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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 

jroth
Sticky Note
Control of noise from special occasion facilities is one of the most important issues to a successful Wine Country plan.  Implementation of a comprehensive and enforceable Good Neighbor policy will be necessary to ensure harmony within the area.
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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. 

 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.   

 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:  

 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.  

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

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

Impact 4.12-3: Local Noise 
Standards 

Would the project expose 
persons to or result in the 
generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impact.  Refer to Mitigation Measures NOI-1 
through NOI-6, above.   

Impact 4.12-4: Groundborne 
Noise and Vibration 

Would the project result in the 
exposure of persons to or 
generation excessive ground-
borne vibration or ground-borne 
noise levels?  

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

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: 

 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).  

 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. 

 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 
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vibration levels during pile driving and impact 
activities in the vicinity of the historic structures. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Would the project result in 
cumulative impacts associated 
with implementation of the Wine 
Country Community Plan? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impact.  Refer to Mitigation Measures NOI-1 
through NOI-7, above.   

Public Services, Recreation, and Utilities 
Impact 4.13-1: Law Enforcement 

Would the Project result in 
substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically 
altered law enforcement 
facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives?   

Less than 
Significant 

No additional mitigation is necessary. 

Impact 4.13-2: Fire Protection 
Services  

Would the Project result in 
substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically 
altered fire protection facilities, 
the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other 
performance objectives? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impact. 

PSU FIRE - 1 All implementing projects requiring a traffic 
impact analysis (TIA) shall analyze the project-related 
traffic’s impact on emergency service response times.  
Implementing projects shall participate in a land 
acquisition and fire facility construction program, as 
necessary, to ensure adequate response times, as 
determined by the Riverside County Fire Department 
(RCFD). 

PSU FIRE - 2 All implementing projects shall participate in a 
fire mitigation fee program pursuant to County 
Ordinance No. 659, Development Impact Fees, which 
would allow one-time capital improvements such as 
land and equipment purchases (e.g,. fire suppression 
equipment) and construction development. 

PSU FIRE - 3 Prior to the approval of any implementing 
project for lands adjacent to open space areas, a fire 
protection/vegetation management plan (fuel 
modification plan) shall be submitted to the Fire 
Department for review and approval.  Provision shall 
be made as part of the development entitlement 
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process for a Home Owners Association (HOA) or other 
appropriate management entity to be responsible for 
maintaining the elements of the plan, including the 
power to assess HOA fees or other fees required to 
fund the maintenance activity. 

PSU FIRE - 4 Flag lots will not be permitted without 
adequate secondary access or alternative measures as 
deemed appropriate by the Fire Chief. 

PSU FIRE - 5 For those residential areas planned for rural 
residential estate lots, the proponent of the 
implementing project shall ensure the construction of 
water lines and hydrants (and maintain sufficient water 
pressure) per current applicable fire code to ensure 
adequate fire protection. 

Impact 4.5-3: Public Education  

Would the Project result in 
substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically 
altered school facilities, the 
construction of which could 
cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other 
performance objectives? 

Less than 
Significant 

No additional mitigation is necessary. 

Impact 4.13-4: Libraries  

Would the Project result in 
substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically 
altered library facilities, the 
construction of which could 
cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other 
performance objectives? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impacts.  No mitigation proposed. 

Impact 4.13-5: Parks and 
Recreation 

Would the Project increase the 

Less than 
Significant 
with 

PSU REC-1 All implementing projects within the Project 
area shall participate in any future trails phasing and 
financing plan being developed by the County.  

jroth
Sticky Note
If schools are permitted, nearby wineries will not be able to apply pesticides or other means of protecting their investment.  Assuming no schools are permitted, how will children of local residents be transported to school?
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use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration 
of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

Mitigation PSU REC-2 Prior to the approval of any implementing 
project within the Project area, a park and recreational 
facilities dedication plan or fee-in-lieu shall be 
submitted to the County Regional Recreation and Parks 
District for review and approval.  This includes at 
minimum the “half-width” dedication of trail right-of-
way (ROW) for any trails bordering a proposed 
implementing project, and full dedication and/or 
construction of trails traversing a proposed 
implementing project.  Where private recreational 
facilities are proposed, provision shall be made as part 
of the development entitlement process for a HOA or 
other appropriate management entity to be 
responsible for maintaining the elements of the plan, 
including the power to assess HOA fees or other fees 
required to fund the maintenance activity.  

PSU REC-3 To the extent feasible, the County Regional 
Recreation and Park District should work to negotiate 
joint use agreements with the Temecula Valley Unified 
School District for the joint use of school recreational 
facilities including playing fields, to contribute to the 
supply of public parks located within reach of residents 
of the Project area. 

Impact 4.13-6: Water and Water 
Supply 

Would the Project have sufficient 
water supplies available to serve 
the project with existing 
entitlements and resources or 
are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

Or 

Would the Project require or 
result in the construction of new 
water treatment facilities or the 
expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental 
effects? 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

PSU WATER-1 All implementing projects shall be required to 
use graywater as a water conserving system (Riverside 
County Policy OS 2.1). 

PSU WATER-2 All implementing projects shall be required to 
use California-friendly, drought-resistant landscaping 
and landscape irrigation improvements consistent with 
County Ordinance No. 859 and Riverside County Policy 
OS 2.3 in consideration of Rancho California Water 
District Budget Based Tiered Rate Program. 

PSU WATER-3 All implementing projects shall be required to 
use graywater advanced water conservation pursuant 
to the intent of Riverside County Policy OS 2.5 through 
implementation of at least the following best 
management practices: 

 Irrigation systems shall be designed, maintained, 
and managed to meet or exceed an irrigation 
system efficiency of 80%.  

 The capacity of the irrigation system shall not 
exceed peak system capacity to meet crop-specific 
water requirements, water meter capacity, and 

jroth
Sticky Note
Assuming schools are not permitted within the plan area, how far will local residents be required to drive to reach an active park?
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backflow preventer device capacity. 
 Irrigation systems shall be designed to prevent 

runoff, overspray, and low-head drainage. 
 Irrigation systems shall be designed to ensure the 

dynamic pressure at each emission device is within 
the manufacturers recommended pressure range 
for optimum performance. 

 Irrigation systems shall be designed to include a 
device(s), which provides site-specific soil moisture 
and/or evapotranspiration data that can be used to 
schedule irrigation events effectively. 

 Care shall be taken to design irrigation systems so 
that irrigation blocks are contained within areas of 
uniform soil texture and solar orientation. 

 Irrigation shall be scheduled to apply water at or 
below crop-specific water requirements. 

 Crops with different water needs shall be irrigated 
separately. 

Impact 4.13-7: Wastewater  

Would the project require or 
result in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental 
effects? 

Or 

 Would the project result in a 
determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves 
or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve 
the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the providers 
existing commitments? 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Refer to Mitigation Measure HYD-2 above.   

PSU SEWER-1 Interim to sewer services in this region, all 
implementing projects proposed for construction in the 
Project area shall provide onsite wastewater treatment 
to meet compliance with the Basin Plan Groundwater 
Quality Objectives, as well as, additional conditions for 
salinity management to the satisfaction of the County 
Department of Environmental Health and the San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(SDRWQCB). 

PSU SEWER-2 All implementing projects shall make a fair 
share contribution toward proposed sewer 
improvements, as set forth in the phasing and financing 
plan being developed by EMWD. In addition, all 
implementing projects shall be responsible for 
extending sewer lines from available trunk lines as a 
condition of approval for the project.   

Impact 4.13-8: Solid Waste  

Would the project be served by a 
landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal 
needs? 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

PSU WASTE-1 All implementing project proponents shall 
make every effort feasible to recycle, reuse, and/or 
reduce the amount of construction and demolition 
materials (i.e., concrete, asphalt, wood, etc.) generated 
by implementing projects of the Project that would 
otherwise be taken to a landfill. This diversion of waste 
must exceed a 50 percent reduction by weight. The 

jroth
Sticky Note
This discussion seems to center on construction and hazardous waste and not solid waste from the wineries, equestrian and residential areas.  The discussion should include these areas and ID the landfill that will accept the solid wastes.
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project shall complete the Riverside County Waste 
Management Department Construction and Demolition 
Waste Diversion Program Form B or and Form C 
process as evidence to ensure compliance. Form B 
(Recycling Plan) must be submitted and approved by 
the Riverside County Waste Management Department 
and provided to the Department of Building and Safety 
prior to the issuance of building permits. Form C 
(Reporting Form) must be approved by the Riverside 
County Waste Management Department and 
submitted to the Department of Building and Safety 
prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy/final 
inspection. 

PSU WASTE-2 All implementing project proponents shall 
dispose of any hazardous wastes, including paint, used 
during construction and grading at a licensed facility in 
accordance with local, state, and federal guidelines. 

PSU WASTE-3 All implementing projects with a residential 
Homeowners Association (HOA) shall establish green 
waste recycling through its yard maintenance or waste 
hauling contracts. Green waste recycling includes such 
things as grass recycling (where lawn clippings from a 
mulching-type mower are left on the lawn) and on- or 
off-site composting. This measure shall be 
implemented to reduce green waste going to landfills. 
If such services are not available through the yard 
maintenance or waste haulers in the area, the 
implementing project’s HOA shall provide individual 
homeowners with information about ways to recycle 
green waste individually and collectively and provisions 
shall be included in the CC&R’s. 

PSU WASTE-4 Prior to issuance of Building Permits for any 
commercial or agricultural facilities, clearance from the 
Riverside County Waste Management Department is 
needed to verify compliance with California Solid 
Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 (AB 1327), 
which requires the local jurisdiction to require 
adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable 
materials. 

PSU WASTE-5 Prior to implementing project approval, 
applicant(s) shall submit for review and approval 
landscape plans that provide for the use of xeriscape 
landscaping to the extent feasible and consistent with 
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the Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan 
Design Guidelines and provide for the use of drought 
tolerant low maintenance vegetation in all landscaped 
areas of the Project. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Would the project result in 
cumulative impacts associated 
with implementation of the Wine 
Country Community Plan? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impact. Refer to Mitigation Measures PSU FIRE 1 
through 3; PSU REC 1 through 3; PSU WATER 1 through 3; PSU 
SEWER 1 through 2; and PSU WASTE 1 through 5; above. 

Traffic and Circulation 
Impact 4.15-1: Conflict with an 
Applicable Plan, Ordinance, or 
Policy 

Would the project conflict with 
an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation 
system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-
motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited 
to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impact. Refer to mitigation measures TRF-1 
through TRF-3, below. 

Impact 4.15-2: Conflict with 
Congestion Management 
Program 

Would the project conflict with 
an applicable congestion 
management program, including, 
but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards 
established by the county 
congestion management agency 
for designated roads or 
highways? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impact. 

TRF-1 Proposed implementing projects within the Project area 
shall be required to complete a comprehensive 
transportation impact assessment consistent with 
County Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) guidelines.  
To be consistent with the Project, all analyses shall 
utilize the Wine Country Traffic Demand Forecasting 
(TDF) model to forecast cumulative impacts associated 
with the implementing projects. 

TRF-2 The County shall require wineries and equestrian 
facilities to prepare a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) 
for County’s review and approval for large special 
events, including but not limited to weddings, concerts, 



              

1.0 Executive Summary  
 
 

 
Riverside County Planning Department  December 1, 2011  
Wine Country Community Plan Program EIR No. 524  Page | 1.0-41  

Impact Statement Significance Mitigation Measure 

 festivals, and equestrian events.  The TMP shall provide 
detail such as traffic management strategies (such as 
traffic coordinators, event signage, staggered 
arrival/departure times, etc) for events that cause a 
substantial increase of vehicles entering or exiting the 
Project during a small period of time.  The TMP may 
also be required to include parking strategies to aid 
traffic management such as a drop-off/pick-up zone 
and/or offsite shuttle arrangements, including potential 
use of the City of Temecula’s old town parking structure 
on Main Street. 

TRF-3 The County shall implement a Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) 
Program for the Project area.  This Program shall collect 
fair share contributions toward identified mitigation 
measures (as outlined in the WCP Fair Share and 
Phasing Assessment conducted by Fehr and Peers) 
within the Project area and within the City of Temecula, 
and the County shall enter into an agreement with the 
City of Temecula to implement the identified 
improvements.  Implementing projects shall also make 
fair share contributions to revise the Adaptive Traffic 
Signal Timing Program through the above-mentioned 
TIF as well, for those intersection locations that would 
experience improved levels of service with 
implementation of this Program.  In addition, 
implementing projects shall also make fair share 
contributions for the Transportation Uniform Mitigation 
Fee (TUMF) Program for those facilities that are eligible 
for improvements through the TUMF Program. 

 Although participation in these Programs would reduce 
the impacts to most locations to a less than significant 
level, some measures are considered infeasible, and the 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  The 
specific locations, impact levels, identified 
improvements, and basis for those locations that would 
experience significant and unavoidable impacts, are 
described below. 

 Roadways 

 Impacts to the following roadways would be less than 
significant following implementation of the identified 
improvements: 

 Anza Road south of Rancho California Road (widen 

jroth
Sticky Note
There are so many improvements listed that a comprehensive phasing/funding time line needs to be prepared to allow the improvements to be implemented in a logical and timely manner.
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from two to four lanes) 

 The following roadway segment improvements are also 
recommended; however, these were found to be 
potentially infeasible as discussed above in Impact 4.14-
2, and therefore, impact levels would remain significant 
and unavoidable: 

 Rancho California Road West of Anza (widen from 
two to four lanes); however, widening would be 
inconsistent with policy and plan direction for the 
Project. 

 Rancho California Road East of Anza (widen from 
two to four lanes); however, widening would be 
inconsistent with policy and plan direction for the 
Project. 

 I-15 from south of SR-79 to north of Rancho 
California Road (freeway expansion); however, 
remaining funding has not yet been identified and 
there is limited right-of-way in the corridor for 
freeway expansion. 

 I-15 Freeway ramps to Rancho California 
(northbound on and off ramps/southbound off 
ramp); however, the remaining funding has not yet 
been identified and there is limited right-of-way in 
the corridor for ramp expansion. 

Intersections  

Impacts to the following intersections would be less 
than significant following implementation of the 
identified improvements: 

 Winchester Road at Ynez Road (optimize cycle 
length and signal timing splits) 

 Temecula Parkway at I-15 Southbound Ramps 
(optimize cycle length and signal timing splits for 
LOS D, and add second southbound left- and right-
turn lanes for LOS C)  

 Margarita Road at Rancho Vista Road (add a second 
westbound through lane) 

 Margarita Road at Pauba Road (add a second 
westbound through lane) 

 Butterfield Stage Road at La Serena Way (install a 
traffic signal) 

 Butterfield Stage Road at Rancho California Road 
(install a large roundabout, two to three lanes per 
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approach with bypass right-turn lanes, or widen 
intersection) 

 Butterfield Stage Road at Rancho Vista Road (install 
traffic signal) 

 Butterfield Stage Road at Pauba Road (optimize 
signal timings) 

 Butterfield Stage Road at Temecula Parkway (re-
stripe the southbound approach to include two left-
turn lanes, add a westbound right-turn lane with 
overlap right-turn phase) 

 La Serena Way at Rancho California Road (install a 
two-lane roundabout) 

 Calle Contento at Rancho California Road (install a 
two-lane roundabout) 

 Anza Road at Borel Road (future) (install a traffic 
signal) 

 Anza Road at Buck Road (future) (install traffic 
signal) 

 Anza Road at Rancho California Road (install a large 
roundabout  with a minimum of two lanes on each 
approach) 

 Anza Road at Madera de Playa (install a traffic 
signal and widen the intersection) 

 Anza Road at Pauba Road (install a traffic signal and 
widen the intersection) 

 Anza Road at De Portola Road (install a traffic signal 
and widen the intersection) 

 Anza Road at Temecula Parkway (install a traffic 
signal and widen the intersection) 

 Rancho California Road at Camino del Vino (install a 
traffic signal and add a southbound left-turn lane, 
or install a single-lane roundabout) 

 Rancho California Road at Monte De Oro (install a 
two-lane roundabout) 

The following intersection improvements are also 
recommended; however, these were found to be 
potentially infeasible as discussed above in Impact 
4.14-2, and therefore, impact levels would remain 
significant and unavoidable: 

 Winchester Road at Nicolas Road (widen 
Winchester Road to an 8-lane facility; add a second 
southbound left-turn lane; add a northbound and 
southbound dedicated right-turn lane; and provide 
an overlap right-turn phase for the northbound and 
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westbound right-turn movements); however, there 
is development on all four quadrants of this 
intersection which limits the ability to widen the 
roadway. 

 Rancho California Road at Ynez Road (two left-turn 
lanes, three through lanes and a right-turn lane at 
the northbound approach; two left-turn lanes, 
three through lanes and dual right-turn lanes [with 
overlap right-turn phasing] at the southbound and 
westbound approaches; and three left-turn lanes, 
three through lanes and a right-turn lane [with 
overlap right-turn phasing] at the eastbound 
approach); however, there is development on all 
four quadrants of this intersection resulting in 
limited right-of-way, and the improvements would 
encroach onto the adjacent pond/park on the 
southwest quadrant.  

 Winchester Road at I-15 Northbound Ramps (signal 
modifications to allow “free” westbound right-turn 
movement; and add a second dedicated 
northbound right-turn lane); however, the 
remaining funding outside of the TIF has not been 
guaranteed.  In addition, this ramp is controlled by 
Caltrans and is in the City of Temecula; as such, the 
County cannot guarantee implementation of this 
improvement. 

 Margarita Road at Rancho California Road (add two 
left-turn lanes, two through lanes and a dedicated 
right-turn lane); however, this intersection is 
controlled by the City of Temecula and the County 
cannot guarantee implementation of this 
improvement. 

 Los Caballos Road at Temecula Parkway (install a 
traffic signal); however, given the rural nature of 
this area, this intersection will remain unsignalized 
in the future. 

 Camino del Vino at Glen Oaks Road (install a traffic 
signal); however, given the rural nature of this area, 
this intersection will remain unsignalized in the 
future. 

 Camino del Vino at Monte De Oro (install a traffic 
signal); however, given the rural nature of this area, 
this intersection will remain unsignalized in the 
future. 

 De Portola Road at Pauba Road (install a traffic 
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signal); however, given the rural nature of this area, 
this intersection will remain unsignalized in the 
future. 

 Pauba Road at Temecula Parkway (install a traffic 
signal); however, given the rural nature of this area, 
this intersection will remain unsignalized in the 
future. 

Impact 4.15-3: Air Traffic 
Patterns 

Would the project result in a 
change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in 
substantial safety risks?  

Less than 
Significant 

No additional mitigation is necessary. 

Impact 4.15-4: Design Features 

Would the project substantially 
increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g. farm 
equipment)?  

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

TRF-4 All future transportation related improvements in the 
Project area shall be consistent with the County 
ordinances (i.e. Ordinance No. 348, 460, 461, 499, 512, 
585 etc.) and the Project (i.e., revised SWAP Figure 7 – 
Circulation Network, development standards of the 
implementing zones, Temecula Valley Wine Country 
Design Guidelines, etc.).  All implementing project 
designs, including site access points, turning lanes, etc. 
shall be reviewed by the County Transportation 
Department staff to determine that proposals are 
consistent with appropriate design standards.   

Impact 4.15-5: Emergency 
Access 

Would the project result in 
inadequate emergency access? 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

TRF-5 All implementing projects in the Project area shall be 
reviewed by appropriate emergency services personnel 
to ensure adequate emergency access is provided, as 
part of the County’s discretionary application review 
process. 

 
Impact 4.15-6: Public Transit 

Would the project conflict with 
adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease 
the performance of safety of 
such facilities? 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

No additional mitigation is necessary. 
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Impact Statement Significance Mitigation Measure 

Cumulative Impacts  

Would the project result in 
cumulative impacts associated 
with implementation of the Wine 
Country Community Plan? 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Unavoidable impact. 
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1.6 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

While the specific mitigation measures summarized above would reduce the level of many significant 
impacts to a less than significant level, the Draft EIR identified the following areas where, after 
implementation of feasible mitigation, the Project may nonetheless result in impacts which cannot be 
fully mitigated.  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.  These potential benefits will be set forth in a “Statement of Overriding Considerations”, 
which is required by CEQA prior to approving a project with unavoidable significant impacts.  In addition, 
as discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed “Project”, while representing a substantial increase in new 
development compared to existing conditions, it is considerably less dense than currently allowed in the 
County’s General Plan Policies and zoning classifications. 

PROJECT IMPACTS 

Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

While the Project policies and implementing 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 which allows up to 25 percent of a subject site to be developed with 
winery and other associated facilities (e.g., delicatessens, tasting rooms, special event facilities, etc.). 

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

Air Quality 

Unavoidable significant impacts have been identified for Project-level and cumulative air quality impacts 
related to construction and operations activities (i.e., stationary and mobile source emissions) as well as 
air quality impacts on sensitive receptors.   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Implementation and compliance with the County’s policies will ensure that impacts from GHG emissions 
are minimized.  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.   

Compliance with proposed County of Riverside 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 these features and measures would meaningfully 
reduce Project GHG emissions and are 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, 
both at the Project level and cumulative level, are still potentially significant and unavoidable, due to the 
overall increase in emissions as compared to existing conditions. 
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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 the Wine Country, particularly for existing sensitive receptors.  This unavoidable impact will be 
reduced through compliance with policies, ordinances and Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-6 
noted above, 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.  

Public Services and Utilities 

Fire Protection Services 

Implementation of the Project would have a cumulative adverse 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 developers is uncertain.  Accordingly, even with the implementation of 
the proposed mitigation, the Project could result in an indirect, cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a potentially significant cumulative impact. 

Libraries 

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 the Temecula area.  Therefore, implementing projects within the Project area would 
make an indirect but cumulatively considerable contribution to that existing deficiency, resulting in a 
potentially significant cumulative impact on library facilities and services. 

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 improving affected roadway segments 
and intersections through a Community Facilities District (CFD) financing plan, as well as a fair share 
contribution, which would allow the 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 Luiseño Indians and/or Caltrans, the County cannot guarantee implementation of the 
identified improvements.  In addition, remaining funding outside the CFD 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. 
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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.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Air Quality 

Unavoidable significant impacts have been identified for Project-level and cumulative air quality impacts 
related to construction and operations activities (i.e., stationary and mobile source emissions) as well as 
air quality impacts on sensitive receptors.  If the County of Riverside approves the Project, the County 
shall be required to adopt findings of fact in accordance with Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines, as 
well as adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations in accordance with Section 15093 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Implementation and compliance with the County’s policies will ensure that impacts from GHG emissions 
are minimized.  However, 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.   Compliance with proposed County of Riverside 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 these features and measures would 
meaningfully reduce Project GHG emissions and are 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, both at the Project level and cumulative level, are still potentially significant and 
unavoidable, due to the overall increase in emissions as compared to existing conditions. 

Noise 

Buildout of the Project 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.  The Project 
may result in significant stationary source impacts, even with implementation of mitigation measures 
and applicable policies and ordinances.   

Public Services and Utilities 

The Project may, in combination with existing conditions and other future implementing projects, result 
in unavoidable significant cumulative impacts in the areas of fire protection services and library services. 
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Traffic 

The Project may, in combination with existing conditions and other future implementing projects, 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.   

1.7 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  

This is a summary of the Project alternatives described in Section 6.0, Alternatives, which contains a 
detailed discussion. The Project alternatives have been designed to achieve the Project objectives and to 
minimize/reduce/alleviate identified environmental impacts, or were specifically requested for 
consideration during the preparation of the EIR. 

The Project alternatives considered in EIR No. 524 are: 

 No Project/Existing General Plan Policies and Zoning Classifications Alternative  
 Reduced Density (25% Reduction) Alternative 

Alternatives rejected from further consideration: 

 Pending General Plan Amendments Approval Alternative (“Pending Amendments Alternative”) 
 Alternative Location Alternative 
 One Policy Area / One Zone Alternative 
 No Build Scenario/Existing Condition Alternative 

Descriptions of the first three rejected alternatives (i.e., Pending General Plan Amendments Approval, 
Alternative Location, and One Policy/One Zone Alternatives) are provided in Section 6.4 of this Draft EIR.  
However, a description of the No Build Scenario/Existing Condition Alternative is provided, as it 
describes the CEQA baseline against which the Project is analyzed (an alternative in which only existing 
development occupies the site). 

NO BUILD SCENARIO/EXISTING CONDITION ALTERNATIVE 

The No Build Scenario/Existing Condition Alternative (“No Build Scenario”) assumes that the future 
implementing projects envisioned under the Project would not occur, and the Project site would remain 
in its existing condition.  This alternative assumes the breakdown of land use acreages listed in Table 
3.0-1, Existing Land Use Acreages, provided in the Project Description.  Essentially, this alternative 
assumes that only the existing development that is presently on the ground would occupy the Project 
site into the future. 

No additional implementing projects would be considered/approved/developed within the Project site. 
The existing wineries, residential, equestrian and vacant, open space would remain, and property 
owners may continues to utilize their parcel as they are currently being used. 

It is important to note that this alternative does not reflect the future growth envisioned in the 
Southwest Area Plan, existing Citrus Vineyard Policy Area, or the Project objectives.  The site is currently 
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designated for development in a manner relatively similar to the Project (albeit with more development 
intensity and density and more incompatibility in land uses).  The County’s General Plan reflects this 
designation, and there have been no indications by County staff, elected officials or the public through 
the EIR scoping process that there is a desire to preserve the site in its current state and without 
additional infrastructure support. 

The No Build Alternative does not meet many of the basic Project objectives because it does not 
implement a comprehensive and cohesive plan for the physical and economic development of the 
Project area, does not enhance the Wine Country region’s viniculture potential, rural lifestyle and 
equestrian activities, does not continue to allow for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities, 
does not coordinate where and under what circumstances future growth should be accommodated, and 
does not develop provisions to ensure that future growth is balanced and coordinated with appropriate 
public services, infrastructure and other basic necessities for a healthy, livable community. 

It does not provide for adequate water distribution, sewer, flood control, circulation, and water quality 
improvements.  The No Build Alternative would also be inconsistent with the County General Plan, 
would fail to provide increased revenue, employment and entertainment opportunities within the 
County, and would not provide the various infrastructure and service improvements associated with the 
Project.  For these reasons, this Alternative is not under consideration by the County. 

NO PROJECT/EXISTING GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS ALTERNATIVE  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, the No Project Alternative for a project on an identifiable property 
or set of properties consists of the circumstance under which the project does not proceed.  Section 
15126.6(e)(3)(A) of the Guidelines states that, “when the project is the revision of an existing land use or 
regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the ‘no project’ alternative will be the continuation of the 
existing plan...”  For purposes of this analysis, the No Project/Existing General Plan Policies and Zoning 
Classifications Alternative (“No Project Alternative”) assumes this condition.  Accordingly, the No Project 
Alternative assumes that development of implementing projects as allowed under the Project would not 
occur, and that the Project site would instead remain subject to the provisions contained within the 
current, non-amended General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  Each parcel within the site would be subject 
to the requirements of its corresponding General Plan land use designation for those properties outside 
of the Citrus/Vineyard and Valle de los Caballos Policy Area.  For parcels within these Policy Areas, the 
General Plan land use designation would apply, in conjunction with the applicable zoning classifications.  
This alternative also assumes that most of the entitlements applications currently on file with the 
County would be approved and constructed as proposed within the Project site.   

The existing General Plan and Policy Areas (i.e., No Project Alternative) in their current state are 
anticipated to provide a mix of uses which would include a larger number of acres within the Rural and 
Rural Community Foundation Components (as displayed in Table 3.0-3).  However, with these existing 
regulations, the build-out of the Project area is anticipated to include less acres under the Agriculture 
and Open Space Foundation Components.  The existing General Plan would not establish the proposed 
three Districts (i.e., Winery, Residential, and Equestrian) as proposed under the Project and, thus, would 
not ensure to the same degree the long-term viability of the wine industry and would not serve to 
protect the community’s equestrian and rural lifestyle. 

The existing General Plan in its current state (i.e., pursuant to the existing Citrus/Vineyard Policy Area) 
would require incidental commercial uses for wineries on a minimum of 10 acres.  The Project would 
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require a minimum of 10 acres only for these uses on existing wineries identified in the SWAP (Figure 
4a).  For all other wineries incidental commercial uses a 20-acre minimum lot size would be required. 

Based on the existing land uses designation and Policy Areas within the Project area, this alternative 
would result in a 58.4% increase in dwelling units and population, while generating a 25.4% increase in 
employment/other (which is the category used to quantify the number of employees and tourists 
anticipated to visit the Project area) compared to the Project. 

The existing General Plan would not include the circulation improvements identified in the traffic study 
prepared for the Project (i.e., traffic signalization, re-striping, addition of lanes, dedication of lanes, 
creation of intersections, creation of new roadway linkages).  While nothing in the existing General Plan 
or zoning would preclude these improvements from developing at a later data with the appropriate 
permits and approvals (e.g., GPA), this alternative does not propose or plan for these updates to the 
circulation network.  The General Plan, Trails and Bicycle System map (Figure 8) would also remain as is, 
meaning compared to the Project, the Project area would not provide the same level of pedestrian, 
equestrian, and bicycle circulation options.  

This Alternative, due to its substantially greater density than the proposed Project, would result in 
substantially greater impacts in nearly all environmental topical areas, particularly for traffic, air quality, 
noise, aesthetics, and public services and utilities.  A detailed quantitative comparison of the No Project 
Alternative with the proposed Project is provided below in Table 1.0-2 of this Draft EIR, and in Appendix 
J of this Draft EIR.   For these reasons, this Alternative is not under consideration by the County. 

Table 1.0-2 
Comparison of Land Uses between the No Project/Existing General Plan Policies and Zoning 

Classifications Alternative and the Project1 

Land Use Designation by 
Foundation Component 

No Project Alternative Proposed Wine Country Land Uses 

 
Acres DU 

Populatio
n 

Employees
2 Acres DU 

Populatio
n 

Employees 
/ Others 

AGRICULTURE FOUNDATION COMPONENT 

Agriculture (AG) 6167 308 929 308 9,644 482 1,452 482 

Agriculture Foundation Sub-
Total: 

6167 308 929 308 9,644 482 1,452 482 

RURAL FOUNDATION COMPONENT 

Rural Residential (RR) 6,457 969 2,917 NA 3,102 465 1,401 NA 

Rural Mountainous (RM) 589 29 89 NA 370 19 56 NA 

Rural Desert (RD) 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Rural Foundation Sub-Total: 7,046 998 3,005 0 3,472 484 1,457 0 

RURAL COMMUNITY FOUNDATION COMPONENT 

Estate Density Residential (RC-
EDR) 

3,287 1,150 3,465 NA 2,714 950 2,861 NA 

Very Low Density Residential 
(RC-VLDR) 

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Low Density Residential (RC-
LDR) 

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Rural Community Foundation 3,287 1,150 3,465 0 2,714 950 2,861 0 
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Land Use Designation by 
Foundation Component 

No Project Alternative Proposed Wine Country Land Uses 

Sub-Total: 

OPEN SPACE FOUNDATION COMPONENT 

Open Space-Conservation (OS-C) 0 NA NA NA 0 NA NA NA 

Open Space-Conservation 
Habitat (OS-CH) 

444 NA NA NA 985 NA NA NA 

Open Space-Water (OS-W) 0 NA NA NA 0 NA NA NA 

Open Space-Recreation (OS-R) 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Open Space-Rural (OS-RUR) 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Open Space-Mineral Resources 
(OS-MIN) 

0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Open Space Foundation Sub-
Total: 

444 0 0 0 985 0 0 0 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION COMPONENT 

Estate Density Residential (EDR) 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Very Low Density Residential 
(VLDR) 

6 5 14 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Low Density Residential (LDR) 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Medium Density Residential 
(MDR) 

164 574 1,729 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Medium-High Density 
Residential (MHDR) 

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

High Density Residential (HDR) 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Very High Density Residential 
(VHDR) 

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Highest Density Residential 
(HHDR) 

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 

Commercial Retail2 (CR) 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Commercial Tourist (CT) 1,876 NA NA 54,889 2,175 NA NA 43,522 

Commercial Office (CO) 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Light Industrial (LI) 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Heavy Industrial (HI) 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Business Park (BP) 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Public Facilities (PF) 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 

Community Center (CC) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mixed Use Planning Area 
(MUPA) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CD Foundation Sub-Total: 2,046 579 1,742 54,899 2,175 0 0 43,522 

Sub-total for All Foundation 
Uses 

18,990 3,035 9,141 55,207 18,990 1,916 5,770 44,004 

Notes:  
DU – dwelling units 
Popn – Population 
Emp/Others – Employment/Others (category used to quantify the number of employees and tourists anticipated to visit the 
Project area) 
[1] No Project Alternative scenario in Winery District assumes business as usual development pattern, thus converting AG into 
CTs while other land use designations reflect current General Plan land use designations. 
[2] No Project Alternative does not take into account the tourist generated by this alternative as does the Project’s figures. 
Source: Draft EIR Appendix J, General Plan Land Use Build-Out Analysis 
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REDUCED DENSITY (25% REDUCTION) ALTERNATIVE 

The purpose of the Reduced Density Alternative is to reduce impacts from the Project related to the 
number of units developed and the intensity of commercial development, including wineries.  Under 
this alternative, the total number of residential dwelling units anticipated is assumed to be reduced 
from 1,916 to 1,437 representing a reduction of 479 units, or approximately 25%.  In addition, it is 
anticipated that commercial square footage would be reduced by 25% under this alternative.   

