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INTRODUCTION 

The County of Riverside and Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission made the 
public draft of the Wildomar Municipal Service and Initial Fiscal Review (the Report) available to 
the public for comment on October 12, 2004. At that time notice was provided that the 
period for public comment on the Report would end on November 13.  

This document is organized into the following sections: 

♦ Introduction 

♦ Errata 

♦ Response To Comments 

♦ Correspondence Received 

The Errata section includes corrections to the Report identified since its publication. The 
Responses To Comments section provides responses to those comments received during the 
comment period that related to the factual basis for the findings contained in the Report. 
The Correspondence Received section includes copies of all correspondence received during 
the comment period, including letters and emails.  
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ERRATA 

This section includes corrections to the Report identified since its publication. 

Closure of Ortega Parks 

The paragraph directly below Table 3.4 on page 28 erroneously states that the County closed 
the parks formerly maintained by the Ortega Park District. In fact the District closed the 
parks prior to the District’s dissolution. 

Traffic Control Services 

As noted in Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 in the Report, the California Highway Patrol currently 
provides traffic control services to the unincorporated area. The discussion below should 
have been included in the discussion of law enforcement services on pages 36-37.  

Current Services and Facilities 
California Highway Patrol 

Traffic control services are in addition to the California Highway Patrol’s (CHP) 
responsibilities to patrol state highways. This is the case for all unincorporated areas in the 
State. Under incorporation the new city would be responsible for providing these services. 
Under annexation the City of Murrieta would be responsible for providing these services. 
The CHP would continue to be responsible for patrolling and responding to traffic incidents 
on state highways regardless of the governance scenario. 

The Wildomar area is currently divided between two CHP beats served by the agency’s 
Temecula area office. These beats extend far beyond the Wildomar area boundaries. These 
beats include all state highways and unincorporated area roads north to State Highway 74, 
west to the Orange County boundary, south the San Diego County boundary, and east to 
State Highway 79.  

The agency provides on average about 16 hours of coverage per day to these areas, including 
the Wildomar area. Based on data for the last three years, about half of all traffic incidents 
occur on unincorporated area roads and about half occur on state highways. Thus, about 
eight hours a day of service is provided to the unincorporated area not including state 
highways. Based on a visual examination of the unincorporated area road network covered 
by the CHP, only a few hours a day could be attributable to service to the Wildomar area.  

Costs of Service 
New Incorporated City 

This level of staffing currently provided by the CHP to the Wildomar area would add an 
insignificant amount to the current County sheriff staffing levels for the Wildomar area. 
Therefore, the fiscal analysis does not explicitly include the cost of traffic control services 
currently provided by the CHP in law enforcement costs for the new city. 
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Property Appreciation Rate 

The assumption in Table 4.1 on page 46 labeled “Real Property Appreciation Rate” should 
be labeled “Property Appreciation Rate (nominal)”. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Responses to comments are provided first in alphabetical order by last name of the 
commenter. Responses are provided to those comments received during the comment 
period that related to the factual basis for the findings contained in the Report. No response 
is provided to opinions expressed regarding the findings of the report. See the 
Correspondence Received section that follows for the alphanumeric indicators used to 
identify each response to comment below. 

Bob Cashman, Chairman, Wildomar Incorporation Now 

Comment A-1 
The Report assumed that the current boundaries of school districts serving the Wildomar 
area would not be affected by any of the governance scenarios. Therefore, an analysis of the 
effect of the scenarios on school districts was not included in the Report. 

Comment A-2 
Any financing districts, such as Community Facilities Districts, administered by school 
districts would remain unaffected by incorporation or annexation. 

Comment A-3 
In correspondence dated November 2, 2004, County staff provided maps of agency 
boundaries collected as part of this study to the commenter.  

Comment A-4 
County staff provided maps of fire service response time collected as part of this study to 
the commenter. A description of the current level of service, including response times and 
equipment for Wildomar and the City of Murrieta is on pages 31-33 of the Report. A 
discussion of infrastructure needs and deficiencies is on pages 73-76 of the Report. 

Comment A-5 
There is no update to the information contained in “Attachment 5”. See pages 52-53 in the 
Report and Table A.12 in the Appendix for a discussion of estimates of existing and 
projections for future sales tax. 

The methodology used to evaluate Wildomar area’s potential to attract a significant level of 
regional retail sales is explained on page 9 of the Report. There was no “model” constructed 
for this purpose. The methodology focused on the competitive advantages of existing 
regional retail centers, their location relative to the Wildomar area, and the projected growth 
of the Wildomar area during the planning horizon. Wildomar is not projected to have a 
sufficient population base to attract major regional retailers without affecting sales in those 
retailers’ existing stores that are within a 10 to 20 minute drive. New regional retailers would 
likely locate in or near already established centers in the cities of Lake Elsinore, Murrieta, and 
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Temecula to spread their stores geographically and capture retail spending. One consultation 
with a local real estate analyst confirmed the findings stated in the Report. 

Areas around the three highway interchanges along Interstate 15 in Wildomar would likely 
develop with some highway commercial uses. These uses would attract some regional 
spending from outside the Wildomar area. The sales tax associated with this development is 
included in the projection of retail sales presented on pages 52-53 of the Report and in Table 
A.12 in the Appendix.  

