PETITION IN SUPPORT OF THE

LA VENTANA PROJECT, VETERANS PARK AT LA VENTANA,

& THE NEW MENIFEE HIGH SCHOOL

| sign this petition in support of the La Ventana Community Project, which has
contributed two million dollars to the Scotts Road Freeway Expansion and is buitding a
state of the art environmentally conscious community. | support the Veterans Park at La
Ventana which will be home to a special needs playground for all children but will focus
on special needs. It will also have a memorial for veterans, veteran sports leagues,
streets will be named after fallen military heroes, and will be ADA & Disabled Veteran
accessible. | support the development of the new high school in Menifee which will
allow local students to stay in the area.
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Notice of Opposition to General Plan Amendment NO. 1129

NOTICE OF OPPOSITION TO GPA 1129

As a property owner in the area I hereby request that the pending application
mentioned be denied on the following grounds:

The high density homes created as a result of this amendment would
dramatically increase traffic fatalities.

The picture below is on Leon road approximately a half mile north of the
intersection of Scott/Leon. .You can see the speed limit sign is 50 miles per
hour and approximately 50 feet beyond this sign In the background is a 35 MPH
sign for cars to slow due to all of the rural homes in this area including
the cne on my street.

We have had a number of traffic fatalities in this stretch of road as cars
are NOT slowing down as they enter this rural area heading south on Leon from
Temecula. Accidents and traffic fatalities will, without a doubt, continue to
increase 1f this plan 1s approved and the numbsr of vehicles travelling south
on Leon toward Scott dramatically increases.

As a resident of the area for the last 43 years T have personally seen
surrounding communities in this area destroyed from not ensuring rural areas
are made a priority in the community. PLEASE do not Menifee beccme ancther

one of these communities.
If at possible please include my comments in the public record.
Brian BRovee

951.746.7085




(o RIVERSIDE COUNTY |
( - PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Juan C, Perez

Interim PlanningDirector
APPLICATION FCOR SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT
CHECK ONE AS APPROPRIATE:
TRACT MAP TM#36785 1 MINOR CHANGE [ VESTING MAP
[] REVISED MAP (] REVERSION TO ACREAGE [ EXPIRED RECORDABLE MAP
] PARCEL MAP [ AMENDMENT TO FINAL MAP

DATE SUBMITTED: // ZV '7‘/

LICATION INFORMATION

App[icant's Name: Joseph Rivani / Global investment Pool, LLC E-Mail: mvani@gidlico.com

Mai[ing Address: 3470 Wilshire Bivd., Suite 1020

Strest
Los Angeiles California 90010
City Stale ZIP
Daytime Phone No- (213 ) 365-0005 Fax No: (213 ) 365-0405

Enginéer]ReﬁregeﬁtaﬁVé'g Name: Jeff Anderson / ACE (Anderson Gonsulting Engineers, inc.) E-Mail: jef@ace-civilcom

Mailing Address:; 12526 High BIuff Drive, Suite 300

Streef
San Diego California 92130
City State . ZIP
Daytime Phone No: (858 ) 947-7003 Fax No: (858 )} 947-3595
Property Owner's Name: See Attachment A E-Mail:
Mailing Address:
Street
City State ZIP
Daytime Phone No: ( } Fax No: ( )

if additional persons have an ownership interest in the subject property in addition to that indicated
above, attach a separate sheet that references the application case number and lists the names, mailing

Riverside Office « 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor Desert Office + 77-588 El Duna Court, Suite H
P.O. Box 1408, Riverside, California 92502-1400 Palm Desert, California 92211
{951) 955-3200 - Fax (951) 955-1811 (760) B63-8277 « Fax (760) 863-7040

“Planning Qur Future... Presetving Cur Past'
Form 295-1011 (04/08/14) '



addresses, and phone numbers of those persons having an interest in the real property or prdperties
involved in this application.

The Planning Department will primarily direct communications regarding this application to the person
identified above as the Appiicant. The Applicant may be the property owner, representative, or other
assigned agent,

AUTHORIZATION FOR CONCURRENT FEE TRANSFER

The signature below authorizes the Planning Department and TLMA to expedite the refund and billing
process by transferring monies among concurrent applications to cover processing costs as necessary.
Fees collected in excess of the actual cost of providing specific services wilt be refunded. If additionai
funds are needed to complete the processing of your application, vou will be billed, and processing of the
application will cease unfil the ouistanding balance is paid and sufficient funds are available to continue
the processing of the application. The applicant understands the deposit fee process as described
above, and that there will be NO refund of fees which have been expended as part of the application
review or other related activities or services, even if the application is withdrawn or the application is
uliimately denied.

All signatures must be originals ("wet-signed”). Photocopies of signatures are not acceptable.
Joseph Rivani (Global Investment Pool, LLC)  {/x0cch » § | AAAA M,
PRINTED NAME OF APPLICANT SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT
P

AUTHORITY FOR THIS APPLICATIOM !S HEREBY GIVEN:

I cerfify that | am/we are the record owner(s) or authorized agent and that the information filed is true and
correct to the best of my knowledge. An authorized agent must submit a letter from the owner(s)
indicating authority to sign the application on the owner's behalf. N g

All signatures must be originals (“wet-signed”). Photoco?ﬂo fs:‘if;[/natures are
JVRL 220, LLC / .

PRINTED NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER(S)

JV DEVELOPMENT ” 1o /L,
PRINTED NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER(S) 77 ' ﬁ OPERTY DWNER(S)
i the subject property is owned by persons who have not signed as owners above, attach a separate

sheet that references the application case number and lists the printed names and signatures of all
persons having an interest in the property.

[] See attached sheet(s) for other property owner's signatures.

PROPERTY [MFORMATION:

486-210-029, 466-210-030, 466-210-031, 466-210-032, 465-210-033, 466-210-034, 466-21 0-035, 466-210-036. & 366-210-038
Assessor's Parcel Number(s): N

Section: 18 _ Township: 6S Range: 2W
Approximate Gross Acreage: 170.8 gross acres

Form 295-1011 (04/08/14)
Page 2 of 16



addresses, and phone numbers of those persons having an interest in the real property or properties
involved in this application.

The Planning Department will primarily direct communications regarding this application to the person
identified above as the Applicant. The Applicant may be the property owner, representative, or other
assigned agent.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CONCURRENT FEE TRANSFER

The signature below authorizes the Planning Depariment and TLMA to expedite the refund and billing
process by transferring monies among concurrent applications to cover processing costs as necessary.
Fees collected in excess of the actual cost of providing specific services will be refunded. If additionai
funds are needed tc complete the processing of your application, you will be bilied, and processing of the
application will cease untif the outstanding balance is paid and sufficient funds are available to continue
the processing of the application. The applicant understands the deposit fee process as described
above, and that there will be NO refund of fees which have been expended as part of the application
review or other related activities or services, even if the application is withdrawn or the application is
ultimately denied.

All signatures must be originals ("wet-signed”). Photocopies of signatures are not acceptable.

Joseph Rivani (Global Investment Pool, LLC)’V @@\/\&\‘\,\/\ N v L

" PRINTED NAME OF APPLICANT SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT

AUTHORITY FOR THIS APPLICATION |S HEREBY GIVEN:
| certify that | am/we are the record owner(s) or authorized agent and that the information filed is true and

correct to the best of my knowledge. An authorized agent must submit a letter from the owner(s)
indicating authority to sign the application on the owner's behalf. -

JVRL 220, LLC

PRINTED NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER(S)

JV DEVELOPMENT g
ERINTED NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER(S) /.~ SIGNATURE OF PROPERTY OWNER(S)

If the subject property is owned by persons who have not signed as owners above, attach a separate
sheet that references the application case number and lists the printed names and signatures of all
persons having an interest in the property.

[] See attached sheet(s) for other property owner's signatures.

PROPERTY INFORMATION:

, 468-210-029, 466-210-030, 466-210-031, 466-21 0-032, 466-210-033, 466-210-034, 466-21 0-035, 466-210-036, & 466-210-038
Assessor's Parcel Number(s): _ _ _

2W

Section: 18 Township: 6S Range:

Approximate Gross Acreage: 170.8 __g ross a_cres

Form 285-1011 {04/08/14)
Page 2 of 16



£ RIVERSIDE COUNTY
Xi =8 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Carolyn Syms Luna
Director

APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO THE
RIVERSIDE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

SECTIONS |, II, AND Vi BELOW MUST BE COMPLETED FOR ANY AMENDMENT TO THE AREA
PLAN MAPS OF THE GENERAL PLAN.

FOR OTHER TYPES OF AMENDMENTS, PLEASE CONSULT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF FOR
ASSISTANCE PRIOR TO COMPLETING THE APPLICATION.

fNCQMPLETEAEPLFQATIQN§ WiLL NOT BE ACCEPT ED
CASE NUMBER: ’7/7/9' o [ I 9‘5? DATE susmiTTED: //~F 7 3

I GENERAL INFORMATION
APPLICATION INFORMATION

Global Investment & Development, LLC

Applicant's Name: Joseph Rivani E-Mail: jrivaniegidllco.com
Mailing Address: 3470 Wilshire Blvd, Sujte 1020
Loz Angeles Casltrze;iornia 50010
City State ZiF
Daytime Phone No: (213 ) 369-9600 FaxNo: { 2713) _365-0405

Engineer/Representative’s Name: Jeff Anderson - ACE E-Mail: leff@ace-civil,.com
(Anderson Consulting Engineers, TInc.)

Mailing Address: 12526 High Bluff Drive, Suite 300

Street
San_Diego California 5213p
City Stale ZIP
Daytime Phone No: ( g58 ) 947-7093 Fax No: (858 ) 947-3595
Property Owner's Name: See Attachment A E-Mai:
Mailing Address:
Streat
City Stale - ZIP
Daytime Phone No: ( ) _ Fax No: ( )
Riverside Office - 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Ficor Desert Office - 38686 E! Cerrito Road
P.0. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Palm Desert, California- 92241
{951) 855-3200 - Fax (951) 955-1811 (760) 863-8277 - Fax (760) 863-7555

“Planning Our Future... Freserving Our Past”
Form 295-1019 (08/08/ 12)



If the property is owned by more than one person, attach a separate page that reference the application
case number and lists the names, mailing addresses, and phone numbers of all persons having an

interest in the real property or properties involved in this application.

The Planning Department will primarily direct communications regarding this application to the person
identified above as the Applicant. The Applicant may be the property owner, representative, or other
assigned agent.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CONCURRENT FEE TRANSFER

The signature below authorizes the Planning Department and TLMA to expedite the refund and bitling
process by transferring monies among concurrent applications to cover processing costs as necessary.
Fees collected in excess of the actual cost of providing specific sarvices will be refunded. I additional
funds are needed to compiete the pracessing of your application, you will be bitied, and processing of the
application will cease until the outstanding balance is paid and sufficient funds are available to continue
the processing of the application. The applicant understands the deposit fee process as described
above, and that there will be NO refund of fees which have been expended as part of the application
review or other related activities or services, even if the application is withdrawn or the application is
ultimately denied.

All signatures must be originals (“‘wet-signed”). Photocopieg.of signatures ace nﬁt{acce fable.
Global Investment & Development, LLC e@ﬁjﬁ) T ) ?\\ A AL
- S v I WAL VALY

~Jogseph Rivani —
PRINTED NAME OF APPLICANT

=

¥ LY
SIGNATURE OF APPLICANE = 9

A

AUTHORITY FOR THIS APPLICATICN IS HEREBY GIVEN:

I certify that | am/we are the record owner(s) or authorized agent and that the information filed is true and
correct to the best of my knowledge. An authorized agent must submit a letter from the owner(s)
indicating authority to sign the application on the owner's behalf.

JVRL 220, LILC _ _
PRINTED NAME OF'PROPERTYOWNER(S) ? )

Uehergetzig Trust
PRINTED NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER(S)

WNER(S}

If the subject property is owned by persons who have not signed as owners abové, attach a separate
sheet that references the application case number and lists the printed names and signatures of all
persons having an interest in the property.