This reduced density alternative may not have the same design features as the Project, and therefore, 
the impacts of this alternative could be greater than or less than the impacts of the Project with regard 
to specific issue areas.  As a variation of this alternative, the site could be developed with higher density 
product in a “cluster development” fashion, leaving increased natural open space and reducing the 
extent and cost of infrastructure improvements and site grading.  

The Reduced Density Alternative may not require the same level of circulation, water, sewer, flood 
control and other infrastructure improvement based on a reduction in population, employment, and 
tourists within the Project site (due to the lower allowable intensity of use in the Project site).   

This alternative may partially accomplish the objectives enumerated for the Project.  However, the 
future growth of the Project area would be reduced compared to the Project.  The level of commercial 
tourist activities envisioned under the current General Plan and this Project would not be reached as 
effectively through implementation of this alternative, due to less density and interactive synergy 
produced by the Project’s balance of wineries/commercial tourism, equestrian and residential uses.  
Feasibility and funding of required infrastructure would also be more challenging under this Alternative 
due to a reduced development base from which to derive fees and other funding sources, and much of 
this infrastructure would be similar to that required for the Project.  Finally, it should be noted that the 
“Project” already represents a reduced density from what is currently allowed in the General Plan and 
Policy Areas. 

ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON 

Table 1.0-3, Comparison of Impacts Resulting from Project Alternatives as Compared to the Project, 
compares the potential impacts of the Project with each of the alternatives evaluated in this EIR. A side-
by-side comparison of the issues as evaluated in the EIR is provided in Table 1.0-3 for each of the 
following Project alternatives.   
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Table 1.0-3 
Comparison of Impacts Resulting from Project Alternatives as Compared to the Project 

Environmental Issue 

No Build 
Scenario/ 
Existing 

Condition 
Alternative 

No Project/ 
Existing General 
Plan Policies and 

Zoning 
Classifications 

Alternative 

Reduced Density 
(25%) Alternative 

Aesthetics 
Less 

Same/Slightly 
Greater 

Same/Slightly Less 

Agriculture and  
Forestry Resources 

Less Greater Same/Slightly Less 

Air Quality Less Greater Less 
Biological Resources 

Less 
Same/Slightly 

Greater 
Same 

Cultural Resources 
Less 

Same/Slightly 
Greater 

Same/Slightly 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 
Same/Slightly 

Greater 
Same/Slightly Less 

Noise Less Greater Same/Slightly Less 
Public Services,  
Recreation & Utilities 

Less Greater Same/Slightly Less 

Transportation/Circulation Less Greater Same/Slightly Less 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives to the Project 
shall identify one alternative to the project as the environmentally superior alternative.  Table 1.0-3 
below provides a summary matrix that compares the impacts associated with the Project with the 
impacts of each of the proposed alternatives.  Of the alternatives analyzed in this EIR, the Reduced 
Density (25%) Alternative is considered environmentally superior overall.   Even with a 25% reduction, 
there would still be significant and unavoidable project impacts associated with air, greenhouse gas 
emissions, agricultural resources, noise, traffic, and growth-inducing impacts.   

1.8 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Section 15123 (b)(2) and (3) requires that the EIR summary identify areas of controversy known to the 
lead agency, issues raised by agencies and the public, and issues to be resolved, including the choice 
among alternatives and whether, or how to, mitigate significant adverse physical impacts.  Based on 
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3.1 PROJECT SUMMARY 

The Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan includes the adoption of General Plan Amendment 
No. 1077, as well as the accompanying Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729 (“Project”), which 
will 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 implementing directions related to potential implementing projects within the Project area.  
Refer to Section 3.6 below for a detailed description of the various Project characteristics. 

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project is generally located in the Southwest Area Plan in the southwestern portion of 
unincorporated Riverside County, approximately three miles north of the border with San Diego County 
(refer to Exhibit 3.0-1, Regional Location Map).  The Project covers approximately 18,990 acres of land 
located east of the City of Temecula, south of Lake Skinner, and northwest of Vail Lake (refer to Exhibit 
3.0-2, Policy Area Map).  This area contains some of Riverside County’s prime agriculture lands within 
the Temecula Valley. 

3.3 EXISTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES  

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN LAND USES/ ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS 

The existing General Plan land uses within the Project area currently consist of a mixture of Agriculture: 
Agriculture (AG:AG)1, Rural: Rural Residential (R:RR) and Rural Mountainous (R:RM), Rural Community: 
Estate Density Residential (RC:EDR), and Community Development: Commercial Tourist (CD:CT) and 
Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR).  

In addition, the zoning for the Project area primarily includes Citrus/Vineyard (C/V), Commercial 
Citrus/Vineyard (C-C/V), Light Agriculture (A-1), Heavy Agriculture (A-2), Rural Agriculture (R-A), and 
Rural Residential (R-R) classifications with varying lot size requirements (ranging from ½ to 20 acre 
minimums).  

EXISTING LAND USES 

Many of the existing uses within the Project area are composed of rural residential, single-family lots 
(greater than one acre in size), vineyards and wineries and auxiliary uses, citrus groves, equestrian uses 
including residential uses with equestrian amenities (e.g., barns, arenas, stables, etc.), and vacant 
undeveloped properties.  At this time there are a total of approximately 42 existing wineries located 
within the Project area.  Ancillary uses to the wineries include bed and breakfast inns, restaurants, and 
special occasion facilities which are used for events such as parties, weddings, and other social 
gatherings.  Table 3.0-1, Existing Land Use Acreages, below includes a summary of the existing land uses 
in the Project area.  

                                                 
1 General Plan land use designations are listed in the following format - Foundation Component: General Plan Land Use 
Designation. 
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County staff’s review of available information and comments received from the general public and other 
public agencies in response to the Notice of Preparation and public scoping meetings (Appendix A), the 
following issues may be either controversial or require further resolution: 

 Total Dissolved Solids (salinity) in basin groundwater, which is currently limiting new 
development 

 Specific timing and funding for infrastructure is in the process of development for wastewater 
and transportation, and is yet to be developed for potable/reclaimed water and drainage. 

 Noise impacts, both from existing operations and potential future operations, particularly 
related to special event noise. 

 Traffic impacts, on both a local community level and a regional level. 
 There are numerous development proposals currently in various stages of County review, some 

of which may be approved prior to the new Wine Country Community Plan zoning taking effect. 
 The ultimate timing, location and nature of future development in the Wine Country is 

uncertain.  County staff has made estimates of future land uses based on detailed review of 
parcel data using County GIS technologies and community participation. 

These issues have been considered in this EIR, where applicable. 
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Table 3.0-1  
Existing Land Use Acreages 

Land Use Description Acreage1 
Residential 387 
Rural Residential, Low-Density 3,801 
Office/ Commercial Uses2 880 
Public/ Non-Governmental Facilities 79 
Industrial/ Manufacturing Uses (includes Mineral 
Extraction3) 159 
Utilities/ Miscellaneous Uses 493 
Agricultural Uses 4,992 
Equestrian Uses 958 
Vacant Land  6,090 
Roadways (assumed) 1,151 

Total 18,990 
1 Acreage assumptions are based on parcel acreages with aerial interpretation 

analysis and assessor parcel records. 
2 Existing winery acreages haven divided into agricultural and commercial tourism 

and to a lesser extent manufacturing. 
3 According to SCAG Land Use categories, approximately 15 acres of the Project 

area contains mineral extraction-related uses. 
Source: Riverside County Planning Department 

SURROUNDING LAND USES 

The Temecula Valley Wine Country region of Riverside County is surrounded by the urbanizing cities of 
Temecula and Murrieta to the west, San Diego County to the south, and the unincorporated community 
of Sage to the east.  Land uses within the Project area include agricultural and natural open spaces, rural 
communities and estate lots, to vacant land designated for future residential and commercial 
developments, existing residential and commercial development associated with wineries depending on 
their locations.  Adjacent land uses include all of the foregoing and also include existing residential 
subdivisions, retail commercial, educational and office uses in the vicinity of Butterfield Stage Road, 
Rancho California Road and Highway 79. Lake Skinner, Vail Lake, campgrounds and RV parks, and related 
recreational amenities are also located in the immediate vicinity of the Project area. 

3.4 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an EIR should include “a statement of objectives 
sought by the proposed Project.” The purpose of the Project is to provide a blueprint for growth to 
ensure that future development activities will enhance, not impede, the quality of life for existing and 
future residents, while providing opportunities for continued development and expansion of winery 
operations within this part of the County.   
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The Project has been developed to achieve the following goals: 

 Ensure that the Wine Country region develops in an orderly manner that maximizes the area’s 
viticulture and related uses, and balances the need to protect existing rural lifestyles in the area. 

 Ensure that the Riverside County General Plan and its supporting regulatory documents, such as 
the Zoning Ordinance and Design Guidelines, provide a comprehensive blueprint that will 
achieve the community’s vision. 

 Ensure adequate provisions for the establishment of wineries and equestrian operations, 
associated auxiliary uses, and other compatible uses, as deemed appropriate. 

 
To achieve these goals, the Project incorporates the following objectives: 

 To preserve and enhance the Wine Country region’s viticulture potential, rural life style and 
equestrian activities. 

 To continue to allow for an appropriate level of commercial tourist activities that is incidental to 
viticulture activities. 

 To coordinate where, and under what circumstances, future growth should be accommodated. 
 To develop provisions to ensure that future growth is balanced and coordinated with the 

appropriate public services, infrastructure and other basic necessities for a healthy, livable 
community. 

3.5 BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 

The Project is located in the southwestern portion of Riverside County and is covered by the Southwest 
Area Plan (SWAP) of the County’s General Plan.  This area contains some of the most important 
agricultural lands in the County.  In response to the increased development activity that has occurred in 
the area over the past decade, County staff is currently conducting a comprehensive review of the 
region’s vision, policies and development standards as part of the County’s General Plan update, 
initiated in 2008.  Previous efforts to guide development in the SWAP included the creation of two policy 
areas intended to promote agricultural and equestrian uses described below.   

CITRUS VINEYARD POLICY AREA 

In 1989 the County recognized the special character of a portion of the Project area by creating the 
“Citrus Vineyard Policy Area” within the Southwest Area Plan.  This Policy Area encompasses a majority 
of the agricultural uses within the Project area (east of Temecula and north/south of Rancho California 
Road as depicted on Exhibit 3.0-3, Existing Policy Area Overlay).  The Citrus Vineyard Policy Area 
included specific policies to ensure the protection of the community’s distinct character and to ensure 
continuation of its rural lifestyle along with the continued development of wine production in 
southwestern Riverside County.  The wineries that dot this Policy Area are both a significant tourist 
attraction and an economic engine that provides significant benefit to the County and surrounding 
municipalities.  The policies of the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area are also intended to protect against the 
development of uses that are incompatible with agriculture and which could lead to conflicts with 
adjacent uses.  The following policies have been established for the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area: 

SWAP 1.1  Maintain a rural and agricultural character in the Citrus/Vineyard area through 
continued implementation of the C/V zone and judicious use of the C-C/V zone. 
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These zones help achieve the desired character by requiring that commercial 
buildings, wineries, citrus processing operations, and bed and breakfast inns be 
designed in a “rural” or “wine-country” theme and by discouraging curbs, 
gutters, sidewalks, and street lights. 

SWAP 1.2  Require a minimum lot size of ten (10) acres for new residential tract maps and 
parcel maps. 

SWAP 1.3  Encourage clustered developments in conjunction with onsite provision of 
vineyards for new residential tract maps and parcel maps where appropriate. In 
case of a clustered development, the overall project density yield must 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 50% 
of the project area set aside for permanent provision of vineyards. 

SWAP 1.4  Continue to provide for incidental commercial uses, such as retail wine 
sales/sampling rooms, incidental gift sales, restaurants excluding drive-through 
facilities, and delicatessens in conjunction with wineries on 10 acres or more 
provided that at least: 

•  75% of the project site is planted in vineyards; 
•  75% of the grapes utilized in wine production and retail wine sales are 

grown or raised within the county; and 
•  The winery facility has a capacity to produce 3,500 gallons of wine annually. 

SWAP 1.5  Continue to provide for incidental commercial uses, such as bed and breakfast 
inns on 5 acres or more, and country inns and special occasion facilities on 10 
acres or more, provided that at least 75% of the project site is planted in 
vineyards. 

SWAP 1.6  Continue to provide for incidental commercial uses, such as bed and breakfast 
inns on 10 acres or more, country inns on 15 acres or more, and hotels on 20 
acres or more, in conjunction with wineries provided that at least: 

•  75% of the project site is planted in vineyards; 
•  75% of the grapes utilized in wine production and retail wine sales are 

grown or raised within the county; and 
•  The winery facility has a capacity to produce 3,500 gallons of wine annually. 

VALLE DE LOS CABALLOS POLICY AREA 

This Policy Area is located east of the City of Temecula, west of the Vail Lake Policy Area and south of 
the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area (Exhibit 3.0-3, Existing Policy Area Overlay).  The Valle de los Caballos 
area is characterized by gently rolling hills and equestrian, rural residential, and agricultural activities. 
Most of the land in the area is subdivided into parcels of 10 acres or more, which fosters a very low 
intensity, rural lifestyle.  The primary policy established for this area is as follows: 

SWAP 2.1  Require a 10-acre minimum lot size for residential development within the Valle 
de los Caballos Policy Area, regardless of the underlying land use designation. 
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3.5.3    WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN HISTORY 

In 2008, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors (BOS) directed County staff to undertake the 
development of the Project in an effort to both preserve the area’s distinct rural character and enhance 
its economic contribution to the County over the long term. The BOS approved funding for the Project in 
March 2009.  As presently envisioned, the Project incorporates the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area, the Valle 
de los Caballos Policy Areas and additional, adjacent unincorporated areas with similar characteristics.  
Since its initiation, the Project has achieved the following milestones:   

 June 2009 - County staff initiated the Wine Country Vision 2020 survey, which sought input from 
the Wine Country residents/property owners within the Project area to refine the vision for the 
Temecula Valley Wine Country, regarding this unique community’s future.  

 July 2009 - Planning staff introduced a land use proposal to reflect Supervisor Stone’s vision to a 
smaller Advisory Committee comprised of vintners.  

 December 2009 - The Advisory Committee expanded to include equestrian interests and 
environmental work efforts in support of the Project was initiated pursuant to California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Components of the Project included General Plan 
Amendment No. 1077 - Southwest Area Plan (Policy Area, Circulation and Trails Networks), an 
amendment to the County’s Zoning Ordinance No. 348 to create the “Citrus Vineyard (C-V) and 
commercial Citrus Vineyard (C/C-V)” zones, and revisions to the adopted Citrus Vineyard Policy 
Area Design Guidelines.  

 January 2010 - The Advisory Committee began holding monthly meetings to discuss issues 
associated with the Project.  

 July 2010 - The Committee expanded further to include residential stakeholders and requested 
assistance for a Real Use Inventory of properties within the Project area.  

 October 2010 - Following an open house, County staff addressed the issue of non-conforming 
uses within the Project area by changing focus on the General Plan.  

 January 2011 – County staff initiated the process of retaining an environmental consultant to 
assist with the preparation of the Program EIR.  

 May 2011 to Present – Beginning in May, County staff has been working closely with several 
stakeholders (including public agencies and other interested parties) as well as their consultants 
to complete the preparation of the Draft Program EIR.  This process has included numerous 
meetings with County staff, other public agency staff, the environmental consultants, and 
technical consultants and the preparation of studies in support of the Program EIR’s 
environmental analysis.  Working together this group prepared the Draft Program EIR for 
release for public review.    

3.6 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

OUTLINE OF INDIVIDUAL WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN (PROJECT) COMPONENTS 

The Project, which requires the approval of General Plan Amendment No. 1077 and Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment No. 348.4729, includes the following components: 

a)    An amendment of the existing Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) and other elements of the 
General Plan including, but not be limited to:  
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 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; 

 Revisions to the SWAP Statistical Summary. Table 2; 
 Deletion of the boundaries of the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de Los Caballos Policy Areas 

(SWAP Policy Areas Figure 4) and addition of the boundary of the Temecula Valley Wine 
Country Policy Area [refer to Exhibit 3.0-4]; 

 Revisions to the Circulation Network (SWAP Figure 7) [refer to Exhibit 3.0-7]; 
 Revisions to the Trails and Bikeway Systems map (SWAP Figure 8) [refer to Exhibit 3.0-

8]; 
 Revisions to the General Plan Circulation Element Circulation Network (Figure C-1) [refer 

to Exhibit 3.0-7]; 
 Revisions to the General Plan Circulation Element Trails Network (Figure C-7) [refer to 

Exhibit 3.0-8]; and 
 Amendment to any other portions of the General Plan reflecting changes arising from 

the proposed SWAP amendments. 

b) 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. 

c) Replacement of the existing Citrus Vineyard Policy Area Design Guidelines with the Temecula 
Valley Wine Country Design Guidelines. 

Note that the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (2009) for the Project included a “review and 
update of the existing County Ordinance… including… Ordinance No. 348” and a Change of Zone No. 
7711, which was intended to include parcel “specific zoning map changes… to ensure consistency 
between the General Plan and County Ordinance No. 348”.  However, through the collaborative process 
of Project development with the Advisory Committee, it was determined that consistency would be 
better implemented on a project-by-project basis in accordance with the proposed amendment to 
Zoning Ordinance No. 348.  Therefore, Change of Zone No. 771 is no longer being proposed as part of 
this Project.  The Project still includes the amendment to Riverside County Zoning Ordinance No. 348 
under Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729 as described above.  

WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN LAND USES  

The Project is intended to prepare for future controlled growth within southwestern Riverside County 
and to achieve the following four objectives within the Project area:  

 Increase viticulture potential;  
 Protect rural lifestyle and equestrian activities;  
 Allow appropriate levels of commercial tourist activities; and  
 Ensure that future growth within the Project area is coordinated to avoid land use conflicts and 

provide appropriate levels of public facilities, services, and infrastructure.  

Unlike the parcel-specific land use designations of the usual General Plan Land Use Plans, the Project 
makes use of the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area to depict the region’s three distinct 
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districts: Winery, Residential, and Equestrian.  As such, these Districts require unique methodologies for 
determining population, dwelling unit and employment/winery projections. 

Table 3.0-2, Wine Country Planning Assumptions provides a typical land use breakdown for each District.  
The following are general guidelines intended to indicate an anticipated mix of uses and to provide a 
means for calculating estimated build out projections.  In the course of Project implementation, the 
actual land use breakdown will be determined on a case-by-case basis as implementing projects occur 
and is expected to differ somewhat from the assumptions below.  As described above, the Winery 
impact generation for commercial land uses in the Winery District differs from the commercial land use 
assumptions of the Residential and Equestrian Districts.  Residential and Equestrian Districts use 
combination of assumptions in General Plan and Winery, since the two Districts could potentially have 
other commercial uses different from the Winery District, especially in the Equestrian District.  

Table 3.0-2  
Wine Country Planning Assumptions 

Land Use Winery Residential Equestrian 
Agriculture 54% 30% 75% 
Rural Residential 9% 30% 16% 
Rural Mountainous - 5% 3% 

Estate Density Residential (RC) 9% 33% - 

Open Space-Conservation Habitat 10% - - 

Commercial Tourist (General Plan) - - 4% 

Commercial Tourist 1 (Small) 3% 2% 2% 

Commercial Tourist 2 (Medium) 6% - - 

Commercial Tourist 3 (Large) 9% - - 
Acreage Total 100% 100% 100% 

 
As previously noted, the Project covers approximately 18,990 acres of land proposed for winery, rural 
residential and equestrian uses in the unincorporated areas east of the City of Temecula (Exhibit 3.0-4, 
Wine Country Community Plan Area).  The land uses that would be allowed by the Project are similar to 
the existing uses currently allowed by the existing General Plan and Zoning Ordinance No. 348; however, 
the apportionment of these uses would be altered.  Refer to Table 3.0-3, Land Use Designations by 
Foundation Components.  Foundation Components are a grouping of similar land uses designations.  The 
General Plan Land Use Map consists of five broad Foundation Component land uses: Agriculture, Rural, 
Rural Community, Open Space, and Community Development.  
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Table 3.0-3 
Land Use Designations by Foundation Components  

 
  Acres 

Dwelling 
Units Population 

Employment/  
Other 

Agriculture Foundation Component       

Agriculture (AG)  9,644 482 1,452 482 

Agriculture Foundation Sub-Total: 9,644 482 1,452 482 
Rural Foundation Component         
Rural Residential (RR)  3,102 465 1,401 NA 
Rural Mountainous (RM)  370 19 56 NA 

Rural Foundation Sub-Total:  3,472 484 1,457 0 
Rural Community Foundation Component       
Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR) 2,714 950 2,861 NA 

Rural Community Foundation Sub-Total: 2,714 950 2,861 0 
Open Space Foundation Component       
Open Space-Conservation Habitat (OS-CH) 985 NA NA NA 

Open Space Foundation Sub-Total: 985 0 0 0 
Community Development Foundation Component     
Commercial Tourist (CT)  2,175 NA NA 43,522 

CD Foundation Sub-Total:  2,175 0 0 43,522 
SUB-TOTAL FOR ALL FOUNDATION USES: 18,990 1,916 5,770 44,004 
Source: Draft EIR Appendix J, Land Use Buildout Analysis 

 
Based on the land use assumptions for the Project, the County is anticipating that implementation of the 
Project, at full build-out, will result in approximately 1,916 dwelling units resulting in a population of 
5,770 residents.  In addition to this, approximately 44,004 employees and visitors are anticipated to 
work/ visit the Project area at buildout.   It is anticipated that a majority of new implementing projects 
that occur will be focused on the vacant and agricultural lands within the Project area, which are 
scattered throughout the three Districts.  The anticipated development is consistent with the primary 
objectives of the Project, which seeks to ensure that future growth is balanced and coordinated in such 
a way that the rural lifestyle, viticulture, and equestrian activities in the Project area are preserved and 
enhanced. 

County-Preferred Land Use Alternative 

During the development of the Project, County staff developed different land use scenarios for the 
Project area’s various sub-regions.  The development scenario described above, and analyzed in the 
Program EIR, is considered the “worst-case” scenario or most intense potential scenario within the 
18,990-acre Project area.  However, County staff has identified potential areas that may ultimately be 
excluded from the Project due to environmental issues and/or land use conflicts.  CEQA requires the 
Program to base its impact analysis on the projected “worst-case” buildout scenario; however, the 
Program EIR environmental analysis and public hearing process is expected to result in the identification 
of a “County-Preferred Land Use Alternative” that would provide for the development of a modified 
plan that reduces identified impacts as compared to those analyzed in this Program EIR.  This potential 
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reduction could result in a reduced Project footprint and/or land use changes that would result in less 
intense development than presently proposed in the “worst-case” development scenario.  Refer to 
Exhibit 3.0-5, Wine Country Policy Area with Districts.  This alternative may be considered and approved 
by the Board of Supervisors and incorporated into the identified Project implementation documents 
noted above. 

TEMECULA VALLEY WINE COUNTRY POLICY AREA 

As depicted in Exhibit 3.0-5, Wine Country Policy Area with Districts, the Temecula Valley Wine Country 
Policy Area is divided into three Districts – Winery, Equestrian and Residential – to ensure the long-term 
viability of the area’s wine industry while protecting the community’s equestrian rural lifestyle.  Each 
District of the Policy Area has a corresponding implementing zone, except the Winery District, which has 
two implementing zones: one for existing wineries (Wine Country - Winery Existing [WC-WE]) and 
another for proposed wineries (Wine Country - Winery [WC-W]).   

The overarching policies for this region promote a strong identity for the Temecula Valley Wine Country. 
Additional policies applying to each District provide for complimentary uses distinct to the delineated 
District. These policies are intended to protect against the development of uses that would be 
incompatible with existing agricultural and equestrian uses, so as to avoid future land use conflicts.  
These policies would also establish the basis for future land use decisions and a framework for the Wine 
Country (WC) Zones and Design Guidelines, which have been established to further promote and 
preserve the distinctive character of the area. The following policies are applicable to the Temecula 
Valley Wine Country Policy Area: 

SWAP 1.1 Require boundary changes to the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area to be 
subject to the Foundation Component Amendment process unless county-
initiated amendment.  

SWAP 1.2 Maintain distinct characters of the Winery, Equestrian, and Residential Districts 
through implementing zones to promote harmonious coexistence of these uses.  

SWAP 1.3 Permit wineries that maintain established on site vineyards on 10 acres or more 
provided that at least: 

 75% of the project site is planted in vineyards; 
 75% of the grapes utilized in wine production and retail wine sales are grown or 

raised within the county; and  
 The winery facility has a capacity to produce 3,500 gallons of wine annually.  

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 1.5 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. 

jroth
Sticky Note
Where do you mention allowing grapes from outside the county to be used if certain adverse agricultural conditions prevail?
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SWAP 1.6 Allow small-scale cottage inns or cottage industries. Encourage agricultural 
operations, equestrian activities and vineyard planting with such uses to reflect 
the unique character of this Policy Area.  

SWAP 1.7 Develop and implement an integrated trails network that carefully considers 
equestrian uses, incidental commercial activities and agricultural operations, and 
includes, but is not limited to, regional trails, combination trails, bike paths, open 
space trails, historic trails, etc. 

SWAP 1.8 Pending adoption of an updated Air Quality Element and Climate Action Plan 
(CAP), ensure that new development selects greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction 
measures from the Option Tables to achieve the County’s GHG emission reduction 
thresholds as set forth in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Workbook (workbook). 
Alternatively, new developments may utilize other reduction mechanisms to 
achieve reduction thresholds as prescribe in the workbook.  

Wine Country – Winery District 

The Wine Country – Winery District generally encompasses the area formerly covered by the 
Citrus/Vineyard Policy Area and includes additional areas to the east and south.  This District primarily 
consists of wineries and auxiliary uses, such as wine tasting rooms, hospitality accommodations, 
restaurants, and special facilities for weddings or other events.  The primary purpose of the Winery 
District is to promote the establishment of additional commercial activities that support tourism 
associated with viticulture while ensuring long-term viability of the wine industry in the area. The 
secondary purpose of the Winery District is to recognize, and allow the expansion of, existing wineries 
that are an integral part of the Temecula Valley Wine Country economy.  Policies proposed for the 
Winery District include: 

SWAP 1.9  Encourage new incidental commercial uses that promote tourist related activities 
for the wine industry as described in the Wine Country – Winery (WC-W) Zone. 

SWAP 1.10  Allow the 28 existing wineries shown on Figure 4a to expand as described in the 
Wine Country – Winery Existing (WC-WE) Zone. 

SWAP 1.11  Allow incidental commercial uses such as special occasion facilities, hotels, 
resorts, restaurants and delicatessens in conjunction with wineries on lots larger 
than 20 acres for WC-W zone and on lots larger than 10 acres for WC-WE zone. 

Wine Country – Equestrian District 

The Wine Country – Equestrian District generally encompasses the area formerly covered by the Valle de 
los Caballos Policy Area. This District consists primarily of large estate lots with custom home site, large 
commercial horse ranches, small independent ranches, stables, and other equestrian service facilities 
and amenities including facilities which hold national and international competition events.  The 
purpose of the Equestrian District is to ensure continuation of and encourage future development of 
equestrian uses in the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area to make this community a destination 
that would be unique in the nation.  Policies specific to the Equestrian District include: 
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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 equestrian establishments on lots larger than 10 
acres to encourage equestrian tourism in this community. 

Wine Country – Residential District 

The Wine Country – Residential District is located in the central and northeastern portions of the 
Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area. This District consists of both small and large ranch estate 
communities, vineyards, and groves.  The purpose of the Residential District is to encourage permanent 
residential estates in this region to balance the tourism related activities.  Policies specific to the 
Residential District include: 

SWAP 1.14  Encourage residential development that complements the Temecula Valley Wine 
Country Policy Area as described in the Wine Country – Residential (WC-R) Zone. 

SWAP 1.15  Encourage residential tracts 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. 

EXISTING WINERIES 

Currently, there are currently approximately 42 wineries operating within the Project area (Exhibit 3.0-6, 
Existing Wineries).  These wineries are categorized as small, medium, or large based on the amenities 
offered onsite.  Small winery operations typically have vineyards and tasting rooms, whereas medium 
wineries have vineyards, tasting rooms, and a combination of one or two additional ancillary uses such 
as restaurants, special occasion facilities, or lodging facilities.  Large-size wineries typically include 
vineyards, tasting rooms, and resort-type uses (such as lodging, special occasion facilities, restaurants, 
spas, etc…). 

PROJECT CIRCULATION  

The vehicular circulation system in the Southwest Area Plan is anchored by Interstate 15 and Interstate 
215, which run north towards the Cities of Corona and Moreno Valley, respectively.  I-215 merges with I-
15, in the City of Temecula.  Access to the Project area is obtained via State Route 79 (South) or Rancho 
California Road from Interstate 15.  The Project area can also be accessed from Winchester Road (State 
Route 79 North) where it intersects with Washington Street/Scott Road in French Valley and heads 
south changing its name to Buck and then to Borel Road at the northwest corner of the Project area 
before becoming Rancho California Road.  Access from the northeast can also occur via DePortola Road 
and Sage Road, which connect the Project area to the southeastern portion of the City of Hemet.  
Rancho California and De Portola Roads are considered Mountain Arterials (110’ ROW), generally run 
southwest to northeast through the Project area serving the rural areas east of Temecula.  Major (118’ 
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right-of-way (ROW)) and Collector (74’ ROW) roads branch off from these major roadways in a generally 
north-south direction and provide access to local neighborhoods. Due to the rolling topography of the 
Project area, the roadway network is less complex than found in more urbanized areas.  Details of the 
proposed circulation system and roadway/traffic control improvements can be found in Section 4.14 of 
this Program EIR, Transportation and Traffic, and on Exhibit 3.0-7, Proposed Circulation Map.  The 
following is a summary of existing circulation and proposed improvements. 
 
The traffic study prepared for the Project recommends innovative street improvements, which would 
minimize/ reduce traffic impacts created by implementing projects allowed pursuant to the Project.  
These improvement include, but are not limited to: 

 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. The roundabout at Rancho California Road and Anza Road will be the first of five 
roundabouts located at La Serena Way, Calle Contento, Monte De Oro Road and Glenoaks 
Road. These roundabouts will allow vehicular, equestrian, bicycle and pedestrian traffic to 
interact through the intersection more efficiently and safely while keeping its natural wine 
county landscape.  

 Traffic Signalization/Signs – the construction of traffic signals/signs for pedestrians, bikers, and 
equestrians are proposed at strategic locations to promote non-motorized circulation in the 
Project area; 

 Re-striping – re-striping of intersections/ roadways to accommodate additional traffic, 
additional turn lanes, or increase traffic flow; 

 Number  of Lanes – several roadways have been downgraded from the County’s Circulation 
Element (as shown on Exhibit 3.0-7 and described in Section 6 of the TIA, Appendix I) to 
maintain the rural character of the Project area; 

 Dedication of Lanes – dedication of lanes to particular uses, such as right turn only or left turn 
only lanes; 

 Creation of Intersections – the creation of new signalized intersections or the creation of 
roundabouts to allow for greater vehicle movement within the Project area; 

 Creation of new roadway linkages – the creation of new roadways within the Project area 
allowing for vehicular movement in areas where movement was previously unavailable.   

With these improvements, the Project area circulation would become more efficient and accommodate 
additional traffic anticipated to result from the buildout of the Project area.  It should be noted that 
many of the anticipated improvements associated with the Project could occur in areas outside of the 
Project area (i.e., “Offsite Improvements”).  Such offsite improvements would be critical components of 
the overall circulation system and would help ensure that impacts associated with Project-facilitated 
development located outside of the Project area would be reduced and minimized.  Implementation of 
these proposed roadway improvements may require the payment of fees and assessments to the 
affected jurisdictions or physical construction of the improvements by or in connection with future 
Project area development to ensure that Project-related traffic impacts are reduced/ minimized as 
Project area development proceeds over time.   

In addition to the construction of physical improvements, the County is also proposing implementation 
of Traffic Demand Management strategies to reduce traffic impacts within the Project area and 
surrounding areas.  The purpose of implementing these strategies would be to reduce the total number 
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of vehicles traveling through the Project area, while maintaining or increasing the number of people 
visiting the winery related establishments.  These strategies may include development of park-and-ride 
facilities, bus tour facilities, and/or designated businesses that provide shuttle service to the wineries 
within the Project area.  

Non-Vehicular Circulation 

The County of Riverside contains multi-purpose trails that accommodate hikers, bicyclists, and 
equestrian users as an integral part of the County's circulation system.  These facilities serve both as a 
means of connecting the unique communities and activity centers throughout the County and as a 
means of facilitating modes of transportation with no emission of air pollutants or GHGs.  Within the 
SWAP, a network of trails is planned for the Wine Country region to provide pedestrians, visitors, 
equestrians, and bicyclists with alternative modes of travel while providing attractive recreational 
opportunities.  However, it does not connect all the existing wineries and other tourist destinations, 
such as Lake Skinner and Vail Lake, through equestrian and multi-purpose trails system.  A Trails Sub-
committee worked with the County Regional Parks and Open Space District and Planning Staff in the 
development of a trails network that was more conducive to this region’s destination places and users’ 
needs.  As a result of their work effort, Figure 8 (Trails and Bikeway System Map) of the SWAP would be 
revised through GPA No. 1077.  Exhibit 3.0-8, Proposed Trails Network,  illustrates the revisions 
proposed under GPA No. 1077 to the current SWAP Trails and Bicycle System map (Figure 8).  

