listing of
both the County and construction contractor's telephone numbers (during regular
construction hours and off-hours); and
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A pre-construction meeting may be held with the job inspectors and the general
contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise measures and practices (including
construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are completed.

NOI-3 All implementing projects involving a new winery or expansion of an existing winery shall be
reviewed by the Riverside County Office of Industrial Hygiene and include at least the following
conditions:

The hours of operation for tasting rooms associated with wineries shall be limited to 9:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Winery District and 10:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Equestrian and Residential Districts.
Mechanical equipments including but not limited to, de-stemming, crushing, and refrigeration
equipment shall be enclosed or shielded for noise attenuation. Alternatively, the proponent
may submit a Noise Study prepared by a qualified acoustical analyst that demonstrates that
the unenclosed/unshielded equipment would not exceed the County’s allowable noise levels.
The hours of operation for shipping facilities associated with wineries shall be limited to 9:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Winery District and 10:00
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Equestrian and Residential
Districts.

Shipping facilities and parking areas which abut residential parcels shall be located away
from sensitive land uses and be designed to minimize potential noise impacts upon nearby
sensitive land uses.

Site-specific noise-attenuating features such as hills, berms, setbacks, block walls, or other
measures shall be considered for noise attenuation in noise-producing areas of future
wineries including, but not limited to, locations of mechanical equipment, locations of shipping
facilities, access, and parking areas.

NOI-4  All implementing projects involving a special occasion facility shall be required to conduct a
noise study prior to its approval. Similarly, all implementing projects involving an outdoor special
occasion facility shall be required to conduct an acoustical analysis (that shows the noise
contours outside the property boundary) prior to its approval.

The said noise study or acoustical analysis shall be submitted to the Office of Industrial
Hygiene for review and comments.

Based on those comments, the implementing project shall be conditioned to mitigate noise
impacts to the applicable County noise standards through site design and buildings
techniques.

Prior to the issuance of any building permit for the special occasion facility, those noise
mitigation measures shall have received the necessary permits from Building and Safety
Department.

Prior to issuance of occupancy permit for the special occasion facility, those noise mitigation
measures shall be constructed/implemented.

NOI-5 All implementing projects involving a special occasion facility shall be reviewed by the Riverside
County Office of Industrial Hygiene and include at least the following conditions:

All special event venders (e.g. DJs, musical bands, etc.) shall be notified regarding noise
conditions of approval .

Outdoor special events and associated audio equipment, sound amplifying equipment, and/or
performance of live music shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Monday
through Sunday.



o Noise levels shall be kept below levels prescribed in the County’s General Plan Noise
Element and County noise Ordinances No. 847 by using a decibel-measuring device to
measure music sound levels when amplified music is used.

Clean-up activities associated with special events shall terminate no later than midnight.
Outdoor speakers for all scheduled events shall be oriented toward the center of the property
and away from adjoining land uses.

s Padding/carpeting shall be installed under music speakers for early absorption of music.

NOI-6 All implementing projects involving a special occasion facility shall include at least the following
conditions to ensure proper enforcement of the County Ordinances and project conditions:

e After issuance of two Code Violation Notices for excessive noise, noise measurements shall
be performed by the Office of Industrial Hygiene for every event at the property line, to
determine if the Noise Ordinance and project conditions are being followed during the special
events.

e If violations of the Noise Ordinance or project conditions are found, the County shall
reconsider allowed hours of operation, number of guests, amount of special events per year,
or approval of the specific facility.

o The proponents shall be required to pay fees assessed per the Department's hourly rate
pursuant to Ordinance No. 671.

NOI-7 Prior to the issuance of each grading permit, all implementing projects shall demonstrate
compliance with the following measures to reduce the potential for human annoyance and
architectural/structural damage resulting from elevated groundborne noise and vibration levels:

e Pile driving within a 50-foot radius of occupied units or historic or potentially historic
structures shall utilize alternative installation methods where possible (e.g., pile cushioning,
Jjetting, pre-drilling, cast-in-place systems, resonance-free vibratory pile drivers).

e [f no alternative to pile driving is deemed feasible, the preexisting condition of all designated
historic buildings within a 50-foot radius of proposed construction activities shall be evaluated
during a preconstruction survey. The preconstruction survey shall determine conditions that
exist before construction begins for use in evaluating damage caused by construction
activities. Fixtures and finishes within a 50-foot radius of construction activities susceptible to
damage shall be documented (photographically and in writing) prior to construction. All
damage shall be repaired back to its preexisting condition.

e Vibration monitoring shall be conducted prior to and during pile driving operations occurring
within 100 feet of the historic structures. Every attempt shall be made to limit construction-
generated vibration levels during pile driving and impact activities in the vicinity of the historic
structures.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED TRAILS NETWORK:

A significant amount of public testimony was regarding the proposed Trails Network. Most of the
testimony supported the current proposal and encouraged the Commission to consider
implementation aspects associated with this proposal. The Commission asked staff to provide
them with a clear understanding on the proposed Trails Network and its implementation
information. The following table outlines various trail classifications and their respective
implementation information as envisioned in the proposed GPA No. 1077. In addition,
Attachment B provides a map of each proposed ftrail classification and their respective cross-
sections as proposed in the Project.



(Regional/Class 1
Bike Path):
Current Proposal —
Approx. 79,000 Ln.
Ft.

il | Combination Trails ilude bt a Clas [ .

Bikeway and a Regional Trail, which split
between two sides of the street.

Class | Bike Path Characteristics: These
multi-use trails are paved surfaces for
two-way non-motorized traffic.

Class | Bike Path Users: Primarily used
by bicyclists, golf carts, personal
assistance vehicles and pedestrians

Class | Width: 10’ to 12" wide

Regional Urban and Rural Trail
Characteristics: These soft surface trails
are located either in tandem or on one
side of a street, river, or other major
linear feature.

Regional Urban and Rural Trail Users:
Equestrians and pedestrians

Regional Urban and Rural Trail Width:
10" to 12’ wide

Combination Trail Easement: 20’ wide
easements on each side of the street

Acquisition: Trail easements will be negotiated
through the development review process with
the Riverside County Regional Park and Open
Space District (District) and approval from
Transportation Department.

Maintenance Entity: Trails are built when
contiguous trail segments are funded and
maintenance funding is secured. Once built,
these trails become a part of the District Trails
System and are maintained by the Riverside
County Regional Park and Open Space District
or another agency based on a negotiated
agreement.

The acceptance of any trail easement reserves
the right of the County/ District to develop a
trail. It DOES NOT provide the public any
implied right to use the easement for trail
purposes until the trail is fully planned and
developed.

Regional Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 175,000
Ln. Ft.

Characteristics: These long distance soft
surface™ trails are designed to provide
linkages between communities, regional
parks, and open space areas.

(*Soft Surface means compacted and
stabilized Decomposed Granite)

Users: Equestrians, pedestrians, joggers,
and mountain bikers

Width: 10’ to 12’ wide

Easement: 20’ wide

Acquisition: Trail easements will be negotiated
through the development review process with
the Riverside County Regional Park and Open
Space District.

Maintenance Entity: Trails are built when
contiguous trail segments are funded and
maintenance funding is secured. Once built,
the trails become a part of the District Trails
System and are maintained by the Riverside
County Regional Park and Open Space
District.

The acceptance of any trail easement reserves
the right of the County/ District to develop a
trail. It DOES NOT provide the public any
implied right to use the easement for trail
purposes until the trail is fully planned and
developed.




Regional/Open
Space Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 111,000
Ln. Ft.

Characteristics: This is a sub-
classification of Regional Trails. These
trails are usually pre-existing paths within
open-space areas; these dirt surface
trails require minimal maintenance.

Users: Equestrians, pedestrians, joggers,
and mountain bikers

Width: 2’ to 4’ wide

Easement: 10" wide

Acquisition: Trail easements will be negotiated
through the development review process with
the Riverside County Regional Park and Open
Space District.

Maintenance Entity: These trails require
minimal grading and maintenance. Once

contiguous trail segments and maintenance
funding are secured, these trails become a part
of the District Trails System and are maintained
by the Riverside County Regional Park and
Open Space District.

The acceptance of any trail easement reserves
the right of the County/ District to develop a
trail. It DOES NOT provide the public any
implied right to use the easement for trail
purposes until the trail is fully planned and
developed.

Community Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 138,000
Ln. Ft.

Characteristics: These soft surface trails
link communities to each other and to the
regional trails system.

Users: Equestrian, pedestrians, joggers
and mountain bikers

Width: 8’ wide
Easement: Usually within easements or

portions of road right-of-ways; up to 14’
wide

Acquisition and Maintenance Entity:
Community Trails may be acquired and

maintained by a local Parks and Recreation
Districts, other governmental entities, or non-
profit agencies. Until a responsible agency is
identified, the Riverside County Regional Park
and Open Space District or Transportation
Department (roadways only) may negotiate for
and accept the Community Trail easements
through the development review process. The
District will not develop or maintain Community
trail segments; it will only hold the easement.

Historic Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 11,000 Ln.
Ft.

Characteristics: The general location of

these historic routes is shown on the
General Plan maps; however, they do not
represent a planned regional, community
or other type of trail. There may be a
Regional or Community Trail on, or
parallel to, a historic route. They provide
opportunities to recognize these trails
and their significance in history through
interpretative centers, signage etc.

Acquisition and Maintenance Entity: Historic
routes are only graphically depicted on the
General Plan; thus, acquisition and
maintenance is not required.

Private Trails:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 15,000 Ln.
Ft.

Characteristics: These trails are provided
by private owners to encourage patrons.

Acquisition and Maintenance Entity: The
acquisition and maintenance are negotiated
between private property owners and a non-
profit or private recreational group.




Class lll Bike Characteristics: Class Ill Bike Paths are | Acquisition and Maintenance Entity: Based on
Path: not marked on the pavements, but are road suitability, Class Ill Bike Paths are

Current Proposal — | supported by signage. These routes secured by the Riverside County Regional Park
Approx. 59,000 Ln. | share roads with motor vehicles or and Open Space District and Transportation

Ft. sidewalks with pedestrians; in either case | Department through the development review

bicycle usage is secondary. The Class Il | process.
Bike Paths are typically used by the more
experienced bicyclists.

APPLICATION OF ORDINANCE AMENDMENT NO. 348.4729:

In the first public hearing, a few members of the public asked questions regarding which type of
activities will fall under the proposed Project's purview and will require a zone change
application to ensure parcel specific zoning consistency. It was evident that further clarification
on this subject was essential to ease stakeholders’ concerns now, and the Project's
implementation in the future. The following section offers staff's interpretation of the proposal on
this subject (Attachment C).

Ordinance No. 348.4729 is a text amendment to the County’s Land Use Ordinance (Ordinance
No. 348) that adds four new zoning classifications. The four new zoning classifications (Wine
Country Zones) are: Wine Country — Winery Zone, Wine Country — Winery Existing Zone, Wine
Country — Equestrian Zone, and Wine Country — Residential Zone. The Wine Country Zones
would allow the County to implement the goals and policies of the proposed Temecula Valley
Wine Country Policy Area of the Riverside County General Plan. [f the Board of Supervisors
adopts Ordinance No. 348.4729, then all future requests for discretionary land use entitlements
and land divisions within the Policy Area will require a change of zone to bring the property's
zoning classification within one of the Wine Country zones to be consistent with the General
Plan and would update the County's zoning map accordingly.

e |f the future proposed use for the property within the Wine Country Policy Area is a use
that is permitted by right under both Ordinance 348.4729 and the zoning classification
for the property that was in place immediately before the adoption of Ordinance No.
348.4729, then a change of zone application would not be required.

e However, if the proposed future use is permitted by right under Ordinance No. 348.4729
but it was not permitted by right under the zoning classification in place immediately
before the adoption of Ordinance No. 348.4729, then a change of zone application
would be required.

ALLOWANCE OF CHURCHES:

Approximately 25 members of the public commented on the County not allowing churches in the
Project proposal. After hearing public testimony, the Commission directed staff to provide them
options that would allow places of religious worship in the Project proposal.



The following information is provided in response to that direction:
Existing Condition:

Currently, under Ordinance No. 348 churches, temples and other places of religious worship are
not permitted uses in the C/V zoning classification. However, churches, temples and other
places of religious worship are permitted in approximately 27 of the County’s 38 zoning
classifications. [f churches, temples and other places of religious worship wish to locate in one
of these 27 zones, they would need to obtain a plot plan or public use permit for the use
depending on the zoning classification. Similar nonreligious uses such as educational
institutions, fraternal lodge halls and recreational facilities are also required to obtain a plot plan
or public use permit in the specific zoning classification.

Additionally, the Project's boundaries apply to approximately 18,990 acres, while the
unincorporated area of Riverside County covers approximately 4,121,114 acres. As a result, the
Project applies to less than 1% of the land within Riverside County, leaving ample opportunity to
locate churches, temples and other places of worship elsewhere.

The Project:

The current Citrus Vineyard Rural Policy Area and C/V zone, as well as the proposed Wine
Country Policy Area and its implementing Wine Country zones, are developed to preserve and
enhance the viticulture potential of this region. Furthermore, these regulating documents allow
for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities that are necessary to support economic
viability of the viticulture operations.

e On December 28, 2009, the County issued a Notice of Preparation for the Wine Country
Community Plan Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524 (PEIR No. 524). On
January 19, 2010, the County held a Scoping Meeting to discuss the scope and content
of the environmental information for the PEIR No. 524. At this point in time, churches,
temples, and other places of religious worship were not allowed in this region.
Furthermore, no application was filed for a church that indicated otherwise, or no
comments were received at the Scoping Meeting that suggested otherwise.

¢ In March of 2011, Calvary Church submitted a Plot Plan application to expand its
existing church that is operating as a legal non-conforming use Public Use Permit No.
798 (PUP No. 798). PUP No. 798 was approved in 1999.

e In September of 2011, the Planning Department developed a screen-check version of
the PEIR No. 524, which established the cut-off date for the proposed projects to be
included in the cumulative analysis. Since Calvary Church expansion application was
filed prior to this date, it was included in the PEIR’s cumulative analysis for the Project.
However, Calvary Church’s proposed use that is the subject of the application is not a
component of the Project. Calvary Church’s application for expansion is being processed
separately and it is not before the Commission at this time for consideration.



e On December 05, 2011, the County issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft PEIR No.
524 for 60-days public review and comment period.

Issues of Consideration:

It should be stated that although a private school is a component of the Calvary Church
expansion proposal, public testimony at the first public hearing remained focused on the church
only. The Commission did not engage in any discussion regarding allowance of private schools
in the current Project proposal. However, staff wants to mention that private schools, like
churches, are not currently listed as a permitted use in the C/V zone, proposed Wine Country
zones, or Section 18.29 of Ordinance 348 through a Public Use Permit.

Alcohol Licensing Requirements:

Wineries in the Temecula Valley Wine Country generally receive # 02 winegrower license,
which is a non-retail license from the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control
(ABC). The California Business and Professional Code Section 23358 (d) provides the following
for Alcohol License # 02:

The department (ABC) may, if it shall determine for good cause that the granting of any such
privilege would be contrary to public welfare or morals, deny the right to exercise any on-sale
privilege authorized by this section in either a bona fide eating place the main entrance to which
is within 200 feet of a school or church, or on the licensed winery premises, or both.

If a winery wishes to sell distilled spirits, the ABC would require a #47 license to sell such spirits.
This license is considered a retail license. As a result, the license would be subject to the
restrictions set-forth in the California Business and Professional Code Section 23789, which
provides the following:

a) The department (ABC) is specifically authorized to refuse the issuance, other than renewal
or ownership transfer, of any retail license for premises located within the immediate vicinity
of churches and hospitals,

b) The department (ABC) is specifically authorized to refuse the issuance, other than renewal
or ownership transfer, of any retail license for premises located within at least 600 feet of
schools and public playgrounds or nonprofit youth facilities, including, but not limited to,
facilities serving Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, or Campfire Girls. This distance shall be measured
pursuant to rules of the department.

Riverside County Agricultural Commissioner's Requirements:

The Temecula Valley Wine Country is located within the San Jacinto District of the Riverside
County Agricultural Commissioner’s jurisdiction. The Agricultural Commissioner has specific
standard requirements for pesticide use conditions within this district. Per those requirements,
no foliar applications of pesticides are allowed within ' mile and no aircraft applications of
pesticides are allowed within 2 mile of a school in session. Although aircraft applications of
pesticides are only occasionally used in the Temecula Valley Wine Country, foliar applications
are absolutely critical in sustaining vineyards and other agricultural operations in this region.
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Options for Consideration:

After considering various aspects associated with this issue, staff proposes the following three
options to the Commission for their consideration. The Commission may elect one of the three
options, or consider creating a new one by combining the various components set-forth in the
three staff proposals.

OPTION 1 — Allow Churches in the Project:

In their concluding remarks for the first hearing, the Planning Commission directed staff to
analyze and develop an option that includes places of religious worship in the Project proposal.
Option 1 takes that direction literally and proposes the following changes in the Project
proposal.

1. GPA No. 1077: In the proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area, a general
discussion regarding places of religious worship will be added. In addition, the proposed
SWAP 1.11 (under Wine Country — Winery District) and SWAP 1.13 (under Wine
Country — Equestrian District) will be revised to add churches, temples, and places of
religious worship as permitted uses in these districts.

2. Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729: The proposed Article XIVd will need to be revised
at multiple locations as follows:

a. Section 14.90 (Intent) — A general discussion regarding places of religious will be
added.

b. Section 14.91 (Definitions) — A definition for churches, temples, and places of
religious worship will be added.

c. Section 14.92b (Wine Country — Winery Zone Conditionally Permitted Uses with
a Plot Plan) — Churches, temples, and places of religious worship on a minimum
gross parcel size of twenty (20) acres will be added as the sixth permitted use.

d. Section 14.94c (Wine Country — Equestrian Zone Conditionally Permitted Uses
with a Conditional Use Permit) — Churches, temples, and places of religious
worship on a minimum gross parcel size of hundred (100) acres will be added as
the fourth permitted use.

e. Section 14.96e (Development Standards for Special Occasion Facilities) — In the
introductory paragraph, a discussion for churches, temples, and places of
religious worship will be added.

The development scenario described in the proposed Project, and analyzed in the associated
PEIR No. 524, has not accommodated the intensity of multiple churches, temples, and places of
religious worship in this region. Should the Commission recommends this option, additional
analyses will be necessary which may result in a recirculation of the Draft PEIR, including but
not be limited to, land use, transportation and circulation, air quality, agricultural resources, and
noise.
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OPTION 2 — Remain with the existing Project Proposal:

In Option 2, the Commission recommends processing the current proposal for the Project and
Calvary Church continues to process the land use applications it submitted to the Planning
Department. No changes will be made to the proposed Project. The Calvary Church application
will be processed separately in the future, and it is not before the Commission at this time for
consideration.

OPTION 3 — Exclusion of Calvary Parcels from the Project Boundary:

In Option 3, the Commission recommends to exclude both the Calvary Church parcels from the
proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area. The Project proposal will be changed as
follows:

1. GPA No. 1077: The proposed Southwest Area Plan Policy Area Figure 4 and 4a will be
revised to remove the two Calvary Church parcels (Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 943-
250-021 and 943-250-018).

Upon adoption of the Project, the two Calvary Church parcels will be excluded from the Project's
boundary and will maintain their existing land use designation and zoning classification. A text
change amendment to Ordinance No. 348 will still be needed to allow churches, temples, and
other places of religions worship as permitted uses in the C/V zoning classification. Since the
parcels are being removed from the Project, such amendment would only apply to those two
parcels and it should be able to tier off the environmental analyses contained in PEIR No. 524.

RECOMMENDATION:

DISCUSS AND CONTINUE to August 29 or September 26, 2012

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS:

1. Staff has received approximately 20 letters, which vary in their content, and a standard
letter, with approximately 2500 signatories, generally in support of churches and school.
Please refer to the attached compact disk.

2. For additional information re: any Project specific questions, please contact:

Ms. Mitra Mehta-Cooper, AICP
Principal Planner (Project Manager)
P.O. Box 1409,

4080 Lemon Street, 12" Floor
Riverside CA 92502-1409

Email: mmehta@rctima.org

Phone: (951) 955-8514




3. For additional information re: any parcel specific questions within the Project boundary,
please contact:

Ms. Phayvanh Nanthavongdouangsy
Urban Regional Planner I

P.O. Box 1409,

4080 Lemon Street, 12" Floor
Riverside CA 92502-1409

Email: pnanthav@rctima.org

Phone: (951) 955-6573
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Community Plan — Project Components:

General Plan Amendment (GPA No. 1077)—
Southwest Area Plan

Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729

Program Environmental Impact Report No.
524 (PEIR No. 524)

"Planning Commission Hearing
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s o Wine Country Community Plan — Objectives

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

County, under Sup. Stone’s leadership, initiated
a Community Plan in 2008 to ensure that:

Viticulture potential, rural lifestyle and equestrian activities are
protected

Appropriate level of commercial tourist activities are allowed
Future growth is coordinated to avoid land use conflicts

Appropriate level of public facilities, services and infrastructure
IS provided with growth

"Planning Commission Hearing
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..... .2.»  Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Presentation Outline:

Requirements to Regulate Noise;
Implementation of the Proposed Trails Network;

Application of Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729;
and

Allowance of Churches.

Planning Commission Hearing
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............... _ Requirements to Regulate Noise

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Experience with existing conditions:

Database to track all existing wineries and
associated activities

46 wineries or commercial uses were operating
without the appropriate County approvals

Code Enforcement notices and violations

Created weekend enforcement and dedicated
phone-line
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e REQUIrements to Regulate Noise

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Implementation of the Project:
General Plan Amendment No. 1077;
Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729; and

Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524

Planning Commission Hearing
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....... .. Requirements to Regulate Noise

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Implementation of General Plan Amendment
No. 1077:

Requires larger lot sizes for residential subdivisions (SWAP
1.5),

Promotes clustered development (SWAP 1.15), and

Reinforces wineries and equestrian establishments as the
primary use for all incidental commercial activities and
requires larger lot sizes for higher intensity incidental uses
(SWAP 1.4,1.11,1.12 and 1.13).
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s to Regulate Noise

RIVERSIDE COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Requirement
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

...>.»  Requirements to Regulate No
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(25% Net Project Area)
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cssioe o Requirements to Regulate Noise

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Implementation of Zoning Ordinance 348 (Amendment
No. 348.4729):

Establishes four Wine Country Zones to permit uses per their
parcel sizes, implement the General Plan and protect and
promote three distinct lifestyles:

Existing Wineries and Wine Industry;

Equestrian Uses; and

Residential Subdivisions.

Provides specific development standards, such as site layout
and design, setbacks and limiting rooms per acre, that are
anticipated to reduce the region’s noise related conflicts.
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....... .. Requirements to Regulate Noise

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Incidental commercial uses to a Winery in the
Wine Country—Winery Zone:

Section 14.92.b.5. allows special occasion facilities, bed and
breakfast inn, country inn, hotel and restaurant through a plot
plan on 20 acres minimum.