EROPERTY INFORMATION: 466_210-029, 466-210-030, 466-210-031,466-210-032

Assessor's Parcs! Number(s): 466-210—033,466-210-034,%66—210—035,466—210-036
466-210-038
Section: 18 Township: gg Range: 2W

Approximate Gross Acreage: 170.8 gross acres

Form 295-1019 (08/08/12)
Page 2 of 8



General location (nearby or cross streets): North of wi ckerd Road . South of

Garbani Road , Eastof E1 Centro Lane . Westof Leon Road

Thomas Brothers map, edition year, page number, and coordinates: Riverside, B6S, A6,A7,B6,B7

Existing Zoning Classification(s): r-a-5

Existing Land Use Designation(s): RC-EDR

Proposal (describe the details of the proposed general plan amendment):
The proposed is to modify the land use designation from RC-EDR to MDR

and QS-R. The MDR designatinn_is_cgnsiﬂmj_th similar_ areas near the
Project and will be compatible with the adjacent future High School. The
OS-R designation is to accommodate the proposed community park/joint use with
the school athletic facilities. MDR 155.2 and 0S-R 15.6 gross acres.

Related cases filed in conjunction with this request:

N/A

Has there been previous development applications {parcel maps, zone changes, plot pians, etc.) filed on
the project site? Yes No []

Case Nos. _(gee Attachment B)

E.A. Nos. (ifknown) 38129,41774. & 42398 E.LR. Nos. (if applicable): N/A

Name of Company or District serving the area the project site is located Are facilities/services available at

if none, write “none.”) the project site? Yes  No
Electric Company SCE ' X
Gas Company The Gas Co. X
Telephone Company ATET X T
Water Company/District  [EMWD X
Sewer District EMWD X

Is water service available at the project site: Yes Xl No []

If "No,” how far away are the nearest available water line(s)? (No of feet/miles)

Is sewer service available at the site? Yes ] No

If “No,” how far away are the nearest available sewer line(s)? (No. of feet/miles) aprox. 2,500 feet

Form 295-1019 (08/08/12)
Page 3 of 8



PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Carolyn Syms Lung
Director

APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF ZONE

CHECK ONE AS APPROPRIATE:

] Standard Change of Zone
There are three different situations where a Planning Review Only Change of Zone will be accepted:

[] Type 1: Usedto legally define the boundaries of one or more Planning Areas within a Specific Pian.
[ ] Type 2: Used to establish or change a SP zoning ordinance text within a Specific Plan.
[ ] Type 3: Used when a Change of Zone application was conditioned for in a prior application.

INGOMPLETE APPLICATIONS Will NOT BE ACCEPTED.

CASE NUMBER: % oq’ii@ , DATE SUBMITTED: _/

APPLICATION INFORMATION
JOSEPH RIVANI
Applicant's Name: _Global Investment Pool, LL.C E-Mail: jrivani@gidlico.com

Ma”ing Address: 3470 Wilshire B'Vd,_ Suite 1020

Los Angeles Steg! 90010
City T Stafe ZIP
Daytime Phone No: (213 ) 365-0005 Fax No: (213 ) _365-0405
JEFF ANDERSON,
Engineer/Representative's Name: Anderson Consulting Engineers E-Mail: jeff@ace-civil.com
Mailing Address; _ 12526 High Bluff Drive, Suite 300
Street
San Diego CA 92130
City State ZiP
Daytime Phone No: (858 ) 925-7918 Fax No: (858 ) 947-3595
Property Owner's Name: _see Attachment A E-Mail:
Mailing Address:
Street
Cily State ZIP
Daytime Phonre No: ( ) Fax No: ( }
Riverside Office + 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor Desert Office « 38686 El Cermito Road
P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Palm Desert, Califomia 92211
(951) 955-3200 * Fax (951) 955-1811 (760) 863-8277 * Fax (760) 863-7555

“Planning Our Future... Preserving Our Past’
Form 295-1071 (08/08/12)



If the property is owned by more than one person, attach a separate page that reference the application
case number and lists the names, mailing addresses, and phone numbers of all persons having an
interest in the real property or properties involved in this application.

The Planning Department will primarily direct communications regarding this application to the person
identified above as the Applicant. The Applicant may be the property owner, representative, or other
assigned agent.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CONCURRENT FEE TRANSFER

The signature below authorizes the Planning Department and TLMA to expedite the refund and billing
process by transferring monies among concurrent applications to cover processing costs as necessary.
Fees collected in excess of the actual cost of providing specific services will be refunded. if additional
funds are needed to complete the processing of your application, you will be billed, and processing of the
application will cease unti! the cutstanding balance is paid and sufficient funds are available to continue
the processing of the application. The applicant understands the deposit fee process as described
above, and that there will be NC refund of fees which have been expended as part of the application
review or other related activities or services, even if the application is withdrawn or the application is
ultimately denied. (9

AUTHORITY FOR THIS APPLICATION IS HEREBY GIVEN:

Joseph Rivani (Global Investment Pooi, £ LC)
PRINTED NAME OF APFPLICANT

I certify that | am/we are the record owner(s) or authorized agent and that the information filed is true and
correct fo the best of my knowledge. An authorized agent must submit a letter from the owner(s)
indicating authority to sign the application on the owner’s behalf.

All signatures must be originals (“wet-signed”). Photocopiessof signatures are not
JVRL 220 11C % PR

PRINTED NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER(S) / IGNATURE OF BROFER
JV Development ) ,,l " / >

o

aeceptable.

If the property is owned by more than one person, attach a separate sheet that references the
application case number and lists the printed names and signatures of all persons having an interest in
the property,

PROPERTY INFORMATION:

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 466-210-029, 466-210-030, 486-210-031, 466-210-032, 466-210-033, 466-210-034, 486-240-035, 466-210-036 and 456-210-039

Section: 18 Township: _ 6S Range: _ 2W

Approximate Gross Acreage: _170.8 gross acres

General location (nearby or cross streets): North of _ Wickerd Road , South of

_Garhani Raad , Eastof Fl Centro . Westof _Brandon | ane )

Form 295-1071 (08/08/12) .
Page 2 of 7
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Thomas Brothers map, edition year, page number, and coordinates: Riverside P.869, AS, A8, B6 & BY

Proposal (describe the zone change, indicate th

e existing and proposed zoning classifications. If within a
Specific Plan, indicate the affected Planning Areas):
i

- BA-8 1 4 o V70, 8 (eesss Aces

Related cases filed in conjunction with this request:
GPA1129

Form 205-1071 (08/08/12)

Page 3of 7



This INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT (*Agresment™), mads by and
between the COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, & political subdivision of the State of
California (“COUNMTY™), and JVR1L-220, LLC, a California Linmtsd Liability
Companry and Global Investment Pool, LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability
Company (‘FROPERTY OWNER”), relating to the PROPERTY OWNER's
indemnification of the COUNTY under the terms set forth herein:

WHERFEAS, JVRL-220, L1, & Califorsia Limiied Liability Company has
a legal interest in the certain real property described as APN 466-210-029, 466.210-
030, 466-210-031, 466-210:032, 466-210-033, 466-210-034, 466-210-035, 466-
210-036 and 466-210.038 (“PROPERTY™);

WHEREAS. Global Investment Pool, LLC, a Delaware Limited Lizbility
Company is acguiring the PROPERTY from TVRL-220, LLC, a California Limited
Liability Company and the partics have entered inio a Purchase and Sale Agreement
and Joint Escroo Instructions recorded on Fune 13, 2014 as Instroment No, 2014.
0218113; and

WHERFEAS, v November 24, 2014, PROPERTY OWNER flled an
application for General Plan Amendmert No, 1129, Tract Map No. 38785 and
Chunige of Zone No, 7856 (“PROJECT™); and,

WHEREAS, judicial challenges of projects requiring  diserstionary
approvals, including, bt not limited to, California Environmental Quality A
determinations, are costly and time consumng. Additionally, peviset opponsnis
ofien seck an award of atioreys” fees in such challenges; and,

WHEREAS, since property owners arg the primary bensficiapies of such
approvals, i is appropriate that sech owners bear the expense of defending against
atty sueh judiciel challenge, and bear the responsibility of any costs, atiomeys” fees
and damages which may be awarded fo 4 successful challenger; and,

WHEREAS, in the event a judicial challenge is coramenced against ths
FROJECT, the COUNTY has requested and the PROPERTY OWHNEFR has agreed
to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the COUNTY, its agents, officers, or
employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the COUNTY, its agents,
officers, or employsss to attack, set aside, void or ammul any approval of the
COUNTY, its advisory agencies, appeal boards, or legislative body concerning the
PROJECT or its associated environmental documentation (“LITIGATION"); and,



WHEREAS, this Agresment iz entered imfo by the COUNTY and
FROPERTY OWNER 1o establish specific temms concerming FPROPERTY
OWNEE'S Iindernification obligation for the PROIECT,

RNOW, THEREFORE, ii is mwtually agreed betwesn COUNTY angd
PROPERTY OWNRER as follows:

ijJr' wmnifiontion, FROPE

fi. ACECE o I-’fjih. e e

= el

o R

.-""._-:‘:. RS *kl ] r*jF'ln‘—Mf.-

=5 i fo the T Lﬂ }r‘:l" 1 -g.pn' i aveapkd of attornsys’

mdi @{Mﬁ incurre d or of the ahove-referenced chairn, action or tﬂf@eﬁ@dmg
teomghi againyt the 'f " (“lndemtrfvation Obligation.”)
B . o "_-, 2 ." AR S .‘ " J‘ _-“' 1-;’ [_ *W' Sl gk

shal] rzasor =rsc|*- -m--: oo ﬁ'TEtIH': Nothing containsd in

s i _P!!:Jl..:—.althl |i:| f!h’! ‘“T‘I ;_
R r“rdI o io desline fo aetile oy o

ATION. | is also andersiood
eﬂ o review, revision and approval

:-:'_ Represewioion and FPovwews for Lﬂgd Services  Hewdered.
COUNTY shall have the absolate right (o approve any and 2ll counsel rstained fo
&xeﬁem& C@EU‘NP*’ in tlrﬂsp LI«TLuAT Hm\% F’R@FERTY @WR aéfmlﬁlli pay mc

m.rpﬂw-m tIt,u-; C %Hﬂiﬂr’ i (e Lmué,ﬂmﬁl . E‘mi}\w MFR@PEF‘W OWNER o
pay sweh otforseys’ fees and costs mey be trested as wn absndonment of the
PROJECT and as a defanli of PROPERTY OWNER's obligations wnder (his
Agreement,

4, Payment for COUNTY’s LITIGATION Costs. Pavmeni for
COUNTY s costs relaied 1o the LITIGATION shall be made om a deposit basis,
LITIGATION costs nclods any sssociaied cosls, fees, damagss, and expenses gg
fyrther deseribed in Section 1, hersin &5 Indemmification Obligation, Within thirty
(30} days of recsipt of notice from COUNTY that LITIGATION has been initigicd
aguinst the PROJECT, FROPERTY OWNEE shall inifially deposit with ihe
COUNTY's Planning Departrment the total amount of Twenty Thousend Dollars
(520,000, PROPERTY OWHNER shdll deposit with COUNTY sweh sdditional
amovrts as COUNTY reasonably and in good falibh detenmines, fmm time to 1he,
are necessary to cover costs and expenses incurred by the COUNTY, including but
not limited to, the Office of Cownty Counsel, Riverside County Planning

B



Department and the Riverside County Cletk of the Board associated with the
LITIGATION,  Within ten (10) days of written notice fom COUNTY and
PROPERETY OWNER shall make such additional depositz, Collectively, the indtial
deposit and addttionsl deposits shall be referred to hersin as the “Deposit,”

3. Return of Depesit, COUNTY sholl reborn to PROPERTY OWNER
any fonds remamiming on deposit after mmaew ((@@} @mm have passed singe fine
gdyadication of the LITIGATION.