Circulation Improvement Funding 

As this Program EIR is being prepared, the County is weighing the various options to fund the proposed 
circulation system improvements needed to address potential impacts to the area circulation system 
that would be created by the incremental implementation of development permitted pursuant to the 
Project.  The County currently imposes development impact fees on projects located within the 
Southwest Area Plan.  As part of an ongoing process, the County would review the adequacy of these 
fees to cover the costs associated with proposed street improvements designed to mitigate the 
anticipated traffic.  At the time of this writing, the County is investigating the feasibility of such funding 
mechanisms as the creation of a Community Facilities District (CFD), the use of a Community Service 
Area (CSA) assessment, individual assessments and fee imposed on implementing projects as conditions 
of approval.   

PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE 

Domestic Water Distribution 

The majority of the Project area is served by the Rancho California Water District (RCWD), which 
provides water service for the cities of Temecula and Murrieta and adjacent unincorporated areas.  A 
detailed discussion of water supply and water supply infrastructure for the Project area is contained in 
Section 4.13 of this Program EIR, Public Services, Recreation and Utilities. 

At full buildout, assuming the “worst-case” development scenario possible pursuant to the Project, 
there would be an approximately 38 percent increase in water demand within the Project area as 
compared to the demand anticipated pursuant to the current General Plan land use designations (but 
not taking into account the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de los Caballos Policy Areas). 

RCWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan (WFMP) includes master planned facilities (pipelines, pump 
stations and reservoirs) to be built throughout the District’s service area.  Facilities within the Project 
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area are shown on Exhibit 3.0-9, WFMP Proposed Facilities.  These facilities include the major 
infrastructure components anticipated for the Project area.  The sizing of the master planned facilities as 
well as the distribution pipelines would require analysis when a future implementing project requests 
water service to ensure redundancy, hydraulic availability and constructability.   

Wastewater (Sewer) System 

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD), which currently provides sewer service to the City of 
Temecula, a portion of the City of Murrieta, and unincorporated area in Riverside County within the 
EMWD’s Temecula Valley service area, would be expected to provide sanitary sewer service and 
wastewater treatment to the Project area.  In May 2011, EMWD completed the Wine Country 
Infrastructure Study (WCIS) to assess the potential projected service needs of existing uses within the 
Project area as well as anticipated growth that would be facilitated by the adoption and subsequent 
implementation of the Project.  Details of the proposed wastewater collection and treatment facilities 
that are planned to serve the Project area are provided in Section 4.13 of this Program EIR. 

EMWD identified potential alternatives to accommodate Project sewer flows.  Descriptions of these 
alternatives from the WCIS are provided below.2  Note that this study is currently being refined by 
EMWD.  In discussing these alternatives, it is helpful to differentiate the three subareas within the 
boundary of the Project area: Lower Wine Country (Lower WC) is the western portion of the Project area 
that generally can be connected to the existing Rancho California Road sewer without pumping; Upper 
Wine Country (Upper WC) is the northern portion of the Project area that would require pumping to 
connect to the existing system; and the Highway 79 area is the southern portion of Wine Country that is 
generally tributary to the existing sewer in Highway 79. 

Alternative A is considered the base alternative where Lower WC is served by the 
Rancho California Road sewer, Upper WC is served by the Nicolas Road sewer, and the 
Highway 79 area is served by the Highway 79 sewer. Lower WC is naturally tributary to 
Ranch California Road and the Highway 79 area is generally tributary to the Highway 79 
sewers.  Upper WC will require pumping to route Project wastewater flows to the 
existing collection system along Nicolas Road.  A network of regional facilities would be 
required to provide sewer service to the Project area for Alternative A.  These regional 
facilities are defined in the EMWD Wine Country Infrastructure Study (WCIS). 

Alternative B (the Nicolas Road Alternative) routes both Upper WC and Highway 79 area 
flows to the Nicolas Road sewer.  The Lower WC area remains served by the Rancho 
California Road sewer, as in Alternative A.  Alternative B routes flows from the Highway 
79 area, through the Upper WC area, and ultimately towards the Nicolas Road sewers. A 
lift station located along Highway 79 (South Calle Contento Lift Station) would intercept 
the Highway 79 flow and deliver it via a force main to a proposed sewer in Upper WC.  
From that point, new sewers and a new lift station along Calle Contento, north of 
Rancho California Road, are needed to deliver the combined Highway 79 and Upper WC 
flows to the existing Nicolas Road sewer.  

Alternative C, proposes that all flows are routed to the Rancho California Road sewer 
from the Project area.  To accomplish this, Alternative C requires that both the Highway 

                                                 
2 Eastern Municipal Water District, Wine Country Infrastructure Study, pgs. 5-1 through 5-14 (May 2011).  Note that this study 
is currently in draft form. 
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79 and Upper WC areas be pumped to Lower WC.  Alternative C routes flows from the 
Highway 79 area, via a lift station and force main along Butterfield Stage Road.  Upper 
WC is routed to Lower WC, via a lift station and force main along Rancho California 
Road, just west of Calle Contento. 

EMWD developed flow scenarios for their analysis assuming that at buildout 4.21 million gallons per day 
(mgd) of total effluent will be generated by the Project area.  Based on the analysis conducted by 
EMWD, it was determined that each alternative could accommodate anticipated flows. 

Septic Facilities 

Numerous properties within the Project area currently utilize septic systems for wastewater disposal.  At 
this time, the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is concerned about the use of 
onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) within the Project area due to groundwater quality 
concerns.  In response to this, RWQCB has requested that all commercial implementing projects 
proposing OWTS with an average aggregate (total) wastewater flow greater than 1,200 gallons per day 
(gpd) must be referred to them for assessment of compliance with water quality standards.3  Note that 
the 1,200 gallon per day standard is under review by RWQCB and may not remain in place throughout 
the life of the Project.  Residential projects would be limited to the 1,200 gpd average aggregate 
wastewater flow regardless of the number of family units.  It is possible that future implementing 
projects within the Project area Country may include OWTS as the wastewater solution (refer to Section 
4.13, Public Services and Utilities for additional details). 

Drainage Facilities 

As build out of the Project occurs, incremental onsite drainage improvements would be constructed to 
control any increased flows above the natural condition and the need for additional major public storm 
water management infrastructure improvements is not anticipated.  The onsite detention and slow 
release of incremental flows would be expected to prevent any increase in downstream erosion or 
sediment load.  Preservation of existing natural drainages and their associated habitat is anticipated as 
implementing projects within the Project area are proposed due to the continued enforcement of 
existing federal, State, and regional/local regulations.   Refer to Section 4.9, Hydrology & Water Quality 
for additional discussion.  

3.7 PROJECT PHASING 

Build out of the Project area is anticipated to occur in year 2035 and would be driven by market demand 
and conditioned by the availability of infrastructure capacity.  For planning purposes, a build-out 
projection was performed by County staff.  Table 3.0-4, Wine Country Buildout Projection, illustrates a 
potential development pattern for wineries based on the Project-wide land use capacity pursuant to the 
Project.  Based on this analysis, a total of 56 new wineries of various sizes would be constructed and 
added to the existing 32 wineries operating in the Winery District.  Currently there is one existing winery 
in the Residential District (Briar Rose Winery) and no wineries in the Equestrian District.  To calculate the 
number of wineries, a land use study was conducted that:  

                                                 
3 San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board. Temecula Valley Wine Country Memorandum.  Submitted to Mr. Steve Van 
,Stockum, Director of Riverside County Department of Environmental Health (May 27, 2010).   
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1. Analyzed existing and proposed winery uses to determine the appropriate proportion of 
commercial, agricultural, and manufacturing uses;  

2. Inventoried parcel sizes in the area to determine the land use capacity based on acreages; and  
3. Examined existing and proposed winery records maintained by the County Planning Department 

and Temecula Valley Winegrowers’ Association (TVWA) to determine the development trend in 
the area for forecasting purposes.  

As Table 3.0-4, Wine Country Buildout Projection, indicates, the total available land for development of 
wineries would accommodated approximately 88 wineries, inclusive of those already in operation as of 
the date of the study, with a mix consisting of 21 large, 37 medium, and 30 small-sized operations in the 
Winery District and approximately 105, with 21 large, 37 medium and 47 small-sized operation for the 
entire Project area.  It should be noted that this study was conducted at a time when 32 wineries existed 
within the Project area.  Since that time 8 additional wineries have been identified and currently operate 
within the Project area.  At this time it is anticipated that 65 additional wineries will be developed in the 
Project area based on the buildout analysis prepared by the County and the number of existing wineries 
currently in operation. 

Table 3.0-4 
Wine Country Buildout Projection  

 
As noted in Table 3.0-4 above, the land capacity for wineries at buildout is approximately 6 and 11 in the 
Equestrian and Residential District, respectively.  All wineries in these Districts would be small sized 
wineries.  In addition, at buildout the projected total amounts of dwelling units in the Equestrian and 
Residential Districts are 199 and 978, respectively.  Within the Winery District 739 units are anticipated.  
The amount of residential and non-residential development in any given year would depend on a variety 
of factors, including the cyclical nature of the housing and non-residential markets, funding, and 
regulatory process.  

PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES 

The following Project Design Features have either been incorporated into the Project or have been 
otherwise stipulated by the County.  These following features are considered in each impact section 

  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

2035 
(build-

out) 

Existing 
Wineries 
in Winery 

District 

Proposed 
Wineries 
in Winery 

District 

Total 
Wineries 
in Winery 

District 
Small 20 6 4 0 0 0 20 10 30 

Medium 8 5 5 5 6 8 8 29 37 
Large 4 3 5 3 3 3 4 17 21 

TOTAL 32 14 14 8 9 11 32 56 88 
Note:  
Small Size Wineries =  Vineyard and tasting room 
Medium Size Wineries = Vineyards, tasting room, and combination of one or two more uses such as restaurants, special occasion 
facilities, or lodging facilities, 
Large Size Wineries = Vineyard, tasting room and resort type of uses 
105 Total Wineries have been assumed for the entire Project area (47 Small, 37 Medium, 21 Large). 88 in Winery, 6 in Equestrian, 
and 11 in Residential. All wineries in Equestrian and Residential Districts are small size wineries. 
Refer to Appendix J for detailed information and assumptions.  
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(i.e., Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the EIR) and either avoid, reduce, offset, or otherwise minimize 
identified potential adverse impacts of the Project or serve as “betterments” providing significant 
benefit to the community and/or to the physical environment: 

Aesthetics/Light and Glare 

1. The Project will require that implementing projects adhere to the new development standards 
proposed under the Zoning Ordinance Amendment.  This will include additional setbacks on 
major roadways, consistent allowable maximum height requirements, etc.   

2. The Project will require that implementing projects comply with the Temecula Valley Wine 
Country Policy Area Design Guidelines which provides recommendation and design guidance for 
implementing projects and expansion of roadways and trail facilities within the Project area. 

3. The Project will require 75% of implementing project on future winery sites be planted with 
vineyards on 10 acres or more (revised SWAP Policy 1.3 and 1.4).  This minimum planting 
requirement will effectively reduce building mass, increase open space, and promote the rural 
agricultural feel of the Project site. 

4. The Project (revised SWAP Policy 1.5) will require a minimum lot size of ten (10) acres for new 
residential tract maps and parcel maps except in the Wine Country – Residential District.  This 
large lot size requirement will preserve and enhance the rural feel in the Project area. 

5. The Project (revised SWAP Policy 1.6) will encourage agricultural operations, equestrian 
activities and vineyard planting which will reflect the unique character of this Policy Area. 

6. The Project (revised SWAP Policy 1.2) will maintain distinct rural, agricultural and equestrian 
characters in the Project area through implementation of the Wine Country Districts and 
corresponding zones.   

7. The Project (proposed SWAP Policy 1.11) will allow incidental commercial uses such as special 
occasion facilities, hotels, resorts, restaurants and delicatessens in conjunction with wineries on 
lots larger than 20 acres for WC-W zone and on lots larger than 10 acres for WC-WE zone, which 
will effectively reduce building mass, increase open space, and promote the agricultural feel of 
the Wine Country – Wine District. 

8. The Project (proposed SWAP Policy 1.12) will encourage equestrian establishments and permit 
incidental commercial uses that compliment existing equestrian establishments on lots larger 
than 10 acres.  This will promote the equestrian and rural nature of the Wine Country – 
Equestrian District. 

9. The Project (proposed SWAP Policy 1.15) will encourage residential tract and parcel maps with 
an overall project density yield not to exceed one dwelling unit per five (5) acres.  This large lot 
size requirement will preserve and enhance the rural feel in the Wine Country – Residential 
District. 

10. The Circulation Element Amendment is anticipated to reduce average daily trips while 
maintaining the rural feel of Wine Country through adherence to the Temecula Valley Wine 
Country Design Guidelines.  In addition, the Proposed Circulation Map (refer to Exhibit 3.0-7) 
shows several roadways would be downgraded from the current County’s Circulation Element, 
and several intersections would be improved through the creation of roundabouts which would 
enhance or maintain the rural character of the Project area. 

11. The Project through the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area Design Guidelines would 
recommend that all exterior lighting fixtures be directed downward and properly aimed at 
targeted areas, which will minimize light spillover.  The Guidelines would also recommend that, 
if grading is necessary, contoured slopes or rounded slopes should be manufactured and buffer 



                   
 
                3.0   Project Description 
 
 

 
Riverside County Planning Department  December 1, 2011  
Wine Country Community Plan Program EIR No. 524  Page | 3.0-18  

zones should be provided between buildings and vineyards for an easy transition from built 
areas to grapevines. 

Air Quality 

1. The Project’s amendment to County Zoning Ordinance No. 348 will require that the minimum lot 
size for special occasion facilities be 10 acres in the WC-WE zone, 20 acres in the WC-W zone, 
and 100 acres in the WC-E zone and a maximum of 5 guests shall be permitted per gross acre for 
these facilities.  This would greatly reduce air quality impacts on neighboring properties. 

2. Refer to Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Project Design Features #3, 4, 7, 8, and 9 above which will 
require large minimum lot sizes from 5 to 20 acres and a minimum vineyard planting or 
equestrian land requirement of 75%.  This will reduce the overall land use density and intensity 
of the Project site, resulting in fewer average daily trips which will in turn decrease air quality 
impacts in the Project area and surrounding communities. 

Agricultural Resources 

1. The Project will require 75% of implementing projects on future winery sites be planted with 
vineyards on 10 acres or more (revised SWAP Policy 1.3 and 1.4).  This minimum planting 
requirement will effectively reduce building mass, increase open space, and promote the rural 
agricultural feel of the Project site. 

2. Within the Winery District, implementing project which propose incidental commercial uses will 
be allowed only on winery sites larger than 20 acres for the WC-W zone and 10 acres for the 
WC-WE zone. 

3. Within the Equestrian District, implementing project which propose incidental commercial uses 
will be allowed only on equestrian establishments on lots larger than 10 acres. 

4. The Project will require 75% of implementing projects involving commercial equestrian 
establishments be set aside for permanent equestrian lands (proposed Draft Wine Country 
Zone, Development Standard F.2). 

5. Within the Residential District, implementing projects which propose residential tracts or parcel 
maps will be required to cluster development in conjunction with onsite vineyards or equestrian 
land such that the overall project density yield does not exceed one dwelling unit per five (5) 
acres.  At least 75% of the implementing project area will be permanently set aside as vineyards 
or equestrian land. 

6. At buildout, the Project is anticipated to result in a total of 9,644 acres of land designated for 
agriculture-related uses, including equestrian lands. 

7. The proposed Wine Country – Equestrian (WC-E) and Residential (WC-R) zones would allow as a 
permitted use the grazing, keeping or boarding of horses, cattle, sheep, goats, or other farm 
stock, in addition to other similar agriculture-promoting uses. 

Biological Resources 

1. The Project will require 75% of implementing projects on future winery sites be planted with 
vineyards on 10 acres or more (revised SWAP Policy 1.3 and 1.4).  This minimum planting 
requirement will effectively reduce building mass, increase open space, and promote the rural 
agricultural feel of the Project site. 

2. The Project (revised SWAP Policy 1.5) will require a minimum lot size of ten (10) acres for new 
residential tract maps and parcel maps except in the Wine Country – Residential District.  This 
large lot size requirement will preserve and enhance the rural feel in the Project area. 



                   
 
                3.0   Project Description 
 
 

 
Riverside County Planning Department  December 1, 2011  
Wine Country Community Plan Program EIR No. 524  Page | 3.0-19  

3. The Project (proposed SWAP Policy 1.11) will allow incidental commercial uses such as special 
occasion facilities, hotels, resorts, restaurants and delicatessens in conjunction with wineries on 
lots larger than 20 acres for WC-W zone and on lots larger than 10 acres for WC-WE zone, which 
will effectively reduce building mass, increase open space, and promote the agricultural feel of 
the Wine Country – Winery District. 

4. The Project (proposed SWAP Policy 1.12) will encourage equestrian establishments and permit 
incidental commercial uses that complement existing equestrian establishments on lots larger 
than 10 acres.  This will promote the equestrian and rural nature of the Wine Country – 
Equestrian District. 

5. The Project (proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 348.4729) within the Wine Country – 
Equestrian (WC-E) Zone will allow the following uses related to biological resources:  

 commercial equestrian establishments; 
 the grazing, keeping or boarding of horses, cattle, sheep, goats or other farm stock, 

excluding hogs; 
 selective or experimental breeding and raising of horses, cattle, sheep, and goats 
 petting zoo; 
 polo grounds or horse show facility; 
 horse racing track or rodeo arena; 
 large animal hospital provided that temporary boarding facilities are established for the 

purposes of boarding sick or injured animals. 

Cultural Resources 

1. Refer to Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Project Design Features #3, 4, 7, 8, and 9 above, which will 
require large minimum lot sizes from 5 to 20 acres.  This would make it reasonable to preserve 
more open space and reduce the amount of deep excavation and grading within the Project site, 
reducing the potential for impacts to cultural resources.  This would allow more physical space 
to design to avoid and preserve cultural resources. 

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

1. As part of the Wine Country Infrastructure Study (WCIS), EMWD identified potential alternatives 
to accommodate Project sewer flows, reducing reliance on onsite septic treatment facilities.  
Descriptions of these alternatives are provided above. 

2. On-site drainage improvements would be made at the time implementing projects occur to 
control any increased flows and ensure erosion of downstream environments do not occur. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

1. The Project’s amendment to County Zoning Ordinance No. 348 will require that the minimum lot 
size for special occasion facilities be 10 acres in the WC-WE zone, 20 acres in the WC-W zone, 
and 100 acres in the WC-E zone and a maximum of 5 guests shall be permitted per gross acre for 
these facilities.  This would greatly reduce air quality impacts on neighboring properties. 

2. Refer to Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Project Design Features #3, 4, 7, 8, and 9 (refer to Chapter 
3.0 Project Description), which will require large minimum lot sizes from 5 to 20 acres and a 
minimum vineyard planting or equestrian land requirement of 75%.  This will reduce the overall 
land use density and intensity of the Project site, resulting in fewer average daily trips which will 
in turn decrease air quality impacts in the Project area and surrounding communities. 

3. The Project (revised SWAP Policy 1.8) will require that pending adoption of an updated Air 
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Quality Element and Climate Action Plan (CAP), the County will ensure that new development 
selects greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction measures from the Option Tables to achieve the 
County’s GHG emission reduction thresholds as set forth in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Workbook (workbook).  Alternatively, new developments may utilize other reduction 
mechanisms to achieve reduction thresholds as prescribe in the workbook.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

There are no Project Design Features that have been developed with specific respect to hazards and 
hazardous materials. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

1. The Project includes requirements to limit the intensity and density of implementing projects, 
including retention of at least 75% of all winery project acreage as agricultural production, and 
requiring minimum lot sizes in the Winery, Winery-Existing, and Equestrian Districts, thereby 
reducing impervious surfaces and associated stormwater runoff. 

Land Use and Relevant Planning 

1. The Plan would establish three distinct Districts within the General Plan Policy Area to maximize 
the area’s viticulture and related uses, and balance the need to protect existing rural lifestyles in 
the area.  

2. The Project is itself “self mitigating” in that it provides additional policies, land use controls, and 
design guidelines that are estimated to result in substantially reduced overall land use density 
and intensity, as well as better coordinated land use planning that allows all three primary land 
uses to function with minimal conflict. 

Mineral Resources 

1. The Project reduces the overall density of development in the Project area, thereby reducing the 
permanent footprint of structures and roads, preserving the option for future mineral 
extraction; 

2. Within the Winery District, the proposed Project requires a minimum of 75% of land set aside 
for agricultural production (viticulture).  This land would remain available for potential future 
mineral extraction. 

Noise 

1. The Project’s amendment to County Zoning Ordinance No. 348 will require that the minimum lot 
size for special occasion facilities be 10 acres in the WC-WE zone, 20 acres in the WC-W zone, 
and 100 acres in the WC-E zone and a maximum of 5 guests shall be permitted per gross acre for 
these facilities.  This would greatly reduce noise impacts on neighboring properties. 

2. Refer to Aesthetics/Light and Glare, Project Design Features #3, 4, 7, 8, and 9 above, which will 
require large minimum lot sizes from 5 to 20 acres and a minimum vineyard planting or 
equestrian land requirement of 75%.  This will reduce the overall land use density and intensity 
of the Project site, resulting in fewer average daily trips which will in turn decrease ambient 
traffic-generated, operational, and site development noise in the Project area and surrounding 
communities. 

3. The Project will require special occasion facilities that propos indoor events to conduct a Noise 
Study prior to Plot Plan/CUP approval.  Similarly, special occasion facilities that propose outdoor 

jroth
Sticky Note
Does the plan seriously consider future mining activities within the plan area?  Seems totally incompatible with winery, equestrian or residential uses.
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events will be required to conduct an Acoustical Analysis prior to Plot Plan/CUP approval. 

Public Services, Recreation and Utilities 

1. The Project proposes the expansion of roadways and trail facilities within the Project area as 
illustrated in Exhibit 3.0-7 and 3.0-8. 

2. As part of the Wine Country Infrastructure Study (WCIS), EMWD identified potential alternatives 
to accommodate Project sewer flows.  Descriptions of these alternatives are provided above. 

3. As stated in the Final Integrated Regional Water Management Plan for the Upper Santa 
Margarita Watershed Planning Region, RCWD is planning to improve groundwater recharge 
facilities and construct up to 18 new groundwater wells to increase water supply and 
conjunctive use storage for its service area. 

4. RCWD’s Water Facilities Master Plan (WFMP) includes master planned facilities (pipelines, pump 
stations and reservoirs) to be built throughout the District’s service area.  Facilities within the 
Project area are shown on Exhibit 3.0-8, WFMP Proposed Facilities.   

Traffic and Circulation 

1. The Project will require that implementing projects comply with the Temecula Valley Wine 
Country Policy Area Design Guidelines which provides recommendation and design guidance for 
implementing projects and expansion of roadways and trail facilities within the Project area. 

2. The Project will design and develop the vehicular roadway system per Figure 7 (Circulation) of 
the SWAP, and in accordance with the functional classifications and standards specified in the 
General Plan Circulation Element. 

3. The Project will maintain the County’s roadway Level of Service standards as described in the 
Level of Service section of the General Plan Circulation Element. 

3.8 REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPROVALS  

PERMITS/APPROVALS CURRENTLY BEING SOUGHT 

The County of Riverside exercises discretionary authority over the Project and is, therefore, the Lead 
Agency pursuant to CEQA.  Implementation of the Project could require the following permits and 
approvals from the County.  The following list is not exhaustive and is based on the best data available at 
the time of Draft Program EIR was prepared. 

 Adoption of General Plan Amendment No. 1077 (GPA 1077), which includes revisions, updates, 
and additions to the Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) of the Riverside County General Plan, 
including but not limited to: 

o Deletion of policies of the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de Los Caballos Policy Areas, 
specifically policies SWAP 1.1 through SWAP 2.1;  

o Addition of the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area and applicable policies.   
o Revision to Statistical Summary Table 2 of the SWAP 
o Deletion of the boundaries of the Citrus Vineyard and Valle de Los Caballos Policy Areas 

and the addition of the boundary of Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area to SWAP 
Policy Areas Figure 4 

o Revision to SWAP Circulation Network Figure 7  
o Revision to SWAP Trails and Bikeway Systems Figure 8 
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o Revision to General Plan Circulation Element Circulation Network Figure C- 1 
o Revision to General Plan Circulation Element Trails Network Figure C- 7 
o Amendment of any other portions of the General Plan or SWAP required to reflect 

changes arising from the proposed SWAP amendments and various Project components. 

 Adoption of revisions to the Riverside County Zoning Ordinance No. 348.4729 to add four new 
Zoning Classifications that would implement the Temecula Valley Wine Country Policy Area: 
Wine Country – Winery; Wine Country – Winery Existing; Wine Country – Residential; and Wine 
Country – Equestrian.    

 Approval / Amendments to supporting regulatory or advisory documents, such as replacing the 
Citrus Vineyard Design Guidelines with the proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Design 
Guidelines.  

Current Wine Country Proposals 

In addition to the permits/ approvals currently being sought, there are approximately 67 existing 
planning cases for projects located within the Project area that are currently under review by the County 
Planning Department (refer to Section 4.0, Overview of EIR Methodology).  The types of cases being 
reviewed include: Conditional Use Permits, General Plan Amendments, Parcel Maps, Plot Plans, and 
Tentative Tract Maps.  These pending planning cases are in various stages of the process ranging from 
the initial submittal of applications to projects that have been tentatively approved and are awaiting 
final approval by County staff.  Some of these implementing projects may conflict with the Project and 
would require special consideration, especially if these conflicts generate impacts to surrounding uses.   

Potential Future Permit/Approvals 

Future site-specific implementing projects will require subsequent discretionary review and approval by 
the County of Riverside.  As part of this review it is anticipated that these implementing projects would 
require a variety of future permits and approvals.  Table 3.0-5, Potential Future Permits and Approvals, 
summarizes some of the anticipated requirements for these future implementing projects.  
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Table 3.0-5 
Potential Future Permits and Approvals 

 Changes of Zone Approvals (implementing projects would require a Change of Zone to 
comply with their respective proposed underlying zoning classification [i.e., WC-W, WC-
WE, WC-E, or WC-R]) 

 Land Use Planning Approvals (Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments, Conditional 
Use Permits, Plot Plans, etc.) 

 Subdivision Mapping Approvals (Tentative Tract Maps, Parcel Maps, etc.) 
 Engineering Plan Approvals (Grading, Building and Infrastructure Plans/Permits 
 Biological Resources Permitting (MSHCP consistency analysis, Section 404 Permit, 

California Endangered Species Act permitting [if necessary], Section 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement) 

 Water Quality Plans and Permits (Section 401 Water Quality Certification, Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan [SWPPP], National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
[NPDES] permits) 

 Air quality permits 
 Compliance with this Program EIR No. 524 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program and related Conditions of Approval 
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Wine Country Community Plan EIR

Policy Area Map
Exhibit 3.02

!
0 0.5 1

Miles
Source:  Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan Project Boundary  Image provided by Riverside County Planning, June 30, 2011
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Wine Country Community Plan EIR

Wine Country Policy Area with Districts
Exhibit 3.05

!
0 0.5 1

Miles
Source:  Wine Country Policy Area With Districts  Image provided by Riverside County Planning, July 5, 2011

District

District

District

jroth
Sticky Note
Prior text said one winery (Briar Rose) was in a Residential area.  I do not see any existing wineries within either Residential area.
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WINE COUNTRY COMMUNITY PLAN EIR

Existing Wineries
Exhibit 3.06

!
0 0.5 1

Miles
Source:  Temecula Valley Wine Country Existing Wineries  provided by Riverside County Planning, July 7, 2011

jroth
Sticky Note
In this exhibit, it appears that there are three wineries within the southwestern Residential district (46, 48 and 50).
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jroth
Sticky Note
Some of the items in this Legend do not appear to be applicable to this map.
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!
!!

!
! Combination Trail (Regional / Class 1 Bike Path)

!
!!

!
! Class 1 Bike Path

!
!!

!
! Regional Trail

!
!!

!
! Community Trail

!
!!

!
! Historic Trail

!
!!

!
! Non-County Public and Quasi-Public Lands Trails

!
!!

!
! Regional / Open Space Trail

!
!!

!
! Class 2 Bike Path

!
!!

!
! Class 3 Bike Path

!

!
! ! Private Trails

City Boundary

Area Plan Boundary

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Lands

Miscellaneous Public Lands

Waterbodies

Highways

Data Source: Primarily Riverside County Regional Park and Open Space District,
with assistance from Riverside County TLMA/Transportation and Planning Departments,
Riverside County Economic Development Agency, and other local, state, and federal
recreational services agencies.

Note: Trails and bikeway maps are a graphic representation identifying the general location
and classification of existing and proposed trails and bikeways in the unincorporated area
of the County. All questions regarding precise alignment or improvement standards should
be referred to the Riverside County Regional Park and Open Space District.

Note: Except for major regional facilities, trails and bikeways systems located within cities
are generally not shown. Where trails and bikeways exist or are planned in the unincorporated
area in such a manner that there are opportunities for connections with existing or planned
trails and bikeways within adjacent cities, an arrow symbol is used to show the approximate
location of the intended connection opportunity. The reader should contact the appropriate
city for all information about that city's existing or planned trails and bikeways systems.
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Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features are
approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering standards. The
County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content (the source is often third
party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any of the data provided, and assumes no
legal responsibility for the information contained on this map. Any use of this product with
respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole responsibility of the user.

Data Source: Riverside County Parks
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Disclaimer: Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features are
approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying or engineering standards. The
County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content (the source is often third
party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any of the data provided, and assumes no
legal responsibility for the information contained on this map. Any use of this product with
respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole responsibility of the user.
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Proposed Trails Network
Exhibit 3.0-8
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Source: Temecula Valley Wine Country Proposed Trails and Bikeway System 8B - provided by Riverside County Planning, 11/28/11
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INTRODUCTION 

The following subsections of the EIR contain a detailed environmental analysis of the existing conditions, 
Project impacts (including direct and indirect, short-term and long-term), recommended mitigation 
measures, and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, where these are identified.  This 
EIR analyzes those environmental issue areas identified in the Notice of Preparation (Appendix A, NOP 
and NOP Comment Letters) where potentially significant impacts could occur as a result of Project 
implementation, based on information gathered throughout the EIR process.  The EIR examines the 
following environmental issue areas outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, “Environmental 
Checklist:” 

• Aesthetics, Light and Glare 
• Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Land Use and Relevant Planning 
• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services, Recreation and Utilities 
• Traffic and Circulation 

Each environmental issue is addressed in a separate sub-section of Section 4 of the EIR (with the 
exception of Population and Housing which is addressed in Sections 5.0, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and 
8.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant), and is organized under the following headings: 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

“Environmental Setting” provides a description of the existing physical conditions on and in the vicinity 
of the Project site to provide a “baseline” condition against which Project-related impacts are compared.  
The baseline condition is generally the physical condition that exists when the NOP is published 
(December 22, 2009).  The baseline for transportation/traffic, air quality, and noise is the date of the 
traffic counts, which occurred in June and July 2011.  Data that are not sensitive to change, either 
because of the nature of the information (e.g., a resource that does not change readily, such as geology, 
or general background information that is not date-sensitive, such as definitions or general descriptions 
of regulations) or because no changes have occurred (e.g., physical site conditions or site history) may 
also be used as background information, and may have a date prior to December 2009. 
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REGULATORY FRAMEWORK  

The Regulatory Framework provides a summary of regulations, plans, policies, and laws that are relevant 
to each environmental issue area.  The County’s General Plan goals and policies and relevant sections of 
the County’s Ordinances are listed as appropriate in the individual technical sections.  The laws, 
ordinances, and regulations cited in each section are current as of publishing of this Draft EIR.   

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD CRITERIA  

“Significance Threshold Criteria” provides the thresholds that are the basis of conclusions of significance, 
which are primarily the criteria in the 2011 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, “Environmental Checklist”. 

Major sources used in crafting criteria include: the CEQA Guidelines; local, State, federal, or other 
standards applicable to an impact category; and officially established significance thresholds.  Section 
15064(b) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “…an ironclad definition of significant effect is not possible 
because the significance of any activity may vary with the setting.”  Principally, “…a substantial, or 
potentially substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within an area affected by the 
project, including land, air, water, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic 
significance,” constitutes a significant impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382). 

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION 

Project impacts are potential changes to the existing physical environment that could occur if the 
Project is implemented.  Evidence, based on factual and scientific data, is presented to show the cause-
and-effect relationship between the Project and the potential changes in the environment.  The exact 
magnitude, duration, extent, frequency, range, or other parameters of a potential impact are 
ascertained, to the extent possible, to determine whether impacts could be significant; potential direct 
and reasonably foreseeable indirect effects are considered to the extent feasible. 