Section 14.92.c.2. allows resorts (with amphitheaters and golf
courses) through a conditional use permit on 40 minimum
acres.
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Wine Country-Winery District: Permitted Uses and Minimum Acreages
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Incidental commercial uses with a Commercial Equestrian
Establishment in Wine Country—Equestrian Zone:

Section 14.94.b.5 allows commercial equestrian establishments
through a plot plan on 10 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.b.6 allows petting zoos, polo-grounds, and horse
show facilities through a plot plan on 10 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.b.7 allows western style stores and restaurants
through a plot plan on 20 acres minimum.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Incidental commercial uses with a Commercial Equestrian
Establishment in Wine Country—Equestrian Zone:

Section 14.94.c.2 allows horse racing tracks or rodeo arenas and
large scale hospitals through a conditional use permit on 50 acres
minimum.

Section 14.94.c.3 allows special occasion facilities through a
conditional use permit on 100 acres minimum.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Wine Country-Equestrian District: Permitted Uses and Minimum Acreages
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Development Standards for Permitted Uses:

Section 14.96.a.1 requires site layout and design to minimize
noise impact and compliance with Ordinance No. 847.

Section 14.96.e.4 provides setback requirements for special
occasion facilities.

Section 14.96.e.7 ensures loading, trash, and service areas for
special occasion facilities are screened and are located and
designed in such a manner as to minimize noise impacts to
adjacent properties.
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o Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Development Standards for Permitted Uses:

Section 14.96.e.7 requires that all special occasion facilities conduct a
noise study or an acoustical analysis if an outdoor facility is proposed.
Based on such study or analysis, the Planning Director may deny or
require as a condition of approval that the project applicant enter into a
good neighbor agreement with the surrounding neighbors.

Section 14.97.1.5 limits two hotel rooms per gross acre for lodging
facilities.

Section 14.97.1.10 ensures that loading, trash, and service areas for
lodging facilities are screened by structures or landscaping and is
located and designed in such a manner as to minimize noise and odor

Impacts to adjacent properties.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Implementation of Noise Mitigation Measures of Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524:

Provides Exhibit 4.12-2, which identifies Existing and
Anticipated Winery Sites with Special Occasion Facilities
potential.

It is speculative to predict the nature, frequency, scale, and
site-specific design feature of these future special occasion
facilities.

Provides Mitigation Measures to reduce noise impacts from
Implementing projects, specifically noise from construction
activities, winery operations and special occasion facilities.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Noise Mitigation Measures:

NOI-1: Noise reduction measures during grading
and building activities including hours of operation,
nature and operation of construction equipment
construction activities and stationary sources

NOI-2: Requirement to respond to and track
complaints pertaining to construction noise
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Noise Mitigation Measures:

NOI-3: Review of a new winery or expansion of an existing
winery by the Riverside County Office of Industrial Hygiene:

The hours of operation for tasting rooms and shipping
associated with wineries shall be limited to 9:00 a.m. to
7:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country-
Winery District and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday
through Sunday in the Wine Country-Equestrian and
Residential Districts.

Nature and operation of mechanical equipments (de-
stemming, crushing, and refrigeration), shipping facilities,
parking and access roads are outlined and possible design
features are suggested to address noise concerns.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Noise Mitigation Measures:

NOI-4: Requirement of Noise Study or Acoustical
Analysis for all special occasion facility prior to
approval.

Review and comments by the Office of Industrial Hygiene
Develop conditions to address noise impacts

Receive permits for noise mitigations prior to the issuance
of any building permit

Construct/implement noise mitigation measures prior to
Issuance of occupancy permit

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Noise Mitigation Measures:

NOI-6: Ensure proper enforcement of the County
requirements and project conditions:

After issuance of two Code Violation Notices for excessive
noise, perform noise measurements during the special
events by the Office of Industrial Hygiene.

Reconsider allowed hours of operation, number of guests,
amount of special events per year, or approval of the
specific faclility if violations are found.

Require to pay fees assessed per the Department's hourly
rates

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Noise Mitigation Measures:

NOI-5: Requirements for a special occasion facility
operation by the Riverside County Office of
Industrial Hygiene

Provides guidance on vender notifications, clean-up
activities, operation of outdoor speakers and audio
equipments etc.

NOI-7: Address from elevated groundborne noise
and vibration levels

Planning Commission Hearing



/" Combination Trails
(Class | Bikeway/Regional Trail)

*Combination Trails include both a Class |
Bikeway and a Regional Trail, which split
between two sides of the street.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 79,000 Ln. Ft.

m |rnw ?a; e
Y /\__/ : ‘
{ | ‘T‘-”\Fﬁ s =
. ?]\ A i 2 “ =
| 7
- | ihs
! 1
““m
L1 .
L =
J =




M Regional Trails

*These long distance unpaved soft surface
trails are designed to provide linkages
between communities, regional parks, and
open space areas.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 175,000 Ln. Ft.
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+.” Regional Trails in Open Space Areas

T

*This is a sub-classification of Regional
Trails. These trails are usually pre-existing
paths within open-space areas; these dirt
surface trails require minimal maintenance.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 111,000 Ln. Ft.
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M Community Trails

*These soft surface trails link
communities to each other and to the
regional trails system.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 138,000
Ln. Ft.
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/. Historical Trails

*The general location of the historic
Southern Emigrant Trail is shown on the
General Plan map along State Route 79.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 11,000 Ln. Ft.
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.+ Private Trails

*These trails are provided by private
owners to encourage patrons.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 15,000
Ln. Ft.
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.+ Class Ill Bikeway

*Class Il Bike Paths are not marked on the
pavements, but are supported by signage.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 59,000 Ln. Ft.
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i Application of Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

When is a zone change application required?

If the future proposed use for the property within the Wine
Country Policy Area is a use that is permitted by right under
both Ordinance 348.4729 and the zoning classification for the
property that was in place immediately before the adoption of
Ordinance No. 348.4729, then a change of zone application
would not be required.

However, if the proposed future use is permitted by right under
Ordinance No. 348.4729 but it was not permitted by right under
the zoning classification in place immediately before the
adoption of Ordinance No. 348.4729, then a change of zone
application would be required.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Existing Conditions:

Churches, temples and other places of religious worship are
not permitted uses in the C/V zoning classification; however,
they are permitted in 27 of the County’s 38 zoning
classifications

The Project’s boundaries apply to approximately 18,990 acres,
while the unincorporated area of Riverside County covers
approximately 4,121,114 acres. As a result, the Project applies
to less than 1% of the land within Riverside County, leaving
ample opportunity to locate churches, temples and other
places of worship elsewhere.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The Project:

On December 28, 2009, the County issued a Notice of
Preparation for the Wine Country Community Plan Program
Environmental Impact Report No. 524 (PEIR No. 524).

January 19, 2010, the County held a Scoping Meeting to
discuss the scope and content of the environmental
Information for the PEIR No. 524.

In March of 2011, Calvary Church submitted a Plot Plan
application to expand its existing church that is operating as a
legal non-conforming use Public Use Permit No. 798 (PUP No.
798). PUP No. 798 was approved in 1999.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The Project:

In September of 2011, the Planning Department developed a
screen-check version of the PEIR No. 524, which established
the cut-off date for the proposed projects to be included in the
cumulative analysis. Since Calvary Church expansion
application was filed prior to this date, it was included in the
PEIR’s cumulative analysis for the Project.

On December 05, 2011, the County issued a Notice of
Avallability of the Draft PEIR No. 524 for 60-days public review
and comment period.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Issues of Consideration:

Alcohol Licensing Requirements for License #2 per California
Business and Professional Code Section 23358(d):

The department (ABC) may, if it shall determine for good
cause that the granting of any such privilege would be
contrary to public welfare or morals, deny the right to
exercise any on-sale privilege authorized by this section In
either a bona fide eating place the main entrance to which
Is within 200 feet of a school or church, or on the licensed
winery premises, or both.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Issues of Consideration:

Alcohol Licensing Requirements for License #47 per California
Business and Professional Code Section 23789:

a) The department (ABC) is specifically authorized to refuse the
iIssuance, other than renewal or ownership transfer, of any retail
license for premises located within the immediate vicinity of
churches and hospitals,

b) The department (ABC) is specifically authorized to refuse the
iIssuance, other than renewal or ownership transfer, of any retail
license for premises located within at least 600 feet of schools and
public playgrounds or nonprofit youth facilities, including, but not
limited to, facilities serving Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, or Campfire
Girls. This distance shall be measured

department. vy

"Planning Commission Hearing
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i Allowance of Churches

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Issues of Consideration:

Riverside County Agricultural Commissioner’s Requirements
for pesticide application in San Jacinto District:

No foliar applications of pesticides are allowed within %
mile of a school in session; and

No aircraft applications of pesticides are allowed within %2
mile of a school in session.

Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Options for Consideration:

Option 1- Allow Churches in the Project

In the appropriate section of the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance incorporate language to allow churches,
temples and places of religious worship as permltted uses:

Treat them similar to Special Occasion Facilities
Allow them in Winery and Equestrian Districts
Add a Definition in Zoning Ordinance Amendment
Add them in Permitted Uses

Provide Development Standards for them

Additional analysis will be necessary, which may cause
recirculation of the Draft PEIR

"Planning Commission Hearing
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iy Allowance of Churches

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Options for Consideration:

Option 2-Remain with the existing Project Proposal
Continue to process current Project

Calvary Church continues to process the land use
applications it submitted to the Planning Department

Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Options for Consideration:

Option 3- Exclusion of Calvary Church parcels from the Project
Boundary

GPA No. 1077: Figure 4 and 4a will be revised to remove
the Calvary Church parcels

Upon adoption of GPA No. 1077, Calvary Church parcels
will maintain existing land use de5|gnat|on and zoning
classification.

Thus, amendment to C/V Zone to allow places or
religious worship would be necessary.

May tier off the environmental analyses contained in
PEIR No. 524 S Tk RS S e

Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Public Testimony/Letters for Consideration :

Approximately 2500 Petitions to allow churches and schools in
Wine Country Policy Area

Approximately 1600 Petitions to protect viticulture potential of
the area by prohibiting incompatible uses

Approximately 15 phone calls in support of churches

New letters and e-mails are provided

Planning Commission Hearing



RIVERSIDE COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Thank you...
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Issues of Consideration:

Zoning Ordinance Section 18.29 may permit
Educational Institutes in any zone classification
provided that a public use permit is granted
pursuant to the provisions of this section:

Schools, colleges, or universities, supported wholly or in
part by publlc funds, and other schools colleges and

universities giving general Instructions, as determined by
the California State Board of Education.
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o Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Land Use Policy Issues:
To allow small-scale “Production Winery”

Under Section 14.91 (Definitions) make the following changes:

COMMERCIAL WINERY. An agricultural facility designed and
used to crush, ferment, and process grapes into wine. Such facility
may operate appurtenant and incidental commercial uses such as
wine sampling rooms, retail wine sales, gift sale, delicatessens,
restaurants, lodging facilities and speC|aI occasion facilities.

PRODUCTION WINERY: An agricultural facility solely designed
and used to crush, ferment and process grapes into wine. The
facility may also bottle and distribute such wine. The facility does
not operate any appurtenant or incidental uses.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Land Use Policy Issues:
To allow small-scale “Production Winery”

Under Section 14.92 and 14.93 (Wine Country — Winery and
Winery Existing Zoning Classifications), uses permitted with
Plot Plan add the following:

Production Winery only in conjunction with an established on-site vineyard
and a minimum parcel size of five (5) gross acres.

Under Section 14.95 (Development Standards) add Production
Winery Development Standards Section as the following:

Production Winery Standards. In addition to the General Standards, the
following standards shall apply to all production wineries in the WC zones:

(1) The minimum lot size shall be five (5) gross acres.
(2) The production winery shall be less than 1,500 square feet in size.

(3) A total of seventy—five percent (75%) of the net project area shall
be planted in vineyards prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy or final
inspection, whichever occurs first.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Land Use Policy Issues:

To ensure winery operations prior to
Incidental commercial uses

Under Section 14.95 — Commercial Winery Development
Standards add the following:

Prior to issuance of the building permit for any incidental
commercial uses, the commercial winery facility shall be
constructed.

Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy for any incidental
commercial uses, the commercial winery facility shall be
operational.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Land Use Policy Issues:

To allow limited wine-club events with a
winery on 10 acres or more

Under Section 14.92 and 14.93 (Wine Country — Winery and
Winery Existing Zoning Classifications), uses permitted with
Plot Plan add the following underlined language:

Commercial Winery, only in conjunction with an established on-
site vineyard and a minimum parcel size of ten (10) gross acres.
Four (4) wine-club events per year, not to exceed 100 members,
may be considered with a commercial winery.

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Land Use Policy Issues:

To allow 3 year exemption for use of 75%
local grapes

Under Section 14.95 — Commercial Winery Development
Standards delete the following:

An exemption from this requirement may be requested for the first
three years from the building permit’s effective date. Afterthe

.  the-certf F -’ | : ol
peried-netto-exceed-five years:

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues

Land Use Policy Issues:

To remove 5 guests/acre requirement for
Special Occasion Facllities

Under Section 14.95 — Special Occasion Facilities
Development Standards delete the following:

WM@WWW T
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Land Use Policy Issues — Not in support:

To ensure on-site wine production

To require larger production capacity from
larger wineries

To allow tasting room with “Production Winery”
To allow cooperative tasting rooms
To enforce that wineries use 75% local grapes

To use 300’ buffer for all incidental commercial
uses on major roads

"Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Project Area’s Sub-regions:

Be added or removed from the Project Boundary

Be considered for a different district of the Policy
Area

Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group A

Group A-Exhibit B
=" |

Property Owner Ka“ P. Chaudhun : |WINECDIUNfRYDFSTRICTADJUSTMENTREClLIEST|

Requests: To exclude parcels from Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A, R-5, R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: 25% slope

Staff Recommendation: Due to steep topography and
MSCHP potential, staff recommends removal of this
group from the Community Plan boundary.

Mr. & Mrs. Norris: Property owners support staff
recommendation to exclude parcels from the Wine
Country Community Plan.

Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Property Owner: Kali P. Chaudhuri

Requests: To exclude parcels from Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Medium
Density Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing urban/ suburban
type of uses surrounding parcels

Staff Recommendation: Due to the existing and
surrounding uses, Staff recommends excluding this
group from the Wine Country Community Plan.

Mr. Baida and Mr. Kazanjian: Property owners
* support staff recommendation to exclude parcels from
the Wine Country Community Plan.

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group B (Mr. Chaudhuri)

B-Exhibit B
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e Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group B (Mr. Chavez)
Property Owner: Dave Chavez | [ couneybrmcrapssse e T

EQUESTRIAN
DISTRICT

Requests: To add parcels in the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Commercial Tourism with the Valle de los Caballos
Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing urban/suburban
type of uses surrounding parcels

TEMECULA

Staff Recommendation: For Mr. Chavez’s property,
staff recommends Equestrian District which would
allow a Winery on 10 acres (total acres for his parcels S|
are 25.44 acres).

Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group C

Property Owner: John Cooper, representing various
owners

Requests: To add parcels to Equestrian District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing Zoning
Classification allows for non-commercial horse
keeping.

Staff Recommendation: The existing equestrian use
may continue operation if it was established legally.
The project will not change their zoning classification;
therefore, recommend keeping parcels within the
Winery District.

z
WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ZONING =

{ {
I S
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Property Owner: Steve and Laura Turnbow, and
Maxine Heiller, representing various land owners

Requests: To exclude parcels from Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture and Rural Community:Estate Density
Residential with Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A, R-R, A-1

Opportunities/Constraints: Current Zoning
Classifications allow for a variety of uses such as golf
courses, country clubs, bars and lounges, billiard
hall, race tracks, guest ranches and motels,
educational institutions, etc.

Staff Recommendation: Wine Country-Residential
District will prevent this area from incompatible
commercial uses allowed under the R-R and R-A
zones; therefore, Staff recommends keeping this area
within the Wine Country Community Plan.

Planning Commission Hearing
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Boundary Modification Request: Group D
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it \Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group E

Property Owner: Various owners

Requests: Various including exclusion from the
Community Plan, or inclusion in Equestrian District,
Residential District or Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture, Rural Mountainous and Rural
Residential

WAY 02 200

| | commursty bovstapmers Dage.

g City of Temecula

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A, R-1, R-R, A-1

Opportunities/Constraints: The Morgan Hill
Community is directly west of this area. Some of
these parcels are associated with General Plan
Amendments to increase density yields.

uuuuu
eeeeeee

Staff Recommendation: Landowners in this area are
fairly divided on the future of this sub-region. This
area serves as the southern entrance to Wine
Country. Staff recommends a combination of three
districts to reflect landowners’ preference in light of

the Community Plan objectives. TR KR TR e [ e T
y J o R s o RN ‘t‘.- MK
., : 2
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Property Owner: Peter Solomon
Requests: To add parcels within the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:

Rural Residential with the Valle de Los Caballos Policy
Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A and R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Surrounding land uses
include horse ranches, estate lot residential and small
scale wineries.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends retaining
this group in the proposed Wine Country-Equestrian
District due to its location within the existing Valle de
los Caballos Policy Area; large-scale winery
development is not supported by surrounding property
owners; and road-network and sewer infrastructure
that will be necessary for a large-scale winery
development is not foreseeable in a near future.

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group F

Group F-Exhibit B

| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST [.\.H Loy
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EQUESTRIAN
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues

Boundary Modification Request: Group G

Property Owner: Barry Yoder

Requests: Expansion of the proposed Wine Country
Policy Area and inclusion in the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Rural Community—Estate Density Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing use for the parcel
Is single family residential

Staff Recommendation: Currently, the property is not
within the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area or C/V zone. In
addition, this area does not have large-lot parcel sizes
to accommodate a winery related operations.
Therefore, this request does not meet any objective of
the Community Plan and staff recommends denying
this request for inclusion in the proposed Policy Area
or Winery District thereof.

Planning Commission Hearing
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Property Owner: Jose Renato Cartagena,
representing various owners

Requests: Expansion of the Wine Country Policy Area
and inclusion in the proposed Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A
Opportunities/Constraints: In MSHCP Criteria Cell

Staff Recommendation: Currently, the property is not
within the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area or C/V zone. In
addition, this area does not have large-lot parcel sizes
to accommodate a winery related operations.
Therefore, this request does not meet any objective of
the Community Plan and staff recommends denying
this request for inclusion in the proposed Policy Area
or Winery District.

Planning Commission Hearing

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary M odification Request: Group H

| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST

RESIDENTIAL
i DISTRICT

GROUPH

MF . Moblle Home with Foundation
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s \Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group |
Property Owner: Danny and Kathryn Atwood T P |wmscowD.smmmwmmugsr /

Sroup |-Exhibit B

~N

Requests: To include this parcel in the Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture with the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: C/V

Opportunities/Constraints: Within the existing Citrus |
Vineyard Policy Area W

Staff Recommendation: The property is within the
existing Citrus Vineyard Policy Area and C/V zone; b N N\
therefore, staff recommends inclusion in the proposed
Winery District for this parcel and the adjacent parcel
which has similar situation.

Planning Commission Hearing
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...>.»  Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary M odification Request: Group J

Property Owner: Russell Mann and various owners [ e counTr dsTRIOTADAUSTHENT ReuesT |

Requests: To include these parcels in the Equestrian
District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential and Rural Community—Estate Density
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A and R-R

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing zones allows for the
horse keeping; however, some of the desired uses are
not currently allowed in the General Plan land use
designations or zoning classifications. There are
existing Wineries surrounding this area.

Staff Recommendation: A series of wineries are located
in a close proximity to this group, which may create land
uses conflicts in the future If additional equestrian uses
are allowed in this group. Therefore, this request does
not meet an objective of the Community Plan and staff
recommends denying this request for inclusion in the
proposed Equestrian District.

Planning Commission Hearing
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...>.»  Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group K

Property Owner: Rueben Calixto Jr. |WINECOUNTRYD!STRICTADJUSTMENTREQUEST -

Requests: To exclude parcel from the Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture with the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: C/V

Opportunities/Constraints: Parcel is currently vacant
and is surrounded by single family residential, vacant,
agriculture, wineries and a private school.

Staff Recommendation: This parcel is ideally situated
for a Tourist Information Center or Park and Ride
Facility at the entrance of the Temecula Valley Wine
Country. The proposed Policy Area or zones do not
allow for such uses. Therefore, staff recommends
exclusion of the parcel from the proposed Policy Area
and Winery District thereof.

Planning Commission Hearing
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...>.»  Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group L

Property Owner: Steve Lassley, representing various
owners

Requests: To exclude parcels from the Wine Country
Community Plan

| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST | |
— T T

TEMEC ULYA i \

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural

Community—Estate Density Residential
Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Existing uses include
vacant, agricultural residential, single family
residential. The surrounding uses include single
family residential, agriculture, and wineries.

Staff Recommendation: Currently, this group has
Estate Density Residential land use designation,

WINERY
DISTRICT

which would allow these land-owners to subdivide

their properties into 2.5 acre parcels per their desire.
Due to their location at the edge of the proposed
Policy Area, staff recommends supporting exclusion

GROUP L

AR . Aqricutursl Rosidontial
%1 - tingls Family Recidemiial

from the proposed Wine Country Policy Area and
Winery District thereof.

X 50
Planning Commission Hearing E:
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...2.»  \Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group M

Property Owner: Saba and Shirley Saba R

Requests: Inclusion in the Winery Country - Winery
Existing Zoning Classification

Existing General Plan Land Use designation:
Agriculture within the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: C/V

Opportunities/Constraints: The proposed Winery
District will allow Mr. Saba to have a Winery on 10
acres (which he owns); however, it would require 20
acres in order to have a restaurant.

Staff Recommendation: This group does not have an
existing or legally approved winery, and therefore, it
does not qualify to benefit from the Winery Existing
zone. As a result, staff recommends denying this
request to be included in the Wine Country—Winery
Existing zone.

Planning Commission Hearing
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...>.»  Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Boundary Modification Request: Group N

Property Owner: Stephen Corona

Requests: To exclude parcels from the Wine Country
Community Plan

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Community—Estate Density Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: The existing use on Mr.
Corona’s parcels is agriculture. The existing uses of
surrounding parcels include vacant lands, single
family residential and wineries.

Staff Recommendation: Per this request, should the
County allow smaller lot residential subdivisions for
this group, it may result in creating future land use
conflicts in and around this group. Therefore, this
request does not meet an objective of the Community
Plan and staff recommends denying this request for
exclusion from the proposed Policy Area or Winery
District thereof.