6. Notices, For dll purposes hersin, notices shall by effsctive when
!'I- 1T S '”T l ]'t .,r:rj, 1:_',[1 izl T‘nr' LA il ¢ La gy ;ﬂ 1"' tr FH g A SRR ] r’h—

ceriifled o registerad mﬂzﬂ rEtorn raloiTh f&;{ﬂs&tﬂﬁ, fo i ’:tm‘n'rrn £ addrzay sey
forth below:

COUNTY: PROFEETY OWRER:
Office of County Counsel JVRL-220, LLC
Attn: Melissa Cushman At Rongld Hariley
3960 Orange Street, Saite 500 41397 Kalmig 81, Ste, 200
Riverside, CA 92501 Murticta, CA 92562

With u copy fo;

Global Investment & Development, 110
Al Juseph Rlivan

2ET0 Wilsiafrs Bllvd., Siz. 1020

Los Angeles, CA 90010

7. Default and Termingfon, This Agrecment is mot subjest o
termination, except by mutual agreement or as otherwise provided berein, In the
evert of a default of PROPERTY OWNER's obligations under this Agrecrment,
COUNTY shall provide written notification to PROPERTY OWNER of such
dlleged default and PROPERTY OWNER shall have ten (10) days after rooeipt of
writien nofification o cure any soch alleged default. If PROPERTY OWNER fails
fe cure such alleged default within the specified time perfod or otherwise reach
agreement with the COUNTY on a resolution of the alieged defauli, COUNTY may,
in i1ts sole discretion, do any of the following or combination thereof

4. Deem PROPERTY QWNER's default of PROPERTY OWNER's
obligations as abandonment of the PROJECT and as @ bresch of
this Agreement;

. Regeind any FROIECT approvals previoysty granted:

¢, Jetile the LITIGATION,

ki the event of & defeult, PROPERTY OWNER shall remsin responsible for any
cosis and attotney’s fess swarded by the Court or as & result of settlemient and ofter
expenses incwrred by the COUNTY related to the LITIGATION or setflement,



COUNTY Review of the FROJECT. Nothing 1s this Agreement shall
b. comstrped to limit, direct, impede or influence the COUNTY s revise wnd
comsideration of the PROTECT,

rf), Complete Agreement/Governing Law.  This Agresment represents
the complete wnderstanding between the paxﬁle’s with respedt fo matters set forth

I':erf;:,n,. Th}t; Agreement shall be construed In acoordance with the laws of the State
of California,

19. Suceessors
made, and me bandine

P T R P e
whgtiher ihe stves

13, Amendment and Waiver, No modification, waiver, am it o
discharge of this Agrecment shall be valid wiless the same Is in w :;%;n_:zg apd sigmed
by all parfies,

12, Severglbiliy. 1 any term-, pr U\'i&‘?om mmm or comdition r:e' {heis.
Agresment s lisld to be mwhm void or oth
Ay R i :

o CORpEteTE i
1 theredny

Swwéwl af deemwgﬁmiim, The parfies agres that this Apreement
rife agresnent from any PROJECT approval, and if the
1, mndewdmﬂlm sef stbyamuﬁ of

of $hia
iz
1. Interpretetion. The purties have besn advised by thelr respective

gitornieys. or if not pepreseufed By an stiomey, represent that they bad o
opportanity to be so represented i the review of thiv Agresment,  Auy rule of
consiraction to the effect that ambiguities are to be resulved against the drafiing
party snall not be spplied in interpreting this Agrecment,

-

V5. Copdions and Headings, The captions and sextion hesdings vsed in
this Agree rp eilt apre zLu;rte\j for vonvenience of reference only and are not mtu:“ led
to Gf’-h mit or atfect the constrection or wterpretation of any torm or provision

16, Jurisdiction and Venwe, Any action 2t law of in squity seising
wrider this Agreement or brought by a party hereto for the purposs of enforcing,
aing or determinang the validity of any provision of this Agreement shall be
ﬁlec’i in the Courts of Riverside County, State of California, and the parties hereto
waive all provisions of law providing for the filing, remaval or dhang 25 of venue to




any oiher court or porisdiction,

17.  Counterpurts; Facsimile & Electronic Execution, This Agreement
may be executed in one or more counierparts, each of which shall be desmed dn
origingl, but all of which jogether shall constitute one and the same dovament. To
facilitate execution oF thm Agreement, the parties may enecots and exchange
Feosirnile or sledronic counterparts, and favsimils or e ironds conmtsrperis shiall

serve go originals,

149, Joivt and Several Liobility, 151 the svert thers {s more than one
PROPERTY OWNER, the liability of PROPERTY OWN‘E'"R siall b ot and
&eve:ﬂz@lly and PROPERTY OWNER each of theny shall be jointly and rally

liztile for performance of all of the obligations of PROPERTY OWNER vader (s

':’l

IV WITNESE WHEREOF, fhe parties hereto have duly caused this
Agreement to be executed by thelr avthorized representatives as of the date written.

€OUT¥TY

[Signatures follow ow wext page

Ty



YWRLE-220, LLC, a California Limited Liability Compeny and
Global Investment Fool, LLC, a Delaware Limited Ligbility Company

By JVRL-220, LLC, a California Limited Liability Company

Hy: Fonald 7. Hartley and James Allen Lytle
Tis Managers

i

Masagzs

Dt O:—‘f"/é

By:

J’i\mev; Alliem L yilie" |
Manyager

Diaied: 5//95 /30’5

By Global Investment Fool, LLC, & Delaware Lirited Laability Company

_:EI.::‘-‘: Globiail Tnvestiment & ”""*ﬁ‘cf T Lid. a Cﬂ!?fmjﬂ Limited
_‘L::‘J"Fﬂ 1; r+.r'}'| H}-u

__Ill‘_l_ r"_[’fi_l’ f' Tv o f

Ayithorized Ranwssenigiive

Disted: "*f Q f.l é




A rntcm pub_zf: or other officer completing iy eertificate verifies only the identity of the
Individusl who signed the document to which this certificate is attached. and not the

frﬂﬂhﬁﬂnem, wenracy. or validity of that docament.

STATE OF (o romas 135
}
COVTNTY OF ;:_:’;:_ Ei% o0 )

O

¥ —l:ri "h '. b i lg’t‘lr*

| S 3 ;:k'n-uh"h"“h" 1
5 SIACY R, S#TH )

U\r"ir\f! 'Hﬁff%;’ %
Veatiry Publs « y-iﬂ'f"?"“" .‘-1‘.

'HJ";“'SW‘Q ] ¥
! g""i! o frlﬁ ""E E




A netary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the
individual who signed ths document to which this certificate is aftached, and not the
truthfulness, acouracy, or validity of that decument.

STATE OF &54{. TR )88
¥
FU..... /
COURNTY OF _ KiveasinE )

On_May A, 01, beforeme, 4.,,3.1; Q; Soins
Notary Public, pﬁmally appeared
whn]fwwedwmsonthebaswofsmwi’acﬁme‘w@emt@&wt.  pet gt
e subseribed fo the within instroment and acknowledged to me Gt §'she/the,
exeouied the same _n@be:/therr authorized capacity(ies) and that by (5 her/thels
signaturefs) on the instroment the personted or the entity wpon behalf of which the peﬁwn(s)
acted, excouted the instroment,

1 hereby certify under PENALTY OF PERIURY wnder the: lavws of the State of California
that the foregoing paragraph is froe and corted.

WITNESS my hand and oifivial sea

This argd for official gotarial seal




A notary public or ottier officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the
individoal whe signed the docwment to which this esrtificste Is attached, and not the
truthfalness, securacy, or validity of that docnment.

STATEOF ___ (BFaziih
COUNTY OF  10C Sz fec

iy ; - =S LR e -1, .b—é_\ ) -
On *"frnﬁ— al. S0tL L beforeme, SEris el Efs  Beinree Vobiic
Notary Public, personglly appeared = uf“:“‘f} 2ivgn 7 :

whe proved (o me on the basis of satis sfactory evidence to be the person(d) whese name(s)
is/seee sUbseribed 1o the w;t‘hm instrument and acknowledged to me that he Shigeey
execited the same In hishedihelr suthorized capacitvéies) and thet by histhertine
sl gnqmve\ £ om the lnstrament the persor(s) or the entity vpon behalf of which the persomi)
goted, exevuted the instroment,

I hiereby certify wnder PENALTY OF PERIURY umder the laws of the Sigie of California
that the foregoing paragraph is troe and vorreet.

WITNESS m

Fgnature
\__ﬁ) : ji_(/fl. a4 f.i/ 'x@'%jq pL@Q‘




NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
and
INTENT TO CERTIFY AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

A PUBLIC HEARING has been scheduled, pursuant to Riverside County Land Use Ordinance No. 348, before the
RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION to consider the project shown below:

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1128, CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 7856, TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 36785,
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 542 — Notice to Certify an Environmental Impact Report — Applicant:
Joseph Rivani — Engineer/Represeniative: Jeff Anderson — Third Supervisorial District — Winchester Zoning Area —
Sun City/Menifee Valley Area Plan — the Estate Density and Rural Residential East of Interstate 215 Policy Area —
Rural Community: Estate Density Residential (RC: EDR) {2 Acre Minimum) — Location: Northerly of Wickerd Road,
easterly of Heinz Lane, southerly of Garbani Road, westerly of Brandon Lane - 170.8 Gross Acres — Zoning:
Residential Agricultural-5 Acre Minimum (R-A-5) — REQUEST: The General Plan Amendment proposes an
Extracrdinary Foundation Level Amendment fo amend the Riverside County General Plan Land Use Element from
Rural Community: Estate Density Residential (RC:EDR) (2 Acre Minimum) to Community Development. Medium
Density Residential (CD:MDR) (2 — 5 DU/AC) and Open Space: Recreation {OS:R) and modify the General Plan to
remove the Estate Density and Rural Residential East of interstate 215 Policy Area from the project site. The Change
of Zone proposes to change the existing zoning from Residential Agricultural-5 Acre Minimum (R-A-5) to Planned
Residential (R-4). The Tentative Tract Map No. 36785 proposes a Schedule "A” subdivision subdividing 170.8 gross
acres into 511 residential lots with a 5,500 sq. f. minimum lot size, and 26 lettered lots consisting of drainage basins,
parks, paseos, and open space, and the Environmental impact Report to review and analyze the envirocnmental
impacts of the project.

TIME OF HEARING: 9:00 2.m. or as sooh as possible thereafter.

DATE OF HEARING: JUNE 1, 2016

PLACE OF HEARING: RIVERSIDE COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER
1°T FLOOR BOARD CHAMBERS
4080 LEMON STREET

RIVERSIDE, CA $2051

For further information regarding this project, please contact project planner, Brett Dawson at (951) 955-0972 or e-mail
bdawscn@retima.org or go to the County Planning Department's Planning Commission agenda web page at
htip://planning.retima.org/PublicHearings. aspx

The Riverside County Planning Department has determined that the above-described project has the potential to have
a significant effect on the environment and has prepared an environmental impact report. Environmental Impact
Report No. 542, which identifies all significant environmental effects, has been prepared in conjunction with the above
referenced applications that constitute the proposed project. The Planning Commission will consider the proposed
project, and the final environmental impact report, at the public hearing.

The case file for the proposed project, and the final environmental impact report, may be viewed Monday through
Friday, from 800 AM to 500 PM. at the Planning Department office, located at
4080 Lemon St. 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501.

Any person wishing to comment on the proposed project may do so in writing between the date of this notice and the
public hearing; or, may appear and be heard at the time and place noted above. All comments received prior to the
public hearing will be submitted to the Planning Commission, and the Planning Commission will consider such
comments, in addition to any oral testimony, before making a decision on the proposed project.

If this project is challenged in court, the issues may be limited to those raised at the public hearing, described in this
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior to, the public hearing. Be
advised that as a result of public hearings and comment, the Planning Commission may amend, in whole or in part, the
proposed project. Accordingly, the designations, development standards, design or improvemenis, or any propetties
or lands within the boundaries of the proposed project, may be changed in a way other than specifically proposed.

Please send all written correspondence to:

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Attn: Brett Dawson
P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, CA 92502-1409



PROPERTY OWNERS CERTIFICATION FORM

L___ VINNIENGUYEN certify that on '-!-'f 12 [ 2014

The attached property owners list was prepared by Riverside County GIS ,
APN (s)or casemumbers (TP A O 112.9 For
Company or Individual’s Name Planning Department ,

/
Distance buffered 6@0

Pursuant to application requirements furnished by the Riverside County Planning Department,

Said list is a complete and true compilation of the owners of the subject property and all other
property owners within 600 feet of the property involved, or if that area yields less than 25
different owners, all property owners within a notification area expanded to yield a minimum of
25 different owners, to a maximum notification area of 2,400 feet fromn the project boundaries,
based upon the latest equalized assessment rolls. If the project is a subdivision with identified
off-site access/improvements, said list includes a complete and true compilation of the names and
mailing addresses of the owners of all property that is adjacent to the proposed off-site
improvement/alignment.

I further certify that the information filed is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, 1

understand that incorrect or incomplete information may be grounds for rejection or denial of the

application.

