SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA  (,\'] ®

1F]

o

i FROM: TLMA - Planning Department UBMITTAL DATE:
o July 15, 2010
Y '

% %g SUBJECT: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1001 — Foundation-Regular — Applicant:
w ;?‘, Stonegate Development I, LLC - Engineer/Representative: McKeever Engineering - Third
‘>‘_‘ Té Supervisorial District - Hemet-San Jacinto and Winchester Zoning Districts - Harvest
g \Q Valley/Winchester Area Plan: Rural Community: Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR) (2 Acre
u;.l =~ Minimum Lot Size) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (RUR-RM) (10 Acre Minimum Lot Size) —
T Location: Easterly of Richmond Road, westerly of California Avenue, southerly of Stetson
E E Avenue and northerly of Stowe Road - 159.09 Gross Acres - Zoning: Heavy |Agriculture - 10

Acre Minimum Lot Size (A-2-10) - REQUEST: This General Plan Amendment proposes to
amend the General Plan Foundation Component of the subject site from Rural and Rural
Community to Community Development and to amend the general plan Land Use designation
of the subject site from Estate Density Residential (RC: EDR) (2 Acre Minimum Lot Size) and
Rural Mountainous (RUR: RM) (10 Acre Minimum Lot Size) to Medium Density Residential (CD:
MDR) (2-5 du/ac) - APN(s):465-060-005, 465-080-001, 465-080-002, 465-080-003, 465-080-
004, 465-080-005

Departmenial Concurrence

RECOMMENDED MOTION: The Planning Director recommends that the Board|of Supervisors
tentatively decline to adopt an order initiating proceedings for the above referenced general
plan amendment. The initiation of proceedings by the Board of Supervisors for the amendment
of the General Plan, or any element thereof, shall not imply any such amendment will be
approved.

b4

BACKGROUND: The initiation of proceedings for any General Plan Ame
requires the adoption of an order by the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Dir
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Ron Goldman
Planning Director
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dment (GPA)
tor is required

m

Initials:
RG:t _ (continued on attached page)

MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Stone, seconded by Supervisor Benoit and duly carried, IT
WAS ORDERED that the above matter is approved with changes that the westerly 99 acres
shown on Exhibit #6 be initiated from Estate Density Residential — Rural Community (EDR-

K Policy
[] Consent ﬂ\Policy

‘§ RC) to Medium Density Residential-Community Development (MDR-CD) and the balance
5 remain the same designation and foundation.
= Ayes: Buster, Stone, Benoit and Ashley
» Nays: None Kecia Harper-lhem
£ 3 Absent: Tavaglione Clerk of the Boar
§ O Date: July 27, 2010 By: ;
2 § XC: Planning, Applicant Dep
8 & [Prev. Agn. Ref. IDistrict: Third |Agenda Number:
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The Honorable Board of Supervisors
Re: General Plan Amendment No. 1001

Page 2 of 2

to prepare a report and recommendation on every GPA application and submit it to the Board of
Supervisors. Prior to the submittal to the Board, comments on the application |are requested
from the Planning Commission, and the Planning Commission comments are included in the
report to the Board. The Board will either approve or disapprove the initiation of proceedings for
the GPA requested in the application. The consideration of the initiation of proceedings by the
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors pursuant to this application does not
require a noticed public hearing. However, the applicant was notified by mail of|the time, date
and place when the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors would consider this
GPA initiation request.

If the Board of Supervisors adopts an order initiating proceedings pursuant to this application,
the proposed amendment will thereafter be processed, heard and decided in agcordance with
all the procedures applicable to GPA applications, including noticed public hearings before the
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. The adoption of an order initiating proceedings
does not imply that any amendment will be approved. If the Board of Supervisors declines to
adopt an order initiating proceedings, no further proceedings on this application will occur.

The Board of Supervisors established the procedures for initiation of GPA applic t?ons with the
adoption of Ordinance No. 348.4573 (effective May 8, 2008), which amended Article Il of that
ordinance.




PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTE ORDER JANUARY 13, 2010
RIVERSIDE COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER

AGENDA ITEM 7.2: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1001 - Foundation / Regular —
Applicant: Stonegate Development, LLC — Engineer/Representative: McKeever Engineering - Third
Supervisorial District - Hemet-San Jacinto and Winchester Zoning | Districts - Harvest
Valley/Winchester Area Plan: Rural Community: Estate Density Residential (RC-EDR) (2 Acre
Minimum) and Rural: Rural Mountainous (RUR-RM) (10 Ac. Min.) — Location: | Easterly of Richmond
Road, westerly of California Avenue, southerly of Stetson Avenue and northerly of Stowe Road -
159.09 Gross Acres - Zoning: Heavy Agriculture - 10 Acre Minimum (A-2-10) - APN(s):465-060-
005, 465-080-001, 465-080-002, 465-080-003, 465-080-004, 465-080-005. (Continued from 1/7/09
and 12/2/09).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Proposal to amend the General Plan Foundation Component from Rural and| Rural Community to
Community Development and to amend the general plan land use designation from Estate Density
Residential (RC:EDR) (2 Acre Minimum.) and Rural Mountainous (RUR:RM)|(10 Acre Minimum) to
Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR) (2-5 Dwelling Units per Acre).

MEETING SUMMARY
The following staff presented the subject proposal:
Project Planner, Tamara Harrison at 951-955-9721 or e-mail tharriso@rctima,org.

The following spoke in favor of the subject proposal:
Dennis Stafford, Applicant’'s Representative

The following did not wish to speak but would like to be recorded as in favor of the subject proposal:
Sam Alhadeff, Other Interested Party, 41607 Margarita Rd., #103, Temecula, California 92591

No one spoke in a neutral position or in opposition of the subject proposal.

CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES
NONE

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission commented on the General Plan Amendment. If ygu wish to listen to
the entire discussion, see Section VI below. Additionally, the comments of inr;Fvidual
Commissioners are summarized in the Planning Director's Report and Recommendation to the
Board of Supervisors.

CD :
The entire discussion of this agenda item can be found on CD. For a copy of the CD, please
contact Chantell Griffin, Planning Commission Secretary, at (951) 955-3251 or E-mail at

cariffin@rctima.org. ‘




Agenda Item No.: 7.2

Area Plan: Harvest Valley/ Winchester
Zoning District: Hemet-San Jacinto
Supervisorial District: Third

Project Planner: Tamara Harrison
Planning Commission: January 13, 2010

General Plan Amendment No.
Applicant: Stonegate Develop
Engineer/Representative: Mc

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE PLANNING DIRECTOR'’S
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS:

K

1001
ment
eever Eng.

The Planning Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors tentatively decline
initiating proceedings for GPA01001 from Rural Community: Estate Density Residen
Development: Medium Density Residential and the Planning Commission made the
The Planning Director continues to recommend that the Board of Supervisors ten
adopt an order initiating proceedings for the general plan amendment. For addi
regarding this case, see the attached Planning Department Staff Report(s).

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

The following comment(s) were provided by the Planning Commission to the Planning

Commiissioner John Roth:

Commissioner John Snell: No Comments

—

Commissioner John Petty: Commissioner Petty stated that the subject site is loca
that is currently in transition due to the realignment of Highway 79 and recently appro
the area. Mr. Petty noted that the realignment of Highway 79 will substantially cha
Petty stated that the 5 eastern parcels of the subject site should maintain a designat
Mountainous in those areas that possess slopes of 25% or more and those areas that
25% or less should be initiated to Community Development: Estate Density Resi
commented that as a General Plan Initiation of Proceedings, the western 99 acres
should be allowed to move forward proposing Community Development: Medium D
however, there is no guarantee that the proposal will be approved.

Commissioner Jim Porras: Commissioner Porras commented that General

o adopt an order
al to Community
omments below.
tively decline to
ional information

>d within an area
ed Tract Maps in
ge the area. Mr.
n of Rural: Rural
possess slopes of
dential. He also
f the subject site
nsity Residential;

Plan Initiation of

Proceedings carries a low threshold that must be met in order to move forward; therefore, based on the

justifications the applicant has submitted the case should be allowed to move forward

Commissioner Jan Zuppardo: No Comments




Agenda ltem No.: 7.2

Area Plan: Harvest Valley/ Winchester
Zoning District: Hemet- San Jacinto
Supervisorial District: Third

Project Planner: Tamara Harrison
Planning Commission: January 13, 2010
Continued from: January 7, 2009 and December 2, 2009

General Plan Amendment No 1001
E.A. Number 41831
Applicant:Stonegate Development
Engineer/Rep.: McKeever Eng.

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION:

The applicant proposes to amend the General Plan Foundation Component of the
subject site from Rural Community (RC) to Community Development (CD) and|to amend
the land use designation of the subject site from Estate Density Residential (RC:EDR) (2
acre minimum lot size) to Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR) (2-5 du/ac) for an
approximately 159.09-acre parcel. The project is located southerly of Stetson Avenue,
northerly of Stowe Road, easterly of Richmond Road, and westerly of California Avenue.