Sroup N-Exhibit B

| WINE COUNTRY DISTRICT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST ||

GROUP N
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Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues

DENAERSYAIESTIIVIOINA

.
)$

il

Lo
L1

QU

STAFF

RIEGGOIVITVIENDAYIOIN

LAUR E STAUDE

WOULD LIKE TO SPLIT 12 ACS IN 2
LOTS WITH NO PLANTING

WINE COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT
WOULD ALLOW 2 LOTS WITH 75%
PLANTING

RONALD MOSTERO

WOULD LIKE TO DO A PRIVATE
SCHOOL

CURRENT CITRUS VINEYARD RURAL
POLICY AREA DOES NOT ALLOW ONE

DONALD LORENZI

WOULD LIKE TO BE RECOGNIZED AS
WINERY EXISTING

THIS WINERY IS IDENTIFIED AS WINE
EXISTING (BUT AS VILLA TOSCANA)

PAT OMMERT

WOULD LIKE TO HAVE A SMALL CLINIC

WINE COUNTRY EQUESTRIAN DISTRICT
WOULD ALLOW FOR ONE

JOHN LAMAGNA

WOULD LIKE TO HAVE A WINERY

WINE COUNTRY — EQUESTRIAN
DISTRICT ALLOWS WINERIES

TOM AND SUSANNE CAMPBELL

WOULD LIKE TO HAVE A SMALL GUEST
HOUSE AND TO INVITE GUESTS

WINE COUNTRY — WINERY DISTRICT
ALLOWS A COTTAGE INN AND ALL
PRIVATE PARTIES

KATHY SPANO (POTENTIAL
BUYER)

WOULD LIKE TO REQUEST WINE
COUNTRY — EQUESTRIAN

N/ A

o

Planning Commission Hearing wi
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it \Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group O

Property Owner: John LaMagna e L

Requests: To include parcel in the Wine Country-
Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential-Valle de los Caballos Policy Area

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Mr. LaMagna’s parcel is
approximately 10 acres and is currently vacant.

Staff Recommendation: The parcel is within the
existing Valle de Los Caballos Policy Area. In the
current proposal, the owner will qualify for a Winery
even within the Equestrian District; therefore, staff
recommends denying this request to include in the
Winery District.

GROUPOQ

Planning Commission Hearing



RIVERSIDE COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Property Owner: Kathy Spano

Requests: To include parcel in the Wine Country-
Equestrian District.

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: Rural
Residential

Existing Zoning Classifications: R-A

Opportunities/Constraints: Parcel is also a part of
Group E, where Staff recommends a combination of
three districts to reflect landowners’ preference in light
of the Community Plan objectives. For this parcel,
Staff recommended Residential District per the
request of the previous land owner.

Staff Recommendation: Since the new owner desired
use is a Commercial Equestrian Establishment and s
the area is contiguous with the proposed Wine
Country-Equestrian District, staff recommends

z '»=_-“-"¢%i R A A R O R O i R O O R O S e S e e e

August 22, 2012

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues

Boundary M odification Request: Group P

Areas* Around Hi

}'Vlnewountry Co;jﬁy .'5 PSS
O ptib - Statt Reclm nf Al I ters atie

including parcel within the Wine-Country-Equestrian

District.

R
Planning Commission Hearing 8y x
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it \Wine Country Community Plan — Outstanding Issues
Boundary Modification Request: Group Q

Property Owner Dan Stephenson |WINECOUNTR‘(DISTRICTADJUSTMENTREQUEST |

Requests: To recognize existing wineries in the Wine
Country-Winery District

Existing General Plan Land Use designation: — [/
Agriculture—Citrus Vineyard Policy Area T ff [
Existing Zoning Classifications: C/V * !%

\
Opportunities/Constraints: The two of the three \ * |
approved wineries are located on less than 20 acres. N\ /)/ :

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends including
two approved wineries to qualify for the Wine
Country-Winery Existing zone.

e GROUP Q
B L ? - vacant aqriouturs
Al P

{ b

& ES
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Wine Country Community Plan — Qutstanding Issues
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MICHELE A STAPLES,
REPRESENTING THE CORONA
FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

WOULD LIKE TO INCLUDE PROVISIONS
IN THE SOUTHWEST AREA PLAN THAT
ALLOWS FOR ESTATE DENSITY ON
PARCELS THAT WERE PREVIOUSLY
DESIGNATED FOR SUCH, SPECIFICALLY
FOR THE CORONA’S PROPERTIES OR
EXCLUDE PARCELS FROM THE
COMMUNITY PLAN

STAFF WOULD MAINTAIN THEIR
RECOMMENDATION FROM JULY 25,
2012 HEARING

MICHAEL W. NEWCOMB,
REPRESENTING BELLA VISTA
HOBBY FARMER’S GROUP

WOULD LIKE TO ESTABLISH A “MINI”
WINE COUNTRY-EQUESTRIAN DISTRICT
FOR THIS GROUP, AND REVISION OF
NON-COMMERCIAL KEEPING OF
ANIMALS PROVISION OF THE
PROPOSED ZONING PROVISIONS

STAFF WOULD MAINTAIN THEIR
RECOMMENDATION FROM JULY 25,
2012 HEARING

DAVID BRADLEY

WOULD LIKE CLARIFICATION OF
“EXISTING NON-CONFORMING USES”
AND FUTURE OF SMALL WINERIES

STAFF WOULD EXPLAIN IN THE
HEARING

CHUCK TOBIN

WOULD LIKE CLARIFICATION OF WHAT
CONSTITUTE AS “COMMERCIAL
EQUESTRIAN ESTABLISHMENT”

STAFF WOULD EXPLAIN IN THE
HEARING




BIVERSIDE CoumTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Attachment C: Permitted Use Comparison Chart

Cc-C/v R-A
PERMITTED USE PROPOSED WC ZONES c/V (2’/23£res (20,000 sq R-R A-1(20,000 | A-2(20,000
WC-W WC-WE WC-E WC-R min.) feet min.) (0.5 acres min.) | sq feet min.) sq feet min.)
One Dwelling Unit* P P P P >} P P >} P
Vineyar'ds, groves, p P P P p p p p
equestrian lands, etc*
P (2 animals
on each
20,000 sq ft
Keeping or boarding of P (5 per P (5 per P (5 per up to 1 acre & P (5 animals P (5 animals P (5 animals
horses or other farm P (2 per acre) P (2 per acre) 2 such
livestock* acre) acre) acre) animals for per acre) per acre) per acre)
each
additional
acre)
Grazing of sheep* P P P P P P P P P
Outdo_or storage of p p P p P PP p p p p
materials*
Cottage Inn (1-5 hotel P p p b
rooms)
Cottage Industry P P P P
. P(Home P (Home P (Home P (Home
Home Occupation . R R .
Occupation) | Occupation) | Occupation) | Occupation)
Winegrowers P p
Association Events
Equestrian b
establishment
Select.lve/experlmental p P p p p p p
breeding farms
Future Far-m of America p p p p p p
or 4-H projects
PP (5 acres
Bed & Breakfast Inn PP (20 ac PP (5 ac min.) min. with
(1-10 hotel rooms) min.) ’ on-site
vineyard)
Ten_1porary Sale-stand pp pp PP PP p p p p
agriculture products
Additional one family | o ) 16 | pp(1per10 | PP(1per10 | PP(1per10 | PP (1 per10 P(lperl0 | PP (1per10 | P(lperi0 | PP(1per10
swelling unit, including
mobile home ac) ac) ac) ac) ac) ac) ac) ac) ac)
X PP (10 ac PP (10 ac min. PP (10 ac PP (10 ac PP (10 ac PP (with on- P(with on-
Winery min. with with on-site min. with min. with min. with site vineyard) site cup

J uswyoeny
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BIVERSIDE CoumTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PROPOSED WC ZONES c-c/v R-A R-R A-1 (20,000 | A-2(20,000
PERMITTED USE c/V (2 % acres (20,000 sq ) ) .
WC-W WC-WE WC-E WC-R min.) feet min.) (0.5 acres min.) | sq feet min.) sq feet min.)
on-site vineyard) on-site on-site on-site vineyard)
vineyard) vineyard) vineyard) vineyard)
. ' PI? (10 .ac PP (10 ac min. PI? (10.ac PI? (10 .ac PI? (10 .ac PP (with
Wine sampling room min. with . . min. with min. with min. with . P
. with winery) . ) ) Winery)
winery) winery) winery) winery)
Retail wine sale/gift PF.) (10.ac PP (10 ac min. PF.) (10.ac PF.' (10 .ac PF.’ (10 .ac PP (with
min. with . . min. with min. with min. with . P
sale . with winery) ) . . Winery)
winery) winery) winery) winery)
Comm.eraal equestrian PP ('10 ac cup cup cup p
establishment min.)
PP (10 ac
Polo ground, horse min with
show facility Com. Equ.
Est.)
PP (10 ac
Petting zoo min with
g Com. Equ.
Est.)
PP (20 ac
min with
Western store
Com. Equ.
Est.)
PP (20 ac PP (20 ac PP (10 ac
min. with PP (10 ac min. min with min. with
winery - with winery - Com. Equ. winery -
Restaurants drive-thru drive-thru not Est.- drive- drive-thru PP cup
not permitted) thru not not
permitted) permitted) permitted )
CUP (50 ac
Horse racing track, min with
CuUP
rodeo arena Com. Equ.
Est.)
CUP (50 ac
min with
L . .
arge animal hospital Com. Equ. CuUP P
Est.)
. _ PP (20 ac CUP (100 ac PP (10 acres
Special occasion . . . min with .
I min. with PP (10 ac min.) min.
facilities . Com. Equ. .
winery) w/vineyard)

Est.)




BIVERSIDE CoumTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PROPOSED WC ZONES c-c/v R-A R-R A-1 (20,000 | A-2(20,000
PERMITTED USE c/V (2 % acres (20,000 sq ) . .
WC-W WC-WE WC-E WC-R min.) feet min.) (0.5 acres min.) | sq feet min.) sq feet min.)
. PP (20 ac PP (10 acres
Country-inn (11-20 min. with PP (10 ac min.) min.
rooms) . .
winery) w/vineyard)
Hotel (B&B, Country- PP (20 ac PP (20 ac
inn, or 20+ hotel min. with min. with
rooms/suites) winery) winery)
PP
. . PP (20 ac PP (5 ac min. (Established
:Z:Le:rﬂ:';?'::;'::;‘s’ min. with | with Bed and with B&, P:p‘::;"
Hotel) Breakfast) Country Inns,
etc.)
Resort (self-contained CUP (40 ac
large-scale lodging min. with
facility) winery)
Farm labor camps Ccup CuUP cup cup CUP CUP CUP
PM/TM (1 PM/TM (1 PM/TM (1 PM/TM (1
DU/10 Ac DU/10 Ac with DU/5Ac with DU/5Ac with
Clustered Subdivision w.ith on-site .on-site .on-site ' on-site
vineyard or vineyard or vineyard or vineyard or
equestrian equestrian equestrian equestrian
land) land) Land) Land)
Pf(tz?(;f(i?z:q P (0.5-acre lot
Planned Residential . . size min. with
min. with -
Development L land division
land division
approval) approval)
Mobile Home Parks Cup CupP
Field Crops and Veg. p
Garden
Poultry, crowing fowl
and rabbits; guinea
pigs, parakeets or P P P P
other small fowls.
Kennels and catteries
Public utility facility PP P P PP
Miniature pigs P P P
Golf course PP PP PP PP
Feed and grain store PP CUP P PP
Pet shop PP




RIVERSIOE COuUMTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PERMITTED USE

PROPOSED WC ZONES

wC-w

WC-WE WC-E

WC-R

c-c/v
(2 % acres
min.)

R-A
(20,000 sq
feet min.)

R-R
(0.5 acres min.)

A-1 (20,000
sq feet min.)

A-2(20,000
sq feet min.)

Produce store,
Confectionary and
candy shop, florist, Gift
shops, Ice cream shops,
Coffee and donut
shops

PP

Antique Shops, bakery

PP

Ccup

Automobile service
stations, Cleaning and
dyeing shop,
pharmacies,
equipment rentals,
Airport, auto wrecking
yard, cemetery, gas
station, liquid
petroleum service
station , hardware
stores, tire service
stations, Laundromats,
parking lots

Cup

Agricultural equipment
sales

PP

Arts, crafts and curio
shops

PP

PP

Retail nurseries,
horticultural and
garden supply stores

PP

Temporary real estate
office

PP

PP

PP

PP

Real Estate Office

PP

PP

Beauty shop

PP

Ccup

o

PP

Fraternal lodges

PP

PP

Country club

PP

PP

Hunting clubs

PP

CUP

public utility uses
(dams, canals, power
plants, railroads,
tv/radio broadcasting

P (20,000 sq ft)

Landing strip/heliport

CUP




BIVERSIDE CoumTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PERMITTED USE

PROPOSED WC ZONES

wC-w

WC-WE

WC-E

WC-R

c-c/v
(2 % acres
min.)

R-A
(20,000 sq
feet min.)

R-R
(0.5 acres min.)

A-1 (20,000
sq feet min.)

A-2(20,000
sq feet min.)

Mining

p

p

Tourist info center

PP

Cup

Bars and cocktail
lounge, billiard halls,
liquor store,
refreshment stands,
professional offices,

Ccup

Rifle, pistol, skeet or
trapshooting range

Cup

Cup

Meat-packing plant

Cup

PP

Food, poultry products,
frozen food lockers,
fruit and veg. packing,
Underground fuel
storage, lumber
production, machine
shops

Cup

Commercial poultry

CUP

Mink farms

Cup

Cup

Auction, Menageries,
oil production

Cup

Cup

Ccup

Packed dry fertilizer
storage, Commercial
breeding

Ccup

Cup

Commercial fairground

Cup

Dune buggy park, race
tracks, stations-
bus/railroad/taxi, trail
bike park, trailer and
boat storage,
recreational vehicle
parks

Cup

Migrant Ag. Worker
Mobile Home Parks

Cup

Fishing lakes

PP

Guest Ranch, Motels

PP

Museums

PP

PP




BIVERSIDE CoumTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PERMITTED USE

PROPOSED WC ZONES

WC-w

WC-WE

WC-E

WC-R

c-c/v
(2 % acres
min.)

R-A
(20,000 sq
feet min.)

R-R
(0.5 acres min.)

A-1 (20,000
sq feet min.)

A-2(20,000
sq feet min.)

Sewage sludge/organic
waste composting,
Livestock sales,
Abattoirs, Hog
Ranches, Pen Fed Beef

Cup

Expanded Poultry,
Dairy, Truck transfer
station for Ag
operations, Canning-
freezing packing plans,
Commercial fertilizer

PP

Library, educational
institutions, Private
schools,

PP

PP

PP

Public Parks and Play
Ground

PP

PP

PP

Child Day Care

PP

PP

PP

PP

PP

Churches, Temples and
other places of
religious worship

PUP

PP

A sign, single or double
face

p

Signs, on site
Advertising

PP

Permanent Ag. Stand

PP

PP

P means Permitted Use; PP means use permitted with Plot Plan; and CUP means use permitted with Conditional Use Permit. PUP means Public Use Permit

* Zone Change application may not be necessary for these uses if the property’s existing zone allow for the use.




Attachment B: Trail Classifications and Cross-sections

~+ Combination Trails (Class | Bikeway/Regional Trail)
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*Combination Trails include both a Class | . \ - = - _| .
Bikeway and a Regional Trail, which split A | N T § : B
between two sides of the street. g | e ]
*Current Proposal — Approx. 79,000 Ln. Ft. _ ma ||
il -

. I
v : i

[ 1]
A Eﬁ' _
o T B
: [\Nﬁ

L[] ©
@.\

e | = . N e

g Juawiyoeny


pnanthav
Text Box
Attachment B


~* Regional Trails

*These long distance unpaved soft surface
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trails are designed to provide linkages i
between communities, regional parks, and 1% T e ]
open space areas. I : -
/ Ry —

*Current Proposal — Approx. 175,000 Ln. Ft. j/i/ f . E
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. Regional Trails in Open Space Areas

(|
I “ m E! ’7'— e %E
*This is a sub-classification of Regional \ ! -
Trails. These trails are usually pre-existing 5 [ e
paths within open-space areas; these dirt i \ : fia
surface trails require minimal maintenance. s S
s ' )
*Current Proposal — Approx. 111,000 Ln. Ft. f il g
ishasl
RS
. g !
=2
N
] s
[
@)

REGIONAL TRAIL - IN OPEN-SPACE AREAS il - TN




M Community Trails

|
I “ m’ E ’TF e %E
*These soft surface trails link \ ! -
communities to each other and to the [ e '
regional trails system. i \ : fia
ot G ==
*Current Proposal — Approx. 138,000 g1 a |
Ln. Ft. !
n L |
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/" Historical Trails

*The general location of the historic
Southern Emigrant Trail is shown on the
General Plan map along State Route 79.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 11,000 Ln. Ft.
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.+ Private Trails

*These trails are provided by private
owners to encourage patrons.

*Current Proposal — Approx. 15,000
Ln. Ft.
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Class Il Bikeway

oo, d
i
*Class Il Bike Paths are not marked on the uisz l .
pavements, but are supported by signage. G : :
*Current Proposal — Approx. 59,000 Ln. Ft. 3 ,Eﬁ;\z
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EXISTING SPECIAL OCCASION FACILITIES

WINERIES WITH ANTICIPAT ED SPECIAL OCCASION FACILITIES

i
oy

WINERYA
DISTRICT]

Attachment A: Existing and Anticipated Wineries with Special Occasion Facilities

WINERIES WITH ANTICIPAT ED SPECIAL OCCASION FACILIT IES

[T TR T TrI.
FLIRNING D

"13 Bella Vista Winery I? Destiny Vineyards :[; FUTURE WINERY SITE 14 Existing Specn_a_l_
. Occasion Facilities|
2 Briar Rose Winery 2 Europa Village 19 FUTURE WINERY SITE 15 .
3 CallawayVineyard & Winery 3 FazliVineyards 20 FUTUREWINERYSITE 16 Proposed Special
4 Celebration Cellars (Miramonte Winery) 4 GaryGray 23 FUTUREWINERYSITE 19 Occasion Facilities|
5 Churon Winery 5 La Estellas Winery 24 FUTURE WINERY SITE 20
6 Cougar Vineyard & Winery 6 FUTURE WINERY SITE 2 25 FUTURE WINERY SITE 21
7 Danza Del Sol Winery 7 FUTURE WINERY SITE 3 26 FUTURE WINERY SITE 22
8 Falkner Winery 8 FUTURE WINERY SITE 4 27 FUTURE WINERY SITE 23
9 Frangipani Estate Winery 9 FUTURE WINERY SITE 5 28 FUTURE WINERY SITE 24
10 Keyways Vineyard & Winery 10 FUTURE WINERY SITE 6 29 FUTURE WINERY SITE 25
1 Longshadow Ranch Vineyard & Winery 1" FUTURE WINERY SITE 7 30 FUTURE WINERY SITE 26
12 Lorimar Vineyard & Winery 12 FUTURE WINERY SITE 8 31 FUTURE WINERY SITE 27
13 Lumiere (Kleiner) Winery 13 FUTURE WINERY SITE 9 32 FUTURE WINERY SITE 28
14 Masia De Yabar Winery 14 FUTURE WINERY SITE 10 33 FUTURE WINERY SITE 29
15 Maurice Carrie Vineyard & Winery (Van Roekel) 15 FUTURE WINERY SITE 11 34 FUTURE WINERY SITE 30
16 Monte De Oro Winery 16 FUTURE WINERY SITE 12 35 FUTURE WINERY SITE 31
17 Mount Palomar Winery 17 FUTURE WINERY SITE 13
18 Oak Meadows Winery
19 Oak Mountain Winery
20 Peltzer Winery
21 Ponte Family Estate Winery
22 Robert Renzoni Vineyard
N 23 South Coast Winery Resort & Spa
g 24 StartCelars
& 25 Thornton Winery
Z 26 \illaToscana
g 27 Vindemia Vineyard & Estate Winery
§ 28 Wiens Family Cellars
,% 29 Wilson Creek Winery
3
8
2
0 05 ] WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN EIR
c’ @ Miles Existing and Anticipated Wineries with Special Occasion Facilities
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan (Project) was initiated by the County
Board of Supervisors in 2008 to ensure that the region develops in an orderly manner that
preserves Temecula Valley’s viticulture potential and enhances its economic contribution to the
County over the long term. The purpose of this Project is to provide a blueprint for future growth
that ensures that future development activities will enhance, and not impede, the quality of life
for existing and future residents, while providing opportunities for continued preservation and
expansion of winery and equestrian operations. The Project has been developed to achieve the
following four objectives:

1. To preserve and enhance viticulture potential, rural lifestyle and equestrian activities;

2. To continue to allow for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities that are
incidental to viticulture and equestrian operations;

3. To coordinate growth in a manner that avoids future land use conflicts; and

4. To ensure timely provision of appropriate public infrastructure and services that keeps
up with anticipated growth.

The Project is generally located in the Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) of the General Plan in the
southwestern portion of unincorporated Riverside County. The Project covers approximately
18,990 acres of land located approximately three miles north of the San Diego County border,
east of the City of Temecula, south of Lake Skinner, and northwest of Vail Lake. The Project
includes General Plan Amendment No. 1077, Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729, and the
accompanying Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524.

ISSUES DISCUSSED IN FIRST HEARING:

This Project was discussed before the Planning Commission on July 25, 2012. After taking
public testimony from more than 50 members of the public, the Commission discussed specific
issues with the Project proposal and solicited additional information for consideration at the next
public hearing (August 22, 2012). Staff has organized those issues into the following broad
categories which will be explored in detail below:

Requirements to regulate noise;
Implementation of the proposed Trails Network;
Application of Ordinance No. 348.4729; and
Allowance of churches.

PwnhPE
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REQUIREMENTS TO REGULATE NOISE:

After hearing the public testimony, Commissioner Porras, Commissioner Roth and
Commissioner Snell raised concerns regarding noise generating from wineries (and their
incidental commercial uses) and its impact on existing and future residents of this region. The
Commissioners shared their specific ideas to regulate noise, some of which are addressed in
the current Project proposal.

During the Project development phase, similar concerns were raised regarding noise generating
from existing wineries. Many of these existing wineries and their commercial activities operated
without proper land use approvals. Therefore, the County engaged in a collaborative planning
and pro-active code enforcement approach to address the existing noise issues of the region.

e The County staff created a database to identify all existing wineries and associated
commercial activities by conducting a comprehensive web-search of all businesses in
this region. This database identified that 46 wineries or other commercial uses were
operating without the appropriate County approvals.

e The County Code Enforcement Department then provided advisory notices to these
businesses in order bring them in compliance with the appropriate County ordinances. If
those businesses had not applied for the appropriate County approval after 45-60 days,
they were cited with Code Violations and fines that increased with every citation. The
Department also created a specialized Wine Country Code Enforcement team to ensure
that the Code Officers were well-versed with code challenges unique to Wine Country.
Furthermore, the Department conducted weekend enforcement and provided a
dedicated phone-number to the area residents to file their complaints.

The aforementioned experience was used by the County staff and Ad Hoc Advisory Committee
as they engaged in developing a proposal for this Project. The following section outlines all the
various areas of the proposed Project, which are designed to regulate noise in this region and to
avoid land use conflicts in the future.