NAME: Vinnie Nguyen

TITLE GIS Analyst

ADDRESS: 4080 Lemon Street 2™ Floor
Riverside, Ca. 92502

TELEPHONE NUMBER (8 a.m. ~ 5 p.m.): {951)955-8158
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466-382-001 466-130-036

466-130-027

466-210-022

466-210-031 466-210-032
466-130-033 466-130-046
486-210-020

466-210-014

Selected Parcels

466-130-037 466-130-038 466-130-039 466-210-019 466-220-003 466-382-006 466-220-020 466-130-025
466-210-011 466-220-029 466-220-022 466-130-009 466-220-021 466-210-012 466-210-029 466-210-030
466-210-033 466-210-034 466-210-035 466-210-036 466-210-038 466-381-017 466-220-027 466-130-011
466-130-051 466-130-045 466-210-037 466-210-040 466-210-027 466-210-026 466-130-047 466-130-052
466-210-023 466-210-024 466-130-031 466-210-028 466-210-013 466-210-021 466-130-028

Maps and data are 1o be used for reference purposes only. Map features are approximate, and are not necessarily

N accurate to surveying or engineering standards. The County of Riverside makes no warranty or guaraniee as to the

content {the source s often third party), accuracy, timeliness, or completeness of any of the data provided, and

1 ,000 Feet 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 soie responsibility of the user.



Applicant:

Joseph Rivani

3470 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1020
Los Angeles, CA 90010

Air Quality Management — South Coast
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Applicant:

Joseph Rivani

3470 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1020
Los Angeles, CA 90010

Menifee Union School District
30205 Menifee Rd
Menifee, CA 92584

Engineer:

Jeff Anderson

12526 High Biuff Dr, Suite 300
San Diego, CA 92130

Perris Union School District
155 E 4th Street
Perris, CA 92570

f;‘%l::(jr:rson Southern California Edison Company
y P.O. Box 800

12526 High Biuff Dr, Suite 300
San Diego, CA 92130 Rosemead, CA 91770

Owner:

Larry ) Uebersetzig

31568 Railroad Canyon Road
Canyon Lake, CA 92587

Southern California Gas Company
P.O. Box 3150
San Dimas, CA 91773

Owner:
Regional Water Quality Control Board — Santa Ana

Larry J Uebersetzig A e—" e A
. ain Street, Suite
31568 Railroad Canyon Road Riverside, CA 92501-3348

Canyon Lake, CA 92587

Regional Water Quality Control Board —San Diego
2375 Northside Dr #100
San Diego, CA 92108
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ASMT: 466130009, APN: 466130009
JMB LEGACY PROP

30490 BRIGGS RD

MENIFEE CA 92584

ASMT: 466130011, APN: 466130011
KENDRA VANLIEW, ETAL

C/O WARREN DWIGHT VAN LIEW
31580 CORTE ROSARIO
TEMECULA CA 92592

ASMT: 466130025, APN: 466130025
JERE MILLER, ETAL

30464 STEIN WAY

HEMET CA 92543

ASMT: 466130027, APN: 466130027
GRETCHEN HERNDON, ETAL
DONALD HERNDON

30940 GARBAN{ RD
WINCHESTER, CA. 92596

ASMT: 466130028, APN: 466130028
RODNEY BOND, ETAL

C/O RODNEY L BOND

1769 OAK ST

LAKE OSWEGO OR 97034

ASMT: 466130031, APN: 466130031
SHARON GAMBILL

P O BOX 2288
SUN CITY CA 92586

ASMT: 466130033, APN: 466130033
ANGELA SCHNEIDER, ETAL

3525 ROSE AVE
LONG BEACH CA 90807
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ASMT: 466130039, APN: 466130039
NORTHERN TRUST, ETAL

C/O THOMAS M MENDELSON

355 8 GRAND AVE STE 2600

LOS ANGELES CA 90071

ASMT: 466130045, APN: 466130045
MARILEE HILL

30300 GARBANI RD

MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466130046, APN: 466130046
JON CHRISTENSEN, ETAL

14797 SUNRISE HILL
RIVERSIDE CA 92508

ASMT: 466130047, APN: 466130047
CYNTHIA CARROLL, ETAL

31760 BRIGGS RD

MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466130051, APN: 466130051
LUIS RAMIREZ, ETAL

31780 BRIGGS RD
MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466130052, APN: 466130052
MARILYN SCALES, ETAL

C/O MARILYN SCALES

31800 BRIGGS RD

MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466210011, APN: 466210011
RICARDO HERNANDEZ, ETAL

C/O RICARDO HERNANDEZ

1001 FLINTROCK RD

DIAMOND BAR CA 91765
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ASMT: 466210012, APN: 466210012
JUANA HERNANDEZ, ETAL

2621 W LA HABRA
LA HABRA CA 90631

ASMT: 466210013, APN: 466210013
VICKI ROMBERGER

32100 GENEVA LN

MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466210014, APN: 466210014
PATRICIA ROBINSON, ETAL

C/O SHIRLEY A FARRINGTON
14465 BUSH ST

RIVERSIDE CA 92508

ASMT: 466210019, APN: 466210019
MARTHA MONGE, ETAL

30145 GARDNER LN
MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466210020, APN: 466210020
ARLINE WYSCARVER, ETAL

30155 GARDNER LN
SUNCITY CA 92584

ASMT: 466210021, APN: 466210021
PAMELA RICHARDS, ETAL

30735 GARBON! RD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

ASMT: 466210022, APN: 466210022
MARSHA BECKLUND, ETAL

30811 GARBAN! RD
WINCHESTER, CA. 92596
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ASMT: 466210024, APN: 466210024
TODD WINKLER, ETAL

10746 FRANCIS PL NO 327

LOS ANGELES CA 90034

ASMT: 466210026, APN: 466210026
RICHARD BATES

30076 GARDNER LN
MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466210027, APN: 466210027
PHILIP SHANE

30220 GARDNER LN

MENIFEE CA 92584

ASMT: 466210028, APN: 466210028
SHARON SHEPARD

1041 N CALIFORNIA AVE
LAPUENTE CA 91744

ASMT: 466210036, APN: 466210036
JVRL 220

C/O AMBER MANAGEMENT

29826 HAUN RD NO 305

MENIFEE CA 92584

ASMT: 466210038, APN: 466210038
JVRL 220

C/O JIMLYTLE

41391 KALMIA ST STE 200
MURRIETA CA 92562

ASMT: 466210040, APN: 466210040

PERRIS VALLEY SCHOOLS CAPITAL FAC COR
C/O BUSINESS SERVICES

155 E4TH ST

PERRIS CA 82570
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ASMT: 466220003, APN: 466220003 ASMT: 466382001, APN: 466382001

CALVARY CHAPEL OF MENIFEE ANDREW MORALES

29220 SCOTTRD 200 RUTHERFORD WAY

MENIFEE CA 92584 JACKSONVILLE NC 28540

ASMT: 466220020, APN: 466220020 ASMT. 466382006, APN: 466382006

FELICIA BENDER, ETAL ' KENDRA DORSEY, ETAL

18267 MARBRISE ABANITA 32655 EL. CENTRO LN

MURRIETA CA 92582 MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466220021, APN: 466220021
DONG KIM, ETAL

32043 CAMINO RABAGO
TEMECULA CA 92592

ASMT: 466220022, APN: 466220022
MARK JACKSON, ETAL

32575 EL CENTROLN
MENIFEE, CA. 92584

ASMT: 466220027, APN: 466220027
KGK RIVERSIDE PROP

C/0O KATHERINE NEUMANN

2309 WEYBRIDGE LN

LOS ANGELES CA 90077

ASMT: 466220029, APN: 466220029
GENE BYONGJIN, ETAL

C/O HYUN JAE!HM

1 HEATH WAY

S BARRINGTON 1L 60010

ASMT: 466381017, APN: 466381017
DEBORAH MCNEELEY, ETAL
30240 CHEVELEY PARK ST
MENIFEE, CA. 92584
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
CENTRAL CORRESPONDENCE

PO BOX 3150

SAN DIMAS CA 91773

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
REGULATORY BRANCH

915 WILSHIRE BLVD 11™ FLOGR
LOS ANGELES CA 90017

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNCIL
OF GOVERNMENTS
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

4080 LEMON STREET 3°%° FLOOR
(MS 1032)

RIVERSIDE CA 92501-3609

CARLOS CUEVAS
29722 MERJANIAN ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

GEORGIA & WADE DENNY
29730 KEMPE CIRCLE
MENIFEE CA 92584

MARTIN GALVEZ
PHILIP GALVEZ
28891 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

RICARDO & HILDA HERNANDEZ
32061 GENEVA LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

HENRY & WENDY JANSSENS
29837 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

JAMES MCCORMICK
32555 DAVIS ROAD
WINCHESTER, CA 92596

LUIS & MARIA RAMIREZ
31780 BRIGGS ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
21865 EAST COPLEY DRIVE
DIAMOND BAR CA 91765-4182

US FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

777 E TAHQUITZ CANYON WAY
SUITE 208

PALM SPRINGS CA 92262

MARSHA & GRANT BECKLAND
30811 GARBANI RCAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

TREVOR DAVIES
29801 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

CONNIE DEPHILLIPS
32211 HEATHER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

GABRIEL & HILDA HERNANDEZ
31784 BRIGGS STREET
MENIFEE CA 92584

GRETCHEN & DONALD HERNDON

30940 GARBANI ROAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

JR & CATHERINE KING
29615 GARLAND LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

AUSTREBERTO & MARTA MONGE

30145 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

WADE & PAMELA RICHARDS
30735 GARBANI ROAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

TIME WARNER CABLE
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
41-725 COOK STREET
PALM DESERT CA 22211

VALLEY-WIDE RECREATION AND PARK
DISTRICT

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

PO BOX 907

SAN JACINTO CA 92581

RICK CROY
32065 HEATHER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

RANDALL & CINDY DENNIS
31830 BRIGGS ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

LISA & COLE FREDERICK
30100 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

JORGE & JUANA HERNANDEZ
32090 GENEVA DRIVE
MENIFEE CA 92584

PAUL JACOBS
32370 CORTE ZAMORA
TEMECULA CA 92592

JEFFREY & TERRY MASSIE
29735 KEMPE CIRCLE
MENIFEE CA 92584

BRIAN & LYNN PENNY
32085 LINDENBERGER RQAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

FRANK & JANET ROMBERGER
28620 GARLAND LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584
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Planning Commission Riverside County
¢/o Mary Stark, Planning Commission

3rd Supervisor District

Chuck Washington, Supervisor Menifee Union School District

30205 Menifee Rd.

Board of Supervisors
Riverside County
Mail Stop 1003

Perris Union High School District
ATTN: Emmanuelle Reynolds
1565 E. 4th St.

Perris CA 92570-2124

SCAQMD HEADQUARTERS
21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 61785

Verizon Engineering
9 South 4th St.
Redlands CA 92373

UEBERSETZIG LARRY J-
31568 RAILROAD CYN RD 130
CANYON LAKE CA 92587

ANDERSON JEFF
12526 HIGH BLUFF DR STE 300
SAN DIEGO CA 92130

Secretary
Mail Stop 1070

Santa Ana Regional Water Quality
Control Board

3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-3348

Centralized Correspondence,
Southern California Gas Company
P.O. Box 3150

San Dimas, CA 91773

ATTN: Bob Jones

Time Warner Cable

VP Engineering

41-725 Cook St. _
Palm Desert CA 92211-5100

RIVANI JOSEPH
3470 WILSHIRE BLVD STE 1020
LOS ANGELES CA 90010

ANDERSON JEFF
12526 HIGH BLUFF DR STE 300
SAN DIEGO CA 92130

Menifee CA 92582

San Diego Regional Water Quality
Control Board

2375 Northside Drive, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92108-2700

Southern California Edison

2244 Walnut Grove Ave., Rm 312
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

UEBERSETZIG LARRY .J
31568 RAILROAD CYN RD 130
CANYON LAKE CA 02587

RIVANI JOSEPH
3470 WILSHIRE BLVD STE 1020
LOS ANGELES CA 20010



OFFICE OF PLANING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
1400 TENTH STREET
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
(15 COPIES)

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
ATTN ELIZABETH LOVSTED

PO BOX 8300

PERRIS CA 92570

CITY OF MENIFEE
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
28714 HAUN ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92586

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

KATHY KUNYSZ

PO BOX £4153

LOS ANGELES CA 90054-0153

PECHANGA BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

ANNA HOOVER

PO BOX 2183

TEMECULA CA 92593

REGIONAL CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

3403 10™ STREET SUITE 320

RIVERSIDE CA 92501

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FIRE DEPT
ADMINISTRATIVE HEADQUARTERS
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

210 WEST SAN JACINTO AVENUE
PERRIS CA 92570

RIVERSIDE COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT
ADMINISTRATION

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

4095 LEMON STREET

RIVERSIDE CA 92501

RIVERSIDE COUNTY WASTE
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
14310 FREDERICK STREET
MORENO VALLEY CA 92553