POTENTIAL ISSUES OF CONCERN:

The subject parcel is located in the “Winchester” community within the Haryest Valley/
Winchester area plan south of the community of Green Acres. The site is also located
within the General Plan’s “Highway 79 Policy Area.” The site is currently surrounded by

lots that are a minimum of 2 acres and larger with the majority of those lots f
the Rural and Rural Community foundation components. Stetson Avenue
serves as a demarcation line between Community Development designatio
Community Development designations in the vicinity. Existing Community D
designations can also be found farther south at the community’s com
located at the intersection of Winchester Road and Simpson Road. Th
change is inconsistent with the existing land use pattern found in the area.

No significant change has occurred in the area since the adoption of the ge
October of 2003 that would substantiate the request. Tract Map 30351, lo

foot minimum lot size and 198 with a 7,200 square foot minimum lot size);
case was approved by the Board of Supervisors in January of 2003 prior to t

of the general plan Tract Map 33117 located dlrectly north of the subject|si

the Planning Department.

The site is designated as a State Responsibility Fire Area and is subject to
hazards. The safety element of the General Plan addresses these potential

would potentially increase the number of dwelling units that may be expo

ing within
currently
and non-
velopment
rcial core
proposed




hazards and therefore, creating an inconsistency between the land use element and the

safety element of the General Plan.

e

The site is located within the boundaries of the Muitiple Species Habitat Plan (MSHCP);

however, the site does not fall within a criteria cell. The site will be required|to conform
to additional plan wide requirements of the MSHCP such as Riparian/Riverine Policies,
Specific Species Surveys, Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines (UWIG) and Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Policies and Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior
Preservation Analysis (DBESP) as applicable.
The current proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan’s Highway 79 Palicy Area.
The policy area requires that residential development be proposed at 9% below the mid-
point of the existing designation due to transportation infrastructure and capacity
deficiencies. The policy did not include provisions to increase potential densities within
the Policy Area as proposed by this amendment. A workshop was held at|the regular
. Planning Commission meeting on September 30, 2009 in order to discuss the Highway
79 Policy area and the regular Foundation General Plan Amendments that fall within the
policy area. As a result of the workshop, the Planning Commission recommended that

those Foundation General Plan Amendments within the policy area be brought forward
on a case by case basis in order to determine the appropriateness of each prgposal and

that the Highway 79 policies be reviewed during the General Plan update potential

amendments.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors tentatively decline to

adopt an order initiating proceedings for General Plan Amendment No. 1001 from Rural

Community: Estate Density Residential to Community Development: Medium Density

Residential.

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS:

1. This project was filed with the Planning Department on February 14, 2008.

2. Deposit Based Fees charged for this project as of the time of staff report
preparation, total $4698.83.

3. The project site is currently designated as Assessor’'s Parcel Number; 465-060-
005, 465-080-001, 465-080-002, 465-080-003, 465-080-004 and 465-080-005.
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Supervisor Stone Planner: Amy Aldana
District 3 G PAO1 001 Date: 3/12/08
Date Drawn: 3/19/08 xhibit Overview

[sElrizats

AR AL

lanning Department in
00:6170, or In indio at (760) 863-8277.or
& L

ING DEPARTMENT

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANN

Plan: Winchester ‘X
Township/Range: T5SR2W w%FE
Section: 22 & 23 !

0 1,000 2,000 4,000

e  — F cct




Supervisor Stone
District 3
Date Drawn: 3/19/08

GPA01001
Land Use

Planner: Amy Aldana

Date: 3/12/08
Exhibit 1
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Supervisor Stone
District 3
Date Drawn: 3/19/08

RICHMOND,RD

GPA01001
EXISTING ZONING
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RICHMOND,RD

Area: Winchester
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Supervisor Stone
District 3

GPA01001

Prqpowskedj General Plan

Date: 3/1 9/08 ;

 RICHMONDRD

Planner: Amy Aldana
Date: 3/12/08
Exhibit 6

----------------------

'..C)

 EFCAEEADD), ey~ ZI

R .“'HLANE RD
i

CAN |”jg:::::::::

Area "
Plan: Winchester
Township/Range: T5SR2W
Section: 22 & 23 0 550

1,100

2,200

Assessors
Bk. Pg. 465-06 & 08

Thomas

3300 Bros.Pg. 839G3

Feet




RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
GPA01001 |

Commissioner Petty's

Supervisor Stone
District: 3
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e Drawn: 6/30/2010
Exhibit 7
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Riverside County GIS
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Riverside County TLMA GIS