The “Level of Significance” identifies the impact significance level with implementation of the Project.  
Impacts are classified as follows: 

 “No Impact” – This determination is made when, due either to the nature or the scope of the 
Project, no impact would occur. 

 “Less than Significant” –  This determination is made when the impact does not exceed the 
defined threshold(s) of significance or can be eliminated or reduced to a less than significant 
level through compliance with existing local, State, and/or federal laws and regulations and/or 
Project requirements and Project Design Features.   

 “Less than Significant with Mitigation” – This determination is made when a potentially 
significant impact can be reduced, avoided, or offset to a less than significant level by 
incorporating EIR mitigation measures. 

 “Potentially Significant Impact” – As required by Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, this 
is used when a residual impact that would cause a substantial adverse effect on the 
environment—which may or may not be reduced somewhat—could not be reduced to a less-
than-significant level through any feasible mitigation measure(s).  This designation is similar in 
effect to a Significant Irreversible Change under NEPA [40 CFR 1502.16 and Public Resources 
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Code 21100(b)(2)(B)]. This determination requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
(pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093), which would be adopted by the County of 
Riverside prior to approving the Project.  In adopting such a statement, the lead agency is 
required to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable environmental impacts in 
determining whether to approve the project.  If the benefits of a project are found to outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse effects may be considered 
“acceptable” and the project approved (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[a]).   

GENERAL PLAN MITIGATION MEASURES 

“General Plan Mitigation Measures” are those measures identified in General Plan EIR No. 441 to 
mitigate impacts associated with buildout of the County’s General Plan.  These have been incorporated 
into this EIR, where applicable. 

MITIGATION MEASURES  

“Mitigation Measures” are those Project-specific measures that would be required of the Project to 
avoid a significant adverse impact; to minimize a significant adverse impact; to rectify a significant 
adverse impact by restoration; to reduce or eliminate a significant adverse impact over time by 
preservation and maintenance operations; or to compensate for the impact by replacing or providing 
substitute resources or environment.1   

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

“Cumulative Impacts” describes potential environmental changes to the existing physical conditions that 
may occur with the Project together with all other reasonably foreseeable, planned, and approved 
future projects.  

Basis for Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Section 15355 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines defines cumulative impacts 
as:  

 “… two or more individual effects which when considered together are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts.” 

Section 15355 further describes potential cumulative impacts as follows: 

“(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of 
separate projects. 

(b) The cumulative impacts from several projects are the change in the environment, which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.” 

                                                           
1  The measures presented in this EIR are either “project design features” (those that would be implemented as 

part of project design) or mitigation measures (those that would mitigate project impacts above and beyond 
any reduction in impacts accomplished by project design features). 
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Cumulative impacts represent the change caused by the incremental impact of a project when added to 
other proposed or committed projects in the vicinity.  Section 15355 of the Guidelines defines 
cumulative impacts to be,“ ... two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” Section 15130 of the CEQA 
Guidelines states that cumulative impacts shall be discussed where they are significant. It further states 
that this discussion shall reflect the level and severity of the impact and the likelihood of occurrence, but 
not in as great a level of detail as would be necessary for the project alone. 

Section 15130(b)(1) of the Guidelines states that the information utilized in an analysis of cumulative 
impacts should come from one of two sources: 
 

1. A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related cumulative impacts, 
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or 

2. A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document 
designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions. 

 
The cumulative impacts analyses contained in this Draft EIR uses a “blended approach” to ensure 
adequate analysis.  Relative to the “list method”, Table 4.0-1, Cumulative Projects, provides a list of 
known development projects within the Project area.2  This list of projects has been used to provide 
general context for overall cumulative conditions, noting that the actual density, timing and nature of 
these projects is uncertain given the long build-out timeframe for the Project.  Also, refer to Exhibit 4.0-
1, Active Planning Cases, which shows the location of the land development projects listed in Table 4.0-
1, Cumulative Projects.3 

The types of cases being reviewed include: Conditional Use Permits, General Plan Amendments, Parcel 
Maps, Plot Plans, and Tentative Tract Maps.  These pending planning cases are in various stages of the 
process ranging from the initial submittal of applications to projects that have been tentatively 
approved and are awaiting final approval by County staff.  Some of these proposed developments may 
conflict with the proposed Project and would require special consideration, especially if these conflicts 
generate impacts to surrounding uses. 
 
Relative to the “adopted plan” method, the Project area encompasses two Policy Areas intended to 
promote agricultural and equestrian uses within Southwest Area Plan (SWAP) of the County General 
Plan.  The Citrus Vineyard Policy Area encompasses a majority of the agricultural uses within the Project 
area, and the Valle de los Caballos Policy Area supports an area characterized by equestrian, rural 
residential, and agricultural activities.  The Project area also encompasses adjacent unincorporated 
areas with similar characteristics.   The Project does not result in a substantive change in overall density 
or nature compared to what is allowed as part of the General Plan SWAP.  In fact, implementation of the 
Project would result in a reduction in overall density and intensity.  Accordingly, the Project’s overall 
density and nature of development would be consistent with regional growth projections reflected in 
the Riverside County General Plan and those of applicable regional, State and Federal agencies.  
Therefore, on both a local and regional level, the Project’s cumulative impacts have been accounted for 
in the Riverside County General Plan EIR No. 441, as well as in the various population-dependent 
regional plans adopted by such agencies as the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), 

                                                           
2 The list of cumulative projects was compiled by County Planning Department staff in September 2011. 
3 Note that these projects are in various stages of entitlement or construction.  
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the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (AQMD). 

Table 4.0-1 
Cumulative Projects 

Proposed 
Project 

Case No. 

District Project Description Case 
Status 

CUP02872R3 Residential Change Condition of Approval 20 Planning 2 to extend the life of the 
CUP. 

DRT 

GPA00821/ 
PM34906 

Winery GPA: Change existing land use designation from Medium Density 
Residential (MDR) to Very Low Density Residential (VLDR).   
PM: Subdivide 4.75 acres into four (4) residential parcels. 

Tent. 
Approval as 
Recommend
ed (at BOS 
on 3/11/08) 

GPA00920 Winery Change existing land use designation from Rural Residential (RR) 
and Rural Mountainous (RM) to MDR.   

BOS 

GPA00933 Residential Change existing Foundation Component from Agriculture (AG) to 
Rural Community: Very Low Density Residential (RC:VLDR). 

BOS  

GPA01000 Residential Change existing land use designation from Rural: Rural Residential 
(R:RR) to Specific Plan (SP), changing from Rural (R) Foundation 
Component to Community Development (CD) Foundation. 

PC 

GPA01041 Winery Change existing Foundation Component from Rural Community: 
Estate Density Residential (RC:EDR) to Agriculture: Agriculture 
(AG:AG). 

Approved 
(at BOS on 
2/24/09) 

GPA01099 Residential Change existing Foundation Component from Rural Community (RC) 
to Community Development (CD) and amend the land use 
designation from Estate Density Residential (EDR) to Medium High 
Density Residential (MHDR). 

Approved 
(at BOS on 
6/29/10) 

GPA01107 Winery Remove the subject property from the Valle de los Caballos Policy 
Area and add it to the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area. 

Approved 
(at BOS on 
2/8/11). 

PM30298 Winery Subdivide 12.18 acres into four (4) residential parcels. Approved 
(at DH on 
4/11/11) 

PM32981M1 Residential Minor change to alter Transportation Condition of Approval 
requiring roadway improvements 

DH 

PM33657 Residential Subdivide 6.32 acres into 3 parcels. DRT 
PM33658 Residential Subdivide 6.49 acres into 3 parcels. DRT 
PM34007 Winery Subdivide 5 acres into 2 parcels. DRT 
PM34343 Residential Subdivide 5.05 acres into 2 parcels. DRT 
PM34426 Residential Subdivide 6.61 acres into 2 parcels. DRT 
PM34547 Winery Subdivide 5.21 acres into 2 parcels. DRT 
PM35164 Winery Subdivide 6.23 acres into two. DRT 

PP18776R1 Winery Add 65x50 metal storage building to winery. DH 
PP18776S4 Winery Permit a special event to winery. Applied 

PP20246 Winery Second unit permit land use inspection. Applied 
PP21375 

Winery Permit a winery, tasting room, and special event. DRT 
PP22242 Equestrian Inspections for BXX068900 and BNR060227. Applied 

jroth
Sticky Note
This table and the accompanying map need an extended explanation.  If all of these items are either approved or in process, it would seem that they would have a significant impact on the intended uses within the three plan areas.  If no approval date is provided, does that mean the item is awaiting a decision by the listed entity?  Does "Applied" mean that the item has been approved or ???
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Proposed 
Project 

Case No. 

District Project Description Case 
Status 

PP22271 Winery Permit a winery, tasting room, catering and special occasion facility.  
The project proposes to host 50 special events per year with 
approximately 50-100 guests. 

PC 

PP22372S2 Winery Permit floor plan and elevation change to 3,640 SF wine tasting 
room with deli area and approximately 600 SF outside wood deck.  
Wine tasting room originally approved with 2,530 SF.   

Approved 
(on 7/7/11) 

PP23017 Winery Permit a winery and resort consisting of 21 buildings with 42 casitas 
totaling 29,760 SF, a 5,800 SF wine tasting building, and a 1,200 SF 
housekeeping and pool building. 

DRT 

PP23092 Residential Permit a sales trailer for TR32982 located on Lot 27. Applied 
PP23285R1 Winery Modify condition regarding days and hours of operation and allow 

limo parking by appointment only. 
DH 

PP23339 Residential Permit landscape and entry monument plans. Tent. 
Approval 
(3/9/09) 

PP23385 Winery Permit winery with attached tasting room restaurant DRT 
PP23458 Winery Permit landscape and irrigation plans for PP22515. Tent. 

Approval 
(on 6/26/08) 

PP23506 Equestrian Permit an existing commercial horse stable. Applied 
PP23572S1 Winery Add three monument walls at the entry. Applied 

PP23642 Residential Install T-Mobile wireless facility disguised as monopalm.  The 
related equipment will be located at the base  of the facility within 
a lease area that is fully screened by a decorative block wall. 

Approved 
(at PC on 
5/18/11) 

PP23648 Winery Permit landscaping and irrigation plans for Palumbo Winery. Tent. 
Approval 
(on 11/5/08) 

PP23786 Winery Install 50-foot monopine wireless facility with 12 panel antennas. DRT 
PP23819S1 Winery Revise monument sign/landscape and loading/crusher dock.  Permit 

screen wall on north side of the property.  Replace decomposed 
granite path with concrete. 

Tent 
Approval 
(on 
11/22/10) 

PP23896 Winery Convert an existing 6,983 SF residence into a winery and tasting 
room with a gift shop, along with hosting special events and 
proposing 72 parking spaces.   

Approved 
(at BOS on 
6/7/11) 

PP24131 Winery Landscape improvement plans for Delateo PP 19998 and Grading 
Permit BGR080332. 

Tent. 
Approval 
(on 11/3/09) 

PP24279 Winery Permit 2,278 SF of existing building as winery/tasting 
room/production and storage room and 2,874 SF of existing 
building as residence.  

Approved 
(at BOS on 
6/28/11) 

PP24330 Winery Install 50-foot monopine wireless facility with equipment shelter. DRT 
PP24342 Winery Permit landscape plans for PP23819 (Miramonte Winery). Tent. 

Approval 
(on 
12/24/09) 

PP24413 Residential Permit construction without permit (CWP) of 1,393 SF storage 
building.  

DRT 
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Proposed 
Project 

Case No. 

District Project Description Case 
Status 

PP24456 Winery Permit 1,920 SF garage attached to existing guesthouse dwelling.  Applied 
PP24550 Residential Permit construction without permit (CWP) of 4,051 SF auxiliary 

building. 
Applied 

PP24694 Winery Install 45-foot faux water tank with 18 antennas and 12’-by-16’ 
equipment shelter. 

Approved 
(at DH on 
4/25/11) 

PP24711 Winery Permit special occasion facility.  A portion of residence and existing 
accessory building will be converted to wedding reception area, 
buffet area, and bridal dressing area.  Ceremony area will be in 
existing court yard. 

DH 

PP24713 Winery Permit Minor Plot Plan for Class I Kennel on 9.11 acres. Applied 
PP24751 Winery Permit landscape plans for wine tasting room, patio, and garden Tent. 

Approval 
(on 11/9/10) 

PP24752 Equestrian Install a multi-use grass field for existing equestrian facility.  The 
subject property is used as a major equestrian facility (Galway 
Downs) pursuant to approved CUP2303-W. 

DRT 

PP24760 Residential Install a 50-foot faux water tank with 12 antennas, equipment 
shelter and generator. 

DRT 

PP24771 Winery Permit a winery, wine tasting room, and special event center.  
Ancillary uses include kitchens, banquet hall, storage rooms, offices, 
and conference rooms totaling approximately 21,000 SF. 

DRT 

PP24815 Residential Permit construction without permit (CWP) for 1,152 SF barbeque 
patio, 2,392 SF pool house, 183 SF gazebo, and two lattice trellises. 

DRT 

PP24847 Winery Permit landscaping plans for PP24047. Applied 
PP24863 Winery Permit landscaping plans for PP23376. Tent. 

Approval 
(on 3/30/11) 

PP24880 Winery Permit Verizon cell tower site, which proposed a faux water tower  
and equipment cabinets. 

DRT 

PP24883 Winery Permit a church and daycare/preschool through 8th grade school on 
25% of the property acreage, and agricultural operation on the 
remaining 75% of the property acreage.  The facility will consist of 
an approximately 50,000 SF two-story sanctuary building and an 
approximately 32,000 SF two-story school building.  This is an 
expansion of the existing church facility. 

DRT 

PP24884 Residential Permit construction of a 1,764 SF detached barn with breezeway. DRT 
PP24907 Winery Permit landscaping plans for PP16891R2. Applied 
PP24955 Winery Permit construction of a 1,440 SF horse barn and construction 

without permit (CWP) for a 240 SF shelter. 
Approved 
(at DH on 
7/11/11) 

PP24956 Residential Permit construction of a 2,119 SF shedrow barn. Approved 
(at DH on 
7/11/11) 

TR31445 Winery Subdivide 95.7 acres into 19 single-family residential lots with a 
minimum lot size of 5 acres. 

PC 

TR32564 Winery Subdivide 19.9 acres into 10 single-family residential lots with a 
minimum lot size of 2 acres. 

DRT 
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Proposed 
Project 

Case No. 

District Project Description Case 
Status 

TR33356 Residential Subdivide 42.4 acres into 19 single-family residential lots, ranging in 
size from 0.75 acres to 5 acres. 

BOS 

TR35924 Winery Subdivide 178.8 acres into 20 single-family residential lots ranging 
in size from 1.2 acres to 90.4 acres. 

Tent. 
Approval (at 
BOS on 
11/9/10) 

Notes: 
BNR –Non-Residential Permit 
BOS – Board of Supervisors 
BXX – Miscellaneous 
DH – Director’s Hearing 
DRT– Land Development Committee 
PC – Planning Commission 
PM – Tentative Parcel Map 
PP – Plot Plan 
SF – Square Feet 
TR – Tentative Tract Map 
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EXCERPT FROM CALIFORNIA BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE  

SECTION 11010 

 

11010.   (a) Except as otherwise provided pursuant to subdivision 
(c)or elsewhere in this chapter, any person who intends to offer 
subdivided lands within this state for sale or lease shall file 
with the Department of Real Estate an application for a public 
report consisting of a notice of intention and a completed 
questionnaire on a form prepared by the department. 
  (b) The notice of intention shall contain the following 
information about the subdivided lands and the proposed 
offering: 

  (17)... 

   NOTICE OF RIGHT TO FARM 
 
   This property is located within one mile of a farm or ranch 
land designated on the current county-level GIS "Important 
Farmland Map," issued by the California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection. Accordingly, 
the property may be subject to inconveniences or discomforts 
resulting from agricultural operations that are a normal and 
necessary aspect of living in a community with a strong rural 
character and a healthy agricultural sector. Customary 
agricultural practices in farm operations may include, but are 
not limited to, noise, odors, dust, light, insects, the 
operation of pumps and machinery, the storage and disposal of 
manure, bee pollination, and the ground or aerial application of 
fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides. These agricultural 
practices may occur at any time during the 24-hour day. 
Individual sensitivities to those practices can vary from person 
to person. You may wish to consider the impacts of such 
agricultural practices before you complete your 
purchase. Please be advised that you may be barred from 
obtaining legal remedies against agricultural practices 
conducted in a manner consistent with proper and accepted 
customs and standards pursuant to Section 3482.5 of the Civil 
Code or any pertinent local ordinance. 
 
 

 



Excerpt from CHAPTER 14 ‐ A Guide to Pesticide Regulation in California (2011) 

 

Addressing Public Concerns about Pesticides 

 

As California’s population continues to expand, increasing numbers of people  

live and work near farms. This presents a continuing challenge for pesticide  

regulators, in part because urban residents and farmers have different perspectives  

on the purpose and value of farmland. To growers, farmland is an economic resource  

supplying food and fiber to the world. For farmers, encroaching development often  

means restraints on routine operations such as pesticide applications, liability for  

trespassers, problems with theft and vandalism, and urban drivers on rural roads.  

Urban‐oriented Californians value the open space farmland provides, a bucolic  

vision at odds with the noise of tractors at night, odors of animals, dust during  

plowing, and pesticides and fertilizers being sprayed near homes and schools. Those  

living next to farms often fear that agricultural pesticide use puts them at risk. They  

do not know what is being applied and for what purpose, and tend not to trust a  

farmer’s judgment on pesticides.  

 

California has the nation’s strictest pesticide laws and regulations. Pesticide sales  

and  use  are  tightly  controlled.  However,  many  of  agriculture’s  newest  neighbors 

consider  these  controls  inadequate.  They  are  concerned  about  toxic  chemicals, 

including pesticides, and want a say in what will be used and when. Farmers view this as 

unwarranted  interference  in  their business.  The  resulting  friction has often  escalated 

into  conflicts  that  see  disputing  parties  turn  to  local  officials,  including  county 

agricultural  commissioners  (CACs),  the media  and pesticide  regulators,  for  resolution. 

The  long‐term  solution  is  better  land‐use  planning,  including  firmer  urban  growth 

boundaries and, where appropriate, buffer zones between agricultural and urban uses.  
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December 5, 2012

VIA EMAIL and FACSIMILE

Riverside County Planning Commission
County of Riverside Administrative Center
4080 Lemon Street, 12th floor
P.O. Box 1409
Riverside, CA 92502

Attn: Mary Stark, Planning Commission Secretary
Email: mcstark@rctlma.org

Re: CURES’ SUPPLEMENTAL PUBLIC COMMENT STATEMENT, CEQA
OJBECTIONS TO PROPOSED WINE COUNTRY
COMMUNITY PLAN

Dear Chairman Snell and Honorable Commissioners:

This supplemental 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.

In addition to the oral argument made during the August 22, 2012 hearing, CURE submitted
a public comment letter summarizing objections to the Wine Country Community Plan (“Plan”) and
related Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (also dated August 22, 2012). In response to
questions raised by Commissioners during the August 22, 2012 hearing, CURE hereby submits this
supplemental statement addressing the Plans’ failure to comply with CEQA as required by Pub.
Resources Code, § 21000 et. seq. In submitting this timely written objection, CURE also reserves
its right to supplement these comments and challenge the DEIR pursuant to Pub. Res. Code, Section
21177(a).
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1. EIR Fails to Adequately Assess Impact to Water Supply.

Pursuant to CEQA, a Project Plan EIR must discuss water supply and
water availability with a greater degree of certainty and reliability
than that completed in the Temecula DEIR. This mandates that water
supplies identified and analyzed must bear a likelihood of actually
proving available: speculative sources and unrealistic allocations
(“paper water”) are insufficient bases for decision-making under
CEQA. An EIR should address the impacts of likely future water
sources and the EIR’s discussion must include a reasoned analysis of
the circumstances affecting the likelihood of the water’s availability.
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho
Cordova, 40 Cal.4th 412, 432 (2007).

In Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment
(SCOPE) v. County of Los Angeles, 157 Cal. App.4th 149, the court
provided a clear example of these water supply requirements. The
Newhall Ranch EIR included a detailed discussion as to the
mechanics of how the project’s water supply was to be met using
State Water Project (“SWP”) water and an analysis as to why it was
considered reliable. Id at 161. In upholding the EIR, the court of
appeal found that the EIR satisfied the Vineyard principles because
the EIR: (1) discussed the water supply based on a identifiable and
reliable source; (2) the record contained substantial evidence
demonstrating the likelihood of the project's near and long-term water
supply needs, and (3) the EIR did not improperly defer analysis to
later stages and (4) if it is impossible to determine that future water
sources will be available, the EIR must discuss alternative water
sources and the associated environmental consequences (not
applicable for the Newhall EIR because the water supply was found to
be reliable). Id at 158-159 citing Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 430-
431.

In contrast to the Newhall Ranch EIR, the Project DEIR relies upon
the 2010 Rancho California Water District (“RCWD”) Urban Water
Management Plan (“UWMP”) as the basis for assuming an adequate
water supply for the Project exists. However, the UWMP projects
significant increases in future water demand within its service area
(with or without the project) and assumes that this water will be
supplied by Metropolitan Water District (“MWD”) when that water is
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doubtful and dependent upon the outcome of the Bay Delta expansion
or and Quantification Settlement Agreements litigation.

Table 2.3-2 on page 2-15 of the UWMP shows water use in RCWD
growing from 85,116 acre feet per year in 2010 to 126,138 acre feet
per year in 2035, an increase of 41,022 acre feet per year (48.2%).
Essentially, all of the increase in supply is assumed to come from
MWD as shown in Table 3.2-1 on page 3-8 where treated and
untreated water supplies from MWD are projected to grow from a
combined 45,990 acre feet per year in 2010 to 91,390 acre feet per
year in 2035, an increase of 45,400 acre feet per year (100%).

Section 4 of the RCWD UWMP contains a discussion as to the
reliability of MWD's water supply, the most significant
observation being that the DWR's 2009 State Water Project Water
Delivery Reliability Report projects that State Water Project (“SWP”)
water deliveries in 2029 will remain unchanged from 2009 deliveries
without improvements. RCWD UWMP at pages 4-5 to 4-5. This
assumption appears to be in conflict with the conclusions reportedly
made by MWD in its own 2010 UWMP (discussed on page 4-12 of
the RCWD UWMP) that future MWD supplies are adequate to meet
future increases in demand in their service area. However, given the
uncertainty as to construction of the peripheral pipe in the Delta to
improve the SWP project reliability, the Colorado River supply and
outcome of the QSA litigation, MWD's reliability projections are
speculative and unreliable.

Even assuming MWD’s projections are reliable, the Wine Country
DEIR should still discuss the project's cumulative impacts with
respect to MWD's future water supply development needs.

In addition, the studies evaluated and referenced in DEIR Appendix H
reference dated materials that are insufficient for an assessment of the
impact to the water supply. Updated and current data should be used.
Since the General Plan serves as the foundation for all future
development, ensuring that adequate water is available should be
addressed at the earliest time from a CEQA perspective.
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2. Impact to Water Quality based on Increased Nitrate Concentrations.

The EIR acknowledges that leaching of nitrate to groundwater can be
lead to contaminated groundwater and a hazard to public health but
fails to identify how this will be mitigated to insignificance. DEIR at
4.9-19.

Recent studies from the University of California, Davis outline best
management techniques that can be adopted to reduce increased
nitrate loads. These should be incorporated in the DEIR water quality
and hydrology sections.

To protect against these long-term impacts to water quality,
management measures and recommended practices for reducing
nitrate to groundwater from crop operations should be analyzed and
implemented. Further, any infrastructure development necessary for
water supply should include recycled water with sufficient treatment
to eliminate additional nitrates (such as reverse osmosis). The cost of
such treatment is not included in the EIR analysis.

3. Impact of Increased Labor Force.

At the hearing on August 22, 2012, CURE submitted correspondence regarding
shortcomings of the Draft Environment Impact Report for the Wine Country
Community Plan (“WCCP”). One of the key issues was the DEIR’s failure to
provide any analysis on the growth inducing factors resulting from the increased
migrant work force needed to service the hotels and agricultural community. The
Coachella Valley provides a graphic example of what occurs when there is
inadequate housing to support the hotel and agricultural industry. CEQA requires
that such an analysis be completed and that adverse impacts be mitigated. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: “a project
is identified as growth- inducing if it “could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment.” Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to describe
significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, including those effects that
can be mitigated but not reduced to a less-than-significant level.

The DEIR Section 5.0 on Growth Inducing Impacts discusses projected employment
statistics but fails to implement policies or procedures designed to accommodate
these changes. Table 5.0-8, Comparison of Employment by Land Use Designation,
DEIR page 5.0-11, quantifies the potential growth of local employment generated by
implementation of the Project as compared to the existing General Plan. This
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evaluation anticipates a reduction in overall employment potential from 54,899
employees under the existing General Plan to 43,522 with implementation of the
Project Plan. However, the DEIR acknowledges that although there is a reduction in
overall number of potential employment positions, there is “nevertheless represents a
substantial increase in employment due to increasing the number of wineries from
the current approximately 42 wineries to the estimated 105 wineries, more than
doubling the wineries and associated commercial/tourist employment.” DEIR at 5.0-
12. Thus, aside from a (potential) overall reduction, there will be a substantial
increase in low-wage and seasonal employees to staff the surge in vineyard and
tourism industries.

Based on this projected increase in low-wage and seasonal laborers, the DEIR fails
to adequately address the housing needs of this workforce. First, the DEIR states that
the “Project would institute provisions to ensure that future growth is balanced and
coordinated with the appropriate public services and infrastructures. It would also
coordinate where, and under what circumstances, future growth should be
accommodated.” DEIR at 5.0-9. However, this plan lacks program or funding
specific information necessary to properly support the demand for accessible,
affordable housing. The DEIR also points to the affordability of housing in the
unincorporated Riverside area, but again, it is unclear whether this will be adequate
to house and sustain the increased work force. See DEIR at 5.0-5 to 5.0-7.

The absence of affordable housing options designed to accommodate a greater labor
force, labor camps or tent cities may result (as seen in Duroville in the east Coachella
Valley). CURE advises the Planning Commission to contact the Riverside and Kern
Counties to draw upon their analysis and recommendation for housing migrant labor.

CURE requests that the impact of increased low-wage labor force be analyzed and
accounted for in polices and programs and that the and that the County draw upon
experiences in areas such as the Coachella Valley in mitigating these impacts.

As proposed, the Community Plan would result in significant adverse
environmental, social and health impacts that have not been adequately identified,
assessed or mitigated in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. CURE requests that
the County evaluate these impacts in more detail prior to making a final
environmental determination or proceeding with the Project Plan.



Riverside County Planning Commission
December 5, 2012
Page 6

4838-7111-0162.1

Citizens United for Resources and The Environment, Inc. ~ 2873 Rumsey Drive, Riverside, CA 92506 (951) 784-7628 www.curegroup.org

Respectfully yours,

Nicole S. Martin
CITIZENS UNITED FOR RESOURCES AND
THE ENVIRONMENT, INC.





From: Don & Linda
To: Coyle, Frank
Cc: Khorashadi, Farah; Nanthavongdouangsy, Phayvanh
Subject: 300" setbacks in 2020 Plan
Date: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 1:07:37 PM
Attachments: Setbacks in the 2020 Plan.msg

Dear Mr. Coyle,
 
We spoke at the last Planning Commissioners Hearing in Temecula regarding our concerns. Understandably, you were still relatively new in dealing with issues of the “2020 Plan” and could not give us
answers without doing a bit of research. You did say, however, that you would look into the matter and get back to us. Since we haven’t heard from you, the following is a recap of the issue and a
reminder that we still need answers. Attached is a copy of our original request sent to Mitra, and also submitted in writing for the record at the hearing.
 
 
I have attended every public hearing on the Wine Country 2020 Plan and both testified and asked questions regarding the 300 ft setback provision. This is a substantial change in my setback and many
times more than in other residential areas (sextupled), and no one yet will explain to me why it is being done, what the purpose is, or specifically how it will affect my and many neighbors’ properties.
I have spoken with Mitra Mehta-Cooper, George Johnson, and Frank Coyle directly, and have been told by each that they would “get back to me.” Unfortunately, as of this date, I am still in the dark
as to the particulars regarding the setbacks. An extra (Explanative; purpose and intent) paragraph added to the “Plan” would certainly be helpful, and seems In order; especially since the “Plan” has
not yet been submitted to the Supervisors.
 
We have been told that these setbacks were potentially an effort to mitigate noise disturbance to existing residents, but due to topography differentials, that would not be the most effective method.
Under ANY circumstances, having 300’ of our property use limited in perpetuity is cause for alarm!
 
The additional fact that this intention by the county is virtually unknown by the residents involved/affected gives me great concern. With the “trails plan,” rumors regarding the Southern Eastern
Bypass, and major changes proposed for the entire area, I believe it is reasonable to ask that citizens along Anza Rd be made aware of specifically what is happening. The apparent lack of transparency
only serves to arouse suspicion. Perhaps what we need is a meeting/hearing with all the 300 foot setback parcel owners involved and have the responsible authorities, whether county or City of
Temecula, inform and explain, before a permanent change in our property-use rights becomes effective!?!
 
 
I respectfully request that you or someone from Planning address my concerns and answer my questions. I know that Mitra added some new text after the following draft and I also would like a copy
of how this section is currently worded.
 
Looking forward to your timely response,
 
Don Douglas
951 699-5406
 
 
 
********************************************************************************************************************************************************************

 
 

Updated 5th revision
PROPOSED ZONE CLASSIFICATION

 
B. Residential Standards 
The following standards shall apply to all residential developments in the WC zone:
(1) The minimum lot size shall be ten (10) gross acres except for existing nonconforming parcels and residential developments that cluster their density in Wine Country – Residential zone. 
(2) Minimum setback front yard requirements shall be fifty feet (50’); except when the site is located next to Rancho California Road, Monte De Oro Road, Anza Road, Pauba Road, De Portola Road,
Buck Road, Borel Road, Butterfield Stage Road, Calle Cantento Road, Camino Del Vino Road, and Hwy 79 S. the minimum setback front yard requirement shall be three hundred feet (300’) for new
parcel and tract maps. 
 
 

mailto:honeyhill1@verizon.net
mailto:FCOYLE@rctlma.org
mailto:FKHORASH@rctlma.org
mailto:PNANTHAV@rctlma.org
http://www.savetemeculawinecountry.com/uploads/5th_WC_Zone_Proposal.pdf

Setbacks in the 2020 Plan

		From

		Don & Linda

		To

		Mehta-Cooper, Mitra

		Recipients

		MMEHTA@rctlma.org



At the July 25, 2012 Planning Commission Hearing, I made public comment regarding the change in setback distances in the “2020 Wine Country Plan,” and you informed me that properties of existing landowners would be “grandfathered” and only “new development” would be affected. You also said that if I intended to build a barn within that setback in the future, that, as long as the proper permit process was followed, that “should” be okay.


Unfortunately, I am still not completely clear regarding the setback requirement being imposed on Anza Rd. I still have questions that I believe you, or someone from your office, can answer for me


 


1.       IS this setback, or can it BECOME, an easement?


2.       What is the purpose of these deeper-than-average setbacks? While not stated in ” the Plan”, I’m sure there is one.


3.       Why are they imposed only on WC-R parcels, and not on Commercial Equestrian, or Lodging facilities (100’ setbacks along the same roads), and leaving only SOFs with the 300’ rule?


4.       Do 300 ft setbacks apply only to parcels that “front” on Anza Rd, or also ones that “side”?    { I note that 5th draft says “front yard setbacks}


5.       Why are none of these issues addressed/clarified in the Ordinance? It really states something different from what you explain.


 


As can be seen on the attached map (exhibit 1) of my and my neighbors’ parcels, (my northern lot line is 445’), 300 feet of setback encompasses more than half of the entire parcel with no regard to topography. Most lots are far from flat, and have limitations already as to how much is truly buildable. I also believe many of the houses along Anza Rd are already built within these setbacks, and any questions by potential future buyers of these properties would certainly have a negative effect on property values. Does it mean that a property without a house can be qualified unbuildable if the property has its only buildable space within the first 300’? What if the property IS only 300’ deep? (see exhibit 2, showing parcels along Anza Rd, many of irregular shape and not as deep as my northern boundary line.) . Would we be restricted from building a second residence with the proper plot plan, etc. in that 300’?


 


 


Thank you for your assistance,


 


Don Douglas


951 699-5406
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From: Don & Linda [honeyhill1@verizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 16, 2012 2:28 PM
To: Mehta-Cooper, Mitra
Subject: Setbacks in the 2020 Plan
Attachments: Parcel Map 1-1.jpg; Neighbors Parcel Map-1.jpg

At the July 25, 2012 Planning Commission Hearing, I made public comment regarding the change in setback distances in 
the “2020 Wine Country Plan,” and you informed me that properties of existing landowners would be “grandfathered” 
and only “new development” would be affected. You also said that if I intended to build a barn within that setback in the 
future, that, as long as the proper permit process was followed, that “should” be okay. 
Unfortunately, I am still not completely clear regarding the setback requirement being imposed on Anza Rd. I still have 
questions that I believe you, or someone from your office, can answer for me 
 

1. IS this setback, or can it BECOME, an easement? 
2. What is the purpose of these deeper‐than‐average setbacks? While not stated in ” the Plan”, I’m sure there is 

one. 
3. Why are they imposed only on WC‐R parcels, and not on Commercial Equestrian, or Lodging facilities (100’ 

setbacks along the same roads), and leaving only SOFs with the 300’ rule? 
4. Do 300 ft setbacks apply only to parcels that “front” on Anza Rd, or also ones that “side”?    { I note that 5th draft 

says “front yard setbacks} 
5. Why are none of these issues addressed/clarified in the Ordinance? It really states something different from 

what you explain. 
 