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION
OF GOVERNMENTS

ATTN PLANNING & PROGRAMS

818 WEST 7™ STREET 12™ FLOOR

LOS ANGELES CA 90017-3407

CALIFORNIA DEPT OF FISH & WILDLIFE
INLAND DESERT REGION (&)

3602 INLAND EMPIRE BLVD SUITE C-220
ONTAR!IO CA 91764

ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE
ATTN DAN SILVER

8424 SANTA MONICA BLVD

SUITE A-592

LOS ANGELES CA 90069-4267

CITY OF MENIFEE

LISA GORDON

PLANNING MANAGER

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT
29714 HAUN ROAD

MENIFEE CA 92586

MORONGO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS
ATTN ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
12700 PUMARRA ROAD

BANNING CA 92220

PERRIS UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
HECTOR GONZALES

FACILITIES PROJECT MANAGER

155 EAST 4™ STREET

PERRIS CA 92570

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD - SAN DIEGO REGION (9)
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

2375 NORTHSIDE DRIVE SUITE 100
SAN DIEGO CA 92108-2700

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL &
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
JASON UHLEY

1995 MARKET STREET

RIVERSIDE CA 92501

RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

PO BOX 12008

RIVERSIDE CA 92502

(4080 LEMON STREET 3"° FLOOR
RIVERSIDE CA 92501)

RIVERSIDE TRANSIT AGENCY
ATTN PLANNING

PO BOX 59968

RIVERSIDE CA 92517-1968

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
JEREMY GOLDMAND
24487 PRELIPP ROAD
WILDOMAR CA 92595

CALTRANS DISTRICT 8
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

464 WEST 4™ STREET 8™ FL (MS 726)
SAN BERNARDINO CA 92401-1400

THERESA RETTINGHQUSE
PARALEGAL

LOZEAU DRURY LLP

410 12™ STREET SUITE 250
OAKLAND CA 94607

MENIFEE UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWER
30205 MENIFEE ROAD

MENIFEE CA 92584

CITY OF MURRIETA
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ONE TOWN SQUARE
MURRIETA CA 92562

PERRIS UNION HIGH SCHOOQL DISTRICT
JONATHAN GREENBERG EdD
SUPERINTENDENT

155 EAST 4™ STREET

PERRIS CA 92570

STEVEN HINDE REHS CIH

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
OFFICE OF INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE
3880 LEMON STREET SUITE 200
RIVERSIDE CA 92501

RIVERSIDE COUNTY REGIONAL PARK
AND OPEN-SPACE DISTRICT

4600 CRESTMORE ROAD

JURUPA VALLEY CA 92509

RIVERSIDE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

4080 LEMON STREET 3*° FLOOR
RIVERSIDE CA 92501

SOBOBA BAND OF LUISENQO INDIANS
ATTN JOSEPH ONTIVEROS, DIRECTOR
PO BOX 487

SAN JACINTO CA 92581

KAREN CADAVONA

THIRD PARTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ECISON

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

GO1 QUAD 4C

ROSEMEAD CA 91770



VICKI ROMBERGER
32100 GENEVA LANE
MENIFEE CA 82584

JENNINGS SELL
31260 LORETTA ROAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

GLEN & PATRICIA SORUM
32335 LINDENBERGER ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

ARLINE & RONALD WYSCARVER
30155 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

SUN CITY LIBRARY
26982 CHERRY HILLS
MENIFEE CA 92586

PAM GOMEZ-FRANCISCO

GLOBAL INVESTMENT & DEVELCP LLC
3470 WILSHIRE BLVD SUITE 1020

LOS ANGELES CA 90010

SAMUEL ALHADEFF

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP

28765 SINGLE OAK DRIVE SUITE 140
TEMECULA CA 92590

PAMELA WRIGHT
2833 NICHOLS BLVD
LONGVIEW WA 98632

EDUARO & MARIA SANCHEZ
29935 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

PHILIP & MONA SHANE
30220 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

CAROLYN TWYMAN
28918 CAPANO BAY COURT
MENIFEE CA 92584

BRETT DAWSON

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING
4080 LEMON STREET 12™ FLOOR
RIVERSIDE CA 92501

JOSEPH RIVANI

GLOBAL INVESTMENT & DEVELOP LLC
3470 WILSHIRE BLVD SUITE 1020

LOS ANGELES CA 90010

JEFF ANDERSON

ANDERSON CONSULTING ENGINEERS
12526 HIGH BLUFF DRIVE SUITE 300
SAN DIEGO CA 92130

MICHELLE QUELLETTE
BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP
3390 UNIVERSITY AVENUE
5TH FLOOR

RIVERSIDE CA 92501

MATTHEW FAGAN

MATTHEW FAGAN CONSULTING SVCS
42011 AVENIDA VISTA LADERA
TEMECULA CA 92591

MARILYN & RICHARD SCALES
31800 BRIGGS ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

JEFFERY SIVESIND
29630 GARLAND LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

LYNN WAHLERT
BRENDA WAHLERT
30020 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

MURRIETA PUBLIC LIBRARY
EIGHT TOWN SQUARE
MURRIETA CA 92562

MATTHEW VAHED!

GLOBAL INVESTMENT & DEVELOP LLC
3470 WILSHIRE BLVD SUITE 1020

LOS ANGELES CA 90010

MIKE NAGGAR

MIKE NAGGAR & ASSOCIATES INC
445 SOUTH “D” STREET

PERRIS CA 92570

CHARITY SCHILLER

BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP
3390 UNIVERSITY AVENUE
5TH FLOOR

RIVERSIDE CA 92501



Rich Carroli
31760 Briggs
Menifee CA 92584



MURRIETA PUBLIC LIBRARY
EIGHT TOWN SQUARE
MURRIETA CA 92562

OFFICE OF PLANING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

1400 TENTH STREET

SACRAMENTO CA 95814

ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE
ATTN DAN SILVER

8424 SANTA MONICA BLVD

SUITE A-592

LOS ANGELES CA 80069-4267

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

KATHY KUNYSZ

PO BOX 54153

LOS ANGELES CA 90054-0153

PECHANGA BAND OF LUISENC INDIANS
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

ANNA HOOVER

PO BOX 2183

TEMECULA CA 92593

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD - SAN DIEGC REGION (9)
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

9174 SKY PARK COURT, SUITE 100
SAN DIEGO CA 92123-4340

RIVERSIDE COUNTY REGIONAL PARK
AND OPEN-SPACE DISTRICT

4600 CRESTMORE ROAD

JURUPA VALLEY CA 92509

RIVERSIDE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

4080 LEMON STREET 37" FLOOR
RIVERSIDE CA 92501

SOBOBA BAND OF LUISENC INDIANS
ATTN JOSEPH ONTIVEROS, DIRECTOR
PO BOX 487

SAN JACINTC CA 92581

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
CENTRAL CORRESPONDENCE

PO BOX 3150

SAN DIMAS CA 81773

SUN CITY LIBRARY
26082 CHERRY HILLS
MENIFEE CA 92586

CALIFORNIA DEPT OF FISH & WILDLIFE
INLAND DESERT REGION (8)

3602 INLAND EMPIRE BLVD SUITE C-220
ONTARIO CA 91764

CITY OF MENIFEE
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
29714 HAUN ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92586

MORONGO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS
ATTN ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
12700 PUMARRA ROAD

BANNING CA 92220

PERRIS UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
HECTOR GONZALES

FACILITIES PRCJECT MANAGER

155 EAST 4™ STREET

PERRIS CA 92570-2124

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FIRE DEPT
ADMINISTRATIVE HEADQUARTERS
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

210 WEST SAN JACINTO AVENUE
PERRIS CA 92570

RIVERSIDE COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT
ADMINISTRATION

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

4095 LEMON STREET

RIVERSIDE CA 82501

RIVERSIDE COUNTY WASTE
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
14310 FREDERICK STREET
MORENO VALLEY CA 92553

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION
OF GOVERNMENTS

ATTN PLANNING & PROGRAMS

818 WEST 7™ STREET 12™ FLOOR

LOS ANGELES CA 90017-3407

SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
21865 EAST COPLEY DRIVE
DIAMOND BAR CA 91765-4182

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
ATTN ELIZABETH LOVSTED

PO BOX 8300

PERRIS CA 92570

CALTRANS DISTRICT 8
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

464 WEST 4™ STREET 6™ FL (MS 726)
SAN BERNARDINO CA 92401-1400

MENIFEE UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWER
30205 MENIFEE ROAD

MENIFEE CA 92584

CITY OF MURRIETA
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
ONE TOWN SQUARE
MURRIETA CA 92562

REGIONAL CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
ENVIRCNMENTAL REVIEW

3403 10™ STREET SUITE 320
RIVERSIDE CA 92501

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL &
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
JASON UHLEY

1995 MARKET STREET

RIVERSIDE CA 92501

RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

PO BOX 12008

RIVERSIDE CA 92502

(4080 LEMON STREET 2 FLOOR
RIVERSIDE CA 92501)

RIVERSIDE TRANSIT AGENCY
ATTN PLANNING

PO BOX 59968

RIVERSIDE CA 92517-1968

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
JEREMY GOLDMAND
24487 PRELIPP ROAD
WILDOMAR CA 92585

TIME WARNER CABLE
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
41-725 COOK STREET
PALM DESERT CA 92211



US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT
REGULATORY BRANCH

915 WILSHIRE BLVD 11™ FLOOR
LOS ANGELES CA 90017

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNCIL
OF GOVERNMENTS
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

4080 LEMON STREET 3%° FLOOR
(MS 1032)

RIVERSIDE CA 92501-3609

CARLOS CUEVAS
29722 MERJANIAN ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

GEORGIA & WADE DENNY
29730 KEMPE CIRCLE
MENIFEE CA 92584

MARTIN GALVEZ
PHILIP GALVEZ
29891 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

RICARDO & HILDA HERNANDEZ
32061 GENEVA LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

HENRY & WENDY JANSSENS
29837 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

JAMES MCCORMICK
32555 DAVIS ROAD
WINCHESTER, CA 92596

LUIS & MARIA RAMIREZ
31780 BRIGGS ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

VICKI ROMBERGER
32100 GENEVA LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

US FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

777 E TAHQUITZ CANYON WAY
SUITE 208

PALM SPRINGS CA 92262

MARSHA & GRANT BECKLAND
30811 GARBANI ROAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

TREVOR DAVIES
29801 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

CONNIE DEPHILLIPS
32211 HEATHER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

GABRIEL & HILDA HERNANDEZ
31784 BRIGGS STREET
MENIFEE CA 92584

GRETCHEN & DONALD HERNDCN
30940 GARBANI ROAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

JR & CATHERINE KING
296815 GARLAND LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

AUSTREBERTO & MARTA MONGE
30145 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

WADE & PAMELA RICHARDS
30735 GARBANI ROAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

EDUARO & MARIA SANCHEZ
29935 MAXINE LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

VALLEY-WIDE RECREATION AND PARK
BISTRICT

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

PO BOX 907

SAN JACINTO CA 92581

RICK CROY
32065 HEATHER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

RANDALL & CINDY DENNIS
31830 BRIGGS ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

LISA & COLE FREDERICK
30100 MAXINE LLANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

JORGE & JUANA HERNANDEZ
32090 GENEVA DRIVE
MENIFEE CA 92584

PAUL JACOBS
32370 CORTE ZAMORA
TEMECULA CA 92592

JEFFREY & TERRY MASSIE
29735 KEMPE CIRCLE
MENIFEE CA 92584

BRIAN & LYNN PENNY
32085 LINDENBERGER RCAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

FRANK & JANET ROMBERGER
20620 GARLAND LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

MARILYN & RICHARD SCALES
31800 BRIGGS ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584



JENNINGS SELL
31260 LORETTA ROAD
WINCHESTER CA 92596

GLEN & PATRICIA SORUM
32335 LINDENBERGER ROAD
MENIFEE CA 92584

ARLINE & RONALD WYSCARVER
30155 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

JEFF ANDERSON

ANDERSON CONSULTING ENGINEERS
12526 HIGH BLUFF DRIVE SUITE 300
SAN DIEGO CA 92130

MATTHEW FAGAN

MATTHEW FAGAN CONSULTING SVCS
42011 AVENIDA VISTA LADERA
TEMECULA CA 92591

PHILIP & MONA SHANE
30220 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

CAROLYN TWYMAN
28918 CAPANO BAY COURT
MENIFEE CA 92584

JOSEPH RIVANI

GLOBAL INVESTMENT & DEVELOP LLC
3470 WILSHIRE BLVD SUITE 1020

LOS ANGELES CA 90010

MIKE NAGGAR

MIKE NAGGAR & ASSOCIATES INC
445 SOUTH "D" STREET

PERRIS CA 92570

PAUL RULL, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING
4080 LEMON STREET 12™ FLOOR
RIVERSIDE CA 92501

JEFFERY SIVESIND
29630 GARLAND LANE

"MENIFEE CA 92584

LYNN WAHLERT
BRENDA WAHLERT
30020 GARDNER LANE
MENIFEE CA 92584

MATTHEW VAHEDI

GLOBAL INVESTMENT & DEVELOP LLC
3470 WILSHIRE BLVD SUITE 1020

LOS ANGELES CA 90010

SAMUEL ALHADEFF

LEWIS BRISBOIS BISGAARD & SMITH LLP
ONE RIDGEGATE DRIVE SUITE 245
TEMECULA CA 92530



| . RIVERSIDE COUNTY
&& ®  PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Steve Weiss AICP

Planning Director
TO: [ Office of Planning and Research (OPR) FROM: Riverside County Planning Department
P.O. Box 3044 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floar L1 38686 El Cerrite Road
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 P. O. Box 1409 Paim Desert, California 92211
[ County of Riverside County Clerk Riverside, CA 92502-1409

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Saction 21152 of the California Public Resources Code.
GPA01129, CZ07856,_TR36785, EIR00542.