Selected parcel(s):
465-060-005 465-080-001 465-080-002 465-080-003 465-080-004 465-080-005

CIRCULATION ELEMENT ROADS

Page 1 of 1
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IMPORTANT*

Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate {o surveying of eéngineering

standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guarantee as to the content (the source is often third party), accuracy, timefiness, or
completeness of any of the data provided, and assumes no legal responsibility for the information contained on this map. Any use of this prod

respect to accuracy and precision shall be the sole responsibility of the user.
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Version 100412
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Riverside County GIS Page 1 of 1
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Riverside County TLMA GIS}

Selected parcel(s):
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*IMPORTANT*
Maps and data are to be used for reference purposes only. Map features are approximate, and are not necessarily accurate to surveying pr 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 responsublhty 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.

REPORT PRINTED ON...Tue Jul 06 09:08:41 2010
Version 100412
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February 13, 2008

Justification for General Plan Amendment

Stonegate Development APN: 465-060-005; 465-008-001,002,003,004, & 005

The 159 +/- acres involved in this application are in the immediate pat]
development in the Winchester Valley. Tentative Tract 33117 with 469 medit

lots is adjacent to the north and Tract 30351 with homes under construction is
the northwest.

The site is physically suited for medium density residential use. It is ger
flat, draining to the south. The hilly areas in the east side of the property will re

the rural mountainous designation.

The two alternative locations for Highway 79 relocation are adjacent to

property and just east of the site. Proposed Highway 79 is a six lane freeway t
change the character of the entire Winchester area from agricultural to urban.

extended along the west boundary with Tract 33117 and water will be extende
north. Dry utilities are available 500° west in Winchester Road, and can easils
extended through the property.

The properties are neither in an agricultural preserve nor in a Western

County MSHCP area plan or cell group. The properties are neither in a fault z

a potential liquefaction area, nor are they in a high fire hazard area.

In summary the site is perfectly suited for medium density residential 1

e

of
n density
00 +/-to

nerally
main in

the
at will

Utility infrastructure can readily be extended through the site. Sewer will be

along the
be

iverside

ne nor in
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

DFEP ICATID TO ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINARIE LanD Use

January 4, 2009

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND FACSIMILE
Riverside County Planning Commission
ATTN: Mike Harrod

4080 Lcmon St.

Riverside, CA 92501

RE: Item 6.0, General Plan Amendment Initiation Proceedings (January 7, 2009)

Dear Chairperson and Commission Members:

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) wishes to express some general ¢
about the landowner-initiated GPA process and then comment about specific items on the
January 7 agenda.

Gencral concerns are as follows:

= Given the importance of the Five-Year Update Cycle, there should have bee
more outreach to interested stakeholders {or both the landowner specific
the County-initiated GPA 960 process.

* " There is insufficient coordination between GPA 960 and landowner-initiat
GPAs. Fur example, in the Coachella Valley, 13,000 acres of urban conversion is

for

absent an understanding of the “big picture”™ of what amount of additional
Community Development land is actually needed or a meaningful discussi
where, from an infrastructure and services standpoirit, it might best be sited.
non-comprehensive approach defeats the purpose of the Five-Year Cycle.

* The 140 landowner-initiated GPAs are not being presented to the public in
holistic manner, for example in workshops, even though they have to potent
‘erode the Foundation system.

* Some decisions to date reflect a lack of planning discipline, such as GPA
(600 acres of remote Rural land in the Pass/National Forest area, of high fire
hazard, initiated as a conversion to Rural Community estates).

Comménts on specific items are as follows, with our strongest concern over|Item
6.7, GPA 914 (Lake Mathews/Gavilan), which bas precedent-setting MSHCP
imHlications.