1) General Plan Amendment No. 1077:

The proposed General Plan Amendment No. 1077, through addition of the Temecula Valley
Wine Country Policy Area, requires larger lot sizes for residential subdivisions and incidental
commercial uses as well as promotes clustered development. These design features of the
proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area are anticipated to reduce noise related
conflicts in this region.

a) The proposed Policy Area policy SWAP 1.5 restricts residential density for subdivisions
regardless of their underlying land use designations. This requirement would decrease
the number of residential units that would be exposed to wineries and their commercial
activities as well as would encourage residential subdivisions in the Wine Country-
Residential District.
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° SWAP 1.5 Require a density of ten (10) acres minimum for tentative approval of
residential tract and parcel maps after (adoption date) regardless of the
underlying land use designation except in the Wine Country — Residential District
where a density of five (5) acres minimum shall apply.

b) The proposed Policy Area also promotes clustered development in a greater geographic

area (approximately 18,990 acres) than its proceeding policy area — the Citrus Vineyard
Policy Area (approximately 7,576 acres). Furthermore, the proposed policy SWAP 1.15
requires that at least 75% of the project area be set aside as vineyards or equestrian
land compared to only 50% of the project area in the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area. These
implementing clustered developments are anticipated to provide contiguous open space
buffers between residential subdivisions and winery uses, which would reduce potential
land use conflicts in the future.

. SWAP 1.15 Encourage tentative approvals of residential tract and parcel maps to
cluster development in conjunction with on-site vineyards or equestrian land
provided that the overall project density yield does not exceed one dwelling unit
per five (5) acres. While the lot sizes in a clustered development may vary,
require a minimum lot size of 1 acre, with at least 75% of the project area
permanently set-aside as vineyards or equestrian land.

The current Citrus Vineyard Policy Area allows for lodging and special occasion facilities
without a winery, which does not promote the area’s viticulture potential as envisioned in
its intent. The proposed Policy Area reinforces the area’s viticulture potential and rural
characteristics by requiring wineries and equestrian establishments as the primary use
for all incidental commercial activities. Furthermore, the higher intensity commercial uses
are proposed on larger lot sizes compared to the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de los
Caballos Policy Areas, which would further reduce potential land use conflicts in the
future.

. SWAP 1.4 Permit limited commercial uses such as wineries, sampling rooms,
and retail wine sales establishments on a minimum lot size of ten (10) acres to
promote viticulture potential of this region.

. SWAP 1.11 Allow incidental commercial uses such as special occasion facilities,
hotels, resorts, restaurants and delicatessens in conjunction with wineries as
defined in the implementing zones.

° SWAP 1.12 Encourage equestrian establishments that promote the equestrian
lifestyle as described in the Wine Country — Equestrian (WC-E) Zone.
. SWAP 1.13 Permit incidental commercial uses such as western stores, polo

grounds, or horse racing tracks, petting zoos, event grounds, horse auction
facilities, horse show facilities, animal hospitals, restaurants, delicatessens, and
special occasion facilities in conjunction with commercial equestrian
establishments on lots larger than 10 acres to encourage equestrian tourism in
this community.



WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN — General Plan Amendment No. 1
Amendment No. 348.4729, and Program Environmental Impact Report N
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — August 22, 2012
Page 4 of 15

2) Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729:

To implement the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area, Ordinance Amendment No.
348.4729 proposes to create four Winery County Zones by adding Section 14.90 through
Section 14.96 in Ordinance No. 348. The following sections of the proposed Ordinance
Amendment No. 348.4729 through permitted uses section and their development standards are
anticipated to reduce noise related conflicts in this region:

a) Wine Country — Winery Zone:

Section 14.92.b.5. allows special occasion facilities, bed and breakfast inns, country
inns, hotels and restaurants with an established winery through a plot plan on 20 acres
minimum.

Section 14.92.c.2. allows resorts, amphitheaters, and golf courses with an established
winery through a conditional use permit on 40 minimum acres.

b) Wine Country — Equestrian Zone:

Section 14.94.b.5 allows a commercial equestrian establishment through a plot plan on
10 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.b.6 allows petting zoos, polo-grounds, and horse show facilities with a
commercial equestrian establishment through a plot plan on 10 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.b.7 allows western style stores and restaurants with a commercial
eguestrian establishment through a plot plan on 20 acres minimum.

Section 14.94.c.2 allows horse racing tracks or rodeo arenas and large scale hospitals
with a commercial equestrian establishment through a conditional use permit on 50
acres minimum.

Section 14.94.c.3 allows a horse racing track or rodeo arena and large scale hospital
with a commercial equestrian establishment through a conditional use permit on 100
acres minimum.

c) Development Standards:

Section 14.96.a.1 requires site layouts and building designs to minimize noise impacts
on surrounding properties and to comply with Ordinance No. 847.

Section 14.96.e.4 requires minimum setbacks of hundred feet (100’) and three hundred
feet (300’) when the facility is located next to Rancho California Road, Monte De Oro
Road, Anza Road, Glen Oaks Road, Pauba Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel
Road, Butterfield Stage Road, Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and
Highway 79 South for special occasion facilities.

Section 14.96.e.7 ensures loading, trash, and service areas for special occasion facilities
are screened by structures or landscaping and are located and designed in such a
manner as to minimize noise and odor impacts to adjacent properties.

Section 14.96.e.7 requires that all special occasion facilities conduct a noise study or an
acoustical analysis if an outdoor facility is proposed. Based on such study or analysis,
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the Planning Director may deny or require as a condition of approval that the project
applicant enter into a good neighbor agreement with the surrounding neighbors.

e Section 14.97.1.5 limits two hotel rooms per gross acre for lodging facilities.

e Section 14.97.f.10 ensures that loading, trash, and service areas for lodging facilities are
screened by structures or landscaping and is located and designed in such a manner as
to minimize noise and odor impacts to adjacent properties.

3) Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) No. 524 - Noise Mitigation
Measures:

The Draft PEIR No. 524 provides Exhibit 4.12-2 (Attachment A), which identifies Existing and
Anticipated Winery Sites with Special Occasion Facilities potential. However, it will be
speculative to predict the nature, frequency, scale, and site-specific design feature of these
future special occasion facilities. Instead, the PEIR provides the following carefully crafted
Mitigation Measures to reduce noise impacts from implementing projects, including noise from
construction activities, winery operations and special occasion facilities.

NOI-1 All implementing projects shall comply with the following noise reduction measures during grading
and building activities:

e If construction occurs within one-quarter mile of an inhabited dwelling, construction activities
shall be limited to the daytime hours of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the months of June
through September, and to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. during the months of October through May.

e To minimize noise from idling engines, all vehicles and construction equipment shall be
prohibited from idling in excess of three minutes when not in use.

e Best efforts should be made to locate stockpiling and/or vehicle staging area as far as
practicable from existing residential dwellings.

e Equipment and trucks shall utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and
acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible).

e Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) shall be hydraulically or
electronically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air
exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However, where use of pneumatic tools is
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the
exhaust by up to about ten dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used
where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of five dBA. Quieter procedures shall be
used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, whenever feasible.

e Stationary construction noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as
possible, and they shall be muffled and incorporate insulation barriers, or other measures to
the extent feasible.

NOI-2 Implementing project proponents shall submit a list of measures to respond to and track
complaints pertaining to construction noise, ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or
construction. These measures may include the following:

e A sign posted on-site pertaining the permitted construction days and hours and complaint
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem. The sign may also include a listing of
both the County and construction contractor's telephone numbers (during regular
construction hours and off-hours); and
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A pre-construction meeting may be held with the job inspectors and the general
contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise measures and practices (including
construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are completed.

NOI-3 All implementing projects involving a new winery or expansion of an existing winery shall be
reviewed by the Riverside County Office of Industrial Hygiene and include at least the following
conditions:

NOI-4

NOI-5

The hours of operation for tasting rooms associated with wineries shall be limited to 9:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Winery District and 10:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Equestrian and Residential Districts.
Mechanical equipments including but not limited to, de-stemming, crushing, and refrigeration
equipment shall be enclosed or shielded for noise attenuation. Alternatively, the proponent
may submit a Noise Study prepared by a qualified acoustical analyst that demonstrates that
the unenclosed/unshielded equipment would not exceed the County’s allowable noise levels.
The hours of operation for shipping facilities associated with wineries shall be limited to 9:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Winery District and 10:00
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday in the Wine Country - Equestrian and Residential
Districts.

Shipping facilities and parking areas which abut residential parcels shall be located away
from sensitive land uses and be designed to minimize potential noise impacts upon nearby
sensitive land uses.

Site-specific noise-attenuating features such as hills, berms, setbacks, block walls, or other
measures shall be considered for noise attenuation in noise-producing areas of future
wineries including, but not limited to, locations of mechanical equipment, locations of shipping
facilities, access, and parking areas.

All implementing projects involving a special occasion facility shall be required to conduct a
noise study prior to its approval. Similarly, all implementing projects involving an outdoor special
occasion facility shall be required to conduct an acoustical analysis (that shows the noise
contours outside the property boundary) prior to its approval.

The said noise study or acoustical analysis shall be submitted to the Office of Industrial
Hygiene for review and comments.

Based on those comments, the implementing project shall be conditioned to mitigate noise
impacts to the applicable County noise standards through site design and buildings
techniques.

Prior to the issuance of any building permit for the special occasion facility, those noise
mitigation measures shall have received the necessary permits from Building and Safety
Department.

Prior to issuance of occupancy permit for the special occasion facility, those noise mitigation
measures shall be constructed/implemented.

All implementing projects involving a special occasion facility shall be reviewed by the Riverside
County Office of Industrial Hygiene and include at least the following conditions:

All special event venders (e.g. DJs, musical bands, etc.) shall be notified regarding noise
conditions of approval .

Outdoor special events and associated audio equipment, sound amplifying equipment, and/or
performance of live music shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Monday
through Sunday.
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o Noise levels shall be kept below levels prescribed in the County’s General Plan Noise
Element and County noise Ordinances No. 847 by using a decibel-measuring device to
measure music sound levels when amplified music is used.

e Clean-up activities associated with special events shall terminate no later than midnight.

e Outdoor speakers for all scheduled events shall be oriented toward the center of the property
and away from adjoining land uses.

e Padding/carpeting shall be installed under music speakers for early absorption of music.

NOI-6 All implementing projects involving a special occasion facility shall include at least the following
conditions to ensure proper enforcement of the County Ordinances and project conditions:

e After issuance of two Code Violation Notices for excessive noise, noise measurements shall
be performed by the Office of Industrial Hygiene for every event at the property line, to
determine if the Noise Ordinance and project conditions are being followed during the special
events.

o |If violations of the Noise Ordinance or project conditions are found, the County shall
reconsider allowed hours of operation, number of guests, amount of special events per year,
or approval of the specific facility.

e The proponents shall be required to pay fees assessed per the Department's hourly rate
pursuant to Ordinance No. 671.

NOI-7 Prior to the issuance of each grading permit, all implementing projects shall demonstrate
compliance with the following measures to reduce the potential for human annoyance and
architectural/structural damage resulting from elevated groundborne noise and vibration levels:

e Pile driving within a 50-foot radius of occupied units or historic or potentially historic
structures shall utilize alternative installation methods where possible (e.g., pile cushioning,
jetting, pre-drilling, cast-in-place systems, resonance-free vibratory pile drivers).

e If no alternative to pile driving is deemed feasible, the preexisting condition of all designated
historic buildings within a 50-foot radius of proposed construction activities shall be evaluated
during a preconstruction survey. The preconstruction survey shall determine conditions that
exist before construction begins for use in evaluating damage caused by construction
activities. Fixtures and finishes within a 50-foot radius of construction activities susceptible to
damage shall be documented (photographically and in writing) prior to construction. All
damage shall be repaired back to its preexisting condition.

e Vibration monitoring shall be conducted prior to and during pile driving operations occurring
within 100 feet of the historic structures. Every attempt shall be made to limit construction-
generated vibration levels during pile driving and impact activities in the vicinity of the historic
structures.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED TRAILS NETWORK:

A significant amount of public testimony was regarding the proposed Trails Network. Most of the
testimony supported the current proposal and encouraged the Commission to consider
implementation aspects associated with this proposal. The Commission asked staff to provide
them with a clear understanding on the proposed Trails Network and its implementation
information. The following table outlines various trail classifications and their respective
implementation information as envisioned in the proposed GPA No. 1077. In addition,
Attachment B provides a map of each proposed trail classification and their respective cross-
sections as proposed in the Project.
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Trails
Classification

Characteristics

Responsible Agency

Combination Trail
(Regional/Class 1
Bike Path):
Current Proposal —
Approx. 79,000 Ln.
Ft.

Combination Trails include both a Class |
Bikeway and a Regional Trail, which split
between two sides of the street.

Class | Bike Path Characteristics: These
multi-use trails are paved surfaces for
two-way non-motorized traffic.

Class | Bike Path Users: Primarily used
by bicyclists, golf carts, personal
assistance vehicles and pedestrians

Class | Width: 10’ to 12’ wide

Regional Urban and Rural Trail
Characteristics: These soft surface trails
are located either in tandem or on one
side of a street, river, or other major
linear feature.

Regional Urban and Rural Trail Users:
Equestrians and pedestrians

Regional Urban and Rural Trail Width:
10’ to 12’ wide

Combination Trail Easement: 20’ wide
easements on each side of the street

Acquisition: Trail easements will be negotiated
through the development review process with
the Riverside County Regional Park and Open
Space District (District) and approval from
Transportation Department.

Maintenance Entity: Trails are built when
contiguous trail segments are funded and
maintenance funding is secured. Once built,
these trails become a part of the District Trails
System and are maintained by the Riverside
County Regional Park and Open Space District
or another agency based on a negotiated
agreement.

The acceptance of any trail easement reserves
the right of the County/ District to develop a
trail. 1t DOES NOT provide the public any
implied right to use the easement for trail
purposes until the trail is fully planned and
developed.

Regional Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 175,000
Ln. Ft.

Characteristics: These long distance soft
surface* trails are designed to provide
linkages between communities, regional
parks, and open space areas.

(*Soft Surface means compacted and
stabilized Decomposed Granite)

Users: Equestrians, pedestrians, joggers,
and mountain bikers

Width: 10" to 12" wide

Easement: 20’ wide

Acquisition: Trail easements will be negotiated
through the development review process with
the Riverside County Regional Park and Open
Space District.

Maintenance Entity: Trails are built when
contiguous trail segments are funded and
maintenance funding is secured. Once built,
the trails become a part of the District Trails
System and are maintained by the Riverside
County Regional Park and Open Space
District.

The acceptance of any trail easement reserves
the right of the County/ District to develop a
trail. It DOES NOT provide the public any
implied right to use the easement for trail
purposes until the trail is fully planned and
developed.
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Trails
Classification

Characteristics

Responsible Agency

Regional/Open
Space Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 111,000
Ln. Ft.

Characteristics: This is a sub-
classification of Regional Trails. These
trails are usually pre-existing paths within
open-space areas; these dirt surface
trails require minimal maintenance.

Users: Equestrians, pedestrians, joggers,
and mountain bikers

Width: 2’ to 4’ wide

Easement: 10’ wide

Acquisition: Trail easements will be negotiated
through the development review process with
the Riverside County Regional Park and Open
Space District.

Maintenance Entity: These trails require
minimal grading and maintenance. Once
contiguous trail segments and maintenance
funding are secured, these trails become a part
of the District Trails System and are maintained
by the Riverside County Regional Park and
Open Space District.

The acceptance of any trail easement reserves
the right of the County/ District to develop a
trail. It DOES NOT provide the public any
implied right to use the easement for trail
purposes until the trail is fully planned and
developed.

Community Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 138,000
Ln. Ft.

Characteristics: These soft surface trails
link communities to each other and to the
regional trails system.

Users: Equestrian, pedestrians, joggers
and mountain bikers

Width: 8’ wide
Easement: Usually within easements or

portions of road right-of-ways; up to 14’
wide

Acquisition and Maintenance Entity:
Community Trails may be acquired and
maintained by a local Parks and Recreation
Districts, other governmental entities, or non-
profit agencies. Until a responsible agency is
identified, the Riverside County Regional Park
and Open Space District or Transportation
Department (roadways only) may negotiate for
and accept the Community Trail easements
through the development review process. The
District will not develop or maintain Community
trail segments; it will only hold the easement.

Historic Trail:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 11,000 Ln.
Ft.

Characteristics: The general location of
these historic routes is shown on the
General Plan maps; however, they do not
represent a planned regional, community
or other type of trail. There may be a
Regional or Community Trail on, or
parallel to, a historic route. They provide
opportunities to recognize these trails
and their significance in history through
interpretative centers, signage etc.

Acquisition and Maintenance Entity: Historic
routes are only graphically depicted on the
General Plan; thus, acquisition and
maintenance is not required.

Private Trails:
Current Proposal —
Approx. 15,000 Ln.
Ft.

Characteristics: These trails are provided
by private owners to encourage patrons.

Acquisition and Maintenance Entity: The
acquisition and maintenance are negotiated
between private property owners and a hon-
profit or private recreational group.
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Trails . :

Classification Characteristics Responsible Agency

Class lll Bike Characteristics: Class lll Bike Paths are | Acquisition and Maintenance Entity: Based on
Path: not marked on the pavements, but are road suitability, Class Il Bike Paths are

Current Proposal —
Approx. 59,000 Ln.
Ft.

supported by signage. These routes
share roads with motor vehicles or
sidewalks with pedestrians; in either case

secured by the Riverside County Regional Park
and Open Space District and Transportation
Department through the development review

bicycle usage is secondary. The Class Ill | process.
Bike Paths are typically used by the more
experienced bicyclists.

APPLICATION OF ORDINANCE AMENDMENT NO. 348.4729:

In the first public hearing, a few members of the public asked questions regarding which type of
activities will fall under the proposed Project's purview and will require a zone change
application to ensure parcel specific zoning consistency. It was evident that further clarification
on this subject was essential to ease stakeholders’ concerns now, and the Project’s
implementation in the future. The following section offers staff's interpretation of the proposal on
this subject (Attachment C).

Ordinance No. 348.4729 is a text amendment to the County’s Land Use Ordinance (Ordinance
No. 348) that adds four new zoning classifications. The four new zoning classifications (Wine
Country Zones) are: Wine Country — Winery Zone, Wine Country — Winery Existing Zone, Wine
Country — Equestrian Zone, and Wine Country — Residential Zone. The Wine Country Zones
would allow the County to implement the goals and policies of the proposed Temecula Valley
Wine Country Policy Area of the Riverside County General Plan. If the Board of Supervisors
adopts Ordinance No. 348.4729, then all future requests for discretionary land use entitlements
and land divisions within the Policy Area will require a change of zone to bring the property's
zoning classification within one of the Wine Country zones to be consistent with the General
Plan and would update the County's zoning map accordingly.

o If the future proposed use for the property within the Wine Country Policy Area is a use
that is permitted by right under both Ordinance 348.4729 and the zoning classification
for the property that was in place immediately before the adoption of Ordinance No.
348.4729, then a change of zone application would not be required.

o However, if the proposed future use is permitted by right under Ordinance No. 348.4729
but it was not permitted by right under the zoning classification in place immediately
before the adoption of Ordinance No. 348.4729, then a change of zone application
would be required.

ALLOWANCE OF CHURCHES:

Approximately 25 members of the public commented on the County not allowing churches in the
Project proposal. After hearing public testimony, the Commission directed staff to provide them
options that would allow places of religious worship in the Project proposal.
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The following information is provided in response to that direction:
Existing Condition:

Currently, under Ordinance No. 348 churches, temples and other places of religious worship are
not permitted uses in the C/V zoning classification. However, churches, temples and other
places of religious worship are permitted in approximately 27 of the County’s 38 zoning
classifications. If churches, temples and other places of religious worship wish to locate in one
of these 27 zones, they would need to obtain a plot plan or public use permit for the use
depending on the zoning classification. Similar nonreligious uses such as educational
institutions, fraternal lodge halls and recreational facilities are also required to obtain a plot plan
or public use permit in the specific zoning classification.

Additionally, the Project's boundaries apply to approximately 18,990 acres, while the
unincorporated area of Riverside County covers approximately 4,121,114 acres. As a result, the
Project applies to less than 1% of the land within Riverside County, leaving ample opportunity to
locate churches, temples and other places of worship elsewhere.

The Project:

The current Citrus Vineyard Rural Policy Area and C/V zone, as well as the proposed Wine
Country Policy Area and its implementing Wine Country zones, are developed to preserve and
enhance the viticulture potential of this region. Furthermore, these regulating documents allow
for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities that are necessary to support economic
viability of the viticulture operations.

e On December 28, 2009, the County issued a Notice of Preparation for the Wine Country
Community Plan Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524 (PEIR No. 524). On
January 19, 2010, the County held a Scoping Meeting to discuss the scope and content
of the environmental information for the PEIR No. 524. At this point in time, churches,
temples, and other places of religious worship were not allowed in this region.
Furthermore, no application was filed for a church that indicated otherwise, or no
comments were received at the Scoping Meeting that suggested otherwise.

e In March of 2011, Calvary Church submitted a Plot Plan application to expand its
existing church that is operating as a legal non-conforming use Public Use Permit No.
798 (PUP No. 798). PUP No. 798 was approved in 1999.

e In September of 2011, the Planning Department developed a screen-check version of
the PEIR No. 524, which established the cut-off date for the proposed projects to be
included in the cumulative analysis. Since Calvary Church expansion application was
filed prior to this date, it was included in the PEIR’s cumulative analysis for the Project.
However, Calvary Church’s proposed use that is the subject of the application is not a
component of the Project. Calvary Church’s application for expansion is being processed
separately and it is not before the Commission at this time for consideration.
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e On December 05, 2011, the County issued a Notice of Availability of the Draft PEIR No.
524 for 60-days public review and comment period.

Issues of Consideration:

It should be stated that although a private school is a component of the Calvary Church
expansion proposal, public testimony at the first public hearing remained focused on the church
only. The Commission did not engage in any discussion regarding allowance of private schools
in the current Project proposal. However, staff wants to mention that private schools, like
churches, are not currently listed as a permitted use in the C/V zone, proposed Wine Country
zones, or Section 18.29 of Ordinance 348 through a Public Use Permit.

Alcohol Licensing Requirements:

Wineries in the Temecula Valley Wine Country generally receive # 02 winegrower license,
which is a non-retail license from the California Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control
(ABC). The California Business and Professional Code Section 23358 (d) provides the following
for Alcohol License # 02:

The department (ABC) may, if it shall determine for good cause that the granting of any such
privilege would be contrary to public welfare or morals, deny the right to exercise any on-sale
privilege authorized by this section in either a bona fide eating place the main entrance to which
is within 200 feet of a school or church, or on the licensed winery premises, or both.

If a winery wishes to sell distilled spirits, the ABC would require a #47 license to sell such spirits.
This license is considered a retail license. As a result, the license would be subject to the
restrictions set-forth in the California Business and Professional Code Section 23789, which
provides the following:

a) The department (ABC) is specifically authorized to refuse the issuance, other than renewal
or ownership transfer, of any retail license for premises located within the immediate vicinity
of churches and hospitals,

b) The department (ABC) is specifically authorized to refuse the issuance, other than renewal
or ownership transfer, of any retail license for premises located within at least 600 feet of
schools and public playgrounds or nonprofit youth facilities, including, but not limited to,
facilities serving Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, or Campfire Girls. This distance shall be measured
pursuant to rules of the department.