As can be seen on the attached map (exhibit 1) of my and my neighbors’ parcels, (my northern lot line is 445’), 300 feet 
of setback encompasses more than half of the entire parcel with no regard to topography. Most lots are far from flat, 
and have limitations already as to how much is truly buildable. I also believe many of the houses along Anza Rd are 
already built within these setbacks, and any questions by potential future buyers of these properties would certainly 
have a negative effect on property values. Does it mean that a property without a house can be qualified unbuildable if 
the property has its only buildable space within the first 300’? What if the property IS only 300’ deep? (see exhibit 2, 
showing parcels along Anza Rd, many of irregular shape and not as deep as my northern boundary line.) . Would we be 
restricted from building a second residence with the proper plot plan, etc. in that 300’? 

 
 
Thank you for your assistance, 
 
Don Douglas 
951 699‐5406 
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From: Stark, Mary
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2012 3:05 PM
To: Nanthavongdouangsy, Phayvanh
Subject: FW: Public statement for public record re: amendment 1077, ordinance no. 348.4729 , and 

the EIR.
Attachments: image.jpeg; ATT00003.txt; image.jpeg; ATT00004.txt

 
 
Mary C. Stark 
TLMA Commission Secretary 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 955‐7436 
mcstark@rctlma.org 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Shawn Beckman [mailto:beckmystr@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2012 2:17 PM 
To: Stark, Mary 
Subject: Public statement for public record re: amendment 1077, ordinance no. 348.4729 , and 
the EIR. 
 
        Please receive my letter with concerns over verbiage used at the recent hearing case 
concerning the RCIP General plan. The road know as " Madera De Playa" was referred to several 
times as a "secondary road".  
         In accordance with " county road improvement standard and specification, county of 
Riverside,Ca. Ordinance 659' page 22, item #16, a secondary road means an auxiliary street 
adjacent to freeways, expressways, arterial highways, major highways, secondary highways and 
flood control channels. Minimum right‐of‐way width shall be in accordance with the 
appropriate Ordinance No. 461 Street standards. 
          According to this description Madera DePlaya does not meet this description and 
therefor cannot be considered a secondary road. The East end Madera DePlaya dead ends on Anza 
rd., and at the West end, it dead ends at Avenida De Los Ninos. 
           As far as I can tell this description does not describe our road and there for 
should no longer be referred to as a secondary road in further planning considerations and 
discussions. 
            Thank you for your attention to this matter, 
 
            Shawn Beckman 
            34475 Madera DePlaya 
            Temecula, Ca. 92592 
 
Madera De Playa, East end at Anza 



 





















From: Stark, Mary
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 8:29 AM
To: Nanthavongdouangsy, Phayvanh
Subject: FW: Please give a copy to each Planning Commissioner for Dec 5th Hearing
Attachments: December 2 EIR Negative EIR.doc

This is regards to Wine Country Community Plan. 
 

Mary C. Stark 
TLMA Commission Secretary 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 955‐7436 
mcstark@rctlma.org 
 

From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2012 4:15 AM 
To: Stark, Mary 
Subject: Please give a copy to each Planning Commissioner for Dec 5th Hearing 
 
Please give a copy to each Planning Commissioner of my attached document. 
  
Thank you, Mary. 
Dec. 2, 2012 



December 2, 2012 
 
Please place the following statements into Public Record for 
the Temecula Wine Country No.7666,  EIR No.1077, and 
Ordinance 438.4929, and 20/20 Vision amendments. 
  
Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor 
P.O.  Box 894108 
Temecula, CA  92589-4108 
Macsgarden2004@yahoo.com 
 
As stated before, the correct numeration is DOCUMENT A-21, 
revised in 2006, County of Supervisors’ Guidelines for 
Selection of Planning Commissioners, Special Appointments, 
and Advisory HOC Committee members. 
 
We have discovered that this EIR is not complete. 
Whereas, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”), both the County of Riverside and the City of 
Temecula with its Sphere of Influence as of 2005, and this draft 
of Environment Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has not 
invited in writing from the beginning of 2008 to only two 
letters of notification by legal mail have been received by the 
rural residents.  There are omissions of potential adverse 
environmental Impacts of this Temecula Wine Country 
Planning Commissioners’ EIR, such as the deletion of the 
approved TUMF Projects Feb. 6, 2012 approved 
freeway/expressways of I-15 and/or I-10 being connected by 
the Eastern Bypass.  There is NO LEGAL excuses why an 
approved route in 2003 with a second drawn 32 million dollar 
Parson’s Map in 2007 and started in 2009-2010.  2013 is the 
completion date with the section being omitted from SWAP 
and CEQA affects deleted, by saying at the July, 2012 Planning 
Commissioners’ hearing at the City of Temecula City Hall, 
“the Anza Road Connection to the I-15 not fully funded in 



2011 is not included”.  Yet, the 2006 Stakeholders’ Meeting 
minutes clearly state that the Eastern Bypass through to the I-
15 is Fully Funded.   
By not including the negative impact affects of the vehicles the 
County of Riverside Supervisor Jeff E. Stone and the City of 
Temecula City Council Members, SWAP and CEQA State 
Laws have been violated I believe. 
The Dept. of Transportation staffing including Pattie Romo, 
Director C. Luna, John Petty, Jeff E. Stone, Juan Perez, 
Mehtra, City of Temecula Transportation Director Butler, past 
Shawn Nelson, and Bob Johnson, and Patrick Richardson and 
City Council Members are WITHHOLDING the Parson’s 
Mapping, and all of the key data which makes the construction 
of this expressway an unmitigated EIR of negative Impacts so 
severe, that the County Staff wrote to the City of Temecula and 
Council in letter No. 10 in 2005 that all low laying valleys will 
have 6% negative Hot Spot Carbon Monixide Carcigenic Soot 
Particles along the entire Eastern Bypass between the I-10 to 
the I-15.  This condition will impact the wine grapes and all 
agriculture with the coating of the crops and soils with the 
debris high toxic levels I believe.   This is especially true when 
you add the contamination and noise of Anza Rd. Southern 
Bypass Expressway starting with four lanes and out to 50 year 
METRO PRESERVE expansion.   And, the percentages may 
be seem  below. 
It is not legal CEQA LAWS Practice to withhold from the 
entire valleys that this cement causing freeway will impact 
their lives, quality of living and health to UNNEGOTIABLE 
NEGATIVE IMPACTS WHICH CAN NOT BE ALLOWED 
OR MITIGATED, per Federal Laws, CEQA, and SWAP,   
Letter No. ten clearly states children, and seniors, and persons 
with health conditions will be greatly negatively affected by the 
freeway in 2005 of the EIR to the City of Temecula on CD-
ROM Disk kept in Planning at a staffer’s desk; not in the 
reference public data. 



Planning Staff and the Planning Commissioners have NOT 
LISTED OR DISCUSSED WITH THE PUBLIC and Residents 
already discovered available data, facts and conditions 
described in the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
regulations) Sections 15162 and unknown ones calling calling 
for preparation of a subsequent EIR has occurred ALREADY 
and not being omitted.  These are significant environmental 
effects or substantial increases in the severity of previously 
identified significant effect. 
Exception is that both the County of Riverside and the City of 
Temecula are deleting information of substantial importance 
already discovered and known from 2003, 2005, 2007 Parsons 
mapping, TUMF approved mapping Projects as of Feb 6, 2012 
and before, SWAP readings and projections, and with 
Deliberate Lack of exercise of REASONABLE DILIGENCE at 
the time of the this EIR and prior ones are being deleted and 
CAN NOT BE ALLOWED TO BE VIOLATED. The water 
that RCWD relies on is its groundwater of Temecula and 
Murrieta basins, which is limited v.s. being over used in 1993 
population plus 18,000 more homes would be violating the 
Limited Formula for IMPORTING outside potable WATER.  
Now, in 2002 Samual Pratt is on record discussing the issues on 
no water to support further population growth.  NOW, add 30 
wineries plus 75 more WANTED wineries having no water to 
support them with 1% northern water desalting chances to 
support vineyards and citrus.  CEQA LAWS and formulas can 
no LONGER be ignored.  The result will be massive losses of 
natural resources to support animal and human life, if 
plants/crops are ignored as well. 
SEE 2.6.1 Water, pg 10 of Wolf Creek Project, “The major 
source of potable water distributed by the RCWD is 
groundwater from the Murrieta_Temecula basin.  The 
groundwater is supplemented with imported water from the 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD).  The RCWD has a 
current annual supply capability of 59,00 acre feet per year, 



which is adequate to meet current demand for potable water 
(Final EIR, pp. 119-20).  Exception:  in 2012 the population 
from 2000 estimates has nearly doubled in Murrieta and 
Temecula.  No longer are there 55,000 residents in Temecula 
and another 55,000 residents in Murrieta.  (Double what they 
could supply with groundwater ONLY).  Now, in 2012 
Temecula is over 120,000 residents and Murrieta is about 
105,000 residents.  THERE ARE no waters for farming with 
the Temecula/Murrieta groundwater basins. 
How WRCOG and SCAG testimonies can not be included with 
accurate 30 to 40 year projections with endless negative 
impacts of the I-215 Corridor and Jefferson Corridor of 
massive population expansion is very questionable.  The 20/20 
Vision does not state WHY 300 feet MUST BE TAKEN on 12 
Residential Street areas within the Temecula Wine Country.  
County mapping of the 12th floor stated that the Engineering 
Dept. of the City of Temecula had not supplied the mapping 
they had drawn to the 12th floor of County of Riverside 
Transportation before these EIR hearings. 
There is NO WATER to support these expansions of building 
and foreign city trade city housing in the green belt islands the 
City of Temecula has included in their 20 year growth plan 
financial report.  THIS VIOLATES CEQA LAWS.  It also 
violates Supreme Court 2002 Judges Ruling that “NO PAPER 
WATER may be Given to a Developer or Development Plan 
when it takes water away from the existing community.”  
Exception:  The CA 2013 Water Crisis and Energy online and 
in print.  Hoover Dam with stop producing energy due to the 
turbines being out of water and NOT ENOUGH WATER to 
make energy.  Also, San Onofre is down.  THERE is no energy 
to support HIGH USUAGE megawatts for hotels and 75 more 
commercial concepts of development.  The rural residents and 
the 30 wineries are RATEPAYERS.  YOU can not ALSO 
except us to accept more taxation to pay for their needed 
energy increases, too???  This violates CEQA and SCAG and 



SWAP.  The level of population and tourist trade commerce 
violates CEQA, in that the citizens are described in this EIR 
only as RESIDENTS, and not accurate combined population, 
PLUS UNKNOWN anticipated TOURISM/Tourists USING 
UP THE precious WATER GROUND SUPPLY in the 
PRESENT or in the numbers of the future.  The 2000 project 
of Wolf Creek is to be allowed to use ONLY 400 gallons per 
DAY, to meet CEQA regulations.  THIS is an unrealistic 
number of gallons for TOURISTS and thirsty grapes NOT 
added into the groundwater limitations of the area, and per 
Supreme Court Judges Ruling of 2002. 
Also, per Proposition 218 has “grossly” violated:  Per the Jim 
Carter Estates Executive Director’s Hearing of Oct. 22, 2012, 
discovery was stated that neither EMWD nor RCWD have 
NOT notified nor implemented SEWER Hearings, notification 
and total impacts revealed of $55 Million Dollars to be 
leveraged upon rural residents in the worst economic times in 
US or World History.  There are no monies free for the 
Vintners to take from their neighbors of modest financial 
means.  The average 2010 discovery by the County of Riverside 
Auditor-Controller revealed that the average income in 
Riverside County is about $29,000.00, per Audited-Controller 
Robert E. Byrd’s Financial Annual Report. 
US government has revealed in 2012 forecasted food shortages 
such as wheat and corn, etc. due to drought/flooding/storms, 
etc.  The availability of food storage for the United States 
government is more WORST than the Dust Bowl; in the first 
time of US history ever.  Water will be double due to 
groundwater requiring desalinization and its revealed $140 
million taxation bill when the RCWD’s Vail Lake Desalination 
Plant it is built for Temecula residents.  This does not include 
the needed Billions of taxation needed to save the levees of the 
Sacramento Delta.  This also does NOT include the FACTS of 
the 2012 national election and California State projections of 
taking monies of additional taxation extremes, nor the lack of 



jobs.  This also does not reflect the large population of seniors 
in our area who have limited incomes with the promise of less 
income when the taxation is to be leverage for national 
insurance for ALL. 
Supervisors are allowing MWD and RCWD and EMWD as of 
2008 to make demands to eliminate 1.9 million septic tanks in 
Riverside County.  This will cost the average family about 
$45,000.00 to keep a tank, plus about $600.00 per year with 
likely fines in the thousands. 
 
Placing taxation for the Temecula Wine Country Wineries and 
the City of Temecula’s new owned properties from Ashby, 
USA of about 159 acres with gravity flow sewage planned, is 
being asked for the rural Residents to pay for the City of 
Temecula to develop a new area, and also have plans for the 
rural residents to pay for flood control, more sewage plant 
development, parks to come, etc. 
There are no residents who can afford this land grab planning.  
Why say a land grab?  I believe when the residents discover 
what the Supervisor Jeff Stone and the four other Supervisors 
are planning with the developers and the City of Temecula 
City Council, that to burden us all with OVER TAXATION 
without transparency/blind siding us, most will have to 
abandon their modest homes of the Wine Country.  Plus, this 
20/20 Vision is illegally stripping of free property rights of Free 
Franchise which is deeded to our lands since Kaiser/Atlantic 
Richfield Oil sold Track 6410 in 1976-77.  There are at least 
123 parcels with the rights to have almost 50 rural businesses, 
the Vintners wish to eliminate in order for ONLY themselves 
to make monies.  As, “repeatedly”, the Vintners at all of the 
hearings have STATED, “THERE is no money making in the 
production of wine.”  

1. So, there are no social economic likenesses between the 
Vintners and the residents, except that both inanities exist 



in the same area:  10,000 rural parcel residents verses 30 
wineries.   

2. No where does CEQA state that rural residents should be 
violated by their government to financial ruination. 

Where will two emitters, one on each side of each grape vine 
get the water for 24 hour irrigation in the long hot months with 
raising temperatures when they will need water every 7 to 10 
days without another 75 plus wineries?  THERE IS NO 
WATER TO SUPPORT this, per the RCWD in 2000, in the 
Wolf CREEK Project Section Environment Impacts 
Significant Section 2.2 Water Resources.  The 20 year 
description for Wolf Creek is no longer obtainable due to 
Crisis on Tap, November 2012 Judges ruling to deny appeals to 
give Temecula and Southern CA residents the needed water 
for usage over fish rights.  The Judge, as per the Supreme 
Court DENIED Temecula and Southern CA MWD and 
RCWD and EMWD Northern CA waters instead of fish 
habitats. 
**EXTREME Significance:  “Napa Vineyard Salt Formula” 
will not be met in Temecula Vineyards.  The Salt as stated 
online, requires in Sonoma and Napa, the MODEL of 
Temecula Vineyards, REQUIRES Northern CA cleaner Water 
free of Colorado Water, Recycled Water, and fertilizers and 
pesticides from farming to OBTAIN the 1% salt ratio THAT is 
MANDATED to have vines and citrus live.  Groundwater here 
does not have the benefit of Northern CA cleaner waters, per 
historical documentation. 
NOW, there are no waters to support the Temecula Wine 
Country. 
**Significant Negative which also can not be eliminated, is that 
RCWD Master Plan can no longer be met since 2002!., nor can 
the City of Temecula General Plan be realized.  IF recycled 
water were to be attempted to be used on the vines, any run off 
would contaminate surrounding parcels and soils, and the 
groundwater.   



 
There is NO STORM flood control in the Wine Country of 90 
sq. miles of roads to protect Old Town down river areas, per 
NPDES requirements for storm water runoff control. 
SCAQMD is too high for tourism hotels of the projected 
masses, verses rural 10,000 residents’ needs first.  There is no 
way to reduce high energy usage hotel/resorts energy 
reductions with missing San Onofre, and Hoover Dam losses.   
Also, being ignored within this EIR is the Santa Margarita 
River Watersheld LAWSUIT for all areas up river including 
Temecula areas for TAKING TOO MUCH Watershed.  If the 
raising oceans, per national reporting on Dec. 1, with 5% of ice 
shelves aready melted, scientific data as of Feb. 2002 stated if 
the Pacific Ocean raised in 3 degrees of temperature in the 
next 100 years, our oceans would raise 20 feet.  The 
International Oceanic Scientific Board discovered the next 
month in March, 2002, the Pacific Oceans’ temperature had 
raised 2 degrees.  The ocean is coming up river.  The ocean’s 
salts will be coming towards our precious groundwater; OUR 
ONLY LOCAL WATER FOR HUMAN TO DRINK. 
 
Adding change in conditions of FEIR selling of alcohol out 
onto local roads and freeways of 30 wineries and add 75 more 
serving alcohol in a concentrated area is questionable 
jurisdiction when implanting them into an established rural 
residential area.  Then add thousands of more tourists to the 
numbers of wine tasting and onto the local roads with alcoholic 
usage.  There is NOT compatibility with local residents nor 
noise that can impact thousands of residents whose holdings 
are in the billions vs 30 businesses who do not want to pay for 
their own sewage/sewers, and whose City of Temecula and the 
County of Riverside Supervisors, with co-conspiracy of 
EMWD with RCWD have plotted to HAVE 16 letters to justify 
WHY the 10,000 residents who only submitted 90 letters, “We 
do not want sewers in the Wine Country”, should be tax 



burdened into bankruptcy and starvation by their elected 
officials taking FLAVORTISM TO 30 LAND OWNERS, who 
openly state that they can NOT make money with ONLY wine 
production; they NEED ALL THE PERKS and all of the 
money…and DO NOT want smaller establishments to co-exist, 
WHICH VIOLATES THE BASIS OF OUR FREE 
FRANCHISE CONSTITUTIONAL LAWS. 
 
I am a private citizen without the assistance of an attorney.  I 
believe what I have stated to be true from my attendance at 
public hearings with Jeff Stone and his “gang” since 1993, 
listening to them, reading data, etc. 
 
I have lived here since the late 1970’s in the valley.  Water 
supports and sustains human life.  We refuse to give up our 
homes, and the right to have our community groundwater to 
be ONLY for our usage, AS on February 12, 2008 at the 
RCWD Farmers and Ranchers Water Management Meeting 
held, which I attended the following was stated and is in 
electronic agenda minutes recorded:  MWD has NEVER had 
the philosophy to support agriculture with agriculture water.  
Our charter ONLY states, MWD supports ONLY URBAN 
Areas.” 
And, discounted agricultural water rates will cease in 2013. 
So, with a house being limited to 400 gallons per day is too 
much in the City of Temecula for the 2000 EIR of Wolf Creek 
Project of up to 2600 homes , NOW we rural residents are 
being asked to be taxed the following:  (2 Million from 
Supervisors) plus +  (promise from Vintners to pay one time $4 
Million) plus + ($55 million -  $6 million) Equals the rural 
residents being leveraged for the Vintners Sewers with these 
hidden totals of $49 million dollars hidden and not discussed at 
my request at the July 26, 2012 Temecula Wine Country EIR 
Planning Commissioners Hearing)  with this question:  
SEWERS HAVE NOT BEEN DISCUSSED IN THIS EIR, but 



the total being buried in the 20/20 Vision Document.  WHO 
WILL PAY FOR THE SEWERS THAT Developer/Vintner I 
was told by EMWD had requested at estimate of what three 
phases would cost.  And, it was NOT $18 or $19 million. 
**Exception:  One staffer stated it would cost $19 million 
dollars.   
“You know, the supervisors gave you $2 million dollars.  We’ll 
write some grants.  And, what monies we do not receive, We’ll 
ask the government for a LOAN.” 
 
EXTREME Significance of violations:  At no time were the 400 
persons present told, “We are going to spend $55 million 
dollars in 3 phases to begin with.  And, we are going to TAX 
you for the VINTNERS to earn monies.  I believe this to be a 
breaking of CEQA LAWS, Constitutional Rights of the rural 
residents and abuse of ethical governance laws by the City of 
Temecula City Council Members, and possibly their attorney’ 
differential judgment of the law with their Sphere of Influence 
with their staffing, and possible conflicts of interest,  and the 
County of Riverside Supervisors, and the Planning 
Commissioners, and all of the Staffers and abuse by the 
EMWD and RCWD staffing who stated, “We don’t know how 
we got together for this project, but we have it planned.”  
Stated at the July 25, 2012 EIR Hearing at the City Hall of the 
City of Temecula. 
 
Signed, respectfully, with a sadden heart, that a few would 
conspire against an established rural community of our caliber 
into bankruptcy/over taxation. 
 
We are being violated, and being told this is GREAT. 
My continued statements are, “That the City of Temecula and 
the County of Riverside have sewers only 50 feet away from 
the first parcel of the Wine Country on Rancho CA 
Road/Butterfield Stage Rd intersection.  WHY WERE 



SEWERS NOT MANDATED TO EACH PARCEL ALONG 
THE Rancho CA Rd. businesses?  You made our properties 
pay full fees.  So winery/developments are NOT being charged 
FULL Developer FEES.  Why?   
..All most of all, why are you allowing Vintners/Developers and 
unknown investors to me to continue building City/Resort 
Projects without sewers in our area………….even now, when 
their septic tanks design did not SUPPORT OVER 
DEVELOPMENT and  may have been cited for being over 
capacity filled? 
Jeff Stone states, SEWERS are the KEY. 
The City of Temecula wants reduced costs for their new 
developments along the newly opened 2.1 miles Butterfield 
Stage Rd. opening; designed by McBride engineer of the City 
of Temecula; NOT the County of Riverside.  Why did the 
County not design in the Unincorporated Areas?  The 12th 
Floor Transportation does not have the City of Temecula’s 
Butterfield Stage Rd. engineered mappings nor the adjacent 
parcel maps with matching ownership? 
Who is the Developer who has purchased all of the property 
along the new Butterfield Stage Rd.” 
There is NO Transparency.  I ask WHY NOT? 
Vintner Advisory HOC member stated, “We need to figure out 
how to distribute these costs.” 
WHY? 
If you can spend millions, why did you NOT pay parcel by 
parcel for your sewer connection only starting on Rancho CA 
Rd. AND WHY DID THE CITY/COUNTY NOT MAKE 
YOU?  I BELIEVE THESE MAY REQUIRE SOME TYPE 
OF INVESTIGATION. 
But to whom should we turn? Should we go to  Attorneys to 
fight elected officials who choose to abuse and destroy us 
financially? 
 



Believe CEQA must be contacted and SWAP, and possibly our 
Assemblyman, etc.  to tell what you are attempting to do to 
10,000 parcel residents v.s. 30 winery/hotels, and ?? 
Developments/foreign investors AND withholding the TUMF 
mapping you approved on Feb 6, 2012, and the 2007 Parsons 
$32 million Mapping of the Anza Rd. Freeway, whose mapping 
is STILL being withheld from the citizens FROM THIS EIR.   
 
NO CEQA/ SWAP disclosure, nor was it revealed in this 2013 
to 2023 RCIP General Plan, OR in the RCIP General Plan SW 
Master Plan and more specially the Temecula Wine Country 
Survey, the Advisory HOC Planning Committee original 
members for 18 months of NO Public viewing or hearing or 
being allowed to attend their non-disclosed meeting’s date, 
place or time, and lack of residential representative not being 
attended until Oct. of 2011 to the 13 other members list 
membership.  NOR, has District 3 Supervisor Jeff E. Stone’s 
style of governance been the model of fairness and most likely 
would be reviewed as liabilities of Fiduciary abuse, corruption 
and negligence I think. 
 
You are not like Napa/Sonoma in the Temecula Wine Country.  
Yes, it is nice.  Northern Napa/Sonoma, they have the northern 
waters snow pack.  They have thousands and thousands of 
acreage planted.  They are not an island destination resort.  
They are historical.**They are an agricultural area since the 
early 1800’s.  They were immigrant farmers mostly. 
Temecula Wine Country started with the Audrey and Vincent 
Cilurzo’s  first plantings in an experimental 1968 beginnings. 
Today, there are 30 places of plantings of limited quantity 
wanting to be a destination business community vs. Napa and 
Sonoma…and other areas.  Temecula has 18,000 acres give or 
take of vines.  This EIR and/or 20/20 Vision PLAN to have 
Residents TO PAY Hotel/Vintner OWN LANDSCAPING 
COSTS.  YOU do not pay my landscaping costs on our rural 



parcels.  Plus, five or six years ago the Temecula Wine 
Association and hotels/restaurants gave themselves self yearly 
taxation to have white plastic fencing and landscaping.  Looks 
nice.  But, it belongs to them, on each parcel with self taxation.  
Takes extra water; is not drought resistance.  Needs legal 
review.   
 
In 2009 President Obama put into law, “NO MORE RURAL 
SPRAWL; it causes Global Climatic Greenhouse Effects”.  
You are ignoring Federal Law and CEQA verses Vintners of a 
paper association; You are not an active member of the State 
of CA Farm Bureau.  In 2006 you were for 3 Months only, then 
closed.  You can withdraw from the Vintners Association at 
any time with a 24 Hour Mailed Legal Registered Mailing.  
Then, you may build Act 21 high rise worker housing to walk 
from condos of 400 sq. ft. etc. to work.  The largest company of 
Abbott is leaving in 2013 and we loose 4,000 jobs. 
Without water, a company both new or old will not maintain in 
business. 
EB-5 you are placing amongst our homes; Foreign 
investment/developments. 
 
**We are on the decline of agriculture, NOT the increase of it, 
as per the 2003-2013 RCIP General Plan Master Plans EIR 
stated, “When will you tell the farmers they are going to STOP 
FARMING at the Hemet EIR Planning Commissioners RCIP 
General Plan’s EIR;  
There is no water to support agriculture, per RCWD and 
MWD 02/12/08 Rancher Meeting.  Full domestic pricing to 
WATER GRAPES requires per vine plant a 16 gallons per 
plant per HOUR for 24 hour periods every 7 to 10 days during 
5 to 6 months of extreme heat before harvesting.  And, the 
raised temperatures of two years of 11 degrees warmer, puts 
the growing of citrus (lawn tree planting) and vineyards 
agriculture area in jeopardy.  Why?  More water usage can not 



be given.  Also, northern CA farmers are being forced to give 
up their agriculture water rights to San Diego County due to 
their Over development of population; 3 million residents in 
their Unincorporated County Areas ONLY.  They plan to start 
drinking their sewer plant waters as well. 
   
US and World Scientific Community gives the facts, NOT the 
wishes we desire “to exist” to continue down a pathway of NO 
agriculture meters being issued here since 2007 by EMWD and 
RCWD; They are issuing only non-agricultural meters. 
 
We have been on a 3 tier Drought Water usage with RCWD 
for nine years plus for our rural parcel. 
Remember RCWD Water 

Board Members 
wanted to issue a 
moratorium in 
2009; no more 
growth; WE”RE 
over our imported 
water formula for 
our GROUND 
WATER….since 
2002 when 55, 

000 residents 
ONLY were here, 
per Albert Samuel 
Pratt. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor, Private Citizen 
P.O.  Box 894108 
Temecula, CA  92589-4108 
Macgarden2004@yahoo.com 
951.676.5024 
 
The EIR process of the Temecula Wine Country is STILL 
open until the EIR hearing to be held on Dec. 5th, 2012. 



I am submitting these STATEMENTS because they HAVE 
Been withheld from Public Discussion by the City of Temecula 
Staffing/Council Members and Supervisor Stone/and fellow 
Supervisors/Mehtra/Country Staffing/RCWD and EMWD 
Staffing, Planning Commissioners and documentation 
withheld and CEQA requirements not being followed with 
water shortages documentation activation, and for NOT 
revealed and process of Sewers to be introduced ignoring 
Proposition 218,  and NOT HOLDING EIR public process 
done for 10,000 rural residents verses a Special Groups 
Personal Desires to take over an entire rural residential area 
filled with 10,000 residents v.s. 30 plus winery/hotels….and 
growing/being approved without 100% full fees collected, 
starting that in 2008 as of July Hearing Planning 
Commissioners’ Hearing for NO. 7666 amendment of  
terminology that an area be expanded in an illegal hearing, not 
agendized by The Board of Supervisors, and Planner Derek 
Hull stating he received no written statements, which is untrue, 
and that he attempted to abort legal procedures because 
Supervisor Jeff E. Stone came to him “personally”, asking him 
to get it done.  (as is on recorded taping dvd) 
 
Our planets’ 2012 alignment on Dec 20 of the 26,000 year event 
is affecting our weather, our lives and man’s survival.  This is 
before “the wishes to take our monies until we are financially 
forced to sell out cheaply or leave due to over taxation, which is 
NOT Acceptable in America.”  Our spiraling US Treasury 
debt…will require TAX heights starting in 2013. 
 
Please.  This Machiavelli inner conspiracy for the elite and 
enthused Inner Group of the Temecula Wine Country NO 
LONGER justifies the means to destroy our lives for the FEW. 
 
This is a NO DEAL.   



The situation is to have each business along Rancho CA Rd. to 
pay their own way.  And, if others also want sewers to be a 
winery or hotel, they have to pay their own way. 
 
The legal process has been abort from the County of Riverside 
Document A-21; the Guidelines of the Supervisors to Select 
Planning Commissioners, Special Appointments, and Advisory 
HOC Planning Members.  (AHPM process has been violated, I 
think by making the decisions for 18 months with only 
Vintners.  They Supervisor Jeff Stone added 13 more 
members.  He waited until Oct. 2011 to add the Residential 
Advisory Hoc member, thinking that November would be their 
last meeting. 
 
 
 
 



From: Stark, Mary
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 7:05 AM
To: Nanthavongdouangsy, Phayvanh
Subject: FW: Dated Water Reality  Fw: Thorson..letter handed out....Water is tapped out....  Thorson 

letter handed out.
Attachments: Water of Temecula tapped out.doc; Water is being rationed since Jan.doc

For Wine Country Community Plan. 
 

Mary C. Stark 
TLMA Commission Secretary 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 955‐7436 
mcstark@rctlma.org 
 

From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 1:25 AM 
To: Stark, Mary 
Subject: Dated Water Reality Fw: Thorson..letter handed out....Water is tapped out.... Thorson letter handed out. 
 
Please place the following statements and attachments (above) into Public Record for the Water 
Shortages of the US and CA, which directly affect the Temecula Wine Country growing lack of 
water and the Supervisors/Cities' want to have lack of knowledge since the 2003 RCIP General 
Plan and SW Master Plan EIR findings given to the Planning Commissioners and to the 
Supervisors, and NOW with world wide drought extreme conditions KNOWN and being 
EXPERIENCED may not be included to the Planning Commissioners and then to the 
Supervisors to fully understand the LACK of WATER and rising weather temperature's 
additional eleven degrees for the Dec. 19th, 2012 Planning Commissioners' EIR hearing for the 
Temecula Wine Country documentation to be addressing is issues of water within this EIR. 
Please give each Planning Commissioner these statements this week inorder to review before 
the Dec. 19, 2012 hearing where lack of water will be discussed. 
 
from:  Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor 
                P.O.  Box 894108 
                Temecula, CA  92589-4108 
                macsgarden2004@yahoo.com 
               951.676.5024 

Dated:  Dec. 7, 2012  
 

Thank you. 



Water of Temecula “tapped” out 

REGION: New-water-service 
moratorium on tap   
http://www.nctimes.com/news/local/swcounty/article_b55f2dc0-3488-5f34-8ad5-53df5b8bcce6.html 
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An agency that delivers water to 120,000 people in Temecula, Murrieta and Wine 
Country will consider next week taking the extraordinary step of temporarily denying 
service to new customers until Sacramento crafts a legislative solution to California's 
water crisis. 

A Rancho California Water District board member says it's time to stop delivering water 
to new homes and businesses because the agency is maxed out trying to meet the 
demands of its 40,000 existing customers. 

"I don't consider this a moratorium," board member John Hoagland, architect of the 
sweeping plan, said in a telephone interview last week. "I consider this a pause to 
encourage the Legislature to solve this problem so that we can see where we are going." 

This problem is the uncertainty swirling around the future of California's water supply. 

The state is in the grips of a three-year drought that has been drying up reservoirs. But the 
problem goes much deeper than that. 

A significant amount of the snow that falls on the Sierra Nevada and flows into the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta no longer is shipped south. A federal court order aimed at 
protecting the tiny delta smelt fish, which tends to get chopped up in the delta's giant 



pumps, is preventing a huge amount of water from reaching Riverside County ---- and 
will continue to do so even in wet years. 

Officials for Temecula, Murrieta and the county say they are well aware of the 
uncertainty about long-term supply. But they maintain that shutting off the tap is a 
draconian response, one that could cripple the local economy at a time when it is 
struggling to bounce back from recession. 