8424 A danta MONICA BLvD., 4592, LOS ANGELES. CA 90069-4267 ® wWwwiHLEACULORG ® PHONE 213.804.2750 & | Fax 323.654.193)




Itei.1 6.3, GPA 943 (Winchester)

I : Concur with the staff recommendation for non-initiation, as the proposal \‘w:mld
violale an established boundary of Community Development and Rural Community

Item 6.4, GPA 973 (Winchester)

Disagree with the staff recommendation to change Rural Community to
Community Development (Estates) prior to a coherent plan for urbanization. It appears
premature.

yld

Concur with the staff recommendation for non-initiation, as the proposal wo
violate an established boundary of Community Development and Rural Community,

Item 6.7, GPA 914 (Luke Mathews/Ggvilan )

Strongly disagree with the staff recommendation to change 46 acres of
uny wrcelized Rural land to 2-acre Rural Community. The property is surrounded on|2
sides by similarly unparcelized Rural land, and at the southeast comer touches a large
area of Open Space: Conservation. As Rural, the parcel now forms a good edge for the

existing Rural Community. There is no planning justification - such as corref:ting a 'spot
zone” — for any change. Borders are always needed between Rural Community an
. Rural, and this one isn’t “broken.™ Fire hazard also argues strongly against change
Furthermore, along with adjacent, unsubdivided propertics to the south and egst,

this parcel is part of a lurge block of high quality wildlife habitat. From the aerial, it
appears to be highly important Riversidean sage scrub. Indeed, this entire block of land,
including the area of the proposed GPA, is overlain with MSHCP criteria cells. Th
analysis contained in the staff report is wholly inadequate from the perspective of 't
MSHCP, with little sense of preserve needs. For example, there is no discussion of/the
potential for clustering at different density levels to achieve MSHCP as well as
community compatibility goals.

However, any increase in General Plan intensity from the current Rural will make
it morc ditficulty to achicve the vital public purposes and infrastructure mitigation
obligations of the MSHCP. The County should not “shoot itself in the foot” with
unjustified conversion of Rural land, and thus set a precedent for uncalled for

und :rmining of the MSHCP.

Item 6.7, GPA 991 (San Jacinto Valley/Sage Rd)

Disagree with the staft recommendation for replanning to partial Communti /

Development but agree with placing the southern portion in Open Space: Con:qe.rv i

Clearly, the designations on this 300-acre property need to be cleaned up, but itis

‘ why the same benefits could not be achieved without introducing urbanization into

dN.
slear




area of intact Rural, Rural Community and Agriculture, and which now contains |
cxpanses of unparcelized natural open space.

The property’s southern half is overlain with an MSCP criteria cell and staff
needs to be more definitive as to whether its modification of the proposed GPA will
result in successful MSHCP assembly. If the Commission does accept the staff

recommendation, it is crucial that devclopment not create a “hole in the donut™ in (he
2d

southwest border, and that, as staff appropriately recommends, this portion is repla

with Open Space: Conservation. Consistency with on and off-site open space would
be achieved.

£

134

thus

Thaok you for considering our views, and we look forward to working with|you

as e Fire-Year Update Cycle proceeds.

With best wishes for the New Y]

Dan Silver, MD
Executive Directlor

Eléctronic cc: Ron Goldman
Carolyn Luna
Charles Landry

car,




November 30, 2009

VI4A ELECTRONIC MAIL AND FACSIMILE

Riverside County Planning Commission
ATTN: Mike Harrod

County of Riverside

4080 Lemon St., 9® Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

RE: Itein 5.0, General Plan Amendment Initiation Proceedings
(December 2, 2009)

Dear Chair and Commission Members:

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to co

nment

[

on these landowner-initiated GPA proposals, which once again call for planning
retaining the integrity of the Foundation system.

Item 5.1, GPA 1033 (Southwest Area Plan)

. Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. Important new

information is contained in the staff report that adds to the many compelling reasg

deny initiation. Specifically, according to the Rancho California Water District, t

igor and

ns to
he new

agricultural uses would face a water shortage (and presumably further stress existing
farms and vineyards), polluted runoff would pose a threat to drinking water quality in the

Vail Lake reservoir, and there is a shortage of sewer treatment capacity.

As noted previously, this proposal to extend the Citrus Vineyard Policy Area to
Vail Lake is wholly unsuited for this locale. As shown in the thorough staff report, it

would introduce a type and intensity of development far in excess of that anticipa

ted by

the General Plan’s Vail Lake Policy Area and the policies of SWAP. The small f;

and

commercial development model of Citrus Vineyard has no relevance to the biological,

viewshed, and recreational imperatives of Vail Lake. No changed circumstances

this wholesale change. A massive upzoning to 2-acre lots would introduce large s

MSCHP assembly, and constitute a leapfrog pattern of development apart from s

amendment also creates an internal inconsistency among the Elements of the Gen
Plan, particularly the Multipurpose Open Space Element and the Safety Element.