Riverside County Agricultural Commissioner’s Requirements:

The Temecula Valley Wine Country is located within the San Jacinto District of the Riverside
County Agricultural Commissioner’s jurisdiction. The Agricultural Commissioner has specific
standard requirements for pesticide use conditions within this district. Per those requirements,
no foliar applications of pesticides are allowed within ¥4 mile and no aircraft applications of
pesticides are allowed within %2 mile of a school in session. Although aircraft applications of
pesticides are only occasionally used in the Temecula Valley Wine Country, foliar applications
are absolutely critical in sustaining vineyards and other agricultural operations in this region.
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Options for Consideration:

After considering various aspects associated with this issue, staff proposes the following three
options to the Commission for their consideration. The Commission may elect one of the three
options, or consider creating a new one by combining the various components set-forth in the
three staff proposals.

OPTION 1 — Allow Churches in the Project:

In their concluding remarks for the first hearing, the Planning Commission directed staff to
analyze and develop an option that includes places of religious worship in the Project proposal.
Option 1 takes that direction literally and proposes the following changes in the Project
proposal.

1. GPA No. 1077: In the proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area, a general
discussion regarding places of religious worship will be added. In addition, the proposed
SWAP 1.11 (under Wine Country — Winery District) and SWAP 1.13 (under Wine
Country — Equestrian District) will be revised to add churches, temples, and places of
religious worship as permitted uses in these districts.

2. Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729: The proposed Article XIVd will need to be revised
at multiple locations as follows:

a. Section 14.90 (Intent) — A general discussion regarding places of religious will be
added.

b. Section 14.91 (Definitions) — A definition for churches, temples, and places of
religious worship will be added.

c. Section 14.92b (Wine Country — Winery Zone Conditionally Permitted Uses with
a Plot Plan) — Churches, temples, and places of religious worship on a minimum
gross parcel size of twenty (20) acres will be added as the sixth permitted use.

d. Section 14.94c (Wine Country — Equestrian Zone Conditionally Permitted Uses
with a Conditional Use Permit) — Churches, temples, and places of religious
worship on a minimum gross parcel size of hundred (100) acres will be added as
the fourth permitted use.

e. Section 14.96e (Development Standards for Special Occasion Facilities) — In the
introductory paragraph, a discussion for churches, temples, and places of
religious worship will be added.

The development scenario described in the proposed Project, and analyzed in the associated
PEIR No. 524, has not accommodated the intensity of multiple churches, temples, and places of
religious worship in this region. Should the Commission recommends this option, additional
analyses will be necessary which may result in a recirculation of the Draft PEIR, including but
not be limited to, land use, transportation and circulation, air quality, agricultural resources, and
noise.
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OPTION 2 — Remain with the existing Project Proposal:

In Option 2, the Commission recommends processing the current proposal for the Project and
Calvary Church continues to process the land use applications it submitted to the Planning
Department. No changes will be made to the proposed Project. The Calvary Church application
will be processed separately in the future, and it is not before the Commission at this time for
consideration.

OPTION 3 — Exclusion of Calvary Parcels from the Project Boundary:

In Option 3, the Commission recommends to exclude both the Calvary Church parcels from the
proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area. The Project proposal will be changed as
follows:

1. GPA No. 1077: The proposed Southwest Area Plan Policy Area Figure 4 and 4a will be
revised to remove the two Calvary Church parcels (Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 943-
250-021 and 943-250-018).

Upon adoption of the Project, the two Calvary Church parcels will be excluded from the Project’s
boundary and will maintain their existing land use designation and zoning classification. A text
change amendment to Ordinance No. 348 will still be needed to allow churches, temples, and
other places of religions worship as permitted uses in the C/V zoning classification. Since the
parcels are being removed from the Project, such amendment would only apply to those two
parcels and it should be able to tier off the environmental analyses contained in PEIR No. 524.

RECOMMENDATION:

DISCUSS AND CONTINUE to August 29 or September 26, 2012

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS:

1. Staff has received approximately 20 letters, which vary in their content, and a standard
letter, with approximately 2500 signatories, generally in support of churches and school.
Please refer to the attached compact disk.

2. For additional information re: any Project specific questions, please contact:

Ms. Mitra Mehta-Cooper, AICP
Principal Planner (Project Manager)
P.O. Box 1409,

4080 Lemon Street, 12" Floor
Riverside CA 92502-1409

Email: mmehta@rctlma.org

Phone: (951) 955-8514
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3. For additional information re: any parcel specific questions within the Project boundary,
please contact:

Ms. Phayvanh Nanthavongdouangsy
Urban Regional Planner I

P.O. Box 1409,

4080 Lemon Street, 12" Floor
Riverside CA 92502-1409

Email: pnanthav@rctima.org

Phone: (951) 955-6573
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AGENDA ITEM 3.1

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1077 (TEMECULA VALLEY WINE COUNTRY
POLICY AREA); ORDINANCE AMENDMENT NO. 348.4729; and PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 524. The Temecula Valley Wine Country
Policy Area is generally located in the Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) of the General Plan in
the southwestern portion of unincorporated Riverside County. The policy area covers
approximately 18,990 acres of land located approximately three miles north of the San
Diego County border; east of the City of Temecula; south of Lake Skinner; and northwest
of Vail Lake.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The individual components include:

1. General Plan Amendment No. 1077 amending the existing Southwest Area Plan
(SWAP) and certain elements of the County of Riverside General Plan to incorporate the
Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area.

2. Ordinance No. 348.4729 amending Riverside County Ordinance No. 348 to add four
new zoning classifications that implements the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy
Area

MEETING SUMMARY
The following staff presented the subject proposal:
Project Planner: Mitra Mehta-Cooper at (951) 955-8514 or email mmehat@rctima.org

The following spoke for Wine Growers:

e Ray Falkner, Falkner Winery

e Ben R. Drake, PO Box 890009, Temecula 92590 (951) 775-5500
benrdrake@gmail.com

e Claudio Ponte, 35053 Rancho California Rd., Temecula

e Rosemary Wilson, 35960 Rancho California Rd., Temecula 92591 (951) 699-9463
info@wilsoncreekwinery.com

e Phil Baily

e Loretta Falkner, Falkner Winery (951) 676-8231 x102

e Ken Zignorski, Monte De Oro, 35820 Rancho California Rd., Temecula CA 92591
(951) 491-6551

o Dan Stephenson, 41391 Kalmia St., Murrieta CA 92562 (951) 696-0600

e Robert Renzoni, Temecula CA 92592 (951) 526-6002
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e Rosemary I. Wilson, 35960 Rancho Calif, Rd., Temecula CA 92591 (951) 326-5558
gerry@wilsoncreekwinery.com

¢ Michael Newcomb

e Michael Calabro, Calabro Winery, 43110 Knights Bridge Way, Temecula

¢ Jeff Commenchero, Temecula 92560 (951) 696-0600
jeffcommenchero@rancomgroup.com

e Nicholas Palumbo, 40150 Barksdale Cir., Temecula 92592 (951) 676-7900
nickpalumbowines.com

e Jim Hart, 41300 Avanida Biona, Temecula 92593 (951) 676-6300
jhart@miracosta.edu

e Laurie Staude, 31 St Michael Place, Dana Point 92629 (949)496-3628

e Peggy Evans, Temecula 92591 (951) 699-3626 peggy@temeculawines.org

o Mike Renmie, 33013 De Portola Rd, Temecula 92590 (951) 255-4100

e Michelle McCue

o Tricket Heald (760) 468-3096 theald@falknerwinery.com

e (Cathy Lyle, 39700 Spanish Oaks Dr., Temecula 92592 (951) 219-6252
cathylyle@gmail.com

e Dennis Ferguson

e Shelly Botwin (760) 315-5660 sjaybot@gmail.com

e Karen Smits

e Sarah Stone, 39630 Kapalua Way, Temecula 92592

e Andrew K. Rauch, 12526 High Bluff Drive, Ste. 300, San Diego 92130 (858) 792-
3408 andrewkrauch@gmail.com

o Eileen Runde, 33718 Madera de Playa, Temecula 92592 (951) 312-8770
runde4@verizon.net

The following donated their time for wineries:

e Brett Campbell, Falkner Winery (951) 676-8231

e Cori Cocoa, 41132 Promchard

e Drew Wigner, 41391 Kalmia St., Murrieta CA 92562 (951) 696-0660

e Nicole Helm, 37210 Glenoaks, Temecula CA 92592

o Stephen W. Ryder, Temecula 92592 (951) 303-1431 swryder@ameritech.net

e Steve Hagata

e Krista Chaich

e Jaime Punnton

o Steve Chapin, 36084 Summitville St., Temecula 92592 (760) 473-7704
steve@chapinfamilyvinyard

e Billy Bower
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John Goldsmith, 33475 La Serena Way, Temecula 92591 (951) 200-1125 John
@europavillage.com

Carrie Penny (951) 491-6085

Curtis Wade Kennedy

Kelly Wyrick

Atrej Mak

Carsen Kelliher

Alexander Taylor

Duayne Webster

The following spoke for churches:

Malissa Hathaway McKeith

Robert Tyler (951) 600-2733

Marie Galceran, 43700 Sage Rd., Aguanga 92536 (951) 767-1652
coyotejack? l.com

Taige Ronan, 34180 Rancho Calif. Rd, Temecula 92591

Susan Eyer-Anderson, 39201 San Ignacio Rd., Hemet 92544 (951) 767-2230
drsves@directv.net

Chloe Gault, 2815 Cypress St., Hemet 92545 (951) 766-1409
live2ridehorsez ail.com

Alexandra Gault, 2815 Cypress St., Hemet 92545 (951) 766-1409
simplicityphoto96@gmail.com

Shawn Bachor (951) 326-4794

Rick Mann, 42370 Calle Capistrano, Temecula 92590 (951) 676-5303
rzmann@verixon.net

Ed Andrade (951) 303-5400 eddieandrada@hotmail.com

Nicole Martin, 221 N. Figueroa St., Ste. 1200, Los Angeles 90012 (213) 599-7768

nmartin@ibbslaw.com

Patrice Lynes, 30700 San Pasqual Rd., Temecula 92501 (951) 699-9379
John Kelliher, 29909 Corte Castille, Temecula 92591 (951) 538-2091
Delores Bowers, 31718 Loma Linda Rd., Temecula 92592 (951) 695-0784
Gene Bowers, 31718 Loma Linda Rd., Temecula 92592 (951) 695-0784
Clark Van Wick, 34180 Rancho California Rd., Temecula 92591

The attended for churches but wished not speak:

Austin R. Solis, 32655 Favara Dr., Temecula 92590 (951) 302-3149
Mary Russell, 43939 Via Alhawa Dr., Temecula 92592 (951) 302-2274
Cynthia Wright, 45910 Clubhouse Dr., Temecula 92592 (951) 694-8195
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¢ Diane Bell, 42000 Delmonte St., Temecula 92591 (951) 545-4309

bells216@roadrunner.com

e Mr. Bryant

e Ida L. Causley

e Richard Caulsey, 37498 Ardia Dr., Hemet 92544

e Samatha Potter (714) 501-7344

e Marty Nicholson Temecula 92592 (951) 219-5230 martynic99@aol.com

e Paolo Mesia, Murrieta 92563 (816) 878-7369 ravens10@hotmail.com

e Ana Mclntire, 29184 Via Princessa, Murrieta 92563 (661) 618-0986

e Carl Kaempffe

e Maria Fowler, 27645 Commerce Center, Temecula 92590
marie@thespecialeventconnation.com

e Rich Fowler, 27645 Commerce Center, Temecula 92590

e Patricia Eikermann

e Pat Doria, 28955 Pujol St., Temecula 92590 (951) 695-9506 doriapat@aol.com

e Stephen Champagne, 31915 Rancho California Rd., 200-419, Temecula 92591 (951)

551-6299 stev.champagnel0@gmail.com

The following donated their time for churhes:

Joann Burns, 28353 Corte Ocaso, Temecula 92592 (951) 506-0599 (
Corinna Hobart, 42250 Martinez Dr., Sage 92544

Diana Hobart, 42250 Martinez Dr., Sage 92544 (951) 907-9876

Michael Naggar, 46450 Durango Dr., Temecula 92591 (951) 551-7730

Maya Grasse

George McAfee (951) 696-9562

Karen McAfee, 39394 Oak Cliff, Temecula 92591 (951) 696-9562

Cindy Greaver, 32869 Hupa Dr., Temecula 92592 (951) 303-0731

Gilliam Greaver, Temecula 92592 (951) 346-1960

Matt Howard, 45962 Corte Carmello, Temecula 92592 (951) 660-2533

howards22@msn.com

e Margaret Langworthy, Wildomar 92595 (951) 678-0854

e Samantha Andrade (951) 303-5400

e Robert Freman, 34795 The Farm Rd., Wildomar 92595 (951) 244-6096

e Carol Brown, 27147 Majello Ct., Temecula 92591 carolbrown@verizon.net

o Barbara Kopels, 39493 Cardiff Ave., Murrieta 92563 (702) 219-8748

e Caprice Bachor, 29208 Dandelion Way, Murrieta 92563 (951) 522-4531
caprice_87@msn.com

e Rose Izzo, 29120 Calle Cisne, Murrieta 92563 (951) 677-1169

e Karin Gault, 2815 Cypress St., Hemet 92545 (951) 766-1409

e Barb Price, Temecula 92591 (951) 764-7404 jbcprice@netzero.com

e Tami Botello, 37245 Delgado Way, Temecula 92592

e © ® o © © o o
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Larry Enterline, Temecula 92592 (951) 837-7011 larry@cc65.net

Wendy Tobin, 25269 Corte Mandarina, Murrieta 92563 (949) 230-9073
Sylvia Milliman, Murrieta 92562 (951) 461-4484

Judy Groll, 40446 Calle Lampara, Murrieta 92562 (951) 698-0045

Susan Eyer-Anderson (951) 767-2230

Seth Carter, 41070 Via del Toronjo, Temecula 92592 (951) 303-0075
Wendell Clark

Unknown, 31034 Camino Del Este, Temecula 92591 Victronis73@gmail.com
Blaine Roberts, 41382 Via Con Dios, Temecula 92592 (951) 693-0414
Helen Bogaty, 31310 Paris Ct., Winchester 92596 (951) 775-0119
inhislove.helen@gmail.com

Lee Cooper, 33747 Spring Brook Cir, Temecula 92592 (951) 240-7521
cooperlena@verizon.net

Teresa Dodson, 44750 Longfellow Ave, Temecula 92592 (951) 491-0161
ctdodson@verizon.net

Kim Bourgeois, 32914 Charmes Ct., Temecula 92592 (951) 303-9326
mark.kim7@verizon.net

Judy King, 39650 Camino Del Vino, Temecula 92592 (951) 699-4303
Robert King, 39650 Camino Del Vino, Temecula 92592 (951) 699-4303
Gail C. Carey, 31379 Inverness Ct., Temecula 92501 (951) 676-3419

tynietoys@verzion.net
Ray Carey, 31379 Inverness Ct., Temecula 92501 (951) 676-3419

tynietoys@verzion.net
Pam Barret, 29102 Providence Road, Temecula 92591 (951) 587-5425

dpbarret@gmail.com

Frank Cacucciolo

Judy Venn, PO Box 2421, Temecula 92590 (951) 506-9435

Edward Venn, 26672 Camino Seco, Temecula 92590 (951) 506-9435
Lawanda Baldwin, PO Box 2421, Temecula 92593 (951) 699-3919
Pat Imbriate

Sally Van Wick

Juan Galvan Jr

Mare Alberts

Johnny Collins, 39645 Breezy Meadow,Murrieta 92563 (951) 240-5436
Jane Sweeten, 3210 Vista Del Monte, Temecula 92591

Ginger Bosonetta, 28955 Pujol St., Temecula 92590 (951) 541-4681
Ernest Berkheimer

Debra Odell, 35757 Murren Rd., Wildomar 92595
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e David Odell
e Marilyn Stottlemyer, 30312 Mondavi Circle, Murrieta 92563 (951) 294-0050
e Zulay Mann, 42370 Calle Capistrano, Temecula 92590 (951) 676-5303
rzmann@verizon.net
e James Pritchett, 35785 Rosedown Ln., Wildomar 92595
e Chris Krstevski, 43409 Corte Durazo, Temecula 92592 (951) 234-1713

chriskplnu@gmail.com
e Billy Rankin, Murrieta 92563

Called for churches, but no response:
e Jeremiah Workman, Wildomar 92550 (951) 285-9964
jeremiahworkman@rocketmail.com
e William Kennedy, 2392 University, Riverside 92507 (951) 784-8920
2.kennels@Iseyrtdehogight.com
e Robert C. Newman II, PhD, 29455 Live Oka Canyon, Redlands 92373 (909) 798-
3644 info@newman4governor.org
e Susan Olson
Sara Ellis, 40208 Odessa Dr., Temecula 92591 (951) 676-7052
sara.ellisl @verizon.net
Susan Kist, 43502 Calla Carabana, Temecula 92592 (949) 370-6104
Crystal Magon, Temecula (951) 500-0028
Gary Eikermann, Fallbrook 92028 (760) 451-1808
Paul Christman 28264 Corte Ocaso, Temecula 92592 (951) 533-1979
xcchristman@gmail.com
e Edgar Edwards, 31085 Avenida Del Reposo, Temecula 92591 (951) 693-3374

The following spoke on other items:

e Tina Barnes, 39615 Berenda Rd., Temecula 92591 (951) 676-2009
crowspassfarm@verizon.net (Ag)

e Oz Bratene (Trails)

e Terilee Hammett, Temecula 92592 (residential)

e Fred Bartz, 33850 Sattui St., Temecula 92592 (951) 302-3401 fibartz@verixon.net
(residential)

e George Johnson for Lynn Mattocks (equestrian)

e Pat Ommert for RCHA (equestrian)

e Dennis McGregor, PO Box 894108, Temecula 92589 (951) 551-4207
macsgarden2004@yahoo.com (sewers)

The following donated their time for other items:

e Olivia Papa, 36628 Monte De Oro Rd., Temecula 92592 (951) 676-3995
e Anthony Papa, 36628 Monte De Oro Rd., Temecula 92592 (951) 676-3995
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e Erin Kinney

o Elisa Niederecker, PO Box 890337

e Ellen Christensen, 39533 Calle Anita, Temecula 92592 (951) 506-0283
danishelen@earthlink.net

IV. CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES:
Yes.

V. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:
CONTINUED TO SEPTEMBER 26, 2012 TO COME BACK WITH SCOPE OF SERVICES TO
RECIRCULATE THE EIR TO INCLUDE CHURCHES IN WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN

VI. CD
The entire discussion of this agenda item can be found on CD. For a copy of the CD,
please contact Mary Stark, TLMA Commission Secretary, at (951) 955-7436 or email at

mcstark@rctima.org.
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Agenda Item: 3.1 WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN -

Area Plan: Southwest General Plan Amendment No. 1077,
Zoning Area: Rancho California Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729,
Supervisorial District: Third/Third and Program Environmental
Planning Commission: Impact Report No. 524

September 26, 2012 Applicant: County of Riverside
Continued From: July 25, 2012, EIR Consultant: RBF Consulting

and August 22, 2012

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan (Project) was initiated by the County
Board of Supervisors in 2008 to ensure that the region develops in an orderly manner that
preserves Temecula Valley's viticulture potential and enhances its economic contribution to the
County over the long term. The purpose of this Project is to provide a blueprint for future growth
that ensures that future development activities will enhance, and not impede, the quality of life
for existing and future residents, while providing opportunities for continued preservation and
expansion of winery and equestrian operations. The Project has been developed to achieve the
following four objectives:

1. To preserve and enhance viticulture potential, rural lifestyle and equestrian activities;

2. To continue to allow for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities that are
incidental to viticulture and equestrian operations;

3. To coordinate growth in a manner that avoids future land use conflicts; and

4. To ensure timely provision of appropriate public infrastructure and services that keeps
up with anticipated growth.

The Project is generally located in the Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) of the General Plan in the
southwestern portion of unincorporated Riverside County. The Project covers approximately
18,990 acres of land located approximately three miles north of the San Diego County border,
east of the City of Temecula, south of Lake Skinner, and northwest of Vail Lake. The Project
includes General Plan Amendment No. 1077, Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729, and the
accompanying Program Environmental Impact Report No. 524 (PEIR No. 524).

PUBLIC TESTIMONY AND ISSUES DISCUSSED DURING FIRST TWO PUBLIC HEARINGS:

The Project was discussed before the Planning Commission on July 25, 2012 and August 22,
2012. At the two public hearings, the Commission received an extensive amount of public
testimony and letters regarding the Project on a variety of topics. This includes the following:

Requirements to regulate noise;

Implementation of the proposed trails network;

Application of Ordinance No. 348.4729;

Allowance of churches and other places of religious worship;
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Allowance of private schools;

Preservation of vineyards and other agricultural uses;

Tourism associated with winery and equestrian uses;

Recognition of other agricultural operations;

Requests for modification of the proposed Wine Country Community Plan boundaries;
Proposed development standards;

Water quality and supply assessment; and

Farm worker housing.

e o @ o o @ o o

The majority of the public testimony focused on the inclusion of churches and private schools
within the Project. Since the Project description did not include churches and private schools,
the PEIR No. 524 did not analyze these types of land uses. It is staff's understanding that the
Commission did not feel comfortable moving forward with a recommendation on the Project due
to the amount of public testimony to include churches and private schools. Thus, it was the
position of the Commission to revise the Project description to include churches which would
therefore require a re-circulation of the PEIR No. 524.

Thus, at the conclusion of the August 22, 2012 hearing, the Planning Commission directed staff
to develop options that would include churches, and other places of religious worship in the
Project description and report back to the Planning Commission. The Commission also directed
staff to schedule a meeting with the consultant team and the temporary Ad Hoc Subcommittee
consisting of Commissioner Petty and Commissioner Zuppardo to develop the Project options
and scope of services required to re-circulate PEIR No. 524. Additionally, the Commission
closed the public hearing to further public testimony. The public hearing remained open for all
other matters.

Meetings regarding Project options and scope of services were conducted on September 4,
2012 and September 11, 2012. Based on the two meetings, two options were being developed.
The first option would include a full re-circulation of the PEIR with the inclusion of churches only
in the Project description. The second option would include a full re-circulation of the PEIR with
the inclusion of churches and private schools in the Project description.

At this time, staff is still in the process of evaluating the two options, scopes of services, fee

schedules and time frames. Thus, staff is recommending a 60 day continuance with no
discussion to further evaluate options.

RECOMMENDATION:

CONTINUE FOR 60 DAYS with no discussion to further evaluate options.
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To: The Riverside County Planning Commission W M ao

From: Veronica Langworthy, 21227 Front Street, Wildomar, California 92595 a W
Re: Wine Country Community Plan (WCCP) ,
Public Hearing July 25, 2012

7/ VM&W.J
Why is the county specifically avoiding mention of churches in this community plan? 1 as ;;
an American and a church member am concerned about our civil rights. In the planning
commission presentation by PDS West Planning and Design Solutions regarding the
Temecula Valley Wine Country Design Guidelines' (page 32 and 17) there are photographs
that clearly show the church sign, property, and structures. Yet in the written signage
presentation and also in the WCCP there is silence about churches existing in this
community.