"That does not lend itself well to a positive forecast for economic recovery," said 
Vern Lauritzen, chief of staff for Riverside County Supervisor Jeff Stone of 
Temecula. 

Temecula Mayor Maryann Edwards said such a move could sour the area's 
reputation, further eroding the economy. 

"Do we want tourists not coming here because they don't think they can get a drink 
of water?" she asked. 

What's more, Edwards said, a policy of turning away new service could doom 
crucial projects that hold the promise of bringing hundreds of jobs to a community 
built largely on long-distance commuting. And she said it could have implications 
for the planned hospital, Cal State San Marcos campus and water park, and the 
civic center under construction in Old Town. 

On Friday, Edwards, Stone and Murrieta Mayor Gary Thomasian sent off a letter 
to district board Chairman Ralph Daily outlining their concerns about the proposal. 

The reality measure 

Hoagland countered that his plan should have little effect on the economy, given the 
hundreds of foreclosed homes that need to be snatched up and thousands of square 
feet of office and retail space that need to be filled up before building rebounds. 

"So, maybe, this is a real good time ... to do something like this," Hoagland said. 

And, he said, "This is not an anti-growth measure; it's a reality measure." 

Hoagland, noting farmers' water supplies have been cut back 30 percent and homes are 
being asked to conserve 10 percent, said Rancho California can't deliver all the water its 
existing customers want, let alone provide for new customers. 

The district distributes 75,000 acre-feet of water annually, about two-thirds of which 
comes from distant rivers in Northern California and the Rocky Mountains. The rest 
comes from local ground water and Vail Lake. 



New customers are served exclusively with imported river water ---- the source that is 
uncertain for the future. 

The plan is going to be the subject of a public hearing set for 6 p.m. Nov. 9 at the district 
headquarters, 42135 Winchester Road, Temecula. 

If adopted, the plan immediately would halt the practice of issuing 
letters to developers indicating the district has an adequate supply to 
serve their developments, something that is required by state law before 
they can build. 

The district also would, at once, cease to issue new meters for houses and businesses. 

Hoagland's proposed resolution does not set an end date. But Matt Stone, district 
general manger, said it sets the stage for possibly discontinuing the policy when the 
district completes a new urban water management plan, which is required every 
five years. The next one is due in 2010. 

The plan is similar to a strategy Eastern Municipal Water District employed in 
2008. 

Eastern, which serves 675,000 people in the Interstate 215 corridor, stopped issuing will-
serve letters to developers in 2008, and a plan to bring a Skechers shoe plant to east 
Moreno Valley was held up because of that. Peter Odencrans, a district spokesman, said 
the policy was discontinued six months later and eventually Sketchers was given the 
green light to proceed. 

In Eastern's case, the moratorium did not affect new water meters for businesses and 
houses built within projects the district already had agreed to supply, Odencrans said. 

Reducing the water footprint 

However, the Hoagland plan won't be the only proposal to go to the Rancho 
California board next week. Stone said his staff is drafting an alternate plan that 
would provide a way for developers to get the delivery assurances they need. 

But Stone said developers would have to take measures to reduce use, such as 
installing high-efficiency sprinklers and low-water-use landscaping. And he said 
developers may be asked to pay fees to fund conservation or recycled-water 
programs that effectively eliminate the need for the district to find new potable 
water for their projects. 

Conservation is something existing customers have become quite familiar with, as it 
is a theme that has dominated the last several months with all the talk about 
drought. 



In the midst of that, Hoagland said, it is unfair to give conserved water to new 
development. 

"It's the conservation aspect of this that makes me really uncomfortable," Hoagland 
said. "The point is to reduce the footprint of water use. However, if we take on new 
service responsibilities, we really haven't reduced the water footprint." 

In the letter Edwards, Thomasian and Jeff Stone wrote, they said they were 
uncomfortable with "the manner in which this proposal found its way" onto the 
district's Oct. 7 agenda. 

 

Edwards said in an interview Friday that she did not know about the plan until a 
couple hours before that board meeting. She quickly phoned City Hall and asked 
some officials to attend, and they raised concerns about the initiative. 

"They may have gone ahead and voted to pass it that morning, as far as we know," 
if city officials had not attended, she said. 

Matt Stone, the water district's general manager, declined to respond to the criticism. 

But Stone said the agency realizes there is much interest in the plan, and that's why 
it scheduled a special meeting for Nov. 9 ---- at night ---- to give as many people as 
possible a chance to weigh in. 

Edwards also said she was unhappy because the district abruptly canceled a private 
meeting scheduled last Monday between the district and officials from the county 
and two cities. 

"They refused to meet with us," Edwards said. "Never in my 15 years of volunteer 
and public service have I had a municipality or government agency refuse to meet." 

Stone said the district didn't feel it would be appropriate for elected officials to be in 
attendance. He said the district would schedule another meeting between staff 
members exclusively. 

"We're fine with having a staff-to-staff meeting," Stone said. But he said the 
presence of elected officials "might in some way compromise the process." 

Call staff writer Dave Downey at 951-676-4315, ext. 2623 

 
 

Temecula-area water district rejects moratorium on new water 
...  



 
Nov 9, 2009 ... The board governing a Temecula-area water district Monday 
night rejected a proposed moratorium on new water meters and service 
guarantees ... 
www.pe.com/localnews/.../PE_News_Local_S_water10.46463f9.html - Cached 
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One of Southwest County's primary water suppliers Monday rejected a proposed 
moratorium on providing service to new customers, after nearly all of 25 speakers at a 
public hearing said it wasn't needed and would destroy a reeling local economy. 

The Rancho California Water District board of directors voted 5-2, with only board 
member Steve Corona supporting member John Hoagland's sweeping plan to stop 
pledging to serve new developments and to cease issuing water meters to any newly 
completed home or business. 

Instead, the board directed the staff of the agency to refine a plan to require developers to 
significantly curb the amount of water their projects consume. 

The majority agreed that the sweeping proposal to halt all new service for an indefinite 
period was premature. They noted that Rancho California and other area agencies are 
staying within their regional allocations, despite the drought, and that last week the state 
Legislature approved a blueprint for increasing California's water supply. 



But board member Lawrence Libeu warned that the water supply remains tight and that if 
the drought worsens the board may be revisiting the matter. 

"There is going to be a moratorium," Libeu said. "And all districts, not just Rancho, will 
be issuing moratoriums." 

For his part, Hoagland said that even with the Legislature's passage of a huge water 
package, it remains to be seen whether that will clear up the uncertainty clouding the 
area's future supply. 

He said California voters still must approve an $11.1 billion bond in November 2010 to 
pay for the package, something that is far from a foregone conclusion. The package is 
supposed to provide a new water delivery system for Southern California that bypasses 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and doesn't harm the tiny delta smelt fish that now 
gets chopped up in the giant delta pumps that put water into a canal. 

In the meantime, Hoagland said he believed that the district ought to take a pause in 
issuing will-serve letters to developers and meters to individual homes. 

"The fact of the matter is, we don't know where all the water is going to come from," he 
said. 

Rancho California serves 120,000 people in Temecula, Wine Country, De Luz and a 
sliver of Murrieta. The district distributes 76,000 acre-feet of water annually. An acre-
foot is about 326,000 gallons, or roughly what two families use in a year. 

Matt Stone, general manager, said 63 percent of the district's water comes from the 
Colorado River and Northern California, 32 percent comes from local ground water and 
Vail Lake, and 5 percent comes from recycled water. 

When new customers are added, because local supplies are tapped out, they are 
served entirely with water brought in from distant sources. 

The public comment period was led off by Temecula Mayor Maryann Edwards, 
who distributed a letter to the board by Peter M. Thorson, the city attorney. In it, 
Thorson suggested the moratorium might in fact be illegal because things weren't so 
bad that a lack of water was jeopardizing fire protection or basic sanitation. 

Edwards added, "At some point, the people of California must demonstrate the will to 
place people in front of fish." 

Temecula Councilman Jeff Comerchero said the proposal was premature. 

"The punishment doesn't fit the crime," Comerchero said. "The magnitude of the 
problem, while great, does seem to be solvable." 



Allan Davis, one of many developers to speak at the hearing, said the moratorium 
would create an enormous problem for the development community. 

"I ask you not to throw a bucket of ice water on the local economy," Davis said. 

Besides that, said Roger Ziemer, chairman of the Southwest California Legislative 
Council, a moratorium wouldn't fix the water supply problem. 

"A building moratorium does nothing to fix the water crisis in our region," Ziemer said. 
"It only highlights the problem and adds injury to insult to an already tough economic 
climate." 

Paul Jacobs, a resident who is a customer of the district, was in a tiny minority. 

"My wife and I have made a lot of sacrifices," Jacobs said. "Our backyard jacuzzi is 
empty." 

He said it was unfair to ask existing customers to conserve and then turn around 
and give that water to newcomers. 

Call staff writer Dave Downey at 951-676-4315, ext. 2623. 

Page: 1 of 1 

1. In 2005 Councilman Sam Pratt addressed a written letter to both the City of 
Temecula Council Members and Staff. In that letter he stated that both the 
City of Temecula and its Staff know that there is not sufficient water supply 
for the population of 54,000 residents and business. Now, five years later with 
a population of 120,000 THERE definitely is NOT ENOUGH WATER. 
Simply read on line the scientific research entitled, "Crisis on Tap"...by the 
year 2021 Lake Mead Dam is forecasted to be dry. The water district is 
"soverign"...they do not have to "listen" to the county nor city council. In 
2000 when I presented Mr. Potty to each member, and told them we would 
be drinking recycled water and urine by 2010...they laughed...and ignored it. 
They held a mockery workshop asking the water district...can we make 
it...Do you have enough water. Corona and Hoagland were being responsible 
to law, not Developers. The 2002 Supreme Court Ruling Judge's statement, 
which Sam Pratt referred to in his letter, "You may not issure Paper Water 
to Developers for new developments when you are taking the water away 
from the established community."  

 



1.  
Hound Dog said on: November 11, 2009, 1:20 pm 
Have been informed by someone in the "know",that the primary reason Temecula 
has a water problem is the fish....I have also been informed that the agency's that 
oversee California's water say their is no shortage..It was stated as "adequate" 
water, the fish being the problem...WE HAVE A WATER SHORTAGE. Not 
enough rain,or snowpack generally adds up to that conclusion..Temecula has been 
densely built,and requires a great amount of water. When the fish problem is 
solved(soon I hope) and put aside,we will still need to take stock of our water 
usage.WE ARE IN A DROUGHT.....PS Talk to the farmers in the Central Valley 
about water....They are a hell of alot more important to Calif and The Nation than 
the green in Temecula's Golf courses... 

2.  
Hound Dog said on: November 10, 2009, 11:46 am 
Forget the Fish.....Drought is not a left wing liberal plot..No rain,light snow pack 
equal less water....Those of us who depend on our own wells for water are very 
aware of our usage..Some others, living on City water, seem to think the supply is 
endless. Conservation is important...The problem is the more folks cut down on 
the water they use, the more the water companies charge them. Maybe Rancho 
Water needs to "conserve" the prices they charge their customers.... 

3.  
Hound Dog said on: November 10, 2009, 11:03 am 
The same folks on the Temecula City Council who ran with the over development 
of the area,cut deals with developers,and based the projected economy on a 
endless housing boom are still at it...They have no credibility. Their past wrong 
headed policies are a good portion of the reason we have a housing bubble in 
Temecula. Anyway, no developer is going to come in a build a housing tract in 
today's market mess...I remember when then Councilman Sam Pratt, suggested a 
slow growth program..Ron Roberts and the other Council folks came close to 
claiming the end of the world was near if he had his way..Damn Sam, you were 
right on the mark. 



4.  
Rocko99 said on: November 10, 2009, 8:44 am 
Just add some more 'flouride' and shut up. It's really good for you.  
 
# Sodium fluoride (NaF) was the first compound used and is the reference 
standard.[29] It is a white, odorless powder or crystal; the crystalline form is 
preferred if manual handling is used, as it minimizes dust.[30] It is more 
expensive than the other compounds, but is easily handled and is usually used by 
smaller utility companies.[31] 
 
# Fluorosilicic acid (H2SiF6) is an inexpensive liquid byproduct of phosphate 
fertilizer manufacture.[29] It comes in varying strengths, typically 23–25%; 
because it contains so much water, shipping can be expensive.[30] It is also 
known as hexafluorosilicic, hexafluosilicic, hydrofluosilicic, and silicofluoric 
acid.[29] 
 
# Sodium fluorosilicate (Na2SiF6) is a powder or very fine crystal that is easier to 
ship than fluorosilicic acid. It is also known as sodium silicofluoride. 

5.  
BigBadJohn said on: November 10, 2009, 7:55 am 
Fish are not even more important than slimy politicians. 

6.  
Here's Johnny said on: November 10, 2009, 7:32 am 
Now that the moratorium on water supply is no longer an issue, SURELY the 
flood gates of housing construction and commercial development are going to fly 
WIDE OPEN in this economy riddled with thousands of empty homes and over 
10% commercial vacancy rate.  
 
Speaking of being hard on the economy, when you continue your historical 
average water use and your water bill doubles in price, the only economy that will 
be helped is that of the water providers. Still gotta try to push through that 25% 
employee pension hike. Friggin' morons are happy they have a useless fish to 
blame. 



7.  
repukelican said on: November 10, 2009, 7:24 am 
I think the water agencies have taken a page out of the oil company business 
plan.Create your own economically beneficial shortage. 

8.  
DK1 said on: November 10, 2009, 5:51 am 
Edwards is wrong, again. At some time, people must learn to place responsible 
development ahead of selling out to developers. Fish are more important than real 
estate profits. 

 

 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Temecula-area water district rejects 
moratorium on new water meters 
11:28 PM PST on Monday, November 9, 2009 

By JEFF HORSEMAN 
The Press-Enterprise  

The board governing a Temecula-area water district Monday 
night rejected a proposed moratorium on new water meters and 
service guarantees for new development.  

The 5-2 vote by the Rancho California Water District board 
followed a three-hour public hearing in which dozens of 
developers, public officials and others spoke against the 
temporary moratorium proposed by one board member.  



The district, which serves Temecula, part of Murrieta and nearby 
unincorporated areas, would have been the only one in the 
Inland region to have such a moratorium.  

Under board member John Hoagland's plan, the moratorium 
would have been in effect until at least next year, when the 
district goes to work on an updated water management plan.  

Hoagland argued the district has a hard time asking its current 
customers to conserve water when it agrees to take on new 
demand.  

But critics said the moratorium would do little to solve the 
region's water woes while killing jobs and economic growth. 
Given the poor economy, Gene Wunderlich, of the Southwest 
Riverside County Association of Realtors, called Hoagland's idea 
"the absolute worst idea at the penultimate worst time."  

Representatives of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California, Eastern Municipal Water District and Western 
Municipal Water District said that thus far, their districts' water 
use is falling below allocation marks intended to curb water 
usage.  

Given that more water is being conserved, many of the dozens 
of speakers said, the moratorium was not needed.  

Other board members said they could not support a moratorium 
and that other methods of water conservation should be studied.  

In the end, only Hoagland and board member Stephen Corona 
voted for the moratorium.  

The board did vote to consider an alternative proposed by staff, 
in which developers of future projects would have to agree to 
water-efficient measures and pay to offset the additional water 
demand their projects create.  

That plan could come before the board in December.  



Reach Jeff Horseman at 951-375-3727 or jhorseman@PE.com  

   Download story podcast 
By JEFF HORSEMAN 
The Press-Enterprise 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Tapped Out: The World Water Crisis 
http://www.osstf.on.ca/Default.aspx?DN=494a552d-685a-418a-913e-e3eab3a71a1e 
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Tapped Out: The World Water Crisis 

Building on our first two successful Common Threads projects on globalization and HIV/AIDS, 



the Federation is embarking on our third project. 
Water is fast becoming one of the main environmental and social priorities of the 21st century. 
Access to this precious resource is a growing concern for developing countries and also here in 
Canada. Recent events on Canada’s First Nation reserves show that water as a natural 
resource should not be taken for granted. 
Working with the Confederation of Educational Workers of Bolivia, the third Common Threads 
project will send a team of volunteer members to Bolivia to conduct research resulting in the 
creation of curriculum on water and privatization. 
Bolivia is a rare case study in the privatization of water and its subsequent reversal. Possible 
themes include water as a basic right and as a resource that can be traded and 
commercialized. The team will also look at related issues such as equal access to clean water 
and sanitation, pollution and climate change and Canada’s role in protecting this critical 
resource. 
Related Links 

Photo Gallery 
Photos taken from the project, Tapped Out: The World Water Crisis. 
Video 
Viewing this video requires Adobe Flash Player 9 or later version. For optimal user experience, we 
recommend viewing these videos using a broadband (high-speed) Internet connection. 

Related Attachments 

Promotional Material 
promotional-material.pdf 

   
Classroom Resource 
classroom-resource.pdf 

Tapped Out: The World Water Crisis uses a wide-range of explorative 
lessons and a variety of teaching techniques. Teachers will find that these 
lessons fulfill many of the current curriculum expectations in a variety of 
subjects. Students will have an opportunity to research current issues 

surrounding water, from both a Canadian and an international perspective. 
Several exercises allow them to experience, through role play and debate, 

the emotional issues surrounding water. These are lessons designed by 
Federation members specifically for their classroom colleagues. 

 
 
 



To:  The Clerk of the County of Riverside Board of Supervisors, Please Place these 
documents into Public Testimony  
 

Water is being rationed since Jan. 1, 2008 
 (See the Attached Letter to our jointly owned Ranch Property in the Southwest RCIP 
2003 GP, which we have owned the land, now in Living Trust, at 34555 Madera de 
Playa  Temecula, C!  92592 since 1978 in the County of Riverside Unicorporated Area 
#District 3. 
 
http://www.cityoftemecula.org/NR/rdonlyres/BBE075B2-D352-430A-9F76-
75FBA787A390/0/StageTwoPressfinal.pdf 
RANCHO CALIFORNIA WATER DISTRICT 

42135 WINCHESTER ROAD / P.O. BOX 9017 
TEMECULA, CA 92589-9017 
(951) 296-6922 OR (951) 296-6877 FAX 

DATE: July 10, 2008 
RELEASE: Immediate 
CONTACT: Meggan Reed 
951-296-6922 (office) 
951-526-6961 (mobile) 
ReedM@RanchoWater.com 
SUBJECT: Rancho California Water District Adopts Stage Two 
— Water Alert 
Temecula, CA July 10, 2008 – 
Rancho California Water District’s (RCWD/District) Board of Directors voted 
today to move into Stage Two – Water Alert – of the District’s Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan. Stage Two was enacted due to dry conditions, low reservoirs 
levels 
and court-ordered cuts in deliveries which have tightened water supplies. These 
issues 
triggered the first statewide drought declaration in 16 years, which Governor 
Schwarzenegger declared on June 4th. After a bountiful January and February, 
precipitation came to a virtual stop in March, April and May, qualifying the three-month 
period as the driest in 88 years of record keeping. Recently, federal judicial rulings 
have been made to protect a threatened fish species in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
River Delta. These rulings have affected the time and volume of water that can be 
delivered south of the Delta. In early estimates, the Department of Water Resources 
indicated that we should expect a significant supply reduction regardless of 
mountain snow pack and reservoir levels. 

As of January 1, 2008, all 
agricultural customers who 
participate in the Interim 

Agricultural Water Program have 
been mandated to cut water 

use; were assigned individual 
monthly water allocations; and face 
severe penalties for use over their 

monthly allotments 

. 



RCWD News Release 
Adoption of Stage Two is a call for voluntary actions on the part of residential, 
business and landscape customers to use water wisely in everyday activities; take 
advantage of financial incentives for the installation of efficient fixtures, products and 
appliances; and make repairs to leaky fixture and broken or inefficient sprinkler systems. 
In an effort to assist its customers, RCWD offers water-use evaluations, free-of-charge, 
through its Targeted Water Conservation Program. More water saving information, tips 
and web links can be found at www.RanchoWater.com. At this time, RCWD’s request is 
for voluntary action. No penalties or mandatory restrictions will be imposed on 
residential or commercial customers for non-compliance. Customers can reduce their 
water use by: 
• watering gardens and landscapes between 10:00 pm and 6:00 am 
(large commercial landscapes between 8pm and 6am); 
• eliminating all overspray and run-off from planted areas; 
• “tuning-up” sprinkler systems and adjust schedules to meet changing 
conditions, or consider installation of a “smart” irrigation controller that will 
self-adjust; 
• using a broom instead of hosing down sidewalks, driveways or other 
hardscape surfaces; 
• covering pools and spas when not in use to minimize evaporative water loss; 
• turning off decorative fountains unless equipped with a recycling system; and 
• taking vehicles to car washes that recycle wash water or using a hose with an 
automatic shut off valve when washing vehicles at home. 
### 
Formed in 1965, Rancho California Water District supplies an area 
consisting 
of approximately 150 square miles. The District serves the area known as 
Temecula/Rancho California, which includes the City of Temecula, parts of 
Murrieta, and other contiguous lands. The District is separated into two 
divisions: the Santa Rosa Division generally west of I-15 and Rancho 
Division generally east of I-15. The District currently provides sewer service 
to the Cal Oaks and Bear Creek areas.  
“The mission of the Rancho California Water District is to deliver reliable, 
highquality water, wastewater and reclamation services to its customers and 
communities in a prudent and sustainable manner.” 
 
 
I telephoned the Rancho Eastern Municipal Water District on July 28, 2008.  I 
asked when we would be notified of the water allocation reductions more to come 
since now as of the week of July 21, 2008, the State of CA declared the worst 
drought in 30 years; that 2/3’rds of the allocated water for all seven Southern CA 
Counties comes from the Sacramento Delta Waters.  But, that Lake Shasta is at 
48 % capacity before summer high usage and Lake 



From: Stark, Mary
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 7:06 AM
To: Nanthavongdouangsy, Phayvanh
Subject: FW: Farm and Water Meeting in 2011 documentation
Attachments: Farm Mgrs 08-09.pdf; Farm Mgrs 09-10.pdf; WaterNEWS Spring 2008.pdf; WaterNEWS 

Spring 2009.pdf; AG_Farm MGR041410.pdf

For Wine Country. 
 

Mary C. Stark 
TLMA Commission Secretary 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 955‐7436 
mcstark@rctlma.org 
 

From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 2:12 AM 
To: Stark, Mary 
Cc: Wine Country Adrian McGregor 
Subject: Fw: Farm and Water Meeting in 2011 documentation 
 
Please place the following statements and attachments (above) into Public Record for the Water 
Shortages of the US and CA, which directly affect the Temecula Wine Country growing lack of 
water and the Supervisors/Cities' want to have lack of knowledge since the 2003 RCIP General 
Plan and SW Master Plan EIR findings given to the Planning Commissioners and to the 
Supervisors, and NOW with world wide drought extreme conditions KNOWN and being 
EXPERIENCED may not be included to the Planning Commissioners and then to the 
Supervisors to fully understand the LACK of WATER and rising weather temperature's 
additional eleven degrees for the Dec. 19th, 2012 Planning Commissioners' EIR hearing for the 
Temecula Wine Country documentation to be addressing is issues of water within this EIR. 
Please give each Planning Commissioner these statements this week inorder to review before 
the Dec. 19, 2012 hearing where lack of water will be discussed. 
 
from:  Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor 
                P.O.  Box 894108 
                Temecula, CA  92589-4108 
                macsgarden2004@yahoo.com 
               951.676.5024 
Dated:  Dec. 7, 2012  
 
The Farming information to farmers has to be included within this EIR, as we have been told that there will be 
less and less water available AT FULL DOMESTIC PRICES as a residential homes' cost will be. 
  
  
  
 



----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Milin Ream <reamm@ranchowater.com> 
To: Adrian McGregor <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2011 8:00 AM 
Subject: RE: Farm and Water Meeting in 2011 
Good morning. 
  
Per your request, I was able to retrieve the following documents and send them electronically.  Following 
today’s Ag/Farm Mgr. meeting I will forward you copies of any meeting handouts as well as the transcribed 
meeting minutes accordingly. 
  
  
Thank you again, 
  
MILIN J. REAM 
Administrative Assistant II-Finance Division 
  

 
Phone: (951) 296-6936 Fax: (951) 296-6862 
: reamm@ranchowater.com 
  
  
From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 4:20 PM 
To: Milin Ream 
Subject: RE: Farm and Water Meeting in 2011 
  
Oh, yeah....  My senior memory grows more difficult to retain everything of our changing community. 
  
Would you be able to send 2008, 2009, 2010...too, and the newsletters too? 
 
--- On Tue, 4/19/11, Milin Ream <reamm@ranchowater.com> wrote: 

 
From: Milin Ream <reamm@ranchowater.com> 
Subject: RE: Farm and Water Meeting in 2011 
To: "Adrian McGregor" <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com> 
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2011, 3:42 PM 

Yes, the meeting will be recorded.  It will be transcribed and once approved, I can forward you the 
transcripts along with any other handouts at the meeting. 
  
  

  
From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 3:41 PM 
To: Milin Ream 
Subject: RE: Farm and Water Meeting in 2011 
  
Is it possible to have a recording?...too. 
 
--- On Tue, 4/19/11, Milin Ream 
<http://us.mc1620.mail.yahoo.com/mc/compose?to=reamm@ranchowater.com> wrote: 
 



 

Phone: (951) 296-6936 Fax: (951) 296-6862 
: reamm@ranchowater.com 
  
  
 From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2011 11:15 PM 
To: Milin Ream 
Subject: Farm and Water Meeting in 2011 
  
http://us.mc1620.mail.yahoo.com/mc/compose?to=macsgarden2004@yahoo.com
April 19th, 2011. 
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April 16, 2008

 FY 2008‐09 Budget/Rate Impacts 
Jeff Armstrong ‐Controller

 Questions
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From FY 2007‐2008 Farm Manager Meeting

 Next 5 Year’s 4%‐5% Annual Increases

 Import Water Rates Increasing 6%‐7% Annually

 Energy Cost’s Increasing 3% Annually

 Total Operating Budget Increase $4.0 Million

 Source of Supply Costs Increase $3.7 Million

 Import Water Rate Increase – 10%

 CPI 4.2% 

 Cost Containment 

 Energy ‐ $300,000 

 Program Savings ‐ $1,300,000
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 Next 5 Year’s 4.5%‐5% Annual Increases

 Import Water Rates Increasing 6%‐10% Annually

 Energy Cost’s Increasing 3% Annually

 Greater use of Rate Stabilization Reserves

 Increase Monthly Capacity Fees for all Meter 
Sizes 

 Rancho Division 5% all meter sizes

 Santa Rosa Division 7% all meter sizes
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 Hold all property assessments at current 
amounts

 Hold all water capacity fee’s at current 
amounts
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Year # of Ag Accts
Ag Demand

Acre-Feet

1986 1,350 27,600

1996 1,350 30,100

2006 1,700 30,800

 Pass through program

 Agricultural Credit

 Remains $114 per Acre‐Foot 

 Agricultural Credit Capped in 1994
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Rancho
Santa 
Rosa

Total

Ag Sales 
Qty’s

6,000 A/F 27,500 A/F 33,500 A/F

Ag Credits 
from MWD

$180,000 $2,900,000 $3,080,000

Ag Rate 
Differential

$30 A/F $106 A/F

% Difference 12% 30%
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Other

Fringe

Labor

Energy

SOS

$61.0$57.0 7%

Department Amount

Administration $4,000

Human Resources $199,420

Finance $279,000

IT/GIS $167,600

Engineering $151,300

Planning $40,240

Field Services $263,500

Operations $30,143

Wastewater $236,500

Total $1,356,703
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Demand / Production 264 Acre-Feet 0.3%

Source of Supply Cost $3,664,000 11.9%
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April 23, 2009

 Current Water Supply Conditions in California 
and Region
Matt Stone –General Manager

 FY 2009‐10 Budget/Rate Impacts 
Jeff Armstrong –Chief Financial Officer

 Update to Interim Agricultural Water Program
Perry Louck – Director of Planning

 Questions
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 Local groundwater
 Vail Lake capture and recharge
 Recycled water
 Metropolitan imported water

 Treated and untreated (different costs)

 Discounted Interim Ag Program (5 year phase out)

 Full Service –Tier 1 and Tier 2 rate

 Allocations (April 14 MWD decision) – Penalties

Import,  
51,031 , 63%

Local 
Groundwater,  
25,200 , 31%

Recycled,  
4,805 , 6%

•Fully Treated Water 
38.5K AF
Raw Untreated 
Water
12.5K AF
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 Court Rulings Continue to restrict Delta Pumps

 MWD Replenishment Discontinued (since May 2007)

 MWD Agricultural Customers Cut Back 30% (Jan 2008)

 MWD to Phase Out Ag Discount in 5 Years (ends 2013)

 Calls for Voluntary Conservation (2007, 2008)

 Blue Ribbon Delta Task Force Completes its Delta Vision

 Additional Species Listed In Delta, More Lawsuits

 Global Financial Meltdown, State Financial Meltdown

 MWD Drought Storage Drops to 27% of 2006 Levels

 MWD Board Action on Allocation – 10% Cut for M&I July 1,  30% Cut for Ag. 

 MWD Rates Forecast to Climb 40+% in 2 years  (first 20% increase effective 

September).

 Colorado River Cut back in 2003.  MWD has done well to rebuild.
 Canal lining, farm conservation based transfers helping.  Long term 

drought and over allocation pose ongoing risk.

 State Water Project stymied by endangered species, court rulings.  
 Even in normal or wet years, ability to move water through Delta 

region is now significantly reduced.

 MWD reliability strategy relies on wet year Delta surplus or 
Colorado surplus stored for use in dry years. 

 MWD Replenishment and Ag discount program based on surplus 
water being available. 

 Changing conditions have wiped out surplus for high percentage 
of years going forward. 
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2006 2007 2008 2009

2.2 MAF

1.7 MAF

1.1 MAF

0.6 MAF

2009 drought storage 
expected to drop to 
27% of 2006 levels.
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 Last Spring was the driest on record
 January 2009 was in the lowest 1%
 Then we had very wet weather
 Governor declares water supply emergency 
February 27, 2009

 Second half of March was somewhat dry
 State Project Allocation at 30% (reflects court 
ordered pumping restrictions)

 We narrowly escaped deeper MWD cutbacks, 
which would have reduced Ag by 40% or 50%.

Could this be the 
wettest 
“drought” in 
California’s 
history?

And why?
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SacramentoSacramento

StocktonStockton

SWP PumpsSWP Pumps
CVP PumpsCVP Pumps

Delta Water Pathway Conflicts 
with Endangered Species

SWP PumpsSWP Pumps

CVP PumpsCVP Pumps

Delta  Smelt 
Habitat

Delta  Smelt 
Habitat

Keep smelt away from 
pumps

Operable/Temporary 
gates on Old/Middle 
River

Cost: $29 million

Potential Water Benefit: 
100,000 to 200,000 Acre‐
Feet

Near Term Actions – Two Barriers (Gates)
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SacramentoSacramento

StocktonStockton

SWP PumpsSWP Pumps

CVP PumpsCVP Pumps

Long Term Vision – Dual Conveyance
Middle River Improvements and Bypass Canal
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 Reserve storage has been reduced over last 
three years

 Regulations impacting operation of Delta Pumps
 Significant effort to backfill with purchased and 
borrowed water

 MWD declared Allocation for first time since 
1991 this year.  Ag reduction remains at 30%.

 Prospect of surplus water very low in near term.  
M&I allocation could continue barring a very 
very wet year next year, and may get worse if we 
have a dry year or there are new court 
restrictions.
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Current
Rate

First 
Increase
Sept ‘09

%  
Increase 

Second
Increase
Jan ‘11

%
Increase 

% by 
Jan 2011

$579 $701 20% $851 21% 47%

 Total Operating 
Budget Increase $3.7 
Million

 Source of Supply 
Costs Increase 
adjusted for reduced 
demand $7.9 Million

 Import Water Rate 
Increase – 20%

 Rate Increase Earlier
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 Deferred Capital Items – Resulted in 
$700,000 Reduction from Prior Year or 58%

 Budget Developed with a Compensation 
Freeze (no COLA/Wage increases)

 Employee Benefits Held Constant

 Redeployment of Human Resources

 Non‐Import Water Related Expenses 
Increase Minimized (.2% Increase)

$356

$481
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 Similar Increases
 MWD Supply Reduction 10%
 MWD Penalties 5x Base Rate
 RCWD Actions
 July 1, 2009
▪ Reduce Tier II Floor

▪ Make Allotments Monthly

▪ Pass through penalties

 Jan 1, 2010
▪ Water Budget Tiered Rate Structure
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Safe Drinking Water is Critical 
to Our Mission

The District continues to increase its 
efforts related to ensuring a safe drinking 
water supply.  Extensive and ongoing 
testing of water for contaminants takes 
place routinely.  In fact, more than 
2,000 tests are conducted annually 
for more than 120 different potential 
contaminants to ensure the quality of 
the water. The results of these efforts 
continue to confi rm the high quality 
of our water.  Furthermore, programs 
are in place to ensure the public water 
system is protected from possible 
contamination related to backfl ow or 
infi ltration from commercial, landscape, 
and agricultural connections. Annual 
certifi cations of backfl ow prevention 
devices are required and annual physical 
inspections are performed.  The District 
is committed to providing both a reliable 
and safe water supply.  