Jtem 5.2, GPA 985 (Elsinore)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. This constraing
has serious and unresolved flood hazard issues, and the claim to provide needed

justify

scale
residential uses into a high fire hazard area, decimate the biological resources nee

ded for

ervices:
and infrastructure. Finally, according to the Planning Department, “The propose¢

eral

2d site




affordable housing does not stand up to sérutiny, as documented in the staff report.

Furthermore, the change would likely interfere with MSCHP assembly and shoul
proceed unless and until facilitation of a reserve segment can be documented.

Item 5.3, GPA 1000 (Southwest Area Plan)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. Conversion o
379-acre rural location to Community Development/Specific Plan would defy all
planning principles. It would urbanize an intact rural area discontiguous from
infrastructure and services, maximize greenhouse gas emissions, and, contrary t
recommendation of the Fire Hazard Reduction Task Force, place development i
rugged, high fire hazard location. No new circumstance justifies this Foundatio
which would thus conflict with the Administrative Element of the General Plan.

relevant

han

the
a
change,

According to the staff report, this increase in intensity “would be contrary to the existing

character and land use pattern in the area.”

Item 5.4, GPA 998 (French Valley)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. The French
presents difficult challenges for MSHCP assembly, and this proposal to convert
land to Community Development within a Criteria Cell would prejudice preserve
assembly. The steep slopes also present landslide hazards. For these reasons, the
could, according to staff, create General Plan inconsistencies involving the Lan
Multi-Purpose Open Space, and Safety Elements. Surrounding parcels are intact
and no changed circumstances justify piecemeal urbanization of an area general \
recognized as an important community separator.

Item.5.5, GPA 977 (Mead Vallev/Elsinore)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. This is a massi

proposal to redesignate 405 acres of Rural Mountainous and Rural Residential t
Community 1-acre lots. Discontiguous from infrastructure and services, and no

lley
tural

project
Use
Rural,

Ve
Rural

responding to changed circumstances, the proposal utterly lacks planning merit. Indeed,
due to public safety and MSHCP conflicts, staff concluded that:
This amendment would potentially create inconsistency between the Land Use

Element and the Safety Element by increasing density in an area with step slopes,

high fire hazard and no nearby fire stations, limited access, and subject t
flooding. Increasing the density/intensity of allowable land use on the site
proposed by this amendment, would also exacerbate potentially conflict
such uses and the conservation requirements as set forth in the MSHCP, |c
inconsistencies between the Land Use Element and the Multi-Purpose Op
Space Element of the General Plan.

Item 5.6, GPA 1043 (Southwest Area Plan)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. This 629-acr

, as
between
ausing
en

property

in rugged terrain is remote from infrastructure and services and is at high fire risk. Uses




should not be intensified here. Furthermore, the Riverside County Fire Hazard R f‘dﬁction

Task Force made the following recommendation:

Update the Riverside County General Plan and complete consistency

zoning actions to limit residential growth within or adjacent to high fire

hazard areas.

As staff notes, the proposal would be inconsistent with the General Plan vision for the

area, create internal inconsistencies in the General Plan, and reflects no changed
circumstances.

Item 5.7, GPA 988 (Elsinore)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. This proposal

responds

to no changed circumstances. It would intensify residential uses within a very high fire

hazard area, contrary to the recommendation of the Fire Hazard Reduction Task

orce.

The current designation correctly reflects the viewshed and buffer characteristics jof the
area, and should not be altered. According to staff, “Increasing the intensity of uses on

the site could also potentially create inconsistencies amongst the Land Use elem

nt and

the Safety element of the General Plan.”

Item 5.8, GPA 943 (Winchester)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate, as the proposa
violate an established boundary of Community Development and Rural Commu;

Item 5.9, GPA 1001 (Winchester)

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate, as the proposa
violate an established boundary of Community Development and Rural Commu

| swould

g
<

1 would

Item 5.10, GPA 921 (Menifee Valley/Sun City)

Disagree with staff recommendation for initiation. This 78-acre Rural
is in an area previously identified in the General Plan for its rural character and i
function as a “community separator.” No significant new circumstances justify
foundation change to Community Development. Indeed, with the incorporation
Menifee, any urbanization should proceed over time through an orderly process
annexation rather than through piecemeal approvals in the unincorporated arec

property
tmay
al -

of
of
.| No

absorption analysis has demonstrated the need for more urban-designated land in|the

region, and even if so, there is no indication that this site is optimal from a greer
gas or planning perspective.