In the “What is happening in Wine Country” blog from PDS-West” under the
“TOURISM?” section it states: “Both to attract customers and to supplement wine sales,
wineries host weddings, parties, concerts, and hold their own events such as dinners,
parties, and other functions.” The summary lists 34 wineries, 4 resorts, 8 restaurants, and
then projects additions of 30 wineries, 6 resorts, and 12 restaurants within five years.

Again the summary avoids stating the existence of a church in the area — and completely
ignores the concept that marriage is a religious ceremony which occurs in other places than
wineries, such as churches. Many brides and grooms like to travel from the church to a
reception in a special vehicle such as a horse-drawn carriage — thereby integrating
equestrian and wineries into the event which starts at the church.

Our U.S. Constitution’s First Amendment specifically addresses the protection of religious
freedom. Backing up the First Amendment from zoning laws is the Religious Land Use and
Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000 (RLUIPA), the “General Rule” of which states:

No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation in a manner that imposes a
substantial burden on the refigious exercise of a person, including a religious assembly or
institution, unless the government demonstrates that imposition of the burden on that
person, assembly, or institution -- (A.) is in furtherance of a compelling governmental
interest; and (B.) is the least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental
interest,

The Act goes on to define:

The term 'land use regulation' means a zoning or landmarking law, or the application of
such a law, that limits or restricts a claimant's use or development of land (including a
structure affixed to fand), if the claimant has an ownership, leasehold, easement, servitude,
or other property interest in the regulated land or a contract or option to acguire such an
interest.

As an American and a church member I am concerned about our civil rights, Why is the
county specifically avoiding mention of churches in this community plan?

lhttp://www.tlma.co.riverside.ca.us/planning/content/devproc/guideiines/temecula_valley/te
mecula_valley_design_guidelines.pdf

2 http://www.pds-west.com/PROJECTS/T-V-WINECOUNTRY-BLOG/TemeculaWC-
text.pdf
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POLICIES AND ZONING

The County has created a special Policy Area (Temecula Valley Wine Country
Policy Area) and is in the process of creating a special Wine Country zoning
classification (WC) and preparing a Wine Country Community Plan. The phase
one of the Temecula Valley Wine Country Design Guidelines, prepared by PDS
West, will be a part of this Community Plan. All of documents and Planning
efforts are oriented to encourage vineyard cultivation, wineries, tourism and the
equestrian lifestyle. Click HERE to go to Wine Country Community Plan page.

+ The Wine Country (WC) zone classification has three sub-zones with
detailed requirements in each:

- Hospitality (WC-H) — This zone applies only within the Wine Country
Hospitality District. To ensure long-term viability of the wine industry
in this policy area, additional uses supporting hospitality industry are
necessary, including incidental commercial uses such as restaurants,
delicatessens, hotels, resorts, and special occasion facilities.

- Egquestrian (WC-E) — This zone applies only within the Wine Country
Equestrian District. This zoning classification is intended to support
equestrian activities such as stables, training facilities, riding schools,
event-grounds, petting zoo, and horse grazing operations. The eques-
trian area is in Valle de los Caballos or “Valley of the Horses.”

- Residential (WC-R) — This zone applies only within the Wine Country
Residential District. This zoning classification is intended to allow
clustering of residential density in certain geographic areas.

= The Wine Country policies strive to assure preservation of vineyards as the
main use in the area. Commercial uses must be part of, and incidental to,
wineries. The properties must maintain 75% of the lot area planted in
vines.

Clomecnts %/,@5
SOUTMERN CALIFORNIA ™ )

WINL COUNTAY

SIDMOIBIUTAA

Indicates dirt rood

Y- 19

Old Town 70 Mies
Temecula

* Not 000N 10 Mo pubkc
Tt Room Locoiod in Old Town

To San Diego
60 Mies

» Plantings on any property in Wine Coun-
try must exclude all plants that are host to
the Glassy-Winged Sharpshooter, a large
leafhopper that can decimate grapevines
by spreading discases to the vines,
particularly Pierce’s disease, for which
there is no cure.

TOURISM

Unlike in many wine producing areas, most
Temecula Valley Wine Country’s wineries are
relatively small and much of their sales are
direct-to-consumers through winery wine-
tastings, membership clubs and internet sales.
Both to attract customers and to supplement
wine sales, wineries host weddings, parties,
concerts, and hold their own events such as
dinners, parties and other functions. They may
add tourist attracting commercial uses such as
restaurants, resorts and bed and breakfast inns.
The ambiance and aesthetics of vineyards and
wineries lend themselves to such uses. Addi-
tionally, Temecula Valley has unique qualities
and adjacent uses that help make this a rich
tourism destination:

= The wineries are close together. When
built out there will be as many as 125
wineries, most accessible from a loop of
roads about 10 miles in length.

= Proximity to Casinos: Pechanga and Pala
Casinos are minutes from wine Country.

= Unique character added from the eques-
trian community.

= Temecula Old Town only minutes from
Wine Country

The Temecula Valley Wine Country currently
has 34 wineries, 4 resorts with 114 rooms, and 8
restaurants. An additional 30 wineries are
anticipated within the next 1-5 years, ultimately
totaling as many as 125 wineries in the Valley.
Included with the next 30 wineries are an
additional 6 resorts with over 600 rooms and an
additional 12 restaurants. Temecula Valley is
evolving into a premier wine region, THE wine
country in Southern California, and a rich
tourism destination.

7o



August 21,2012

To: Riverside County Planning Commissioncrs
Mitra Mehta-Cooper, Senior Project Planner

Cc: Supervisor Jeff Stone

From: Lynn Mattocks, Trails Commissioner, Third District and member of the Wine Country
Community Plan Advisory Council

Subject: Equestnan Issues and Trails Implementation Issues in Proposed Wine Country
Community Plan

Commissioners,

I am speaking today as 3™ District Trails Commissioner, member of the Wine Country
Community Plan Advisory Council, and longtime area equestrian leader. Cirst, | want to
acknowledge the hard work the County Staff have put into this plan and its details. And I want
to acknowledge the spirit of collaboration that the County, the Vintners, and area Residents have
shown n striving to create a plan that enables growth of the area in a way that I believe
enhances life for equestrians, winery owners and residents alike.

But in the most recent staff report documents, there are some very critical issues that need to be
addressed. 1 believe we can resolve these and when we resolve them I would then ask your
support 1n approving this plan.

Here are the issues:

1. Commercial Equestrian Establishments - The exjsting commercial equestrian
establishments need to be allowed by right. We fought long and hard in the Advisory
Council on this point and got agreement. The current “companson chart” shows them
requiring plot plans. That’s ok for new projects but not for existing. We MUST have
wording in the plan to protect the existing businesses.

2. Trails - Last hearing several speakers requested an implementation plan, and the County
Staff has presented a [irst draft. We appreciate this effort but there are two critical
changes that need to be made before we can accept this:

a. First, the document states repeatedly that even when the County is holding a trail
casement, there is no implied right to ride until the trails are “fully planned and
developed” . This wording is WAY TOO VAGUE. It umplies that no segment
could be ridden until all are finished, and if that’s the case, we won’t have trails
out here for decades and decades. I ask you to require that this plan stipulate that
the Trails Subcommittee come up with a segment-by-segonent implementation
schedule so we can get some loops operable faster. For example, some of the
trails that are along winery maintenance roads do not need any further
development, so we should be able to acquire easements and open those easily
(especially since many of the winery owners have individually agreed already).




b. Second, the document states that easements will be acquired during the
development review process. | know that this is how things are typically done
elsewhere in Riverside County, but this process will not work here. Many of the
proposed trails are on properties that will NOT be coming up for development
review, so if we wait for that, we’ll again have a patchwork of unconnected trails.
The solution to this is for you Commissioners to stipulate that the County work
with the Trails Subcommittee and County Counsel to come up with a proactive
approach to acquiring easements, again according to a prioritization schedule to
be worked out.

3. Sewers — the equestrian interests in The Valley of the Horses (Valle dc Los Caballos) are
NOT in favor of having sewers brought down De Portola Road through the VDC. They
should stop east of Pauba Road, where winenes already exist.

I thank you for your time and hope you can require these changes, in which case [ would
support the plan.

T = Ao



8/21/2012

TO: Commissioner John Roth

Please place this as an official document in the public record.
AS COMMENTS TO THE FOLLOWING:

ORDINANCE NO. 348.4729
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 348 RELATING TO ZONING

In Reference to:
SECTION 14.96. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Ordinance No. 348.

(3) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50°)
from the road right of way, except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen Oaks Road, Pauba
Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South

where the minimum setback requirement shall be three hundred feet (300°).

With a totally different rule for wineries

(8) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50°)
from the road right of way; except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen Qaks Road, Pauba
Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South

where the the minimum setback requirement shall be one hundred feet(100°).

As a residence and property owner on Anza Road this proposed setback rule would negate any
possibility of development of % of my property. I have been informed verbally by Mitra Meta Cooper
that my parcel with its existing house would be grandfathered. I have repeatedly asked for a response
and written clarification for the purpose of this setback requirement but no response to date.

In researching why public agencies establish set back rules, i.e. Utility access, create buffer zones

between residences and allow for major to be expanded when

increases. My major

concern are that a 300° set back on both side of Anza road plus the existing road easement creates 7181t

potential easement which will effectively remove all housing along Anza Road.



Ordnance No. 348 Needs to be explicitly defined in its purpose and scope since it also affect all major
roads as defined on proposed county circulation plan maps. It will most likely yield many parcels
unbuildable whether by parcel size or limiting development to areas on a parcel that topography makes it
unfeasible to build with regard to residential construction.

Verbally I have been told by Mitra Meta Cooper that we would be grandfathered. If this is the case than
a grandfather clause needs to be placed in this ordinance defining the conditions and time period that a
grandfather clause remains in effect. Further is the grandfather clause assumable by any new property
owner. These are very serious questions that need to be addressed in any change in the proposed
ordinance.

If the set back is from the centerline of the existing road easement this should be stated. The potential for
this to be a major land grab with the subsequent devaluation of all the affected parcels is more than just a
major concern.

I would like to know what county agency proposed this new setback proposal and again their specific
purpose and stated in the language of this proposed amended plan.

Looking forward to you written response.

Sincerely

Donald J Douglas
40920 Anza Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Cc Riverside County Planning Commission:
Commissioner John Roth

Commissioner John Snell

Commissioner John Petty

Commissioner Jan Zuppardo

Riverside County Board of Supervisors:

Supervisor Bob Buster
Supervisor John Tavaglione
Supervisor Jeff Stone
Supervisor John Benoit
Supervisor Marion Ashley



8/21/2012

TO: Commissioner John Snell

Please place this as an official document in the public record.
AS COMMENTS TO THE FOLLOWING:

ORDINANCE NO. 348.4729
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 348 RELATING TO ZONING

In Reference to:
SECTION 14.96, DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Ordinance No. 348.

(3) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50”)
from the road right of way, except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen Oaks Road, Pauba
Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South

where the minimum setback requirement shall be three hundred feet (300°).

With a totally different rule for wineries

(8) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50%)
from the road right of way; except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen Oaks Road, Pauba

Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South
where the the minimum setback requirement shall be one hundred feet(100°).

As a residence and property owner on Anza Road this proposed setback rule would negate any
possibility of development of % of my property. I have been informed verbally by Mitra Meta Cooper
that my parcel with its existing house would be grandfathered. I have repeatedly asked for a response
and written clarification for the purpose of this setback requirement but no response to date.

In researching why public agencies establish set back rules, i.e. Ultility access, create buffer zones
between residences and allow for major thoroughfares to be expanded when traffic increases, My major
concern are that a 300’ set back on both side of Anza road plus the existing road easement creates 718fi
potential easement which will effectively remove all housing along Anza Road.



Ordnance No. 348 Needs to be explicitly defined in its purpose and scope since it also affect all major
roads as defined on proposed county circulation plan maps. It will most likely yield many parcels
unbuildable whether by parcel size or limiting development to areas on a parcel that topography makes it
unfeasible to build with regard to residential construction.

Verbally I have been told by Mitra Meta Cooper that we would be grandfathered. If this is the case than
a grandfather clause needs to be placed in this ordinance defining the conditions and time period that a
grandfather clause remains in effect. Further is the grandfather clause assumable by any new property
owner. These are very serious questions that need to be addressed in any change in the proposed
ordinance.

If the set back is from the centerline of the existing road easement this should be stated. The potential for
this to be a major land grab with the subsequent devaluation of all the affected parcels is more than just a
major concern.

I would like to know what county agency proposed this new setback proposal and again their specific
purpose and stated in the language of this proposed amended plan.

Looking forward to you written response.

Sincerely

Donald J Douglas
40920 Anza Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Cc Riverside County Planning Commission:
Commissioner John Roth

Commissioner John Snell

Commissioner John Petty

Commissioner Jan Zuppardo

Riverside County Board of Supervisors:
Supervisor Bob Buster

Supervisor John Tavaglione

Supervisor Jeff Stone

Supervisor John Benoit

Supervisor Marion Ashley




8/21/2012

TO: Commissioner John Petty

Please place this as an official document in the public record.
AS COMMENTS TO THE FOLLOWING:

ORDINANCE NO. 348.4729
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 348 RELATING TO ZONING

In Reference to:
SECTION 14.96. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Ordinance No. 348.

(3) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50°)
from the road right of way, except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen Oaks Road, Pauba
Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South

where the minimum setback requirement shall be three hundred feet (300°).

With a totally different rule for wineries

(8) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50°)
from the road right of way; except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen Qaks Road, Pauba
Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South

where the the minimum setback requirement shall be one hundred feet(100°).

As a residence and property owner on Anza Road this proposed setback rule would negate any
possibility of development of % of my property. I have been informed verbally by Mitra Meta Cooper
that my parcel with its existing house would be grandfathered. I have repeatedly asked for a response
and written clarification for the purpose of this setback requirement but no response to date.

In researching why public agencies establish set back rules, i.e. Utility access, create buffer zones

between residences and ailow for major to be expanded when

increases. My major

concern are that a 300 set back on both side of Anza road plus the existing road easement creates 718ft

potential easement which will effectively remove all housing along Anza Road.



Ordnance No. 348 Needs to be explicitly defined in its purpose and scope since it also affect all major
roads as defined on proposed county circulation plan maps. It will most likely yield many parcels
unbuildable whether by parcel size or limiting development to areas on a parcel that topography makes it
unfeasible to build with regard to residential construction.

Verbally I have been told by Mitra Meta Cooper that we would be grandfathered. If this is the case than
a grandfather clause needs to be placed in this ordinance defining the conditions and time period that a
grandfather clause remains in effect. Further is the grandfather clause assumable by any new property
owner. These are very serious questions that need to be addressed in any change in the proposed
ordinance.

If the set back is from the centerline of the existing road easement this should be stated. The potential for
this to be a major land grab with the subsequent devaluation of all the affected parcels is more than just a
major concern.

I would like to know what county agency proposed this new setback proposal and again their specific
purpose and stated in the language of this proposed amended plan.

Looking forward to you written response.

Sincerely

Donald J Douglas
40920 Anza Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Cc Riverside County Planning Commission;
Commissioner John Roth

Commissioner John Snell

Commissioner John Petty

Commissioner Jan Zuppardo

Riverside County Board of Supervisors:
Supervisor Bob Buster

Supervisor John Tavaglione

Supervisor Jeff Stone

Supervisor John Benoit

Supervisor Marion Ashley




8/21/2012

TO: Commissioner Jan Zuppardo

Please place this as an official document in the public record.
AS COMMENTS TO THE FOLLOWING:

ORDINANCE NO. 348.4729
AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 348 RELATING TO ZONING

In Reference to:
SECTION 14.96. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Ordinance No. 348.

(3) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50%)
from the road right of way, except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen QOaks Road, Pauba
Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South

where the minimum setback requirement shall be three hundred feet (300°).

With a totally different rule for wineries

(8) The minimum setback requirement for all buildings shall be fifty feet (50°)
from the road right of way; except when the site is located next to Rancho
California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Glen Oaks Road, Pauba

Road, De Portola Road, Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road,
Calle Contento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Highway 79 South
where the the minimum setback requirement shall be one hundred feet(100°).

As a residence and property owner on Anza Road this proposed setback rule would negate any
possibility of development of % of my property. I have been informed verbally by Mitra Meta Cooper
that my parcel with its existing house would be grandfathered. I have repeatedly asked for a response
and written clarification for the purpose of this setback requirement but no response to date.

In researching why public agencies establish set back rules, i.e. Utility access, create buffer zones
between residences and allow for major to be expanded when increases. My major
concern are that a 300’ set back on both side of Anza road plus the existing road easement creates 7181
potential easement which will effectively remove all housing along Anza Road.



Ordnance No. 348 Needs to be explicitly defined in its purpose and scope since it also affect all major
roads as defined on proposed county circulation plan maps. It will most likely yield many parcels
unbuildable whether by parcel size or limiting development to areas on a parcel that topography makes it
unfeasible to build with regard to residential construction.

Verbally I have been told by Mitra Meta Cooper that we would be grandfathered. If this is the case than
a grandfather clause needs to be placed in this ordinance defining the conditions and time period that a
grandfather clause remains in effect. Further is the grandfather clause assumable by any new property
owner. These are very serious questions that need to be addressed in any change in the proposed
ordinance.

If the set back is from the centerline of the existing road easement this should be stated. The potential for
this to be a major land grab with the subsequent devaluation of all the affected parcels is more than justa
major concern.

I'would like to know what county agency proposed this new setback proposal and again their specific
purpose and stated in the language of this proposed amended plan.

Looking forward to you written response.

Sincerely

Donald J Douglas
40920 Anza Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Cc Riverside County Planning Commission:
Commissioner John Roth

Commissioner John Snell

Commissioner John Petty

Commissioner Jan Zuppardo

Riverside County Board of Supervisors:
Supervisor Bob Buster

Supervisor John Tavaglione

Supervisor Jeff Stone

Supervisor John Benoit

Supervisor Marion Ashley




CHURCH & CHRISTIAN SCHOOLS .

11160 Rasrha Cammaniry Way Temerula €A 9259 . vanchacommuonity arg - 951 101 ATARO

To the Riverside County Planning Commission,

Rancho Community Church is privileged fo be a part of the thriving life of Temecula Valley,
currently serving the 4,500 members of our church while serving the broader region through
family counseling services, recovery ministry, support groups, and substantial help to those in
need through the Temecula Murrieta Rescue Mission and partner ministries.

Over the years, we have also faced opposition as we developed our property, but in the end,
the right decisions have been made to embrace the faith community as a vital part of the life of
our valley. We are asking the same on behalf of Calvary Chapel Bible Fellowship.

We understand how critically important it is to the region to have a thriving and growing winery
industry with a master plan for smart expansion, but we believe this plan can, and should
include the faith community. To expressly eliminate this use would be both unreasonable and
unfair to a large segment of people who only add value to their community.

With respect, | ask you to please add church use to the master plan of the Wine Country.
Rancho Community Church is looking forward to a fair outcome for churches.

Sincerely,

Scott Treadway
Lead Pastor / President
Rancho Community Church and Schools



Patricia Omment

400 QU. Rivercide Dr. #19

Butbank, CA 91506
August 22, 2012

Riverside County Planning Commission RE: Community Plan GPA 1077 & AP 1600
31-7

| attended the July 25" meeting all day. | did not ask to speak as | had sent my

correspondence to you July 13™. It was a complete surprise to have all of the

- church’people appear asking for their right to have churches in the Wine Country.
As a property owner | have been aware of this new Community Plan for well over
2 vyears.

‘Since the church issue is going to delay the final approval of the plan, | would like
- to ask that the trail easements be acquired proactively and riding be allowed

| according to each segment by segment impiementation. The Trails Committee
' have been working on these trails for over 4 years using, at the beginning, the

_'_'_orlgmal Rancho California Trails Map circa 1970. We wish for the right to ride

o -now rather than wait until they are fully planned and developed. This will take a- L

- -'_very Iong tlme They are needed now. lam speakmg on behalf of the Rancho

.-Callforma Horsemen, Equine Riders and all of the many individual equestrlans
S My own opmlon regardmg the church.

'_ E it IS obv:ous these young church folks are not aware they are mvadmg pnme S o
Cahfornla agrlculture land with their desire to go beyond the church they already' -

"~ have and bulld a school Since the original Rancho California Plan of 196&_1,th|s

almost 19, 000 arces of the new community plan was mtended for large o
' 7_ -agrlculture parcels horse ranches and estate property | won't take the time to o
gointo’ the compllcatlons of combining school property with agriculture: . |

- Thank you.

Pat Ommert

phone: 818 567 0561



August 21, 2012

To: Riverside County Planning Commissioners
Mitra Mehta-Cooper, Senior Project Planner

Cc: Supervisor Jeff Stone

From: Lorraine Harrington, member of the Wine Country Community Plan Advisory Council
and member of Board of Directors, Rancho California Horsemen’s Association

Subject: Equestrian Issues and Trails Implementation Issues in Proposed Wine Country
Community Plan

Commissioners,

Because I spoke at the first public hearing on July 25, I am not sure I will be allowed to speak
today. But I think it is critical to call to your attention several NEW issues that have arisen in the
most recent set of County Staff documents. I do not mean these comments to sound critical of
the great work County Staff have done to help us craft a Community Plan that represents the
interests of all stakeholders, including equestrians. We appreciate the spirit of collaboration.

But we still have important issues to resolve, as follows:

We must add wording into the plan to address the following issues so the intent of the Advisory
Council comes through more clearly.

1. Commercial Equestrian Establishments - The existing commercial equestrian
establishments need to be allowed by right. The 5 Equesirian Representatives to the
Advisory Council made it clear from the beginning that we would not be able to support
the Plan if it did not protect existing businesses. The current “comparison chart” shows
them requiring plot plans. We MUST adjust the wording in the plan to differentiate
between existing and new businesses on this point.

2. Trails — At the hearing on July 25, several of us requested an trails implementation plan,
and appreciate that County Staff has put forth a draft. It’s a start but there are
CRITICAL CHANGES that need to be made before we can accept it:

a. First, the document states repeatedly that even when the County is holding a trail
easement, there is no implied right to ride until the trails are “fully planned and
developed”. This wording is WAY TOO VAGUE. It implies that no segment
could be ridden until all are finished, and if that’s the case, we won’t have trails
out here for decades and decades, if ever. 1 ask you to require that this plan
stipulate that the Trails Subcommittee come up with a segment-by-segment
implementation schedule so we can get some loops operable faster. For example,
some of the trails that are along winery maintenance roads do not need any further
development, so we should be able to acquire easements and open those easily
(especially since many of the winery owners have individually agreed already).




b. Second, the document states that easements will be acquired during the
development review process. We need a proactive — not reactive — process here
in Wine Country . Many of the trails segments are along properties that are
already developed, so we need to develop a process of approaching landowners to
get the easements. We recognize that this may not be standard procedure in other
areas of Riverside County, but the beauty of creating a Community Plan is that
you can tailor processes to fit the community. Out here, if we wait for
development review meetings, we will never have a trails network. None of us
want to see this multi-year effort end this way. I ask that you Commissioners add
a stipulation to the Plan document that requires the County to work with the Trails
Subcommittee and County Counsel to come up with a proactive approach to
acquiring easements, according to a prioritization schedule to be worked out.