“Rancho California Water District’s 
single greatest operating expense is the 
cost of producing and importing water.  
For fi scal year 2008-2009, water costs 
will increase by $3.6 million or 13.5%.  
To mitigate the rate impact of this the 
District reduced over $1.3 million of 
other operating cost through new cost 
saving measures, while continuing to 
accomplish its goal to provide high 
quality and reliable water” 
Dr. Brian J. Brady 
General Manager

        A Snapshot of 
       Rate Adjustments 

Rancho Division
The monthly impact to the 
average domestic bill in the 
Rancho Division will be $ 1.92.  

Santa Rosa Division
The monthly impact to the 
average domestic bill in the 
Santa Rosa Division will be 
$3.00.

Agricultural Customers
Per acre-foot increase to water 
rate: 
Rancho Division: $13.52.
Santa Rosa Division: $23.67.

Water Demands and Water 
Sources

The communities served by Rancho 
California Water District (RCWD/
District) are experiencing a slow down 
from the rapid expansion of the last few 
years, therefore demand for water is 
projected to remain fairly consistent for 
fi scal year 2008-2009.

Demand is met with three primary 
water sources.  The fi rst source is local 
groundwater, accounting for 25% of the 
District’s total supply, which is produced 
from the District’s many groundwater 
wells. Groundwater supplies for the 
District come from large underground 
aquifers.  Surface water from Vail Lake is 
used to replenish underground aquifers, 
when available. The District carefully 
manages this resource to protect the 
long-term integrity of the underground 
aquifers. The second source is imported 
water purchased from the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California 
(MWD). 70% percent of the District’s 
water is imported from MWD. 

The greatest impact on the operating 
budget is increased import water costs.  
Import water is the most expensive 
water source the District has and for the 
upcoming year will cost an additional 
$3.6 million which represents an 
increase of 13.5% over the previous 
year.  This is the single greatest cost 
increase the District is faced with for the 
coming year. Import water cost accounts 
for 90% of the total increase in the 
operating budget.  The remaining water 
source is recycled water.  Recycled 
water is primarily used for irrigation of 
landscape, golf courses and parks.  
  
In addition to the increased import water 
expense mentioned above, general 
economic conditions of the region 
(refl ected an increase to the consumer 
price index (CPI) of 4.2%) are also 
creating cost impacts to the District.  The 
overall operating budget of the District 
increased by $4.0 million compared to 
the fi scal year 2007-2008 budget.  

Water Conservation Can Help 
Keep Rates Lower

One way the District and its customers 
can help reduce cost and preserve our 
water supply is through conservation.  
Every drop of water saved directly 
reduces the amount of water produced 
from the most expensive supply source.  
Import water costs 300% more than the 
local water supply to produce.  So by 
using water wisely every customer can 
help reduce costs and keep water rates 
lower. 
By the mandate of the Board of 
Directors, the District has embarked on 
several efforts to help create incentives 
for customers  to conserve water.  The 
District offers rebates or assistance 
related to water effi cient washing 
machines, high-effi ciency toilets 
(HET), and smart landscape timers.  
The District also aggressively pursues 
various conservation related grants to 
provide other incentives to save water.  
Additionally, conservation specialists 
are available to answer questions.  The 
District has also implemented a tiered 
water rate structure that progressively 
penalizes customers who use 200% or 
300% more water then their customer 
class average.  The District continues 
to expand its efforts in this area and 
conservation provides a way for 
everyone to help make a difference.

The District will conduct 
a public  hearing on 

June 12, 2008, at 8:30 a.m. 
in the Board Room of its 
Administrative Offi ce at, 
42135 Winchester Road, 
Temecula, California   92590, 
to consider the adoption of 
the fi scal year 2008-2009 
operating and non-operating budget 
of $110,449,144 for increases in 
water rates, wastewater rates, 
charges and capacity fees.
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2008-2009 PROPOSED RATES 

Rancho Division Rates

It is proposed that the Rancho 
Division’s domestic, landscape and 
commercial customers’ average 
rates be increased by 4.7%, and that 
agricultural customers’ rates be 
increased by 5.1%. These increases 
include the combined water and 
average energy zone charge changes.  
In addition, the fi xed monthly charge is 
proposed to be increased by 5%  for all 
meter sizes.
 
Santa Rosa Division Rates

It is proposed that the Santa Rosa  
Division’s domestic, landscape and 
commercial customers’ average 
rates be increased by 4.4%, and 
that agricultural customers’ rate be                    
increased by 5.2%. These increases 
include the combined water and 
average energy zone charge changes.  
In addition, the fi xed monthly charge is 
proposed to be increased by 7% for all 
meter sizes.  

Recycled Water Rates

Customers in both the Rancho and 
Santa Rosa Divisions will see their 
rates increase from $210.63 to $215.63 
per acre foot for commercial and 
landscape users, and from $78.00 to 
$80.00 per acre foot for agricultural 
users. This increase is the result of a 
pass-through  of higher recycled water 
wholesale rates implemented by 
Eastern Municipal Water District. The 
fi xed monthly fee will remain at $20.

Zones of Benefi t

Certain larger unconnected parcels in 
the Santa Rosa Division, when apply-
ing for new water service, may see the 
following increases due to rising 
construction and material costs.

Water Conservation Rate Structure

In response to the call for long-term 
water conservation needs, the District 
will continue its existing water 
conservation rate structure.  Under 
this rate structure a second additional 
charge is assessed to customers that 
use more than 200% of the average 
water  use  within   their  customer  
class.  It is estimated that RCWD will 
incur $1,271,922 in Tier II charges 
during the 2008-2009 fi scal year. As a 
result, RCWD will continue its tiered 
rate structure to recover the pass-
through charges from MWD, which 
will provide funding for a targeted 
water conservation program in an 
effort to reduce future Tier II costs. 
The additional Tier II rate will 
increase from $96 per acre-foot to 
$263.92 per acre-foot.

The District implemented a third tier 
to its  water rate structure in fi scal 
year 2007-2008. The Tier III charge 
only impacts landscape accounts 
that use over 300% of their annual 
allotment. The purpose of this tier is 
to further promote conservation. The 
Tier III conservation rate will remain 
at $428.28 per acre-foot in the Rancho 
Division and $590.80 per acre-foot in 
the Santa Rosa Division.  

Monthly Wastewater Charge

It is proposed that customers who 
receive their wastewater service from 
the Santa Rosa Water Reclamation 
Facility will see their monthly service 
charge increase from $31 to $34 per 
equivalent dwelling.  

Additional Fees and Charges

New Connection Capital Fees- 
Wastewater capacity fees have been 
proposed to increase from $4,867 
EDU (equivalent dwelling unit) to 
$5,169 EDU.

Miscellaneous Fees 

The following customer service fees 
are also projected to increase in order 
to remain consistent with the Fee  for 
Service Policy. An additional fee and/ 
or deposit for recycled system 
inspections and a door hanger fee are 
proposed.  
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Rancho Division 

Temecula 
Murrieta 

Santa Rosa Division 

Service Current  Proposed

Cutting District 
Lock- 2nd 

Penalty $125.00 $250.00

Door Hanger 
Fee

$0.00 $20.00

Fire Hydrant 
Location Fees

$225.00 $300.00
Plan Check 

Deposit $1,500.00 $2,000.00
Plan Check of 

On-Site
Recycled
System $2,000.00 $1,500.00

Inspection of 
On-Site

Recycled
System $0.00 $1,500.00

RP
Certification

Fee $109.00 $180.00

Zone Fee/Acre Recommended
1 $390/ AC $390/ AC
2 $3,048/ AC $4,138/ AC
3 $2,509/ AC $3,611/ AC
5 $2,335/ AC $3,192/ AC
7 $2,961/ AC $3,606/ AC
8 $5,088/ AC $5,598/ AC
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*Water comsumption is charged based on HFC (Hundred Cubic Feet). The rates above apply to HFC used. 

M&I AG M&I AG M&I AG

Projected Rate by Pump Zone Per 
HCF* (Includes Commodity + 

Energy Rates)

1305 $1.13592 $0.89211 $1.19273 $0.94645 5.00% 6.10%

1434 $1.19139 $0.94758 $1.24820 $1.00192 4.80% 5.70%

1440 $1.19397 $0.95016 $1.25078 $1.00450 4.80% 5.70%

1500 $1.21977 $0.97596 $1.27658 $1.03030 4.70% 5.60%

1670 $1.29287 $1.04906 $1.34968 $1.10340 4.40% 5.20%

1990 $1.43047 $1.18666 $1.48728 $1.24100 4.00% 4.60%

2160 $1.50357 $1.25976 $1.56038 $1.31410 3.80% 4.30%

2260 $1.54657 $1.30276 $1.60338 $1.35710 3.70% 4.20%

2550 $1.67127 $1.42746 $1.72808 $1.48180 3.40% 3.80%

2850 $1.80027 $1.55646 $1.85708 $1.61080 3.20% 3.50%

Total Weighted Average Rate Impact: 4.40% 5.20%

SANTA ROSA DIVISION WATER & ENERGY RATES

% OF CHANGE

$0.88243 5.50% 6.80%Commodity Rate Only $1.07007 $0.82626 $1.12871

Commodity Rates

2007-2008 RATES 2008-2009 RATES

M&I AG M&I AG M&I AG

Projected Rate by Pump Zone Per 
HCF* (Includes Commodity + 

Energy Rates)

1305 $0.76276 $0.69276 $0.81211 $0.74211 6.50% 7.10%

1380 $0.79876 $0.72876 $0.84361 $0.77361 5.60% 6.20%

1485 $0.84916 $0.77916 $0.88771 $0.81771 4.50% 4.90%

1550 $0.88036 $0.81036 $0.91501 $0.84501 3.90% 4.30%

1610 $0.90916 $0.83916 $0.94021 $0.87021 3.40% 3.70%

1790 $0.99556 $0.92556 $1.01581 $0.94581 2.00% 2.20%

1880 $1.12996 $1.05996 $1.13341 $1.06341 0.30% 0.30%

2070 $1.12996 $1.05996 $1.13341 $1.06341 0.30% 0.30%

2350 $1.26436 $1.19436 $1.25101 $1.18101 -1.10% -1.10%

Total Weighted Average Rate Impact: 4.70% 5.10%

RANCHO DIVISION WATER & ENERGY RATES

Commodity Rates

2007-2008 RATES 2008-2009 RATES % OF CHANGE

$0.65345 9.50% 10.60%Commodity Rate Only 0.66071 $0.59071 $0.72345
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Rancho California Water District

42135 Winchester Rd
Temecula, CA  92590

(951) 296-6900
(951) 296-6877 fax 

Info@RanchoWater.com
www.RanchoWater.com

7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., 
Monday – Thursday

8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Friday

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

William E. Plummer, President

Ralph H. Daily, 
Sr. Vice President

Stephen J. Corona, 
Vice President

Ben R. Drake, 
Vice President

Lisa D. Herman, 
Vice President

John E. Hoagland, 
Vice President

Lawrence M. Libeu, 
Vice President

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICERS

Dr. Brian J. Brady,
 General Manager
Phillip L. Forbes, 

Assistant General Manager, Chief 
Financial Offi cer, Treasurer 

Perry R. Louck, 
Director of Planning

Craig Elitharp, 
Director of Systems Operations

Thomas S. Wolter, 
Director of Field Services

Jeff D. Armstrong, Controller
Kelli Garcia, District Secretary

The Board of Directors meets 
regularly on the second 

Thursday of every month 
at 8:30 a.m. at the District 

Headquarters.  The public is 
welcome to attend.

Waternews is  published  
quarterly   to inform the 

District’s  customers  about 
issues concerning water. Your 

questions or comments are 
welcome.

Meggan Reed, Waternews Editor

Meter Size Rancho Santa Rosa Rancho Santa Rosa Rancho Santa Rosa
3/4 Inch $13.68 $22.50 $14.36 $24.07 5% 7%

1 Inch $20.75 $40.38 $21.79 $43.21 5% 7%
1-1/2 Inch $35.38 $65.72 $37.15 $70.32 5% 7%

2 Inch $53.34 $103.57 $56.01 $110.82 5% 7%
2-1/2 Inch $79.83 $145.52 $83.82 $155.70 5% 7%

3 Inch $140.22 $228.32 $147.23 $244.30 5% 7%
4 Inch $316.06 $570.74 $331.87 $610.70 5% 7%
6 Inch $539.91 $937.88 $566.90 $1,003.53 5% 7%
8 Inch $828.55 $1,296.61 $869.98 $1,387.37 5% 7%

MONTHLY WATER CAPACITY FEES
2007-2008 Rate 2008-2009 Rate % of Increase

Description FY 2007-2008 FY 2008-2009 FY 2007-2008 FY 2008-2009
Construction Water $2.019/HCF $2.019/HCF $2.019/HCF $2.019/HCF

Annexation Rate 
Prior to 2003 $1.0973/HCF $1.1662/HCF $1.0973/HCF $1.1662/HCF

Annexation Rate 
Subsequent to 2003 $1.3177/HCF $1.3866/HCF $1.3177/HCF $1.3866/HCF

Recycled
Construction Water

$210.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$210.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

Tertiary Treated 
$210.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$210.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

Recycled
Agricultural Water

$78.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$80.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$78.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$80.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

CONSTRUCTION & NON-POTABLE WATER RATES
*(Base Water Rates Per HCF)

Rancho Division Santa Rosa Division
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WaterWaternewsnewsIn 

budget.  The charts below detail 
the rate change

Division Tier 1 Tier II Tier III
Rancho $403 $667 $1,135 
Santa
Rosa

$593 $857 $1,325 

Tiered Rates (per A/F)

Division Penalty
Charge

Rancho $1,726

Santa
Rosa $1,726

Penalty Charge 
per (A/F)

The penalty charge applies to all 
consumption above the customers     
Tier I Budget.

The Board will consider 
adopting a resolution directing 
District staff  to implement these 
measures.

        A Snapshot of 
       Rate Adjustments 

Rancho Division
The monthly impact to the 
average domestic bill in the 
Rancho Division will be $ 5.91, 
which is an increase of 17.8%.  

Santa Rosa Division
The monthly impact to the 
average domestic bill in the 
Santa Rosa Division will be 
$7.34, which is an increase of 
13.3%.

Agricultural Customers
Per acre-foot increase to water 
rate: 
Rancho Division: $85.62.
Santa Rosa Division: $92.61.

Water Allocation Plan
On February 27, 2009 the 
Governor of California declared 
the fi rst statewide drought in 
17 years.  As a result of these 
conditions, the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern 
California (MWD) will in all 
likelihood implement reduced 
water delivery measures to 
its wholesale water agencies.  
In response to this Rancho 
California Water District (RCWD/
District) will be implementing a 
tiered rate transition plan that 
adjusts its customers water 
budgets accordingly.  This 
transition plan will be the fi rst 
step leading towards a more 
enhanced water budget tiered 
rate plan to be implemented in 
January 2010.  This transition 
plan however will become 

eff ective July 1, 2009 and 
provide RCWD the ability to 
adjust its customer’s current 
Tier II fl oor allotments to mirror 
the water allotments it receives 
from MWD.  This is a fl exible 
plan and will change as MWD 
allotments change.  Essentially, 
RCWD will receive less water 
from MWD and in turn the 
customers of RCWD will have 
less water available to them.  
The impact of this to the RCWD 
customers will be less water for 
use in the Tier I category and 
consequently reaching the Tier 
II category sooner.  This means 
RCWD customers need to be 
conscientious about using water 
effi  ciently.  RCWD has many 
programs to help educate and 
achieve water use effi  ciency; 
customers can contact the 
District’s Water Conservation 
Department for more details.  In 
conjunction with the adjustment 
of the Tier II fl oor the water 
budgets to RCWD customers 
will be changed from annual 
budgets to monthly budgets to 
send a timelier signal on water 
use effi  ciency.

Additionally, as part of MWD’s 
shortage plan any agency that 
exceeds its water allotments 
will pay substantial penalties 
to MWD.  Therefore, RCWD 
will implement a penalty pass-
through program at the same 
penalty rate MWD establishes.  
These penalties will impact 
RCWD customers that exceed 
their monthly Tier I water 

The District will conduct 
a public  hearing on 

June 11, 2009, at 8:30 a.m. 
in the Board Room of its 
Administrative Offi ce at, 
42135 Winchester Road, 
Temecula, California   92590, 
to consider the adoption of 
the Fiscal Year 2009-2010 
Operating and Non-Operating 
Budget of $126,797,237 for 
increases in water rates, wastewater 
rates, charges and capacity fees.

Spring newsletter draft7.indd   1 4/8/2009   12:13:20 PM



Water Demand and Water 
Sources

The communities served by Rancho 
California Water District (RCWD/
District) are experiencing a slow 
down from the rapid expansion of 
the last few years, therefore demand 
for water is projected to remain fairly 
consistent for fi scal year 2009-2010.
Demand is met with three primary 
water sources.  The fi rst source is local 
groundwater, accounting for 25% of 
the District’s total supply, which is 
produced from the District’s many 
groundwater wells. Groundwater 
supplies for the District come from 
large underground aquifers.  Surface 
water from Vail Lake is used to 
replenish underground aquifers, 
when available. The District carefully 
manages this resource to protect 
the long-term integrity of the 
underground aquifers. The second 
source is imported water purchased 
from the Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California (MWD). 70% 
percent of the District’s water is 
imported from MWD. 

The greatest impact on the operating 
budget is increased import water 
costs.  Import water is the most 
expensive water source the District 
has and for the upcoming year will 
cost an additional $3.7 million which 
represents an increase of 12.5% over 
the previous year.  Import water cost 
accounts for 99% of the total increase 
in the operating budget.  The 
remaining water source is recycled 
water.  Recycled water is primarily 
used for irrigation of landscape, golf 
courses and parks.  

Wholesale Cost Pass-Through 
Provision
As a result of the current water supply 
conditions and the anticipated rate 
increase from MWD the Board of 
Directors will consider adopting a 
resolution directing District staff  to 
pass-through future increases to rates 
and charges imposed by MWD for 
wholesale water sold to RCWD.  Said 

pass-through increases could not 
exceed 25% per year to the wholesale 
water rate.

Water Conservation Can 
Help Keep Rates Lower

One way the District and its 
customers can help reduce cost and 
preserve our water supply is through 
conservation.  Every drop of water 
saved directly reduces the amount 
of water produced from the most 
expensive supply source.  Import 
water costs 400% more than the local 
water supply to produce.  By using 
water wisely, every customer can help 
reduce costs and keep water rates 
lower. 

By the mandate of the Board of 
Directors, the District has embarked 
on several eff orts to help create 
incentives for customers  to conserve 
water.  The District off ers rebates or 
assistance related to water effi  cient 
washing machines, high-effi  ciency 
toilets (HET), and smart landscape 
timers.  The District also aggressively 
pursues various conservation related 
grants to provide other incentives to
 save water.  Additionally, 
conservation specialists are available 
to answer questions.  The District has 
also implemented a tiered water rate 
structure that progressively penalizes 
customers who use 200% or 300% 
more water then their customer class 
average.  The District continues to
 expand its eff orts in this area and 
conservation provides a way for 
everyone to help make a diff erence.

Safe Drinking Water is 
Critical to Our Mission

The District continues to increase 
its eff orts related to ensuring a safe 
drinking water supply.  Extensive 
and ongoing testing of water for 
contaminants takes place routinely.  
In fact, more than 2,000 tests are 
conducted annually for more than 
120 diff erent potential contaminants 
to ensure the quality of the water. 
The results of these eff orts continue 
to confi rm the high quality of our 
water.  Furthermore, programs are in 
place to ensure the public water 
system is protected from possible 
contamination related to backfl ow 
or infi ltration from commercial, 
landscape, and agricultural 
connections. Annual certifi cations 
of backfl ow prevention devices 
are required and annual physical 
inspections are performed.  The 
District is committed to providing 
both a reliable and safe water supply.  
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Rancho Division 

Temecula 
Murrieta 

Santa Rosa Division 
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*Water comsumption is charged based on HFC (Hundred Cubic Feet). The rates above apply to HFC used. 

M&I AG M&I AG M&I AG

Projected Rate by Pump Zone Per 
HCF* (Includes Commodity + 

Energy Rates)

1305 $1.19456 $0.94828 $1.43097 $1.19008 19.80% 25.50%

1434 $1.25003 $1.00375 $1.47612 $1.23523 18.10% 23.10%

1440 $1.25261 $1.00633 $1.47822 $1.23733 18.00% 23.00%

1500 $1.27841 $1.03213 $1.49922 $1.25833 17.30% 21.90%

1670 $1.35151 $1.10523 $1.55872 $1.31783 15.30% 19.20%

1990 $1.48911 $1.24283 $1.67072 $1.42983 12.20% 15.00%

2160 $1.56221 $1.31593 $1.73022 $1.48933 10.80% 13.20%

2260 $1.60521 $1.35893 $1.76522 $1.52433 10.00% 12.20%

2550 $1.72991 $1.48363 $1.86672 $1.62583 7.90% 9.60%

2850 $1.85891 $1.61263 $1.97172 $1.73083 6.10% 7.30%

Total Weighted Average Rate Impact: 15.20% 19.20%

$0.88243 $1.36201

Commodity Rates

2008-2009 RATES

SANTA ROSA DIVISION WATER & ENERGY RATES

2009-2010 RATES % OF CHANGE

$1.12112 20.70% 27.00%Commodity Rate Only $1.12871

M&I AG M&I AG M&I AG

Projected Rate by Pump Zone Per 
HCF* (Includes Commodity + 

Energy Rates)

1305 $0.81211 $0.74211 $1.01960 $0.94781 25.50% 27.70%

1380 $0.84361 $0.77361 $1.04885 $0.97706 24.30% 26.30%

1485 $0.88771 $0.81771 $1.08980 $1.01801 22.80% 24.50%

1550 $0.91501 $0.84501 $1.11515 $1.04336 21.90% 23.50%

1610 $0.94021 $0.87021 $1.13855 $1.06676 21.10% 22.60%

1790 $1.01581 $0.94581 $1.20875 $1.13696 19.00% 20.20%

1880 $1.13341 $1.06341 $1.31795 $1.24616 16.30% 17.20%

2070 $1.13341 $1.06341 $1.31795 $1.24616 16.30% 17.20%

2350 $1.25101 $1.18101 $1.42715 $1.35536 14.10% 14.80%

Total Weighted Average Rate Impact: 22.90% 24.60%

$0.85409 28.00% 30.70%Commodity Rate Only $0.72345 $0.65345 $0.92588

RANCHO DIVISION WATER & ENERGY RATES

Commodity Rates

2008-2009 RATES 2009-2010 RATES % OF CHANGE
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Rancho California Water District

42135 Winchester Rd
Temecula, CA  92590

(951) 296-6900
(951) 296-6877 fax 

Info@RanchoWater.com
www.RanchoWater.com

7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., 
Monday – Thursday

8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Friday

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Ralph H. Daily, President

Lisa D. Herman, 
Sr. Vice President

Stephen J. Corona, 
Vice President

Ben R. Drake, 
Vice President

John E. Hoagland, 
Vice President

Lawrence M. Libeu, 
Vice President

William E. Plummer, 
Vice President

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICERS

Matthew G. Stone,
 General Manager
Phillip L. Forbes, 

Assistant General Manager/Treasurer
Jeffrey D. Armstrong,
Cheif Financial Offi cer

Perry R. Louck, 
Director of Planning

Craig Elitharp, 
Director of Systems Operations

Thomas S. Wolter, 
Director of Field Services

Andrew L. Webster,                                               
Acting District Engineer                 

Kelli Garcia, District Secretary

The Board of Directors meets 
regularly on the second 

Thursday of every month 
at 8:30 a.m. at the District 

Headquarters.  The public is 
welcome to attend.

Waternews is  published  
quarterly   to inform the 

District’s  customers  about 
issues concerning water. Your 

questions or comments are 
welcome.

Meggan Reed, Waternews Editor

Meter Size Rancho Santa Rosa Rancho Santa Rosa Rancho Santa Rosa
3/4 Inch $14.36 $24.07 $15.08 $25.76 5% 7%

1 Inch $21.79 $43.21 $22.88 $46.23 5% 7%
1-1/2 Inch $37.15 $70.32 $39.01 $75.24 5% 7%

2 Inch $56.01 $110.82 $58.81 $118.57 5% 7%
2-1/2 Inch $83.82 $155.70 $88.01 $166.60 5% 7%

3 Inch $147.23 $244.30 $154.59 $261.40 5% 7%
4 Inch $331.87 $610.70 $348.46 $653.44 5% 7%
6 Inch $566.90 $1,003.53 $595.25 $1,073.78 5% 7%
8 Inch $869.98 $1,387.37 $913.48 $1,484.49 5% 7%

MONTHLY WATER CAPACITY FEES
2008-2009 Rate 2009-2010 Rate % of Increase

Description FY 2008-2009 FY 2009-2010 FY 2008-2009 FY 2009-2010
Construction Water $2.019/HCF $2.525/HCF $2.019/HCF $2.525/HCF

Annexation Rate 
Prior to 2003 $1.1662/HCF $1.605/HCF $1.1662/HCF $1.605/HCF

Annexation Rate 
Subsequent to 2003 $1.3866/HCF $1.981/HCF $1.3866/HCF $1.981/HCF

Recycled
Construction Water

$215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$550.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$550.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

Tertiary Treated 
$215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

225.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$215.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$225.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

Recycled
Agricultural Water

$80.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$225.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$80.00/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

$225.63/AF + 
$20 Monthly 

Service Charge

CONSTRUCTION & NON-POTABLE WATER RATES
*(Base Water Rates Per HCF)

Rancho Division Santa Rosa Division
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Ground Water Pumping in Temecula Valleys cause cracking/sinking… 
 
http://iahs.info/redbooks/a200/iahs_200_0291.pdf 
 
Land Subsidence (Proceedings of the Fourth International Symposium on Land 
Subsidence, May 1991). IAHS Publ. no. 200,1991. 

Earth Fissures, Urbanization and Litigation: A Case Study 
from the Temecula Area, Southwestern Riverside 
County, California 
E. J. CORWIN, S. C. ALHADEFF, S. P. OGGEL 
Lorenz Alhadeff Lundin & Oggel, 101 West 
Broadway, Suite 1500, San Diego, CA 92101, USA 
R. J. SHLEMON 
P.O. Box 3066, Newport Beach, CA 92659 , USA 
ABSTRACT Ground fissures occurring in 1987 
extended discontinuously along a 12-km long 
zone in the rapidly-urbanizing Temecula-Wolf 
Valley area of southwestern Riverside County, 
California. Impacted were new residential 
and industrial buildings. Litigation has 
ensued, and damage is now alleged to exceed 
about 50 million dollars. Defendants include 
County government, a local Water District, 
developers, and consulting engineers and 
geologists. 
INTRODUCTION 
In the mid-1980s, urbanization dramatically increased 
in the Temecula area of southwestern Riverside County, 
California. From a population of 8,324 in 1980, the 
previously serene town, about 41 km north of San Diego 
and 53 km southeast of Los Angeles, jumped to a 
population of over 29,000 in 1988 (Fig. 1). Developers 
seized on the increasing popularity of southern 
California as a desirable place to live, and vast new 
residential and light industrial complexes ("Business 
Parks") were built. The rapid urbanization produced 
the usual plethora of environmental constraints for 
both the developers and residents of Temecula. The 
most unexpected problem was the mid-1987 occurrence of 
earth fissures, the resulting allegations of property 
damage and general loss of value, and the perhaps 
inevitable litigation that has since followed. 
GEOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK 
The Temecula area lies in the Murrieta-Temecula-Wolf 
Valley, an approximately 20-km long and 1.5 to 2.0-km 
wide structural graben bounded by major splays of the 
Elsinore fault system: namely, the Wildomar fault on 
the east and the Willard fault on the west (Mann, 1955; 
Kennedy, 1975; Fig. 1). The Wildomar fault is active, 
291 
E. J. Corwin et al. 292 
Business • 
Parks ^N 
\ 
MURRIETA 
CREEK FAULT 
-< 



LEGEN 
Riverside 
Los Angele"sV* TÉMECULA 
San Diego 
^ v \ 
"o,\ 
Ground 
Fissures 
• / N 
Residential o/f \ 4< 
Areas \ ^ . . v<? 
IN 
t 1km 
_J 
WOLF VALLEY FAULT7 
X 
\ 
FIG. 1 Location of 1987 ground fissures and 
adjacent fault zones in the Temecula-Wolf 
Valley area, southwestern Riverside County, 
California. 
according to State of California criteria, for 
it has geomorphic expression and has offset Holocene 
sediments and soil profiles (Hart, 1985). Accordingly, 
habitable structure "setback zones" have been 
established for the fault (Calif. Div. Mines and 
Geology, 1990). In contrast, recent investigations 
show that last movement of the Willard fault occurred 
in pre-Holocene time, and the fault is therefore 
presently deemed "not active" for purposes of 
engineering design (Schaefer Dixon Associates, 1988a). 
Prior to mid-1987, no other active faults had been 
identified in the Temecula-Wolf Valley area despite the 
fact that literally tens of engineering-geological 
investigations had been conducted in support of 
residential and industrial development. Neither 
identified were buried stream terraces or older faults 
underlying valley alluvium, geologic discontinuities 
that often control the surface location of ground 
fissures (Holzer, 1984). 
Quaternary sediments underlying the Temecula-Wolf 
Valley area are more than 800 m thick, and have yielded 
abundant water for both domestic and agricultural use 
(Scheliga & McGoldrick, 1984). Two principal aquifers 
are the upper "Pauba beds," generally producing from 
293 Earth fissures, urbanization and litigation 
depths within about 100 m from the surface, and the 
lower, more prolific "Temecula sands" generallyencountered 
between about 200 and 400 m. The Temecula 
aquifer is a source of relatively high quality and 
inexpensive water, and two Temecula-Wolf Valley wells, 
pumping since at least 1982, have the capacity to 
produce 8,000 to 9,000 1/min. In 1984 it was pointed 
out to the Rancho California Water District (RCWD) 
that: "Because of the depth of saturated sediments and 
the potential for construction of additional high 
capacity wells, the Murrieta-Wolf [hydrologie] Unit 



offers a location for development of a substantial 
increase of ground water resources to RCWD supplies" 
(Scheliga & McGoldrick, 1984, p. 3-21). By late 1986 
an additional six, deep wells tapped the Temecula 
aquifer. After initial tests, most started production 
in 1987 (Leighton & Associates, 1987). 
THE TEMECULA FISSURE 
In August 1987, a northwest-trending curvilinear system 
of earth fissures about three km long was discovered in 
recently-developed residential tracts in the southern 
part of the Temecula area. In October 1987, similar 
northwest-trending fissures were observed in a new 
Business Park approximately four km to the northwest. 
Despite diligent search, no fissures were identified in 
the intermediate area (Fig. 1). 
The fissures were expressed at the surface by 10 to 
20 i long cracks in street pavement and in adjacent 
gutters and curbs. Most fissures were en-echelon, the 
overlapping width generally less than about three or 
four m. Vertical relief was typically less than a few 
cm with the east side down. In the residential area, 
fissure damage was mainly displaced curbs and floor 
slab cracks in four or five buildings. However, some 
homeowners several blocks away alleged that small 
cracks in their residences were caused by the fissures, 
rather than the "normal" settlement typical of new 
construction in the area. In the northern business 
parks, the fissures promulgated through up to five m of 
compacted fill, and eventually widened along widely 
dispersed "sinkholes" up to a meter wide. 
The cause and specific location of the fissures has 
been argued in the press and by technical experts. Two 
general hypotheses have been advanced: the 1987 
fissures were caused by increased groundwater 
withdrawal, and localized along either previouslyunrecognized, 
graben-bounding discontinuities such as 
faults or buried channel escarpments; or by aseismic 
creep occurring on heretofore unrecognized active 
faults (Shlemon & Davis, 1988). 
Arguments to support both hypotheses abound: on 
the one hand, several new wells began production just 
E. J. Corwin et al. 294 
prior to fissure occurrence, and no obvious fissure 
rejuvenation has taken place since certain "suspect" 
wells were shut down; on the other hand, post-1987 
investigations now show that the fissures are localized 
along a previously-unrecognized active (Holocene) 
fault, although no microseismic events have been 
recorded (Leighton & Associates, 1987; Geowest Soils 
Consultants, 1987; Schaefer Dixon Associates, 1988b). 
The southern residential area fissure coincides in part 
with the previously-recognized Wolf Valley fault 
(Kennedy, 1987); and the northern fissure is now 
informally designated as the "Murrieta Creek fault" 
(Bergmann & Rockwell, 1989; Fig. 1). 
LITIGATION 
Shortly after ground fissure stories and photographs 
appeared in the local and regional newspapers, 