Project Titte/Case Numbers
Brett Dawson {951) 955-0972
County Contact Person Phone Number

2014081022, County EIR No. 542
Stefe Clearinghouse Number (if submitted to the State Clearinghouse)

Joseph Rivani 3470 Wilshire Bivd, STE 1020
Project Applicant Address

Northerly of Wickerd Road, easterly of Heinz Lane, southerly of Garbani Road westerly of Brandon Lane
Project Location

The General Plan Amendment proposes an Extraordinary Foundation Level Amendment to amend the Riverside County General Plan Land Use Element from
Rural Comrnunity: Estate Density Residential (RC:EDR) (2 Acre Minimum} to Community Development: Medium Density Residential (CD:MDR 2 — 5 dwellin

units per acre) and Open Spage: Recreation (OS:R) and modify the General Plan to remove the Estate Density and Rural Residential Policy Area which
encompasses the project site. The Change of Zone proposes to change the existing zoning from Residential Agricuitural-5 Acre Minimum (R-A-5) to Planned
subdivision subdividing 170.8 gross acres into 514 residential lots with a 5.500 sq.ft,

Residential (R-4), The Tentative Tract Map No. 36785 is 2 Schedule “A”
minimum lot size. and 25 lettered lots consisting of drainage basins, parks, paseos, and open space, and an Environmental Impact Report to review and apalyze
the environmental impacts of the project.

Project Description

This is to advise that the Riverside County Board of Supervisors, as the lead agency, has approved the above-referenced project on . and has
made the following determinations regarding that project:

The project WILL have a significant effect on the environment.

An Environmental Impact Report was preparedfor the project pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act ($3,070.00+$50.00) and
reflect the independent judgment of the Lead Agency.

Mitigation measures WERE made 2 condition of the approval of the project.

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program WAS adopted.

A statement of Overriding Considerations WAS adopted

Findings were made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

N =

SECR

This is to cerlify that the earlier EA, with comments, responses, and record of project approval is available to the general public at: Riverside County Planning
Department, 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor, Riverside, CA 92501,

Project Planner

Signature Titie Dafe

Date Received for Filing and Posting at OPR:

Please charge deposit fee case#: ZEA ZCFG .
FOR COUNTY CLERK'S USE ONLY




COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE " ="""" A* REPRINTED * R1310796
SPECIALIZED DEPARTMENT RECEIPT
Permit Assistance Center

4080 Lemon Street 39493 Los Alamos Road 38686 El Cerrito R4
Second Floor Suite a Indio, CA 92211
Riverside, CA 92502 Murrieta, CA 92563 (760) 863-8271
(951) 955-3200 {951} 694-5242

********************************************************************************
************************************************-k***'k**1\'************************

Received from: RIVANI JOSEPH $50.00
paid by: CK 11379
EA42643
paid towards: CFG06022 CALIF FISH & GAME: DOC FEE

at parcel:
appl type: CFG3

By Nov 07, 2013 15:57
MGARDNER posting date Nov 07, 2013

********************************************************************************
********************************'A'***********************************************

Account Code Description Amount
658353120100208100 CF&G TRUST: RECORD FEES $50.00

Overpayments of less than $5.00 will not be refunded!

COPY 2-TLMA ADMIN * REPRINTED *



COUNTY~OF RIVERSIDE A* REPRINTED .* R1601527
SPECIALIZED DEPARTMENT RECEIPT
Permit Assistance Center

4080 Lemon Street 394983 Los Alamos Road 38686 E]1 Cerrito Rd
Second Floor Suite A Indio, CA 952211
Riverside, C& 922502 Murrieta, CA 92563 (760) 863-8271
{951) 955-3200 (951) 694-5242
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Received from: RIVANI JOSEPH $3,070.00
paid by: CK 5353
ERA42643
paid towards: CFG06022 CALIF FISH & GAME: DOC FEE

at parcel:
appl type: CFG3

By _ Feb 10, 2016 15:29
MGARDNER posting date Feb 10, 2016

R P A e R R R R E R R RS R E TR E R EE R R L LRSS E RS SRR R RS R R R R R Rk e
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Account Code Description Amount
£58353120100208100 CrF&G TRUST $3,070.00

Overpayments of less than $5.00 will not be refunded!

COPY 2-TLMA ADMIN * REPRINTED *
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Director

Memorandum

DATE: June 1, 2016
TO: Riverside County Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Staff

RE: Additional Information for Planning Commission Agenda Item 4.4: General Plan Amendment
No. 1129, Change of Zone No. 7856, Tract Map No. 36785, Environmental Impact Report No.
542

Attached to this memo are five (5) letters/emails that were received after distributing the Staff Report
Package.

I have also included Several Petitions/Letters we received from Grant Becklund.

Riverside Office - 4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor Desert Office + 77588 El Duna Court, Suite H
P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Palm Desert, California 92211
(951) 955-3200 - Fax (951) 955-3157 (760) 863-8277 « Fax (760) 863-7555

‘Planning Our Future... Preserving Our Past’



Dawson, Brett
%

From: Dan Silver <dsilverla@me.com>

Sent: Monday, May 30, 2016 11:07 AM

To: Stark, Mary

Cc Johnsan, George; Perez, Juan; Weiss, Steven; Clack, Shellie; North, Tiffany; Balderrama,
Olivia; Field, John; Magee, Robert; Mike Gialdini; Hernandez, Steven

Subject: Planning Commission Items 4.4 (June 1, 2016) - GPA 1129

Attachments: EHL-GPA1129 pdf ATT00003.htm

V14 ELECTRONIC MAIL FOR DISTRIBUTION PRIOR TO THE HEARING
May 30, 2016

Planning Commission
Riverside County
ATTN: Mary Stark
4080 Lemon St
Riverside CA 2501

RE: DEIR for LA VENTANA RANCH PROJECT (GPA NG. 1129, CZ 07856 AND TR 36785) (State
Clearinghouse No. 2014081022, Ceunty EIR No. 542) - OPPOSITION

Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission:

Endangered Habitats League (EHL) urges you to deny certification of the DEIR for this proposed general plan
amendment. Your Commission should not allow a particular developer to effectively purchase an Extraordinary
Foundation Amendment.

We reiterate our previous comments that this project does not qualify for an Extraordinary Foundation Level
Amendment to the General Plan, and is therefore inconsistent with the General Plan’s Administrative
Element. The original staff analysis for GPA initiation prepared for the Planning Commission meeting

of February 19, 2014 (incorporated by reference) documents the failure to make the necessary Findings. The
analysis and conclusions in the DEIR should be revised accordingly.

Since the time of the original staff analysis, a number of factors have been citied 1o support an Extraordinary
Foundation Level Amendment. EHL is concerned that relying on these factors would set such a low bar for
determining “extraordinary” that the integrity of the Certainty System would be compromised. New conditions
cited relate to a school facility, a sewer line, and recreation. These are put forth as compelling new events or
circumstances, yet they instead characterize a broad array of new development proposals. To classify these
non-unique circumstances as extraordinary sets a bad precedent.

But in addition to consideration of new circumstances, one of several very specific findings needs to be

made. This project cannot make any of them. Specifically, an offer has been made for a special MSHCP
assessment. However, an Extraordinary Finding for an out-of-cycle GPA on MSHCP grounds was intended to
consist of a land use change necessary to secure an on-site preserve segment, which could not otherwise be
feasibly obtained. A modest increase in the standard MSHCP fee does not provide anything truly “necessary”
to implement the MSHCP, as the General Plan requires. Similarly, an additional fee for highway improvements
is not “necessary” to implement CETAP (and would here be credited against other required transportation

1



fees!). These fees would set a precedent for misuse of Administrative Element provistons and

allow any development to buy its way into an Extraordinary out-of-cycle amendment. To the contrary, the
purpose of these provisions was to capture truly extraordinary events, such as the opportunity for an
employment generating manufacturing facility.

The rules should not be bent for this out-of-cycle application, but rather an in-cycle amendment pursued — as
with everyone else.

As background, I also enclose prior correspondence to the Board of Supervisors opposing initiation of the GPA.
Please do not certify the DEIR for this project.

With best regards,
Dan

Dan SilverDan Silver, Executive Director
Endangered Habitats League

8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

213-804-2750
dsilverla@me.com

www.chleague.org




ENDANGERED HARITATS LEAGUE

DEDICATED TO ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINABLE Lanp Usk

April 24, 2014
VI4 ELECTRONIC MAIL

The Hon. Jeff Stone, Chair
Board of Supervisors
County of Riverside

4080 Lemeon St., 5" Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

RE: item 15-1 (April 29, 2014): General Plan Amendmext 1129 —
OPPGSE INITIATION

Dear Chairperson Stone and Commission Members:

The Endangered Habitats League (EHL) opposes this proposed GPA initiation
and concurs with Staff’s conclusions regarding its multi-level and irreconcilable
inconsistency with the General Plan. We now find that various maneuvers have been
brought into play in order to “fit a square peg into a round hole.” We urge you to deny
initiation on the grounds originally identified by Staff.

This proposal would convert 171 acres currently designated as Rural Community
to Community Development. An Extraordinary Foundation Level Amendment is
required as this request of “out of cycle.” Staff’s exhaustive analysis demonstrates that
the project cannot qualify for such an out-of-cycle Foundation change and is otherwise
inconsistent with General Plan policies and the Riverside County Vision. There is little
that EHL can add, and we commend this work. Indeed, this is exactly the type of project
that does not meet the tests for an Extraordinary Amendment.

Since the Planning Commission hearing, the following have occurred:

* A vague offer has been made for a special MSHCP assessment. In EHL’s view,
an Extraordinary Finding for an out-of-cycle GPA on MSHCP grounds was
intended to consist of a land use change necessary to secure an on-site preserve
segment. If a GPA can simply throw money at the MSHCP, it would set a very
bad precedent for ongoing use of this provision.

* A similar financial inducement has been made for interchange funding.
® There are continued and highly contested arguments whether the bad planning of

a school district should be the “tail wagging the dog™ of County land use. The
schootl district needs to solve its own self-created problems.

8424 Santa MONICA BLvD SUITE A 592 LOs ANGELES CA 90069-4267 + WWWEHLEAGUE.ORG ¢ PHONE 213.804.2750



* Ithas been suggested that the County amend its General Plan to change or remove
altogether a policy that protects rural areas. Such an action should only be
considered as part of a comprehensive General Plan Update and nor driven by the
convenience of a single applicant who does not wish to wait—as others are—for
the next regular GPA cycle.

* A special needs park continues to be offered yet this is irrelevant to the criteria for
Extraordinary Findings. In any case, General Plan changes should be dictated by
basic land use and planning considerations, not by the provision of a particular
facility.

In conclusion, if monetary offers from, and benefits to, 2n individual applicant are
allowed to drive Extraordinary Findings and major General Plan changes, then we arc
very off course. Please protect the integrity of the General Plan’s Foundation system, its
commitment to communities, and its guidance of new development toward existing
infrastructure and services. Please deny initiation of this proposed GPA.

Thank you for considering our views.