3. Sewers — the equestrian interests in The Valley of the Horses (Valle de Los Caballos) are
NOT in favor of having sewers brought down De Portola Road through the VDC. They
should stop before entering the Equestrian Zone.

Please require these important changes to the current Plan and supporting documents.

Lorraine Harrington
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MALISSA HATHAWAY McKEITH August 21,2012 File No.
DIRECT DIAL: 213.580.6303 32652.2
E-MAIL: MCKEITH@LBBSLAW.COM

VIA E-MAIL AND FACSIMILE

Planning Commissioner John Roth applejon@wildblue.net
Planning Commissioner John Snell john.s@inlandcorp.com
Planning Commissioner John Petty john@jdpdevelopment.com
Planning Commissioner Jan Zuppardo jzuppardo@msn.com

Riverside County Planning Commission

County of Riverside Administrative Center

4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor

P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502 Facsimile: (951) 955-1811

Re: Response to Agenda Item 3.1 Staff Report (“Staff Report”) for the August 22,
2012 Planning Commission hearing regarding inclusion of religious
institutions and ancillary schools in the Wine Country Community Plan.

Dear Commissioners:

Thank you for your continued diligence to make the Wine Country Community Plan
(“WCCP”) a reality. We very much appreciate your willingness to take testimony and
consider the concerns of the Calvary Chapel Bible Fellowship (“Calvary”) and its many
members regarding the need for the County to affirmatively establish in the WCCP that
religious institutions and ancillary schools are welcome and compatible with the goals and
objectives of the general plan amendments.

On August 16, 2012, Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith, LLP (“LBBS”) submitted
correspondence to the County Counsel proposing specific changes to the language of the
WCCP to include churches and ancillary schools. On August 21, 2012, we further
submitted a proposed resolution for your consideration that would direct staff to evaluate
inclusion of religious institutions and ancillary schools through a targeted recirculation of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”). Copies of this proposed resolution for
your consideration, and the August 16 letter are attached.
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Planning Commissioners Roth, Snell, Petty and Zuppardo
August 21, 2012
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The purpose of this letter is to respond in writing to certain factual inaccuracies in
the Staff Report and to clarify issues that warrant further explanation in advance of the
continued public hearing on August 22™ 2012. It also sets forth the many concessions that
Calvary is willing to make in an effort to stave off more controversy over its continued
operation and expansion in the wine country. We believe the Wine Country Community
Plan is important for the long-term economic stability of the area and we support its
adoption as amended.

Based on prior litigation filed by the vintners and statements made to the Planning
Commission, it appears some wineries fear that the inclusion of churches and ancillary
schools as permitted uses in the WCCP will lead to an outbreak of new facilities that will
disrupt their operations and undermine the purpose of the WCCP. This “fear” is grossly
overstated insofar as the requirements of the WCCP (i.e., planting requirements; setbacks;
design standards and other requirements) will deter many facilities from locating in the
WCCP. And, any such facility has to comply with CEQA prior to it receiving a Public Use
Permit or a Conditional Use Permit, either of which can be properly conditioned.

Opponents of Calvary have raised additional substantive issues as reflected in the
Staff Report at page 12. Calvary responds as follows:

1. Alcohol licenses for wine sales. Staff notes that the majority of winegrowers
are issued a #02 license for non-retail wine sales from the California
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (“ABC”). (Staff Report, p. 12).
California law specifies that the ABC “may” deny the license to a premises
located within 200 feet of a school or church. (Staff Report, p. 12, citing Cal.
Bus. & Prof. Code § 23789). Use of the word “may” has lead several people
to argue that the ABC, in fact, will deny the license or that Calvary will object
to their issuance. Neither is a real threat here.

a. The proposed development standards already mandate a setback of
300 feet from Rancho California Road for Special Occasion Facilities
all Wine Country districts. (Ord. 348, Proposed Art. XIVd, Section
14.96(e)(4).) If that proposed zoning ordinance is amended to account
for religious institutions in this district, Calvary’s expansion project will
be subject to as yet unspecified setback requirements as well, thus all
but eliminating the possibility that a #02 license will not be issued.

b. As shown in the on page 6 of the Calvary Press Release included in
the Staff Report (excerpt also attached hereto), Calvary’s proposed
school is located more than 500 feet away from the Pinnacle
Restaurant to the northwest, and the Maurice Car’rie winery to the
southeast.

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP » www.lbbslaw.com
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2. Alcohol licenses for liquor. Staff goes on to state that, if a winery or affiliated

use desires to serve spirits, they must apply for a #47 retail liquor license.
The Business & Professions code states that these types of licenses “may”
be denied “for good cause” if located less than 600 feet from a school or
church, and that the measurement of 600 feet is determined by ABC rules.
(Staff Report, p. 12).

a. Calvary is willing to set back any school a sufficient distance from the
property line to help mitigate concerns about potential limitations on
issuance of either a winegrowers license or a retail liquor/spirits
license.

b. Calvary agrees not to raise any objections concerning alcoholic
beverages at the wineries including the installation of a full service bar
and application of #47 or #02 licenses. Calvary’s acquiescence to
liquor licenses is a factor that ABC will consider in granting a liquor
license in the “immediate vicinity” of a church. (Martin v. Alcoholic
Beverage Control Appeals Board (1961) 55 Cal.2d 867 [holding that
one factor in favor of granting a license was that, although the
applicant was only 70 feet from a church, the church had not protested
the application.].)

c. Additionally, in a review of ABC appeals and related case law, the
distance to a school or church does not mandate denial and distance
is not necessarily a dispositive factor; there must generally be “good
cause” in addition to distance in order to deny a license under §
23789. (See Martin v. Alcoholic Beverage Control Appeals Board,
supra, at 875: “If mere proximity were as a matter of law ‘good cause’
for denial of a license the department would not be specifically
authorized to refuse the issuance; by contrast, it would be specifically
required to refuse it. Therefore, by the terms of the statute and the
Constitution, it is clear that in every such case the department is
bound to exercise a legal discretion in passing on the application.”
[emphasis in original].) Finally, the ABC opinions suggest that close
proximity to a high school causes greater concern to the ABC than
proximity to an elementary school. (Protest of Buckley, et al. (1999)
AB-7249 at 14).

Realistically, many of the ABC rules were intended to prevent liquor
stores being located in the vicinity of schools so that teenagers did not
have ready access to alcohol. It is beyond credulity to image that the
kids from Calvary will be frequenting the wine bars at the local

4815-4580-3792.2
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Page 4

vintners. Calvary believes that the Planning Commission should give
little or no weight to this ABC issue because it is more of a pretext to
keep the church out than a genuine concern.

3. Pesticides. Staff does raise some legitimate questions concerning the
compatibility of schools given the proximity of pesticide application in the
immediate vicinity. (Staff Report, p. 12). Without elaboration, staff points out
that foliar applications of pesticides is “critical in sustaining vineyards and
other agricultural operations,” and that ground rig pesticide application is not
permitted within 4 mile of a school in session, while aircraft applications of
pesticides are not permitted within %2 mile of a school in session.

a.

Calvary acknowledges that the timing of and type of pesticide
application is not always predictable depending upon conditions in the
field. Nevertheless, this is a highly regulated area and rules have
already been adopted by the County Agricultural Commissioner to
accommodate the many schools located in agricultural areas.

In May 2011, the County Agricultural Commissioner provided a report
to the Planning Commissioners addressing the pesticide issue in
greater detail than the present Staff Report (a copy of which is
attached hereto and is also incorporated into the Staff Report at p. 13
of the Calvary Press Release attachment).

The school proximity restrictions are “general conditions” of pesticide
use implemented by Riverside County. In the May 19, 2011 report, the
Agricultural Commissioner stated that applications are permissible
within the stated distances if:

i. The application takes place outside of regularly scheduled class
times (even if it occurs during the school year), including
weekends, holidays and vacations; and

ii. The school and school grounds are not being used for “an
event such as a public event, meeting, sports activity, etc.”
(Agricultural Commission Report, p. 3).

To mitigate any adverse impact on its neighbor vineyards, Calvary
would agree to abide by any special orders of the Riverside County
Agriculture Commissioner requiring that school not be in session for
special spraying events.

4815-4580-3792.2
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e. Furthermore, Calvary would work directly with its neighbor vintners to
avoid conflicts with spraying schedules and any school activities once
the school is occupied.

4. Options for action. Staff presents the Planning Commissioners with three

options for consideration. (Staff Report, p. 13-14). Option (1) proposes
including religious institutions in both the Wine Country - Winery district and
the Wine Country - Equestrian district, and proposes making the required
changes to the general plan amendment and the zoning ordinances. Option
(2) is to do nothing and proceed with the WCCP as is without consideration of
religious institutions or schools. Option (3) is to “carve out” the Calvary
parcels from the WCCP, leaving it as an island remnant of the existing
Citrus/Vineyard zone which, as you know, also does not consider inclusion of
religious institution or ancillary schools. Staff does allow for flexibility, noting
that the Commissioners do not need to choose one of these options but can
instead create a new one.

a. Calvary suggests a fourth option, which is narrower in scope than
Option (1) but more inclusive (and conducive to the goals of the
WCCP) than Options (2) or (3). Calvary proposes that religious
institutions and ancillary schools be included in the Wine Country -
Winery (“WC-W?”) district only. Limiting churches and ancillary schools
to the district with the far greater number of Special Occasion Facilities
will focus and narrow the scope of the environmental impact inquiry
and will minimize changes necessary to the proposed general plan
and zoning ordinance amendments.

b. Calvary agrees to pay fifty percent (50%), up to $100,000, of the cost
to recirculate of the DEIR due to the evaluation of potential impacts
created by religious institutions and their ancillary schools. Calvary
understands that any cost sharing would need to be put into a written
agreement and approved by the Board of Supervisors.

c. To this end, Calvary has proposed a resolution for the Planning
Commissioners’ consideration on August 22, 2012, directing staff to
revise the DEIR to include the evaluation of potential environmental
impacts of religious institutions and ancillary school uses in the
proposed WC-W district and, thereafter to recirculate the DEIR or
portions thereof. An EIR evaluating Churches and ancillary schools
would identify impacts and appropriate mitigation and form as the
basis for the revisions to the WCCP and associated zoning that were
set forth in LBBS correspondence of August 16, 2012.

4815-4580-3792.2

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP » www.lbbslaw.com



Planning Commissioners Roth, Snell, Petty and Zuppardo
August 21, 2012
Page 6

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you want to discuss this in advance of the
hearing tomorrow, although | am sure your plates are full this afternoon. Thank you again
for your hard work.

Very truly yours,

/K/Iallssa Hathaway ith of
LEWIS BRISBOIS GAARD & SMITH LLP

MHM

Attachments:

1) Calvary’s Proposed Planning Commission Resolution

2) Letter from LBBS to County Counsel, August 16, 2012

3) Agricultural Commissioner’s Report, May 19, 2011

4) Calvary radius illustration (p. 6 excerpt of Calvary Press Release)

CC: Mary Stark, Planning Commission Secretary
mcstark@rctima.org

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP » www.lbbslaw.com
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RESOLUTION 2012-
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF RIVERSIDE
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, RECOMMENDING THE RECIRCULATION
OF THE DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(EIR No. 524, SCH No. 2009121076) FOR THE WINE COUNTRY
COMMUNITY PLAN IN ORDER TO EVALUATE THE IMPACTS
CREATED BY EXPRESS INCLUSION OF RELIGIOUS INSTITUTIONS
AND ANCILLARY SCHOOLS IN THE WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY
PLAN.
WHEREAS the Planning Commissioners desire to expressly include religious institutions
and ancillary schools in the Wine Country-Winery (“WC-W?) district of the Wine Country

Community Plan (“WCCP”);

WHEREAS the inclusion of religious institutions and ancillary schools in the WC-W
district of the WCCP requires recirculation of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”)
for the WCCP in order to specifically address the potential environmental impacts of traffic, noise,

potential exposure to pesticides, and any other potential environmental impacts;

WHEREAS the Calvary Chapel Bible Fellowship (“Calvary”) has agreed to pay fifty
percent (50%) of the cost, up to a maximum of $100,000, to recirculate the DEIR or portions

thereof as it directly relates to religious institutions and ancillary schools;

WHEREAS the Planning Commission will take further testimony on the existing DEIR

issues unrelated to religious institutions and ancillary schools prior to closing this matter for public

hearing either today or at another public hearing;

4819-0762-7280.1
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NOW, THEREFOR the Planning Commission DOES HEREBY DIRECT staff to evaluate
the environmental impacts of expressly including religious institutions and ancillary schools in the
WCCP and to revise and amend the DEIR accordingly; and, thereafter, to recirculate the DEIR or
a portion thereof as necessary to allow for adequate and meaningful public review on the issue of
religious institutions and ancillary schools in the WCCP, reserving the right to include other issues

for recirculation for which Calvary is not involved depending upon future testimony.

County of Riverside Planning Commission
Date: August 22, 2012
AYES:

NOES:

4819-0762-7280.1 2
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND FACSIMILE

Michelle Clack, Esq.

Deputy County Counsel

Office of Riverside County Counsel
3960 Orange Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501

E-Mail: mclack@co.riverside.us
Facsimile: (951) 955-6322

Re: Calvary Chapel Bible Fellowship’s (“Calvary”) proposed changes to the
proposed general plan and zoning ordinance language for the Wine Country
Community Plan (“WCCP”)

Dear Shellie:

| am sorry that you need to cancel our planned meeting on the 21%. As | mentioned
earlier today, | am available to meet any time (or to schedule a conference call) to go over
the issues in this letter hopefully in advance of the upcoming Planning Commission hearing
on August 22, 2012.

As you know, Calvary currently is processing a plot plan application (comprising
Project Case No. PP2248 and Change of Zone No. 7782) (“Application”). Based on past
opposition from the wineries, we fear that the County’s failure to expressly identify religious
institutions and ancillary educational facilities in the WCCP may prevent the County from
making a finding of general plan consistency in the future. At a minimum, such a finding
would be subject to challenge. Supervisor Stone has assured Calvary that he supports
churches and ancillary schools in the WCCP. The proposed minor changes set forth below
are intended to clarify this commitment and to eliminate any future uncertainty when
processing the Application.

Clarifying that religious institutions are welcome in the wine country can easily be
accomplished by adding one new policy in the policy section applicable to all districts
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within the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area, as defined in the proposed general
plan amendment.” The new policy should state:

SWAP #__ Allow integration of places of religious worship as
appropriate provided that the facilities maintain the rural
character of the Winery, Equestrian and Residential districts by
conforming to planting and acreage requirements not
inconsistent with the goals of the Temecula Valley Wine
Country Policy Area.

We further propose two modifications to the proposed zoning ordinance 348.4729
(which adds a new article, XIVd).

1. Definitions Section 14.91, subsection (t) defining “Special Occasion
Facilities,” should be amended as indicated by the underlined text:

An indoor or outdoor facility, which may include a
gazebo, pavilion, amphitheater, auditorium,
structures and buildings, which is used on special
occasions such as weddings, parties, concerts,
conferences, charity events and fundraiser events
for a specific period of time in return for
compensation, or which is used for religious
worship. An outdoor special occasion facility may
include a gazebo, pavilion, or amphitheater for
wedding ceremonies, concerts or other
celebrations. An indoor special occasion facility
shall include a building or structure for wedding
receptions, conferences, religious worship or
other celebrations conducted entirely within the
structure or building.

2. Section 14.92, describing authorized uses in the Wine Country-Winery (WC-
W) zone, specifically subsection (b), setting forth conditionally permitted uses
with a plot plan, which states that “Any permit that is granted shall be subject
to such conditions as shall be necessary to protect the health, safety or
general welfare of the community. The following uses are permitted provided

! At present, the policies applicable to all districts are numbered SWAP 1.1 through 1.9. We would
propose numbering the new policies as SWAP 1.10 and 1.11; but note that this would require re-numbing the
all subsequent SWAP policies in the current draft general plan amendment.

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP = www.lbbslaw.com
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a plot plan has been approved pursuant to Section 18.30 of this ordinance.”
We propose to add a subsection (6) as follows:

(6)  The following non-commercial uses on a
minimum gross parcel size of twenty (20)
acres:

a. Places of religious worship.

Importantly, the inclusion of “places of religious worship” in the definition of “special
occasion facility” should not require recirculation of the draft Environmental Impact Report
(“DEIR”). The DEIR already has analyzed the environmental impacts that special occasion
facilities would create.? Impacts from commercial events versus religious gatherings are
largely indistinguishable. Moreover, the Planning Director will retain discretion to impose
reasonable conditions or mitigation on development appropriate to ensure consistency with
the objectives of the WCCP as each proposed project will continue to require its own
CEQA review prior to approval.

Calvary also has proposed a small school (under 200 students) as part of the
Application. Calvary therefore recommends adding language to the proposed addition of
subsection (6) to section 14.92 of the zoning ordinance authorizing uses in the WC-W zone
to include ancillary church uses, such as a small school. The proposed subsection (6)
would then read:

(6)  The following non-commercial uses on a minimum gross
parcel size of twenty (20) acres:

a. Churches, temples or other places of
religious worship;

b. Uses ancillary to churches, temples or
places of religious worship, including
private schools.

As the WCCP currently reads, such a private school might be considered
inconsistent with the objectives of the general plan even though section 18.29(a)(1) of

2 See, e.g., DEIR Executive Summary at 1.0-32 to 1.0-34 and 1.0-40; Project Description at 3.0-18
to 3.0-20; and DEIR sections on Agricultural and Forestry Resources at 4.2-12 to 4.2-13; Biological
Resources at 4.4-10; Greenhouse Gas Emissions at 4.7-26; Land Use at 4.10-22, 4.10-24, and 4.10-31;
Noise at 4.12-36 to 4.12-48; Public Utilities, Recreation and Services at 4.13-2 and 4.13-16; and Traffic and
Circulation at 4.14-40 and 4.14-47.

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP = www.lbbslaw.com
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Ordinance 348 permits educational institutions in any area. Again, to avoid unnecessary
litigation and delays later, Calvary believes the issue of ancillary religious schools be
openly addressed now so that the appropriate analysis and conditions can been adopted
as part of the WCCP.

The DEIR clearly does not address schools, and therefore Calvary requests that the
Planning Commission recommend recirculation on this one narrow issue. Calvary is willing
to pay the cost of this targeted analysis which should take under four months to
accomplish, and the CEQA Regulations permit such limited recirculation.’

We appreciate that this matter has become controversial in light of the wineries’ past
litigation and blanket opposition to churches. The safer option for the County is to address
those issues prior to adoption of the WCCP. We look forward to working with you to ensure
that the continued operation of the Church is compatible with the goals of our surrounding
neighbors.

Very truly yours,
2,

Mm
Malissa Hathaway, eith of

LEWIS BRISBO ISGAARD & SMITH LLP
MHM

If the revisions or additions triggering recirculation are limited to a few chapters or portions of the
draft EIR, the lead agency may circulate only the chapters or portions that were revised. 14 Cal. Code Regs.
§15088.5(c); Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal. 4th
412, 449. Accordingly, the lead agency may also limit the scope of comments and responses by providing
notice identifying the significant revisions that were made and request that comments be confined to those
parts of the EIR. 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.5(f)(2).

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP = www.lbbslaw.com
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AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER’S OFFICE
4080 LEMON STREET, ROOM 19
PO. BOX 1089
RIVERSIDE, CA 92502-1089
PHONE (951) 955-3000

FAX (9561) 955-3012
www.rivcoag.org WEIGHTS & MEASURES DIVISION
2950 WASHINGTON STREET
PO. BOX 1480

JOHN SNYDER RIVERSIDE, CA 92502-1480
Agricultural Commissioner PHONE (951) 55-3030
Sedaler of Weights & Measures FAX (9561) 276-4728

TO: Greg Neal, Planning Department

FROM: Robeﬁ Mulherin, Deputy Agricultural Commissioner, Pesticide Use Enforcement
RE: Wine Country Church and School Project

DATE: May 19, 2011

Greg, per your request for a draft report by May 19, 2011, attached please find a document
addressing potential impacts associated with development located in proximity to agricultural
production areas, specifically, near winegrape production. Also attached is a summary of various

agricultural chemicals used on Temecula Valley vineyards within the last 3 years.



BACKGROUND May 19, 2011

Farmland is a vital economic resource to Riverside County supplying food, fiber and nursery plants to not
only the residents of Riverside County but throughout the country and the world. There is a rich and
varied assortment of agricultural commodities produced in Riverside County, including but not limited to
vegetables, field crops, citrus, avocados, table grapes and wine grapes. Agricultural production occurs in
four separate districts within Riverside County, (Riverside/Corona, San Jacinto/Temecula, Coachella
Valley and Palo Verde Valley) and contributes approximately 4 billion dollars to the economy of

Riverside County.

Within the San Jacinto/Temecula agricultural production area, wine grapes are produced on
approximately 2,000 acres. The wine grape industry and its connecting tourist industry contribute
approximately $100 million to the local and regional economy. Grapes are vulnerable to Pierce’s Discase
(PD), Xylella fastidiosa, a bacterial disease that is vectored by Glassy-winged Sharpshooter (GWSS). The
insect and bacterium are an ongoing threat to the vineyards in the Temecula Valley. During the late

1990s, the GWSS/PD complex resulted in a 40% vineyard loss and threatened the associated tourism

industry.

The Riverside County Board of Supervisors recognizes the value of the wine grape industry and its
contribution to the economy of Riverside County. In August 1999, the Board adopted Resolution Number
99-369 and a declared a local emergency for Riverside County due to the threat of GWSS/PD to wine
grape production and the connecting tourist industry. This Emergency Declaration has been renewed
every two weeks since it was adopted. In 2000, an area-wide management program was initiated within
the Temecula Valley through a Cooperative Agreement between the USDA and Riverside County, and
the University of California, Riverside to prevent the further spread of GWSS/PD. Under the area-wide

management program, grapes and citrus are treated with insecticides to control Glassy-winged



Sharpshooter which effectively diminishes the spread of Pierce’s Disease. The aggressive approach by the
wine grape industry to control GWSS/PD was instrumental in saving wine grape production in Riverside
County. Without these treatments, the wine grape growers would be in the same situation they were

facing in the late 1990s.

PESTICIDE USE RESTRICTIONS

In general, the use of agricultural chemicals near establishments such as schools and churches becomes
more difficult, whether they are conventional or organic, due to use restrictions contained in the
California Food and Agricultural Code, California Code of Regulations and the pesticide permit. There is
potential for adjacent growers to suffering damage to the crop or possibly losing it altogether. If the
nearby or adjacent agricultural operation is a vineyard, the vineyard operator risks having the vines

infected by Pierce’s Disease and eventually losing the vines.