Item 5.11 GPA 931 (French Valley)

‘house

Concur with staff recommendation to decline to initiate. The proposed density

is inconsistent with the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission’s Basic

Compatibility Criteria. The site formis a clear demarcation between Rural and

o




Electronic cc: Board Offices | Carolyn Luna, EPD
‘ George Johnson, TLMA Greg Neal, EPD
Ron Goldman, Planning Dept. Interested parties

3

Community Development, and no changed circumstance is present to justify alte;

ng that
boundary. No absorption analysis has demonstrated the need for more urban-designated

land in the region, and even if so, there is no indication that this site is optimal ft

greenhouse gas or planning perspective. Piecemeal urbanization should be rejected.

om-a

Thank you for considering our views, and we look forward to working with you

as the Five-Year Update proceeds.

Sincerely,

Dan Silver, MD
Executive Director

Katherine Lind, County Counsel
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT A

George A. Johnson - Agency Director

Planning Department

Ron Goldman - Planning Director

-
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DATE: July 12, 2010
TO: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Planning Department - Riverside Office

SUBJECT: General Plan Amendment No. 1001

GENCY

(Charge your time to these case numbers)

The attached item(s) require the following action(s) by the Board of Supervisors;:

Place on Administrative Action (receive & File; EOT)

[CJLabels provided If Set For Hearing
[J10Day [120Day []30day

Place on Consent Calendar

Place on Policy Calendar (resolutions; ordinances; PNC)

D [:l Set for Hearing (Legislative Action Requir
[0 Publish in Newspaper:

**SELECT Advertisement™”
O

*

n

d; CZ, GPA, SP, SPA)

3

[ 30day

XICIC]

*SELECT CEQA Determinatiol
[0 10pay [ 20 Day

Place on Section Initiation Proceeding @y [[]  Notify Property Owners (@ppragenci

Controversial: [ ] YES [X] NO

S/

Designate Newspaper used by Planning Department for Notice of Hearing: NON

Please schedule on the July 27, 2010 BOS Agenda

Riverside Office - 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor Desert Office - 38686 El Cer
P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Palm Desert, California
(951) 955-3200 * Fax (951) 955-3157 (760) 863-8277 + Fax (760)
Y:\Advanced Planning\2008 FOUNDATION COMPONENT REVIEWAGPA Cases\GPA 1001\GPA01001 BOS Pa
11 Coversheet.doc
Revised 3/4/10 by R. Juarez

N =3

roperty owner labels provided)

E - GPIP

> Road
211

3-7555
age\GPA 1001 Form




Riverside County Board of Superwsors - Jul
4080 Lemon St.

Riverside, Ca. 92502
RE: GPA 1001 — July 27, 2010 agenda item 15.1

- Honorable Supervisor’s,

Thank you for this opportunity to address our request to initiate General Plan Ame
proceedings on our 99 acre parcel in the Winchester area.

y 27,2010

ndment

99 acres

Please be advised that the owner, RCFC Investments, LLC owns only the wester|
(APN 465-060-005) of the original application. We no longer own the easterly 60

ly
a

<

Since the adoption of the General Plan in October of 2003, numerous changes ha
in the area that all lead to a more urban environment. These changes all point to jus
initiation of our General Plan Amendment application.

 Items supporting our apphcatlon are as follows, with supportmg documents cont;
-corresponding numbered sections:

1. First is a minor clarification of the staff report. The staff report suggests that

that our property is not in or adjacent to a “high fire area”.

Development within the medium density residential (MDR) land use designa
place to the northwest and adjacent to the north of our parcel. Winchester Tra
30351) has been constructed at Winchester Road and Stetson Road (500° no
Tentative Tract 33117 is in process adjacent to the north.

Currently the County General Plan stops urban dens1t1es at Stetson Road, a 1
our north boundary. With the changes that have taken place, a more approp.
appears to be Winchester Road, a major highway, to the west; Calvert Road

Stowe Road to the south. Stowe road is a secondary highway that continues es

and Calvert road is a planned secondary thhway that ‘will connect north toF

alignments for Highway 79, and is about to release the EIR on the final two

27071 Cabot Road, Suite 106 ¢ Laguna Hills, California 92653 ¢ (949) 367-9400 + Fax

Q¢

Ics.

e taken place
fication for

ned in the

the siteisina

”

“high risk” fire area. The attached county “High Fire and Resp0n51b111ty Areas

map shows

al road at

I e boundary

049) 367-9405

/5°/




J

alignments. The first alignment, which is supported by the City of Hemet, is
2000’ to the east of our property. The second alignment being reviewed is ad
property on the east. With either alignment Stowe Road will have an underp
- continue easterly to Hemet. The effects of a new freeway near our east boun
further evidence of the urbanization of the area.
. Hemet Unified School District’s master plan calls for a new high school in the
our property, to serve the urbanizing Winchester community. Our property is
preferred location for the new school, depending on the final location of High

. The City of Hemet has been working})‘n a new General Plan for the last sever

is about to release its EIR. Winchester Road is proposed as the new westerly bo

Hemet’s sphere of influence. Hemet has designated our property and the surt
properties as medium density residential which is consistent with our request

Additionally, the Board of Supervisors at their 4-20-10 meeting recommended th

of General Plan proceedings on the 57 acres adjacent to our west (GPA 943).