Yours truly,

Ll _Z)

Dan Silver, MD
Executive Director



Scott A. Mann
Mayor

Greg August
Mayor Pro Temn

Aatthevr Liesemeyer
Councilmember

Lesa Sobek
Councilmember

John V. Denver
Councilmember

29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 52586
Phone 951.672.6777
Fax 951.69.3843
ww.cityofmenifee.us

May 27, 2016

Brett Dawson

Riverside County Planning Depariment
PO Bax 149

Riverside, CA 92501

Re: La Ventana Ranch — General Plan Amendment (GPA No. 1129) and Change of
Zone (CZ No. 07856)

Dear Mr. Dawson,

On Dacember 14, 2015, the City of Menifee submilted comments to your draft EIR
and has row completed its review of your responses te those comments.

Because the City of Menifee has no jurisdictional boundary with the proposed
development and no sphere of influence outside its City limits east of Briggs Road,
the City understands that comments made in support of or opposition to this project
are under ne technical obligation to be remedied. However, the City is under an
ob¥gation to its residents, particularly in this rural boundary area, to insure that traffic
circulaticn issues are met with solutions and to mitigate them as much as possible.
The situation is exacerbated by the type of road conditions that currently exist within
the City limits of this area in that with increased cut through traffic (in general and
specifically related to this new development) the City’s sireet/road conditions in this
area will deteriorate at a fasier rate than currently anticipated.

The Public Works Department has completed the review of the projects Traffic
Engineer's response to the City of Menifee comments dated December 14, 2015 and
has the following comments in a Memo attached to this letter.

The iMemo focuses on the project’s payment to the County for a fee to mitigate traffic
conditions. The City simply wants to insure that those funds go to mitigate traffic
situations inside, through or around the City of iMenifee so that its residents are not

impacted by the development.

Finally, the City of Menifee is concerned with any and all impacts on its Fire and
Police Services responding outside the City's boundaries and to this area and would
like ta see a plan from the County on how public safety services are planned for this
area.

anager

City of Menifee

Cc:  City of Menifee City Council
Jeffrey Melching, City Attomey



CITY OF MENIFEE

MEMO

DATE: May 26,2016
T0: Yolanda Macalalad
FROM: Nick Minicilli, Contract Traffic Engineer

SUBJECT: La Ventana Ranch — General Plan Amendment (GPA No. 1129)
Change of Zone (CZ No. 07856)

Public Works Engineering has completed the review of the Traffic Engineer’s response to City
of Menifee comments dated December 14, 2015 and have the following comments below:

(Note: numbers correspond to the Traffic Engineer’s response numbers)

9-21: Considering the City needs more time to review the EIR, a meeting as suggested by the
County should be had in order to fully vet this comment.

9-22: The City is ok with the County’s response.

9-23: The City is ok with the County’s response.

9-24: The City is generally ok with the County’s response. More clarification is needed for the
$2 million in funds support. Below are two corditions from the County’s website that refer to
the additional contribution of $2,000 per unit for transportation improvements. Based on the
number of DUs proposed (514), the contribution would be approximately $1 million.

20.TRANS.001 is listed first as a COA, stating that the project is required to contribute $2,000
per unit within one year of project approval or prior to recordation of the tract map, whichever
comes first.

60.TRANS.003 is listed farther down, and states essentially the same thing, except that the
project would be required to contribute $2,000 per unit prior to issuance of a grading permit.

20.TRANS MAP -

ad, TRANSP Shatus: Conditions:
PRI&R TCA ORTATION RECOMMND Informational
CERTAIN DATE BENEFIT

Within one (1) year of project approval or prior to recordation of the tract map,
whichever comes first, the applicant shall provide evidence to the Planning



Riverside County Planning Project No.: GPA 1129 and CZ 07856
DEIR Report No. 542

Department that & contribution has been made to the Transportation Department
in the amount of $2,000 per unit. This contribution is an extraordinary benefit of
the project. This is intended to be in addition to any required Transportation
Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) or Development Impact Fee (DIF). In the event of a
legal challenge against the project the one (1) year period shall begin after the
litigation is resolved.

60.TRANS

003 Stotus: Conditionss
PRIOR TO MAP - TRANSPORTATION BENEFIT RECOMMED  Informotional
GRADING PRMT

ISSUANCE

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall provide evidence to the
Planning Department that a contribution has been made to the Transportation
Department in the amount of $2,000 per unit. This contribution is an extraordinary
benefit of the project. This is intended to be in addition to any required
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) or Development Impact Fee (DIF).

Is 60.TRANS.003 a repeat of 20.TRANS.001, or are they actually 2 separate conditions that
require the contribution of $2,000 per unit at two different times during the development

process?

Another issue with these condition is that the contribution is going to the County’s
Transportation Department, which doesn’t guarantee that the funds would be used for
improvements within the City of Menifee. If funding for the Scott Road/I-215 interchange is the

City’s biggest concer regarding this project, then the City should request that the COA or TIA
be revised to state that the additional $2 million contribution would be made specifically toward

funding for the Scott Road/I-215 interchange.
9-25: The City is ok with the County’s response.

9-28: The City will need more time to determine if they are ok with the County’s response in
regards to horizon year fair share payments.



Dawsos, Brett
M

Frory: Brenda Wahlert <bjwahlert@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 3:15 PM

To: Stark, Mary;, Dawson, Brett

Subject: GPA 1129

Brett Dawson,

We are opposed to GPA 1129 due te the number of homes and the amount of traffic it will add to our rural area. The
land where this project is slated to go is currently zoned to be 2 1/2 acre parcels, not 5 plus homes per acre like this
project is projecting. Scott Read cannot handle the current traffic let alone that created by 500 more homes. We want to
keep our rural lifestyle and this project will destroy it. We would like our comments in oppaosition to be included in the
public record as well as given to each of the members of the Planning Commission.

We ask that our concerns and those of ours neighbors be given appropriate consideration.

Sincerely,

Lynn and Brenda Wahlert
30020 Gardner Lane
Menifee, CA 92584



Dawson, Brett
:m_

From: tgiedroyce <tgiedroyce@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 1:55 PM

To: Dawsaon, Brett

Subject: comments on GPA 1129

| am writing to enter my comments on GPA 1129 into the record.
GPA 1129 is unacceptable for the following reasons:

1. It conflicts with Riverside County's general plan for the area.

2. it conflicts with the City of Menifee's generai plan for its eastern edge.

3. it violates Highway 79 policy for the area.

4. It would overload local roads with traffic causing safety and noise issues.

5. It would interfere with the rural environment and lifestyle area residents and taxpayers moved there for and have a

right to expect.

For all the above reasons | do not support and object to GPA 1129.

Sincerely,
Thomas Giedroyce



Rick Croz

From: cihnen@aol.com

Sent Tuesday, April 29, 2014 9:30 AM
To: Rick Croy

Subject Fw: OPPOSITION TO GPA 1129

Sorry I cldnt be there but I sent both messages, see this
Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T

From: "Siraite, Matt" <MSTRAITE @rctlma.org>
Date: Tue, 29 Apr 2014 13:36:39 +0000

To: 'cihnen'<cihnen@aol.com>

S=bject: RE: OPPOSITION TO GPA 1129

Thank you for the comment. We will pass this on to the Board today and add it to the record.

Matt Straite

Riverside County Planning
4080 Lemon Sireet 12th Floor
Riverside, CA 92501
951-955-8631

Poaivh St EdwaIE L L
Patmdid BIPARTEERY

From: dhnen [mailto:dhnen@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 12:57 PM
To: Straite, Matt

Subject: OPPOSITION TO GPA 1129

| am writing because | cannot attend the meeting this maorning but feel it is imperative to give this information.
| am against putting high density hausing in this rural area in Menifee, as it was stated in the General Plan.
Please respect this plan that was put in place many years ago. Please respect what our General Plan call for.

Thank you

Carolyn Twyman
28918 Capano Bay CL
Menifee, CA

92584



Dawson, Brett
“

From: Grant Becklund <grantbecklund@gmaii.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 4.07 PM

To: Dawson, Brett; Stark, Mary

Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 6/1/2016 on GPA 1129 Email One:

Attachments: Petitions - 11 Signatures on 4-18-2014.pdf; Petitions - 39 Signatures on 2-17-2014.pdf;

Petitions - 62 Signatures on 4-23-2014.pdf; Petitions - 109 Signatures on 6-18-2014.pdf

Brett/Mary,

Please provide copies of this email and the attached documents to each of the Planning Commissions for tomorrow’ meeting.
I will be sending second email with the balance of the files due to the size of the files.

Riverside County Planning Commissioners

4080 Lemon Street, 14thFloor

Riverside, CA 92501

RE: General Plan Amendment No, 1129

Dear Commissioners,

The residents in the “Estate Density Residential and Rural Residential Area East of Interstate 2157 respectfully request that this
General Plan Amendment be denied as it does not comply with the goals and policies of the General Plan for this area.

“Riverside County, like a quilt, is a composite of differing lifestyles connected together through common strands. The County's
General Plan is designed to ensure that the quilt retains its core identity by guiding future growth that respects the diversity of the
region, shapes and configures development in relation to the land it occupies and ensures that its various parts relate to its whole,”
- Riverside County Planning Department website

This project is located within the “Estate Density Residential and Rural Residential Area East of the 215" Policy Area. The
Policy Area includes Policy SCMVAP 6.1, which states that “residential development in this area [i.e., the Policy Area] shall retain its
existing estate density and rural character.” It further requires that until the strong support for the preservation of the rural
character of this area changes significantly, growth and development should be focused elsewhere. This Policy Area was
recently reaffirmed by the approval of GPA 960 by the Board of Supervisors which has continued this support for rural areas.

Please be informed that in this area there is virtually No Support for any tand use change and the overwhelming consensus of the
Area-Wide Property Owners is to remain rural, | have attached 426 signatures on various documents that have been prepared over the
last two years in opposition to any application to change the land use by removing rural designations and replacing them with
urbanized high density land use:

39 in opposition to any change on 2/17/2014

11 in opposition to any change on 4/18/2014

62 in opposition to any change on 4/23/2014

109 in opposition to any change on 6/18/2014

61 in opposition to any change on 11/24/2015



57 in opposition to any change on 1/21/2016
18 in opposition to any change on 1/31/2016

69 in opposition to any change on 2/8/2016

Total 426 in opposition to any change
Please confirm receipt of email and documents.

Thanks

Grant Becklund
30811 Garbani Road
Winchester, CA 92596

(951) 288-0601



Dawson, Brett

From: Marcie Stimmel <pintoranch7@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2016 4:52 PM

To: Dawson, Brett

Subject: High density planning

Please leave our rural areas alone, aiready enough has been done ....try to go on Scott road at 4:00 PM... Thank
you for consideration and listening to rural neighbors...Marcie Stimmel



18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menijfee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Froperties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middie of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Date: £-/¥-/¢/
Date: ___
e for 5 7 vears.




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisars has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 860+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average |ot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of smali lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

jderation and respectfullv submitted,
Date: £ ~/ &%
Date: 4= /S &
or __X 5 _ years.

Thank you for your c 4

.3’2

We have hved at




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The hameowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses,
A recent declision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has aliowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted z petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 iots that exist today. The propased GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping, There are 1000’s of small iot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots In the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? :

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank yau for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
SETF PALSS T LD Date: /—"~ /%
_g///’M Date: / —~ ‘/;/
We haveived at 2L%50 ,-G?/f/'(a’,i/ﬁ <A for__ 27 years.




18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road Into the City of Menifee
Dear Councit Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North. )

The homeowners moved to this cammunity to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic-center on 170 acres in the middie of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values, The Board’s declsion to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this ruraj community,

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
iots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? -

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 sguare
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respe't}tfuliv submitted,

Date: &~ /r-/¥

Date:

We have lived at_ & 85 g CEnNTRO LV tor & vears.

MENIFEE  cp 92587




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties £ast of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Cauncil Members,

Woe would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application te procead which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The hame owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been cwned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
%_.__. Ll 7 Date: &/7€/"
IIIEILQLQ 0 4 i Date: !

We have lived at Z 08// (o240 ; Ronr _for 2@ years.




18 lune 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Read
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Lecn Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Pian Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for fess than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation cavers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This propased GPA would canstruct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

and respectfully submitted,

—oren it Kbl ly, Date: 676 -/
AXeX e, B rQ_m Date; le I"‘

We havk fived at__30a40 Gaxlnars Road for_ 40" Jears.




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area aver the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to Ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natura! of this community.
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18 June 20148

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the preperties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a ¥ mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for iess than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 Iots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of smali lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, entarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank)pu fgr yoyr congidgration and respectfully submitted, _
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural arez over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board reguesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision ta ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site an property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentlally 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? 5

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initizting an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, eniarge and enhance the rural areas

designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you fgr your consideration and respectfully submitted,
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Councit Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots In the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rurai area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

onsideration and respectfully submitted,
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Mernifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Ruad on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on

the East and Old Newport Road on the Narth.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses,
A recent decisian of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment appiication to proceed which proposes 800+/- smail urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the abjections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support fram any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community,

This proposed annexation covers 3 square mites and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
Iots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places 2
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation af +

miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge an¢
designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natural of this commu, / Lﬂ
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newgport Road on the North.