When pesticides are applied, it must be done according to the directions and requirements listed on the
pesticide label. They must be applied safely and they must not be allowed to drift off site nor contaminate
public or private property. To aide in the safe application of pesticides, the Agricultural Commissioner
may impose permit/pesticide use conditions that are in addition to the laws and regulations govemning
pesticide use, in order to prevent “undue hazards™ associated with sensitive sites per Food and
Agricultural Code Section 14006.6. Each site that is proposed for treatment is evaluated individually to

determine what permit/pesticide use conditions will be required.

Due to past sitnations that have occurred in agriculture/urban interfaces, the Riverside County

Agricultural Commissioner’s has the following general pesticide use conditions:

e Buffer Zones
v do not make applications within 150 feet with a ground rig (or within 300 feet with an
aircraft) of sensitive sites, such as occupied residences or businesses or churches unless

occupants are contacted and permission is given in writing to apply closer;



v" do not make applications within 300 feet of field workers;

e  Schools — no foliar applications are allowed within % mile of a school (including daycare centers)
in session with a ground rig or within %2 mile with an aircraft.
v In session means during regularly scheduled class times.
v' Applications are allowed before/after school and during weekends, holidays and
vacations, provided that the school and school grounds are not being used for an event

such as a public event, meeting, sports activity, etc.

o Some pesticides, such as Sulfur Dust are difficult to control and contain during the application
due to the dust formulation; therefore, the application may not be allowed in certain areas.

Restrictions and conditions of use are on a site-by-site basis.

o The above restrictions do not apply to agricultural chemicals injected into a drip irrigation system

and do not apply to hand applied (backpack sprayer) foliar materials.

AGRICULTURAL/URBAN INTERFACE DISCUSSION

In California, increasing pressure has occurred on agriculture as suburban development has moved into
what were traditionally agricultural areas and Riverside County is no exception to this pressure. Some of
these new residents are often not as understanding nor accepting of farming activities and practices — the
noise of tractors, dust being generated during plowing and discing of fields, odors of animals, applications
of fertilizers and applications of pesticides. As a result, some agricultural operations are forced to amend

their farming practices and activities or cease their operations altogether.

One long-tem solution to this problem is effective land use planning. This could include boundaries for
urban growth and, where appropriate the use of buffer zones between urban and agricultural areas. If
farmland in Riverside County is to be maintained and agriculture is to remain a critical part of the
gconomy in Riverside County, consideration should be given to land use planning decisions that minimize

urban development/agricultural conflicts.



Riverside County recognizes the value of agriculture in Riverside County and realizes that when the
agricultural/urban interface occurs, agricultural operations are often the subject of nuisance complaints.
To address this issue, Ordinance No. 625 was adopted by Riverside County. This ordinance is commonly
known as the “Right to Farm Ordinance”. Its intent is to conserve, protect and encourage the
development, improvement, and continued viability of agricultural land, industries and agricultural
products in Riverside County while balancing the rights of farmers with the rights of non-farmers that
own, occupy or use land adjacent to agricultural areas. Another intent of this ordinance is to limit the

circumstances under which agricultural activities may be deemed to constitute a nuisance.

Attachments
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| EWIS 701 8 Sireet, Suife 1900

San Diego, California 92101
EE@E&%& Telephone: 619.233.1006
&SMITHLLP Fox: 619.233.8627
ATIORNEYS AT LAW  www.IDbslaw.com

SAMUEL C. ALHADEFF August 21, 2012 File No.
DirecT DiaL: (619) 699-4955 F023.01
E-MalL: SALHADEFF@LBBSLAW.COM

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Chairman John Snell

Riverside Co. Planning Department
P.0. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Re:  Wine Country Community Plan

Dear Chairman Sneli:

On behalf of Redhawk Investments, LLC, J To The 5", LLC, Jonatkim Enterprises
and Husmand Taghdri, the Applicants in this matter, we respectfully request you include
this submittal in the records of the Planning Commission for the Wine Country Draft
Proposals.

The Applicants’ position is very clear, the objectives are spelled out and itis a
request for a policy in the Proposed Wine Country area south of Temecula Parkway. The
Application speaks for itself and without going into any detail, the request is for
consideration that this area be either excluded from Wine Country with a policy as
suggested in the submittal or, if there is a Wine Country Proposal, that it includes the policy
that is based in this submittal.

Since you will have a number of speakers on Wednesday and time for those
speakers should be appropriately allocated, we are simply submitting on written record and
would be happy to answer any questions. It is the Applicants’ intention to request that we
contact each of the Commissioners to explain our point of view with regard to their subject

property.

ATLANEA,. = BEAUMONT = CHARLESTON » CHICAGO « DALLAS * FORTEAUDERDALE « HOUSTON + LA QUINTA « LAFAYETTE = LAS VEGAS + LOS ANGELES = MADISON COUNTY
NEW ORLEANS » NEW YORK = NEWARK * ORANGE COUNTY » PHOENIX + SACRAMENTO « SAN BERNARDING « SAN DIEGO « SAN FRANCISCO » TAMPA « TUCSON

4827-3445-3712.1



Chairman John Snell
Riverside Co. Planning Department
August 21, 2012

Page 2
""""" Thank you.
Very truly yours,
S\G-" M’-ﬂdﬂ-—/
Samuel C. Alhadeff of
_________ LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP
SCA:ch
cc.  John Petty, Vice Chairman
John Roth
Jan Zuppardo

Riverside County Clerk of the Board
County Administrative Center

- 4080 Lemon Street, 1st Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

e LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP » www.lbbslaw.com

— 4827-3449-3712.1



Subject: Wine County Community Plan

Applicants: Redhawk Investments, LLC
J To The 5", LLC
Jonatkim Enterprises
Husmand Taghdri

Assessor Parcels: 966-380-028, 966-380-029, 966-380-030,
966-380-031, 966-380-032

Property Location:

The subject property consists of 58 acres and is located at the southeast corner of Anza Road and
Santa Rita Road. It is located within a proposed Winery District in the very southern portion of
the proposed Wine Country Community Plan. See location map below.

4839-6657-0256.1



Objective:

Our objective is to present suggestions and alternatives based recent information and
presentations regarding the Wine Country Community Plan. For the record, we also hereby
incorporate the following prior submittals related to the subject property:

1) All written communications to the County, including communications to County
counsel, clerk and the Commission
2) All of our comments to the EIR.

Prior presentations by the County of Riverside have acknowledged potential conflicts and
mcompatibilities in this area between commercial winery uses and the adjacent Morgan Hill
residential community. A possible residential district, consisting of lots 5 acres or larger, has
been mentioned as an alternative to eliminate these concerns, however we believe that 5-acre lots
along in this area will not bring about the “long standing” County goals and objectives including
traffic/transportation goals for Anza Road.

Background:

Adjacent Development Plan Approvals

Several Medium Density residential development projects have been approved along Anza Road
immediately west of the proposed Winery District, as listed below:

The adjacent Morgan Hill Specific Plan, consisting of 1,129 single family residential
units, was approved in 2001 by the County of Riverside. Please note that the City of
Temecula also “approved™ this Project, even in view of their suggested urban limit line.

Adjacent Tentative Tract Map 32813, consisting of 59 single family residentjal units
(7200 SF, Min.), was approved by the County of Riverside 5/08/2007.

Adjacent Tentative Tract Map 32227, consisting of 104 single family residential units
(7200 SF, Min.), was approved by the County of Riverside 6/12/2007

Adjacent Tentative Tract Map 32778, consisting of 44 single family residential units
(7200 SF, Min.), was approved by the County of Riverside 10/2/2007.

Adjacent Tentative Tract Map 31597, consisting of 217 single family residential units
(7200 SF, Min.), was approved by the County of Riverside 4/10/2007

4839-6657-0256.1



Adjacent Tentative Tract Map 32627, consisting of 117 single family residential units
(7200 SF, Min.), was approved by the County of Riverside 12/5/2006.

Adjacent Tentative Tract Maps 34676 and 32988 are under consideration by the County
of Riverside.

All of these projects either “front” or are contiguous to existing residential projects on Anza
Road.

See Figure 1 on the following page for a map showing location of these approved projects.

4839-6657-0256.1



Highpointe
Tract 31597
217 Lots

DR Horton
Tract 32813
59 Lots
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Gorman
Tract 34676
19 Lots

._|_.§>U_n:o<m_vm:n__:m

APPROVED PROJECTS

]

x
0
-
"
Y
o
O
0
<
o
X
<
N
Z
<

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHIC OVERLA




Riverside County Approvals

The land within this proposed Winery District of the Wine Country Community Plan is primarily
designated as Rural Residential in the current (2004) Riverside County Integrated Plan (RCIP).
In addition, the Circulation Element of the (RCIP) designates Anza Road as a “Major Highway”
(see map below). The Circulation Element of the RCIP defines a Major Highway as a:

“Highway intended to serve property zoned for industrial and commercial uses,

or to serve through traffic. Intersections with other streets or highways may be
limited to approximately 660-foot intervals”.

Right of way requirement for a Major Highway is 118 feet, and lane description is:
“4 lanes, additional right of way may be required at intersections .

County traffic models rely on Anza Road to be built to this standard to insure that streets and
intersections will operate at acceptable levels of service in the future.
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When built, Anza Road will consist of four paved travel lanes, a raised or painted median, curb
and gutters, sidewalks and street lights. It will be a very urban street and will be out of place if
traversing a rural area with 5-acre lots or larger. See graphic below.

RW RW
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! SEE NOTE 3 SEE NOTE 3 |
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The existing adjacent development approvals leave Anza Road dangling without a connection
point and it is extremely unlikely that 5-acre zoning in this area will lead to the completion of
Anza Road. It is very clear that a more flexible zoning category is needed primarily to create a
transition buffer between 1) the suburban communities of Morgan Hill/Vail Ranch and large lot
rural properties to the east and 2) to facilitate the completion of Anza Road.

Physical Setting

The subject property is historically and currently an active citrus orchard, although water costs
may cause this farming actively to end in the near future. The property is located at the base of
foothills and within a small valley that generally follows/parallels Anza Road, as shown below.
Topography along Anza Road is fairly mild and conducive to medium density residential
housing.

Existing parcels along Anza Road typically range 15 to 20 acres, and larger. The adverse
economics of subdividing land that only yields 5-acre properties, combined with the additional
burden of being conditioned to construct Anza Road frontage improvements to Major Highway
standards will likely lead to 1) prolonged/delayed construction of Anza Road, and 2) property
owners who will be stuck indefinitely - unable to subdivide their property ..... a lose-lose
situation.

4839-6657-0256.1



Proposal:

Create a “South Anza Road Zoning Overlay” for the properties along Anza Road. This Overlay
can provide a transitional zone between the existing medium density residential properties in the
Morgan Hill/Vail Ranch Communities west of Anza Road, and large lot rural properties further
east of Anza Road. With the varying topography and natural watercourses, this valley has the

special

ingredients to be the setting for modern, eco-friendly, and sensitive development .

Benefits of the Overlay concept are both important and numerous, as listed below:

1)
2)
3)
4
%)
6)

7)

8)

9)
10)

11)

4839-6657-

Provides a density “middle ground” buffer between Medium Density Residential to the
west and large lot Rural Residential and Equestrian properties to the east.
Provides continuation and consistency with existing project approvals on Anza Road
Provides a gradual density reduction from: west to east
Facilitates the construction of Anza Road from its existing terminus east of EI Chimisal
Road to the future tie-in at State Highway 79 South
Eliminates conflict and incompatibilities between existing residences/existing project
approvals and proposed Winery District commercial uses
Eliminates conflicts and incompatibilities between existing residences and horse/animal
1ssues associated with 5-acre properties
Creates opportunity for modern, innovative and creative housing

a. Clustering to promote conservation of open space
Preservation/avoidance of watercourses
Preservation/avoidance of steep hillsides
Conservation of water resources
Creation of walking and hiking trails through naturally landscaped open spaces
Creation of a semi-rural lifestyle without the burdens of large lot maintenance and
irrigation expenses
Implements and is consistent with long standing County Transportation Policy
Recognizes and addresses to existing topography and land features and natural buffers.
Provides for diverse housing which will be consistent with the area and which
could/will recognize sustainability and compatibility with surrounding uses.
Avoids the adverse impacts and inconsistencies of a commercial use on existing and
pervasive “there first” residential areas.
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75 RNeIs1de County schools w1th]n Agnwlture Productloh Sites

Schools within ¥ Mile of Agricultural Production Sites

Coachella Valley District (Al are Public Schools)

I. Cesar Chavez Elementary
49601 Avenida De Oro
Coachella, CA 92236
(760) 398-2004

2. Coral Mountain Academy
51-375 Van Buren
Coachella, CA 92236

(760) 398-3525 (760) 398-1025

3. John Kelley Elementary 12. Westside Elementary
87-163 Center Street 82-225 Airport Blvd,
Thermal, CA 92274 Thermal, CA 92274

(760) 399-5101

. Saul Martinez Elementary

. Valle Del Sol Elementary

65-705 Johnson Street
Mecca, CA 92254
(760) 396-1935

51-433 Education Way
Coachella, CA 92236

(760) 399-5171

1. Palo Verde Valley High School
667 N. Lovekin Blvd.
Blythe, CA 92225
(760) 922-7148

2. Blythe Middle School
825 N. Lovekin Blvd.
Blythe, CA 92225
(760) 922-1300

3, Felix J. Appleby Elementary School
10321 Vernon Avenue
Blythe, CA 92225

Palo Verde Valley District (41l are Public Schools)

4, Las Palmitas Elementary 13. Bobby Duke Middle School (760) 922-7174
86-150 Avenue 66 85-358 Baghdad
Thermal, CA 92274 Coachells, CA 92236
(760) 397-2200 (760) 398-0139
5. Mecca Elementary 14, Cahuilla Desert Academy
65-250 Coahuilla Street 82-489 Avenue 52
Mecca, CA 92254 Coachella, CA 92236 : na Distri ivate Schools
(760) 3962143 (7609 398.0097 Riverside / Corona District (A/ are Private Schools)
6. Mountain Vista Elementary 15. Toro Canyon Middle School | 1. Bethel Christian School
49750 Hjorth St. 86-150 Avenue 66 2425 Van Buren Blvd.
Indio, CA 92201 Thermal, CA 92274 Riverside, CA 92503
(760) 775-6888 (7603972244 (951) 359-1123
7. Oasis Elementary 16. Coachella Valley High School —
88-175 Avenue 74 83-800 Airport Blvd. 2. Calvary Chapel Christian School
Thermal, CA 92274 Thermal, Ca 92274 11960 Pettit Street
(760) 397-4112 (760) 399-5183 Moreno Valley, CA 92555
8. Palm View Elementary 17. Desert Mirage High School (951) 485-6088
1390 Seventh Street 86-150 Avenue 66
Coachella, CA 92236 Thermal, CA 92274 3. Valley Christian Academy
(760) 398-2861 (760) 397-2255 26755 Alessandro Blvd.
9. College of the Desert - Mecca / Thermal Center Moreno Valley, CA 92555
61-120 Buchanan Street (951) 242-5683
Thermal, CA 92274 (760) 396-1302
San Jacinto / Temecula District ( Includes Public, Private and Charter Schools)
| e. Harvest Valley Watson
| ***=Private School f.  Hans Christensen Sherman
| - . . Heritage High School Briggs
1. Hemet Unified School District (Public & Private Schools) g . ) )
Sch ame ' Street Location of School h. Menifee Elementary/Middle School Garboni
i.  Morrison Elementary School Bradley
:— gﬂw-‘“’“ E:“gfnw 505500111- i ‘;" M;{“j" j.  Mount San Jacinto Junior College Antelope Road
. Cottonwaoo! lementary School — age Rd. H
¢. Diamond Valley Middle School - Chambers i‘ ga]‘fl':l’a Eg"y High School f“’.d'ley
d. McSweeney Elementary School - Chambers £ DULOEr: ge unipero 1
e. Tahquitz High School - Commonwealth m. Mesa View Heritage Lake Dr.
f. Valle Vista Elementary School - E. Mayberry n. Romoland Elementary School Antelope Road
g. Valle Vista Christian School *** E. Florida o. Evans Ranch Evans
h. West Valley High School - Mustang Way . .
i. Winchester Elementary School - Winchester Rd. p. Ok Meadows Pointsettia
2. Moreno Valley Unified School District (Public Schools) 6, Nuview School District (Public Schools)
School Nam Street Location School Name Street Location
a.  Vista del Lago High School Lasselle a. Mountain Shadows Middle School Reservoir
v i o b. Nuview Bridge Reservoir
. | District (Public Schools, :
3 Mumemsggffd A CHS:,];“ fairict (Fublic:Scheets) Street Location ¢.  Nuevo Elementary School Lakeview
d. Valleyview Elementary School Contour
a. Lisa Mails Elementary & Middle School Briggs )
b.  Vista Murricta High School Clinton Keith 7. San Jacinto Unified School District (Public & Private Schools)
4. Perris / Val Verde Unified School District (Public Sckools) Schaol Name ifreet Location
School Name fia tion
a. Clayton Record Elementary School Malaga
a.  Avalon Elementary School E. Rider b. DeAnza Elementary School DeAnza Drive
b E:L‘:s“:h&lss;ﬂﬂs“g Sl'v‘h°°1 ‘z;:l‘ldﬂ c. Estudillo Elementary School Las Rosas
& ide Midcle Senog mut d. Noli Indian School *** Soboba Road
d. Nan Sanders El School N. A Street ? p .
e. Si::maélism Ele:?a:rt'at:ySc;oZT Sherman © e. Mount San J acinto J‘umor College Smtgl Street
f.  Skyview Elementary School Mildred f.  North Mountaain Middle School E. 7" Street
g. Val Verde High School 'W. Morgan g San Jacinto Valley Academy N. San Jacinto
i h. Val Verde Elementary School Indian
f i.  State Preschool S. A Street 8. Temecula Unified School District (Public & Private Schools)
| 5. Menifee/Romoland Unified School District (Public & Private Schools) School Name Street Location
; Schaol Name Street Location
: a.  Abbey Reinke Elementary School Sunny Meadows
; a. Bell Mountain La Ladera b. French Valley Elementary School Cady Road
| b. Calle Kirpatrick Reviere c. St Jean's *** Ave. Lestonac
| c. Freedom Crest Elementary School Menifee Road d T ula Vailey Chart Wash]
; d. Good Shepard *** Newport Road - “Bemeowia v alley er ngton
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Law Office of Andrew K. Rauch

12526 High Bluff Drive, Suite #300
San Diego, CA 92130

Telephone (858) 792-3408
Facsimile (858) 792-3409

August 21,2012

Riverside County Planning Commission
County of Riverside Administrative Center
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor

P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502

Attention: Mary Stark, Planning Commission Secretary
E-mail: mestark@retlma.org

RE: Objections of David B. and Jaleh Firooz to Proposed Wine Country Community Plan
Dear Chairman Snell and Honorable Commissioners:

This office represents David B. Firooz and Jaleh Firooz, owners of two parcels (APNs
951230008-0 and 951230009-1) totaling approximately 7.12 acres in the proposed plan area.
The Firooz family opposes adoption of the plan for all of the objections asserted by others in
opposition. In the alternative, the Firooz family asks that its property be excluded from the Plan.

I understand that it is the recommendation of County Staff that the hearing on the adoption of the
Plan will be continued. Accordingly, this letter is written only as a summary of the opposition of
the Firooz family and they reserve the right to present other information as may be required at
future meetings.

Additionally, the Firooz family desires to make the Commission aware that a large portion of its
frontage along Anza Road was condemned by a utility company for a temporary 5-year easement
to facilitate the installation of a new pipeline in the Anza Road right of way.

As required by Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and Article I of the Constitution of the
State of California, the Firooz family was compensated for the temporary taking of a portion of
their property rights. Soon after the condemnation lawsuit was settled, officials from the County
of Riverside indicated a desire to permanently acquire a similar portion of the Firooz property to
widen and improve Anza Road.

Instead of proceeding by way of eminent domain, the County now seeks to acquire the property
rights of the Firooz family through the Community Plan, The Plan impermissibly seeks to
acquire property rights without providing compensation to the property owners.
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Essentially, the County seeks to downzone the subject property, devaluing it, to facilitate this
improper acquisition. Thus, the County seeks to acquire the property through zoning ordinance
or vastly depreciate the property value before the eminent domain proceeding is commenced,
This is an improper use of governmental powers to deprive the Firooz family of their
constitutionally protected right to just compensation.

The Firooz property is surrounded by existing residential uses the County says are incompatible with
the proposed winery use. This property has been zoned for residential use for decades, long before
any wineries in the area. The property was purchased before any zoning change was proposed and
was intended for further development consistent with the current (pre-Plan) zoning.

The Firooz family has invested in Riverside County with the intent to improve the property. Now the
County seeks to destroy this investment and the plans of this family.

The County's assertion that property owners can continue to use their property consistent with
their existing zoning is a sham. Even ministerial approvals will require processing of zone
change applications with technical and environmental studies. Moreover, in specific staff review
of the Firooz family parcels, the admission has now been made that subdivision of the parcels
authorized under current zoning will be eliminated under the proposed Plan.

Set back areas would be greatly increased where now the neighbors on adjoining parcels have
built structures within five feet of the property line. The Firooz family will be the only property
in the immediate area that will be required to comply with the onerous new regulations.

As others have stated, the Plan, as currently proposed, would result in significant adverse
environmental and economic impacts that are not disclosed in the Project documnents and are not
analyzed or mitigated in the Program EIR. We reiterate the request that the County remove the
Firooz family's property from the Wine Country Community Plan boundary.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

drew K. Rauch
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August 22, 2012

VIA EMAIL and FACSIMILE

Riverside County Planning Commission
County of Riverside Administrative Center
4080 Lemon Street, 12" floor

P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502

Attn: Mary Stark, Planning Commission Secretary
Email: mcstark@rctlma.org

Re: SUMMARY OF CURES’ OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED WINE COUNTRY
COMMUNITY PLAN

Dear Chairman Snell and Honorable Commissioners:

This public comment is submitted on behalf of Citizens United for Resources and
the Environment, Inc. (“CURE”), a 501(c)(3) that supports sustainable agriculture through
long-term water management practices, habitat protection and environmental justice.
CURE was founded in 1997, and has weighed in on a number of issues directly related to
land use in Riverside County. CURE has been a strong proponent of the State of California
living up to its commitment to fund the Salton Sea. More recently, we have worked with the
Riverside County Farm Bureau and with the County Water Commission on a task force
addressing use of recycled water on citrus due to boron.

CURE has reviewed the Wine County Community Plan (“Plan”) and related Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) and raises the concerns stated herein. CURE
reserves the right to supplement these comments in the future and to respond to some of
the issues that the Planning Commission raised at the Planning Commission Hearing on
August 22, 2012.

1. Impact to Water Supply.

CURE is concerned that the EIR does not adequately consider
water availability under today’s current conditions. The EIR
calculations show there is a potential water demand increase of
approximately 10,336 acre-feet/year (38%) above current
demand. Table 7 shows the RCWD’s water supply exceeds

Citizens United for Resources and The Environment, Inc. ~ 2873 Rumsey Drive, Riverside, CA 92506 (951) 784-7628 www.cureqroup.org