Plaintiffs' attorneys signed up clients in the 
residential areas affected by fissures. By early 1988, 
over 200 lawsuits alleging over $25 million in damages 
had been filed against the developers, the County of 
Riverside, the local water district, and several 
geologic and soils engineering consulting firms. The 
individual suits were later consolidated into a few 
large actions which ultimately proved too large for the 
Riverside County Superior Court system to handle. As a 
result, the parties to the lawsuits stipulated to have 
the cases litigated before a retired judge, who was 
given all of the powers of a Superior Court judge. 
Plaintiffs as a group and Defendants individually 
hired their own technical experts, including 
specialized geologists, geohydrologists, soils 
engineers, and construction experts. In the first year 
of the litigation, the judge also hired additional 
"joint experts" in order to investigate the fissurerelated 
problems. However, the Business Park 
developers, the private landowners affected by the 
business park fissures, the County of Riverside, and 
the local water district each hired their own technical 
consultants to investigate the Business Park fissures. 
In 1990, three years after fissure occurrence, owners 
of a large Business Park commercial building damaged by 
the fissures, filed a lawsuit against the developer, 
the County of Riverside, and the local water district. 
The cost to date for technical investigations is in 
the range of $2- to $3 million; and the studies 
continue. Legal fees for the residential area 
litigation alone are conservatively estimated at more 
than $2 million for all parties. Total costs will 
ultimately exceed at least ten-fold the value of the 
structures allegedly damaged by the fissures. 
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The News Media 
Predictably, the local and regional news media, 
including television, radio and print, provided 
alarmist coverage of the ground-cracking for the first 
year after fissures occurrence and periodically 
thereafter. Television stations and newspapers in 
Temecula, Riverside, San Diego, and Los Angeles all 
carried stories about the assumed catastrophic impact 
of a major earthquake on the families and businesses 
situated near the Temecula ground fissures. Headlines 
such as "Crack-Watchers Turn Homeowners Into Tour 
Guides" and "On Uncertain Ground: Homeowner Says Yard 
Is Sinking" were common. 
The County of Riverside 
The County, as a defendant in the litigation, initially 
instituted a total ban on new building permits, then 
later adopted a local "Subsidence Report Zone" 
ordinance. The subsidence zone, approximately 1.6 km 
wide and 15 km long, encompassed the known fissure area 
in length and extended in width from the Wildomar fault 
on the east to the Willard fault on the west (Fig. 1). 
The intent of the County ordinance was to ensure that 
no new buildings were constructed across known or 



potential fissures and it required, among other things, 
that structural and geotechnical engineers formally 
document possible seismically-induced liquefaction and 
subsidence problems. The area of the zone was much 
greater than even the typical 240-m wide active fault 
"Special Study Zone" required by the State of 
California (Hart, 1985). The impact on development was 
therefore almost immediate, with many escrow closings 
frequently delayed or even failing as real estate 
agents sought to ensure the public that the Temecula 
Valley was as geologically "safe" as almost any other 
place in California. 
The Water District 
Almost immediately after the fissures appeared, the 
Water District shut down several wells near the 
fissures. The Water District has since been extremely 
cautious and defensive in its water management policy 
for the Temecula-Wolf Valley area. Owing to court 
injunction, several of the deep wells have remained 
inoperative since the onset of the 1987 fissures; while 
others, apparently based on Water District decision, 
have subsequently pumped less than about one-half their 
pre-fissure production. The Water District has thus 
been obliged to increase import of water from sources 
outside the. local groundwater basin, resulting in a 
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more costly and generally lower quality supply. 
Consultants for the Water District, as those for some 
of the developers, continue to monitor fissures for 
evidence of any further movement, usually by periodic 
observation of lines painted across the cracks and by 
quadrilateral-survey readings. 
The Developers 
Several developers of both residential and business 
parks were named in the original litigation. The 
developers and their insurance carriers retained 
various geotechnical consultants to determine the cause 
of the 1987 fissures and to recommend appropriate 
setback zones commensurate with public safety and the 
requirements of the State of California and the County 
of Riverside. The numerous studies following the 1987 
fissure events demonstrated that the fissures were, for 
the most part, controlled by faults. And these faults 
were judged to be Holocene in age, and therefore active 
according to State of California criteria (Leighton & 
Associates, 1987; Geowest Soil Consultants, 1987; 
Schaefer Dixon Associates, 1988b). Developers of the 
residential tracts in the southern fissure area bought 
back several recently-constructed houses, and 
eventually moved houses astride the fissure to other 
yet unbuilt lots in the area. One developer in a 
northern Business Park provided technical data to the 
owner of a large industrial building through which the 
fissure passed, as well as assisted in obtaining a 
County occupancy permit. In all cases, new, extensive 
geotechnical investigations were required, including 
the backhoe trenching of previously-compacted fill in 
order to determine the exact location of the faultcontrolled 



fissures, and to establish an active fault 
setback zone. A beneficial side effect of the 1987 
ground fissures is that almost all builders in 
Riverside County generally, and in the Temecula area 
specifically, have since become aware of potential 
"ground cracking" and subsidence problems, and thus 
have taken a much more conservative view with regard to 
buying and developing various parcels. 
State of California 
The California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) is 
the state agency given the authority to identify and 
designate active fault zones. According to California 
law, no habitable structures may be placed across known 
active (Holocene) faults. Based mainly on consultants' 
reports and on the CDMG's own observations, "Special 
Study Zones" are established for active faults (Hart, 
1985). The developers' consultants then typically 
297 Earth fissures, urbanization and litigation 
perform appropriate geotechnical investigations to 
locate active fault traces within the Zone, recommend a 
setback zone for habitable structures, and document all 
findings in reports that are reviewed by local 
agencies. The typical Special Study Zone is about 
240 m wide and is intended to encompass, within 
geological uncertainty, all faults that may be active, 
based on geomorphic expression and on subsurface 
(usually trenching) information. An actual building 
setback zone is usually much less wide, dependent on 
the amount and quality of geological data obtained. 
In July 1989, following critique of consultants' 
reports and field verification, the CDMG issued a 
preliminary Special Study Zone for the Temecula area. 
After a six-month period during which developers and 
other interested parties had the opportunity to provide 
additional information as to the location and 
dimensions of the new fault, the CDMG issued final 
Special Studies Zone maps in January 1990 (California 
Div. Mines and Geology, 1990). As a result, ground 
fissures and active faults are now often combined in 
the minds of the layman, regardless of any cause-andeffect 
relationship. 
The Temecula Residents 
The response of Temecula area residents to the ground 
fissures has been mixed. Some have moved out of the 
area, fearing a large earthquake; but others have 
simply accepted the fact that earthquakes are a way of 
life in California, and that nobody has yet been killed 
by a ground fissure. However, as revealed during the 
litigation, some homeowners sought the help of health 
care providers for alleged emotional problems resulting 
from the fear of living on or next to what they 
perceive as an active fault. Ironically, several 
ground fissures elsewhere in Riverside County have been 
shown to be not located along near-surface active 
faults (Lofgren, 1976; Morton, 1978). 
In 1988, some of the residents living near the 
ground fissures allegedly had difficulty in selling 
their homes, and there were reports that many real 



estate brokers were refusing to become involved in sale 
of homes located near the ground fissures. Also 
alleged was that near-fissure homes decreased in value 
because of the fissures, the lawsuits, and the 
resulting press coverage. It is probably more accurate 
to say, however, that most homes may have experienced a 
slower rate of appreciation, rather than an absolute 
decline in sale price. 
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LITIGATION STATUS 
At the time of this writing (October 1990), the 
litigation involving the residential homes has in most 
respects been settled. Except for one defendant 
developer who conducted preliminary engineering and 
sold a tract of land to others who eventually 
constructed houses, all defendants have settled with 
the plaintiff homeowners, for about $2.8 million. 
Ironically, the Water District, which still refuses (at 
least publicly) to accept the theory that its deep 
groundwater pumping caused the 1987 Temecula ground 
fissures, paid the largest pro rata share of the 
overall settlements. 
In contrast to the residential litigation, the 
lawsuit involving ground fissuring in a Temecula 
Business Park has just started, and promises to be 
nearly as costly. 
The Temecula area fissure litigation points out 
that urbanization, especially in geologically sensitive 
locations, will continue to cause increasing friction 
between developers, federal, state and local regulatory 
authorities, utility concerns, and private business and 
residential interests. Cooperation at the earliest 
stages of development planning is therefore crucial to 
prevent disruption or injury to the environment, to 
property, and to the health and safety of individuals, 
and to minimize related litigation. 
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From: Stark, Mary
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 7:07 AM
To: Nanthavongdouangsy, Phayvanh
Subject: FW: Groundwater Pumping causes severe housing & ground cracking in Temecula
Attachments: Ground Water Pumping in Temecula Valleys cause cracking.doc

Wine Country. 
 

Mary C. Stark 
TLMA Commission Secretary 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 955‐7436 
mcstark@rctlma.org 
 

From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 2:45 AM 
To: Stark, Mary 
Cc: Wine Country Adrian McGregor 
Subject: Fw: Groundwater Pumping causes severe housing & ground cracking in Temecula 
 
 

It is important for the public to understand the soil composition of the valley of the horse and 
around the Temecula Wine Country Dams and valleys. 
The above attachment is an accurate description of the soils' composition. 
 
Please place the following statements and attachments (above) into Public Record RE:  the 
Temecula Wine Country No.7666,  EIR No.1077, and Ordinance 438.4929, and 
20/20 Vision amendments.   
 
The Water Shortages both presently and in the next 50 plus years of the US and CA and 
globlably, which will directly affect the Temecula Wine Country growing lack of water and the 
Supervisors/Cities' want to have lack of knowledge since the 2003 RCIP General Plan and SW 
Master Plan EIR findings given to the Planning Commissioners and to the Supervisors about 
lack of water, and NOW with world wide drought extreme conditions KNOWN and being 
EXPERIENCED may not be included to the Planning Commissioners and then to the 
Supervisors to fully understand the LACK of WATER and rising weather temperature's 
additional eleven degrees for the Dec. 19th, 2012 Planning Commissioners' EIR hearing for the 
Temecula Wine Country documentation to be addressing is issues of water within this EIR., 
NOR POSSIBLY IN THE 2013 TO 2023 RCIP GENERAL PLAN AND THE FIVE MASTER 
PLANS, AND MORE SPECIFICALLY THE TEMECULA WINE COUNTRY within the SW 
MASTER PLAN. 
 



Please give each Planning Commissioner these statements in order to review these materials, 
findings, facts and statements before the Dec. 19, 2012 hearing where lack of water will be 
discussed.  And, so they may be online for the Public to also understand. 
 
from:  Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor 
                P.O.  Box 894108 
                Temecula, CA  92589-4108 
                macsgarden2004@yahoo.com 
               951.676.5024 
Dated:  Dec. 7, 2012 
 
 

  
  
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Adrian McGregor <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com> 
To: Wine Country Adrian McGregor <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 6:52 PM 
Subject: Groundwater Pumping causes severe housing & ground cracking in Temecula 
City/State plan to use ground water...for drinking water...and up and down storage....
 



Ground Water Pumping in Temecula Valleys cause cracking/sinking… 
 
http://iahs.info/redbooks/a200/iahs_200_0291.pdf 
 
Land Subsidence (Proceedings of the Fourth International Symposium on Land 
Subsidence, May 1991). IAHS Publ. no. 200,1991. 

Earth Fissures, Urbanization and Litigation: A Case Study 
from the Temecula Area, Southwestern Riverside 
County, California 
E. J. CORWIN, S. C. ALHADEFF, S. P. OGGEL 
Lorenz Alhadeff Lundin & Oggel, 101 West 
Broadway, Suite 1500, San Diego, CA 92101, USA 
R. J. SHLEMON 
P.O. Box 3066, Newport Beach, CA 92659 , USA 
ABSTRACT Ground fissures occurring in 1987 
extended discontinuously along a 12-km long 
zone in the rapidly-urbanizing Temecula-Wolf 
Valley area of southwestern Riverside County, 
California. Impacted were new residential 
and industrial buildings. Litigation has 
ensued, and damage is now alleged to exceed 
about 50 million dollars. Defendants include 
County government, a local Water District, 
developers, and consulting engineers and 
geologists. 
INTRODUCTION 
In the mid-1980s, urbanization dramatically increased 
in the Temecula area of southwestern Riverside County, 
California. From a population of 8,324 in 1980, the 
previously serene town, about 41 km north of San Diego 
and 53 km southeast of Los Angeles, jumped to a 
population of over 29,000 in 1988 (Fig. 1). Developers 
seized on the increasing popularity of southern 
California as a desirable place to live, and vast new 
residential and light industrial complexes ("Business 
Parks") were built. The rapid urbanization produced 
the usual plethora of environmental constraints for 
both the developers and residents of Temecula. The 
most unexpected problem was the mid-1987 occurrence of 
earth fissures, the resulting allegations of property 
damage and general loss of value, and the perhaps 
inevitable litigation that has since followed. 
GEOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK 
The Temecula area lies in the Murrieta-Temecula-Wolf 
Valley, an approximately 20-km long and 1.5 to 2.0-km 
wide structural graben bounded by major splays of the 
Elsinore fault system: namely, the Wildomar fault on 
the east and the Willard fault on the west (Mann, 1955; 
Kennedy, 1975; Fig. 1). The Wildomar fault is active, 
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FIG. 1 Location of 1987 ground fissures and 
adjacent fault zones in the Temecula-Wolf 
Valley area, southwestern Riverside County, 
California. 
according to State of California criteria, for 
it has geomorphic expression and has offset Holocene 
sediments and soil profiles (Hart, 1985). Accordingly, 
habitable structure "setback zones" have been 
established for the fault (Calif. Div. Mines and 
Geology, 1990). In contrast, recent investigations 
show that last movement of the Willard fault occurred 
in pre-Holocene time, and the fault is therefore 
presently deemed "not active" for purposes of 
engineering design (Schaefer Dixon Associates, 1988a). 
Prior to mid-1987, no other active faults had been 
identified in the Temecula-Wolf Valley area despite the 
fact that literally tens of engineering-geological 
investigations had been conducted in support of 
residential and industrial development. Neither 
identified were buried stream terraces or older faults 
underlying valley alluvium, geologic discontinuities 
that often control the surface location of ground 
fissures (Holzer, 1984). 
Quaternary sediments underlying the Temecula-Wolf 
Valley area are more than 800 m thick, and have yielded 
abundant water for both domestic and agricultural use 
(Scheliga & McGoldrick, 1984). Two principal aquifers 
are the upper "Pauba beds," generally producing from 
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depths within about 100 m from the surface, and the 
lower, more prolific "Temecula sands" generallyencountered 
between about 200 and 400 m. The Temecula 
aquifer is a source of relatively high quality and 
inexpensive water, and two Temecula-Wolf Valley wells, 
pumping since at least 1982, have the capacity to 
produce 8,000 to 9,000 1/min. In 1984 it was pointed 
out to the Rancho California Water District (RCWD) 
that: "Because of the depth of saturated sediments and 
the potential for construction of additional high 
capacity wells, the Murrieta-Wolf [hydrologie] Unit 



offers a location for development of a substantial 
increase of ground water resources to RCWD supplies" 
(Scheliga & McGoldrick, 1984, p. 3-21). By late 1986 
an additional six, deep wells tapped the Temecula 
aquifer. After initial tests, most started production 
in 1987 (Leighton & Associates, 1987). 
THE TEMECULA FISSURE 
In August 1987, a northwest-trending curvilinear system 
of earth fissures about three km long was discovered in 
recently-developed residential tracts in the southern 
part of the Temecula area. In October 1987, similar 
northwest-trending fissures were observed in a new 
Business Park approximately four km to the northwest. 
Despite diligent search, no fissures were identified in 
the intermediate area (Fig. 1). 
The fissures were expressed at the surface by 10 to 
20 i long cracks in street pavement and in adjacent 
gutters and curbs. Most fissures were en-echelon, the 
overlapping width generally less than about three or 
four m. Vertical relief was typically less than a few 
cm with the east side down. In the residential area, 
fissure damage was mainly displaced curbs and floor 
slab cracks in four or five buildings. However, some 
homeowners several blocks away alleged that small 
cracks in their residences were caused by the fissures, 
rather than the "normal" settlement typical of new 
construction in the area. In the northern business 
parks, the fissures promulgated through up to five m of 
compacted fill, and eventually widened along widely 
dispersed "sinkholes" up to a meter wide. 
The cause and specific location of the fissures has 
been argued in the press and by technical experts. Two 
general hypotheses have been advanced: the 1987 
fissures were caused by increased groundwater 
withdrawal, and localized along either previouslyunrecognized, 
graben-bounding discontinuities such as 
faults or buried channel escarpments; or by aseismic 
creep occurring on heretofore unrecognized active 
faults (Shlemon & Davis, 1988). 
Arguments to support both hypotheses abound: on 
the one hand, several new wells began production just 
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prior to fissure occurrence, and no obvious fissure 
rejuvenation has taken place since certain "suspect" 
wells were shut down; on the other hand, post-1987 
investigations now show that the fissures are localized 
along a previously-unrecognized active (Holocene) 
fault, although no microseismic events have been 
recorded (Leighton & Associates, 1987; Geowest Soils 
Consultants, 1987; Schaefer Dixon Associates, 1988b). 
The southern residential area fissure coincides in part 
with the previously-recognized Wolf Valley fault 
(Kennedy, 1987); and the northern fissure is now 
informally designated as the "Murrieta Creek fault" 
(Bergmann & Rockwell, 1989; Fig. 1). 
LITIGATION 
Shortly after ground fissure stories and photographs 
appeared in the local and regional newspapers, 



Plaintiffs' attorneys signed up clients in the 
residential areas affected by fissures. By early 1988, 
over 200 lawsuits alleging over $25 million in damages 
had been filed against the developers, the County of 
Riverside, the local water district, and several 
geologic and soils engineering consulting firms. The 
individual suits were later consolidated into a few 
large actions which ultimately proved too large for the 
Riverside County Superior Court system to handle. As a 
result, the parties to the lawsuits stipulated to have 
the cases litigated before a retired judge, who was 
given all of the powers of a Superior Court judge. 
Plaintiffs as a group and Defendants individually 
hired their own technical experts, including 
specialized geologists, geohydrologists, soils 
engineers, and construction experts. In the first year 
of the litigation, the judge also hired additional 
"joint experts" in order to investigate the fissurerelated 
problems. However, the Business Park 
developers, the private landowners affected by the 
business park fissures, the County of Riverside, and 
the local water district each hired their own technical 
consultants to investigate the Business Park fissures. 
In 1990, three years after fissure occurrence, owners 
of a large Business Park commercial building damaged by 
the fissures, filed a lawsuit against the developer, 
the County of Riverside, and the local water district. 
The cost to date for technical investigations is in 
the range of $2- to $3 million; and the studies 
continue. Legal fees for the residential area 
litigation alone are conservatively estimated at more 
than $2 million for all parties. Total costs will 
ultimately exceed at least ten-fold the value of the 
structures allegedly damaged by the fissures. 
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The News Media 
Predictably, the local and regional news media, 
including television, radio and print, provided 
alarmist coverage of the ground-cracking for the first 
year after fissures occurrence and periodically 
thereafter. Television stations and newspapers in 
Temecula, Riverside, San Diego, and Los Angeles all 
carried stories about the assumed catastrophic impact 
of a major earthquake on the families and businesses 
situated near the Temecula ground fissures. Headlines 
such as "Crack-Watchers Turn Homeowners Into Tour 
Guides" and "On Uncertain Ground: Homeowner Says Yard 
Is Sinking" were common. 
The County of Riverside 
The County, as a defendant in the litigation, initially 
instituted a total ban on new building permits, then 
later adopted a local "Subsidence Report Zone" 
ordinance. The subsidence zone, approximately 1.6 km 
wide and 15 km long, encompassed the known fissure area 
in length and extended in width from the Wildomar fault 
on the east to the Willard fault on the west (Fig. 1). 
The intent of the County ordinance was to ensure that 
no new buildings were constructed across known or 



potential fissures and it required, among other things, 
that structural and geotechnical engineers formally 
document possible seismically-induced liquefaction and 
subsidence problems. The area of the zone was much 
greater than even the typical 240-m wide active fault 
"Special Study Zone" required by the State of 
California (Hart, 1985). The impact on development was 
therefore almost immediate, with many escrow closings 
frequently delayed or even failing as real estate 
agents sought to ensure the public that the Temecula 
Valley was as geologically "safe" as almost any other 
place in California. 
The Water District 
Almost immediately after the fissures appeared, the 
Water District shut down several wells near the 
fissures. The Water District has since been extremely 
cautious and defensive in its water management policy 
for the Temecula-Wolf Valley area. Owing to court 
injunction, several of the deep wells have remained 
inoperative since the onset of the 1987 fissures; while 
others, apparently based on Water District decision, 
have subsequently pumped less than about one-half their 
pre-fissure production. The Water District has thus 
been obliged to increase import of water from sources 
outside the. local groundwater basin, resulting in a 
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more costly and generally lower quality supply. 
Consultants for the Water District, as those for some 
of the developers, continue to monitor fissures for 
evidence of any further movement, usually by periodic 
observation of lines painted across the cracks and by 
quadrilateral-survey readings. 
The Developers 
Several developers of both residential and business 
parks were named in the original litigation. The 
developers and their insurance carriers retained 
various geotechnical consultants to determine the cause 
of the 1987 fissures and to recommend appropriate 
setback zones commensurate with public safety and the 
requirements of the State of California and the County 
of Riverside. The numerous studies following the 1987 
fissure events demonstrated that the fissures were, for 
the most part, controlled by faults. And these faults 
were judged to be Holocene in age, and therefore active 
according to State of California criteria (Leighton & 
Associates, 1987; Geowest Soil Consultants, 1987; 
Schaefer Dixon Associates, 1988b). Developers of the 
residential tracts in the southern fissure area bought 
back several recently-constructed houses, and 
eventually moved houses astride the fissure to other 
yet unbuilt lots in the area. One developer in a 
northern Business Park provided technical data to the 
owner of a large industrial building through which the 
fissure passed, as well as assisted in obtaining a 
County occupancy permit. In all cases, new, extensive 
geotechnical investigations were required, including 
the backhoe trenching of previously-compacted fill in 
order to determine the exact location of the faultcontrolled 



fissures, and to establish an active fault 
setback zone. A beneficial side effect of the 1987 
ground fissures is that almost all builders in 
Riverside County generally, and in the Temecula area 
specifically, have since become aware of potential 
"ground cracking" and subsidence problems, and thus 
have taken a much more conservative view with regard to 
buying and developing various parcels. 
State of California 
The California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) is 
the state agency given the authority to identify and 
designate active fault zones. According to California 
law, no habitable structures may be placed across known 
active (Holocene) faults. Based mainly on consultants' 
reports and on the CDMG's own observations, "Special 
Study Zones" are established for active faults (Hart, 
1985). The developers' consultants then typically 
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perform appropriate geotechnical investigations to 
locate active fault traces within the Zone, recommend a 
setback zone for habitable structures, and document all 
findings in reports that are reviewed by local 
agencies. The typical Special Study Zone is about 
240 m wide and is intended to encompass, within 
geological uncertainty, all faults that may be active, 
based on geomorphic expression and on subsurface 
(usually trenching) information. An actual building 
setback zone is usually much less wide, dependent on 
the amount and quality of geological data obtained. 
In July 1989, following critique of consultants' 
reports and field verification, the CDMG issued a 
preliminary Special Study Zone for the Temecula area. 
After a six-month period during which developers and 
other interested parties had the opportunity to provide 
additional information as to the location and 
dimensions of the new fault, the CDMG issued final 
Special Studies Zone maps in January 1990 (California 
Div. Mines and Geology, 1990). As a result, ground 
fissures and active faults are now often combined in 
the minds of the layman, regardless of any cause-andeffect 
relationship. 
The Temecula Residents 
The response of Temecula area residents to the ground 
fissures has been mixed. Some have moved out of the 
area, fearing a large earthquake; but others have 
simply accepted the fact that earthquakes are a way of 
life in California, and that nobody has yet been killed 
by a ground fissure. However, as revealed during the 
litigation, some homeowners sought the help of health 
care providers for alleged emotional problems resulting 
from the fear of living on or next to what they 
perceive as an active fault. Ironically, several 
ground fissures elsewhere in Riverside County have been 
shown to be not located along near-surface active 
faults (Lofgren, 1976; Morton, 1978). 
In 1988, some of the residents living near the 
ground fissures allegedly had difficulty in selling 
their homes, and there were reports that many real 



estate brokers were refusing to become involved in sale 
of homes located near the ground fissures. Also 
alleged was that near-fissure homes decreased in value 
because of the fissures, the lawsuits, and the 
resulting press coverage. It is probably more accurate 
to say, however, that most homes may have experienced a 
slower rate of appreciation, rather than an absolute 
decline in sale price. 
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LITIGATION STATUS 
At the time of this writing (October 1990), the 
litigation involving the residential homes has in most 
respects been settled. Except for one defendant 
developer who conducted preliminary engineering and 
sold a tract of land to others who eventually 
constructed houses, all defendants have settled with 
the plaintiff homeowners, for about $2.8 million. 
Ironically, the Water District, which still refuses (at 
least publicly) to accept the theory that its deep 
groundwater pumping caused the 1987 Temecula ground 
fissures, paid the largest pro rata share of the 
overall settlements. 
In contrast to the residential litigation, the 
lawsuit involving ground fissuring in a Temecula 
Business Park has just started, and promises to be 
nearly as costly. 
The Temecula area fissure litigation points out 
that urbanization, especially in geologically sensitive 
locations, will continue to cause increasing friction 
between developers, federal, state and local regulatory 
authorities, utility concerns, and private business and 
residential interests. Cooperation at the earliest 
stages of development planning is therefore crucial to 
prevent disruption or injury to the environment, to 
property, and to the health and safety of individuals, 
and to minimize related litigation. 
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From: Stark, Mary
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 7:08 AM
To: Nanthavongdouangsy, Phayvanh
Subject: FW: SORRY....needed an important correction  Fw: Water Formulas
Attachments: Excerpt of October 2009 Meeting Minutes.pdf; BM110909.pdf; BM110909 Letters.pdf

Important correction from Mrs. McGregor. 
 

Mary C. Stark 
TLMA Commission Secretary 
County Administrative Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(951) 955‐7436 
mcstark@rctlma.org 
 

From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 3:04 AM 
To: Stark, Mary 
Cc: Wine Country Adrian McGregor 
Subject: SORRY....needed an important correction Fw: Water Formulas 
 
 

 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Adrian McGregor <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com> 
To: Secretary Mary Stark C of R Planning Commissioners <MCSTARK@rctlma.org>  
Cc: Wine Country Adrian McGregor <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Saturday, December 8, 2012 2:53 AM 
Subject: Water Formulas 
Supervisor Stone, the City Council Members of the City of Temecula and Several Developers 
do NOT want the water district to impose the legal formula of not to exceed imported water 
verses Groundwater Mandate stated in the Feb. 12, 2008 Farmer/Ranchers Meeting where we 
all present were told by both RCWD and MWD staff that a Federal Mandate is in place that by 
2011 Groundwater for the entire US be at 30%.  And that, population expansion may not excede 
this formula of how many human population may be using the available water that is 
IMPORTED.  As, imported waters from MWD can not be counted upon during extreme 
drought and laws limiting the exporting of water to other area.  I believe as a private citizen, 
without the council of an attorney, the facts I am sending to be true to the best of my ability.  
This is true with all of the statements I have been sending to you re:  the Temecula Wine 
Country, the RCIP General Plan of 2013 to 2023 and the Master Plans, and more specifically, 
the SW Master Plan under the governance of Supervisor Jeff E. Stone and the Sphere of 
Influence of the City of Temecula (and its governance with the United Nations Act 21, and 
future usage of EB-5 or EB-8.) 
  
  



Please place the following statements and attachments (above) into Public Record RE:  the 
Temecula Wine Country No.7666,  EIR No.1077, and Ordinance 438.4929, and 
20/20 Vision amendments.   
  
The Water Shortages both presently and in the next 50 plus years of the US and CA and 
globlably, which will directly affect the Temecula Wine Country growing lack of water and the 
Supervisors/Cities' want to have lack of knowledge since the 2003 RCIP General Plan and SW 
Master Plan EIR findings given to the Planning Commissioners and to the Supervisors about 
lack of water, and NOW with world wide drought extreme conditions KNOWN and being 
EXPERIENCED may not be included to the Planning Commissioners and then to the 
Supervisors to fully understand the LACK of WATER and rising weather temperature's 
additional eleven degrees for the Dec. 19th, 2012 Planning Commissioners' EIR hearing for the 
Temecula Wine Country documentation to be addressing is issues of water within this EIR., 
NOR POSSIBLY IN THE 2013 TO 2023 RCIP GENERAL PLAN AND THE FIVE MASTER 
PLANS, AND MORE SPECIFICALLY THE TEMECULA WINE COUNTRY within the SW 
MASTER PLAN. 
  
Please give each Planning Commissioner these statements in order to review these materials, 
findings, facts and statements before the Dec. 19, 2012 hearing where lack of water will be 
discussed.  And, so they may be online for the Public to also understand. 
  
from:  Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor 
                P.O.  Box 894108 
                 Temecula , CA   92589-4108 
                macsgarden2004@yahoo.com 
               951.676.5024 
Dated:  Dec. 7, 2012 
 
 

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Kelli Garcia <garciak@ranchowater.com> 
To: "macsgarden2004@yahoo.com" <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com>  
Cc: Denise Todd <toddd@ranchowater.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2011 7:51 AM 
Subject: FW: A request to read Public letter(s) 
Good morning Mrs. McGregor,  
  
I did not hear back from you regarding my request to review Rancho California Water District’s (RCWD/District) 
documents, so I will try to summarize a response via email as best possible.  
  
On October 7, 2009, at the request of Director Hoagland, RCWD Board of Directors discussed temporarily restricting the 
provision of water availability letters and the installation of water meters—an excerpt of the meeting minutes are attached 
for your reference.  Following discussion, staff was directed to conduct a public hearing at a subsequent meeting, which 
was held on November 9, 2009 (meeting minutes are attached).  
  
Regarding your request to listen to the November 9th meeting, unfortunately  RCWD does not provide meeting audio 
online.  Additionally, with this particular meeting lasting a little under three hours, the audio file is too large to transfer via 
email.  If interested, the audio can be transferred onto a CD and mailed to you for a fee of $1.31 (recordable CD @$0.87 
and postage @$0.44).        
  
Regarding the letters submitted as public statements, please reference the attachment entitled “BM110909 Letters.”  
Please note that included in this file are two correspondences with side notes stating that this document is a form letter, as 



the same letter was received from multiple recipients.  Should you be interested in reviewing each letter, the documents 
are available at the District office. 
  
I hope the material provided meets the needs of your request; however, should you require additional information, please 
do not hesitate to contact me. 
  
Best regards,  
Kelli Garcia 
District Secretary 
Rancho California Water District 
Phone (951) 296-6945 
garciak@ranchowater.com  
  
From: Kelli Garcia  
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 9:01 AM 
To: 'Adrian McGregor' 
Subject: RE: FW: A request to read Public letter(s) 
  
Good morning Mrs. McGregor,  
  
Do you have time to call the District office to discuss your records request?  Your email stated that you would 
like to read letters submitted as public statements; however, I have a little over 500 logged in for that particular 
meeting, with the majority of them being the same letter from different individuals. 
  
My direct line is (951) 296-6945—or if this in an inconvenience for you, I can try to explain via email.  
  
Thank you,  
Kelli Garcia 
District Secretary 
Rancho California Water District 
Phone (951) 296-6945 
garciak@ranchowater.com  
  
From: Adrian McGregor [mailto:macsgarden2004@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 9:40 AM 
To: Kelli Garcia 
Subject: Re: FW: A request to read Public letter(s) 
  
You are most gracious. 
  
Thank you.--- On Wed, 8/24/11, Kelli Garcia <garciak@ranchowater.com> wrote: 

From: Kelli Garcia <garciak@ranchowater.com>Subject: FW: A request to read Public letter(s)To: 
"macsgarden2004@yahoo.com" <macsgarden2004@yahoo.com>Cc: "Denise Todd" 
<toddd@ranchowater.com>, "Meggan Valencia" <valenciam@ranchowater.com>, "Rich Williamson" 
<williamsonr@ranchowater.com>Date: Wednesday, August 24, 2011, 8:48 AM 

Good morning Mrs. McGregor,   
Rancho California Water District is in receipt of your request, I will notify you when the material is available. 

 Best regards,   
 Kelli Garcia 
District Secretary 
Rancho California Water District 
Phone (951) 296-6945 
garciak@ranchowater.com  
  
From: Meggan Valencia  



Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2011 5:31 PM 
To: Kelli Garcia; Matt Stone; Perry Louck 
Subject: Fwd: A request to read Public letter(s) 
 Good Morning.  
I just recently read that at the Feb 2009 (possibly Feb 11 or 12) that a meeting was held to pass a moratorium 
on continued growth due to over extension of imported water vs ground water ability, per a law. 
 The news article stated that Mary Ann Edwards, and the other City Council Members came to the meeting and 
submitted statements verbally and in writing.  And, that the City of Temecula Attorney Peter Thorson also 
submitted a letter of objection to a building moratorium due to a drought. 
 I would like to listen to the recorded meeting hearing of the Water Board Council, and to read the letters 
which were submitted as public statements.  And, that possibly also Supervisor Jeff Stone and/or his Staff 
submitted statements of opposition to the responsible leadership of the Rancho CA Water District and its 
elected by the public Water Board Members. 
 I would like to read them electronically, and to listen to it on line. 
 Thank you.  
Respectfully, 
Mrs. Adrian J. McGregor 
Resident of Temecula Area for 34 years 
August 23, 2011 
  

  










































































