We feel our application is timely and consistent with the current and proposed
patterns in the region. We respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors ador

initiating General Plan proceeding on our property.

Dennis Stafford
Project Manager -
For: RCFC Investments, LL{

vt an order

[ 9]
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Riverside County Board of Supervisors
Request to Speak

Submit request to Clerk of Board (right of podium
Speakers are entitled to three (3) minutes, sybjec
Board Rules listed on the reverse side of thig form

SPEAKER’S NAME%"”s ‘ g

Address: -I‘

(only if follow-up mail response requested)

City: HIGHLANO 2jf: A2

Phone #: qg‘ —Z‘M--’J L

Date:_ /-Z2171-1©  / Agenda # 1S

PLEASE STATE YOQUR POSITION BELOW:

Note: If/f{?ou are here for an agenda item that is
for “"Appeal”, please state separately your position on
the appeal below:

Support

I give my 3 minutes to:




BOARD RULES

You may request ko be heard on a published agenda item. Requests to be
heard must be slbmitted to the Clerk of the Board before the scheduled
meeting time.

have the right [to address the Board during the mid-morning “Oral
Communications” §egment of the published agenda. Said purpose for address
must pertain to i¢sues which are under the direct jurisdiction of the Board of
Supervisors. YOU "« TIME WILL BE LIMITED TO THREE (3) MINUTES.

Power Point Bresentations/Printed Material:

Speakers who intd to conduct a formalized Power Point presentation or provide
printed material ust notify the Clerk of the Board’s Office by 12 noon on the
Monday precedingithe Tuesday Board meeting, insuring that the Clerk’s Office has
sufficient copies of all printed materials and at least one (1) copy of the Power
Point CD. Copies of printed material given to the Clerk (by Monday noon deadline)
will be provided t§ each Supervisor. If you have the need to use the overhead
“Elmo” projector df the Board meeting, please insure your material is clear and
with proper contrat, notifying the Clerk well ahead of the meeting, of your intent
to use the Elmo. |

Individual Spieaker Limits:

Individual speallers are limited to a maximum of three (3) minutes.
Please step up tdlthe podium when the Chairman calls your name and begin
speaking immediely. Pull the microphone to your mouth so that the Board,
audience, and audip recording system hear you clearly. Once you start speaking,
the “green” podiu ‘ light will light. The “yellow” light will come on when you have
one (1) minute rel aining. When you have 30 seconds remaining, the “yeliow”
light will begin flagh, indicating you must quickly wrap up your comments. Your
time is up when dhe “red” light flashes. The Chairman adheres to a strict three
(3) minutes per Bpeaker. Note: If you intend to give your time to a
“Group/Organiz§d Presentation”, please state so clearly at the very
bottom of the reyerse side of this form.

Organjzed Presentations:
Group/organized resentations with more than one (1) speaker will be limited to
nine (9) minutes dt the Chairman’s discretion. The organizer of the presentation
will automaticalty lfeceive the first three (3) minutes, with the remaining six (6)
minutes relinquised by other speakers, as requested by them on a completed
“Request to Speald form, and clearly indicated at the front bottom of the form.

Addressing tlje Board & Acknowledgement by Chairman:

The Chairman willjdetermine what order the speakers will address the Board, and
will call on all spefjkers in pairs. The first speaker should immediately step to the
podium and begir| addressing the Board. The second speaker should take up a
position in one ofi{lthe chamber aisles in order to quickly step up to the podium
after the precediflg speaker. This is to afford an efficient and timely Board
meeting, giving all attendees the opportunity to make their case. Speakers are
prohibited from mpking personal attacks, and/or using coarse, crude, profane or
vulgar language while speaking to the Board members, staff, the general public
and/or meeting farticipants. Such behavior, at the discretion of the Board
Chairman may reqiiit in removal from the Board Chambers by Sheriff Deputies.