The homeowners maved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisars has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area aver the ebjections of virtually afl of the
surraunding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, wha have enjayed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is.very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.,

This propased annexation cavers 3 square miles and contains 282 lats with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This prapesed GPA would construct, an less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
Iots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 sguare
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank o ur consideration and respectfully submitted,
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Pian Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area In this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of smail lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would reguest that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square

miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural sreas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

u for y nsjderation and respectfully subrnitted
prele 7(1{5-'[0,&)\. ‘%m_& 16-74
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Laon Road on
the East and Old Newpott Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy 2 rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a coliective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property vaiues. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of locai
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 manths is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow harses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this tommunity Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? i

Therefore we wouid request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

and respectfully submitted,
vate: 4~/3-/%/
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Secott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
tive East and Oid Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners maoved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the ohjections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, wha have enjoyed this
rural area for aver a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and praperty values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on fess than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 8030 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
fots in the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? .

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for ygur consideration and respectfully submitted, '
17t~ V—P Date: b/’}/lf
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North,

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jecpardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board regquesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this ruraj community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small fot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middie of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enfarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thapk you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
j Date: 6 fb . '5’
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Pian supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent declsion of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually alt of the
surrounding residents. The home owners Jiving within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average ot size of 6 acres.
This propased GPA would construct, an less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more smail
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank ygu for your consideration and respectfully submitted,

Date: i l é” L{
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyie and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put alt of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a coliective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling, There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acras.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places 2
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? -

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Than or your, n%’ ioé;nd respectfully submitted,
W =1 Date: o /é')_/f
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Gear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties cantained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeawners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Beard has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners jiving within a % mile of this praject, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who fives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 fots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lat sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots In the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonabie plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? E

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural naturaf of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
lw-\-uvo ™M Date: G-LE-1Y
ere e Date:
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Oid Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates 2 highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable pian places a
highly urban use in the middie of a rural area? ,

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration gnd respectfully submitted,
R AU A Date:
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rurat lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
Genera! Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners fiving within a } mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a coliective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents aver the wishes of an out of town developer who fives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6§ months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on iess than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of smail lot sub-
division hame sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site, The proposal to add more smali
iots in the last remaining rurat area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable pian places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? '

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

for your mnsideratmn and respectfully submitted,
W&J”‘ ’7 Date: e /- /4
Date: i
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
297314 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rurai Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeawners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a coilective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board reguesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of jocal
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentizally 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1600’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remalning rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? -

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thynk you forgour consideration and respectfully submitted,
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed 2
General Plan Amendment application to praceed which proposes 800+/- smali urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates 2 highfy urbanized housing project
that does not allow harses and discourages intensive animai keeping. There are 1000’s of small fot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remalning rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural srea? s

Therefore we wolild request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
. ' Date: _C./76/ 1%
Date: é. !6 N l\'{
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this cammunity to enjoy a rurai lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Pfan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent declsion of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miies, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more smail
fots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? e

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,

Date: ée ~ IC&-J ¢
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18 June 2012

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of lacal
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentiallv ne
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a i~ *

that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. Th

division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. T ,-) Cé’

lots in the last remaining rural ares of this community is unwarranted. \ 7

highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? —

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating ar . -uet 3 SQUare
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for ypur con:jdera.t}or;, a')q;:l ‘tespectfully submitted,
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Oid Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Beard of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually ail of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjcyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town develaper wha lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? .

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
ant, C (- Date:bl]lg'lq'
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Oid Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the abjections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a %4 mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 iots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the Jast remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? .

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,

Ze L Date: _& ~ /o — RO/
v Date:
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: tnitiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put ail of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban ilots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of iocal
rasidents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 fots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
fots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable ptan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,

S . Date:
:gju;_ WL("L/VVM-"\ 4 Date: &, // Y
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties
contained in the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on
the West, Leon Road on the East and Old Newport Road on the Narth.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that
the County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive
equestrian uses. A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy.
The Board has allowed a General Plan Amendment application to proceed for 800 small urban
lots on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed
this rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting
denial of this project to protect of our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to
ignore the desires of local residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100
miles from the site is very troubling. There are no residenis adjacent to this project that wili
support the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average ot size
of 6 acres. This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles,
potentially 800 homes quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a
highly urbanized housing project that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal
keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-division home sites similar to this proposal within 2
miles of this site. The proposal to add more small lots in the last remaining rural area of this
community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a highiy urban use in the middle of a
rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3
square miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance
the rural areas designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natural of this

community.

Thﬁu for your copsidetation and respectfully submitted,
[ O k&# Date: (e ILQ’ZI'_—(
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North,

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in Jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually ail of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denfal of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This propased GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remalning rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? -

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
mites to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,

Date: Z- 2~ /¥
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18 lune 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Oid Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses,
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has altowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
swrrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for aver a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of jocal
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.,

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 |ots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lats in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural naturai of this community.

Thankyou for your consideration and res ctfuily submitted,
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put ail of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- smali urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to pratect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow harses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of smalil lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
fots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middie of a rural area? -

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initfating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

your consideration apd respectfully submitted,
&,
7 — Date: é-/é ~
Date: &—/ 3=

for years.




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties
contained in the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on
the West, Leon Road on the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that
the County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive
eguestrian uses. A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy.
The Board has allowed a General Plan Amendment application to proceed for 800 small urban
lots on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed
this rural area for over a coilective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting
denial of this project to protect of our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to
ignore the desires of local residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100
miles from the site is very troubling. There are no residents adjacent to this project that will
support the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size
of & acres. This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles,
potentially 800 homes quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a
highly urbanized housing project that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal
keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-division home sites similar to this proposal within 2
miles of this site. The proposal to add more small lots in the last remaining rural area of this
community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a highly urban use in the middle of a
rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3
square miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance
the rural areas designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natural of this
community.

Thank yo/g.fg{)eur c‘o\' yeratio;gd respectfully submitted,
Y s Date: L (‘\SI 14
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the ohjections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of locai
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles fram the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community,

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonabie plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.
Thank you fo nsi and respectfully submitted,

Date: y ”/
%// ;7// '%é/f;/%// Date: é—i‘s“—/f/
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the propenrties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put 3l of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
Genera! Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a coliective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision ta ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average iot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentizlly 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 mites of this site. The proposal to add more smail
tots In the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? .

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initlating an annexation of the 3 square

miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thapk you f your consideration and respectfully submitted,
U%L\Z.«t_\ Date:
Date: (z
m@;jmhb\;&! for _2<
Me € ee




18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeawners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County's General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denia! of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not atlow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? -

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thy yo for ygur consj 2

LimX_[Y [t Date:

g;,,,!m Date: / 7[

We have lived at 21533 Mrejanan £4 for ? years,
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North,

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied aon the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes B00+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents aver the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this praject for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 |ots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow harses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more smali
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural naturai of this community.

Twﬁnfor XQ ir_\s’ifition and respectfully submitted, ;1Y / L/
& w Date: o~
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18 june 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Councit Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeawners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for iess than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this ruraj community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on iess than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 860 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of smal! lat sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the midd!e of a rural area? :

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
- Date: lo\12 1""
We‘ﬁgve-l-ivcd'af'gaa%‘; Lindenbimes Bdfor 2V years.
Mepastee, ™




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briges Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the iNorth.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestriah uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to praceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rura community.

This propesed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rurai area? i

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 sguare
miles to protect and preserve this area from: urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideratiun and respectfully submitted,
' Date: D4~ £T~20/Y
12/ et g g Date: 24 - /3 ~22rY
We have lived at 3 1335 Lkog@;gg /PD, -for_ 22 years.
MEwfEE, Ca,




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural Iifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decisian to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very traubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rurai community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more smalil
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee cansider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas

designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Tharﬂc you)‘or your consideration and respectfully submitted,

iy i“*»* Jas i Date: G ~/3-14
mu./.m) Sealdes Date: &- %- -/

1/) ]
We have lived at 37808 N LA for 33 years.




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Brigas Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Oid Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents, The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of loca)
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small [ot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

for your ¢ 2 nd respectfully submitted,
/L_.L AJL_‘;; ::A '_-!."Ii.;in.'{ Date: .-é ' _f— 'é ',
e 7 L7 Date: 4 -5y

We have lived a&/ 300 Mag, ne W for_ 15 years.



18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfuily request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the Waest, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses,
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average ot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000's of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more smali
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Date: é-f 7- ¢

Date: é-'/ 7-1¢
for J.Q years.




18 June 2014

City of Menifee
25714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the Woest, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community ta enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home ownaers living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s declsion to ignore the desires of local
residants over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average iot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
guadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable ptan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natura! of this community.

nk you for your consideragign and respectfully submitted, /
%QI;AWM Date: za[ “‘f /(‘/
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Seott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aguatic center on 170 acres in the middie of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a ¥ mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and praperty values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 mites from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of 3 highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square mites and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of & acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
guadrupling the 282 Jots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rura! area? :

Therefore we woulid request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural naturai of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
&G_un_&-«‘ SDenew S Date:_te) 15 |1y
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18 June 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Councii Members,

We would respectfylly request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeawners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses.
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for aver a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of fife and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months Is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of 2 highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentizlly 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more smail
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? )

Therefore we wouid request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank you for your consideration and respectfully submitted,
Srocon Gami pate: (2115 1Y
Date:
We have fived at __ 3\E 2D $Hey QQQSS for___\lo  years.




18 lune 2014

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee
Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the praperties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on
the East and Old Newport Road on the North.

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural lifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and intensive equestrian uses,
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a 3% mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denial of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board's decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles from the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this praject for the creation of a highly urbanized area in this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contains 282 lots with an average lot size of § acres.
This proposed GPA wouid construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages intensive animal keeping. There are 1000’s of small {ot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community is unwarranted. What reasonable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area? .

Therefore we woulid request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City's General Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Thank fgr your consideration and respectfully submitted, _
’ﬂ &WE Date: _[_&li\.a 20l ¥
Date:

We have lived at 3{8§22 8 AR for__{ ¢ years.
Nonifes (A 92599




18 lune 2013

City of Menifee
29714 Haun Road
Menifee, CA 92586

RE: Initiation of Annexation of Rural Properties East of Briggs Road into the City of Menifee

Dear Council Members,

We would respectfully request that the City of Menifee consider annexing the properties contained in
the three square mile area bounded by Scott Road on the South, Briggs Road on the West, Leon Road on

the East and Old Newport Road on the North,

The homeowners moved to this community to enjoy a rural Iifestyle and relied on the fact that the
County’s General Plan supported and encouraged the keeping of animals and Intensive equestrian uses,
A recent decision of the Board of Supervisors has put all of this in jeopardy. The Board has allowed a
General Plan Amendment application to proceed which proposes 800+/- small urban lots with an
aquatic center on 170 acres in the middle of this rural area over the objections of virtually all of the
surrounding residents. The home owners living within a % mile of this project, who have enjoyed this
rural area for over a collective 1,100 years, submitted a petition to the Board requesting denlal of this
project to protect our way of life and property values. The Board’s decision to ignore the desires of local
residents over the wishes of an out of town developer who lives 100 miles fram the site on property that
has been owned for less than 6 months Is very troubling. There is no support from any of the residents
adjacent to this project for the creation of a highly urbanized area In this rural community.

This proposed annexation covers 3 square miles and contalns 282 lots with an average lot size of 6 acres.
This proposed GPA would construct, on less than 2 percent of the 3 square miles, potentially 800 homes
quadrupling the 282 lots that exist today. The proposed GPA creates a highly urbanized housing project
that does not allow horses and discourages Intensive animal keeping, There are 1000’s of small lot sub-
division home sites similar to this proposal within 2 miles of this site. The proposal to add more small
lots in the last remaining rural area of this community Is unwarranted. What reascnable plan places a
highly urban use in the middle of a rural area?

Therefore we would request that the City of Menifee consider initiating an annexation of the 3 square
miles to protect and preserve this area from urban encroachment, enlarge and enhance the rural areas
designated on the City’s Genera! Plan and retain the rural natural of this community.

Date: £-/8-/</
Date:
for 57  years.