Comment A-6 
Staffing charts included in the annual budget document of the cities referenced on page 25 
of the Report were used to develop the staffing plan for the new city. The analysis did not 
include any interviews with the staff of those cities. 

Comment A-7 
The assumptions regarding holding time for properties for the purposes of projecting 
property tax are shown in Table 4.1 on page 46 of the Report. These values are common 
assumptions used in fiscal impact analyses in California to integrate the effect of Proposition 
13.  

The Report did not conduct any research of local conditions to verify these assumptions 
because these assumptions have little effect on the projection of property tax. For example, 
reducing the turnover rate for new residential development from seven to five years, and the 
rate for new nonresidential development from 15 years to 10, and the rate for all existing 
development from eight to seven years, would increase total property tax revenue by five 
percent at the end of the planning horizon (less in earlier years). 

Comment A-8 
Nonresidential land use supply was not a constraint for development estimated for the land 
use projections. As explained on pages 10-12 of the Report, development was projected for 
two major nonresidential land use categories, commercial and office/industrial. Projected 
development was then allocated to the land use categories designated by the Riverside 
County General Plan and shown in Table 2.1 on page 13. No development was allocated to 
the “Business Park” land use category only because the Riverside County General Plan 
designates just 13 acres within the Wildomar area to this category. Development could occur 
within this category during the planning horizon.  If so, demand would shift from other 
nonresidential land use categories. The overall effect on the fiscal impact under each 
governance scenario would be insignificant. 

The development projections used in the report only estimate growth at the geographic level 
of the north and south Wildomar areas. The development projections make no assumptions 
regarding how development would be distributed among the four “community centers” 
designated in the General Plan in the Wildomar area. 

Comment A-9 
The County receives traffic fine revenue generated within the unincorporated area and 
shares this revenue with cities in incorporated areas. See the discussion on page 55 of the 
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report and “Fines – Traffic Motor Vehicle” in Table D.10 in the Appendix. The 
“Countywide Allocation” shown in the table would continue to be collected by the County 
upon incorporation or annexation. The “Unincorporated Allocation” would accrue to the 
new incorporated city or the annexing city. The assumptions reflected in Table D.10 reflect a 
reasonable allocation of revenue for the purposes of an initial fiscal review, and could be 
confirmed with the County for the comprehensive fiscal analysis (CFA) required prior to 
incorporation. Different assumptions would have no effect on the Report findings because 
this revenue source is so limited (see Table 5.1 on page 62). 

Comment A-10 
See response to comments A-1 and A-2 

Comment A-11 
See response to comments A-1 and A-2 

Comment A-12 
The boundaries used to define the north and south Wildomar areas were based on the City 
of Murrieta’s application to the Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). 
That application proposed to annex the south area and to expand the City’s sphere to 
include the north area. 

The effect of annexing the south area on the remaining unincorporated north area in the 
context of the policy objectives for government reorganization expressed in State law is an 
issue for LAFCO to determine.  

Comment A-13 
The Report is limited to (1) an initial fiscal analysis, and (2) a municipal service review of the 
governance scenarios. The Report does not attempt to evaluate historical context, 
community identify, or current popular opinion regarding the scenarios. 

Comment A-14 
The ongoing increase in the population of the Wildomar area is not a limitation of the study. 
Current population estimates and projected growth are explicitly addressed.  See pages 9-10 
of the Report. 

Comment A-15 
Based on determination by LAFCO, the Report is an initial fiscal analysis. Incorporation 
proponents could have commissioned this study, and could commission the comprehensive 
fiscal analysis required by LAFCO prior to incorporation. These studies can be completed in 
a reasonable manner with or without “substantial interaction and input from the 
incorporation proponents.” 

Comment A-16 
See response to comments A-1 and A-2 
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Comment A-17 
The assumptions and methodology used in the Report’s findings do not reflect a bias in 
favor of any of the governance scenarios. The Wildomar community has had opportunities 
to provide input throughout the process including at a community meeting near the start of 
the study on February 10th, at a staff level meeting on April 26th during the data collection 
phase, and through input on existing retail businesses to estimate sales tax in the Wildomar 
area. Further, a comment period was established from October 12 to November 13, 2004 to 
allow for additional public comment. 

Comment A-18 
County staff has responded to information requests to the greatest extent feasible 
throughout this process, including the November 2, 2004 letter and two community 
workshops. This response to comments represents an additional effort to response to 
community comments. 

Richard L. Estes, Estes Real Estate, Inc. 

Comment B-1 
The $380,000 average market value per single family unit assumed in the Report is consistent 
with the data attached to the correspondence through the second quarter of 2004 ($374,000 
for the Willow Creek and $366,000 for Palomar Ridge).  

If the analysis used the $450,000 average value per unit for 2004 suggested by the 
correspondence, total revenues would increase under the full incorporation scenario by less 
than three percent in 2010, and less than five percent by 2025. These increases would not 
affect the net fiscal impact of any of the governance scenarios significantly enough to change 
the findings in the Report.  

With regards to appreciation rates, the Report assumes a nominal rate of eight percent 
annually through the planning horizon. Current appreciation rates in the area are higher 
though most economists would not consider these rates sustainable over the long-term. The 
eight percent rate used in the Report is consistent with long-term historical trends in 
suburban areas of California and is appropriate for a 20-year planning horizon. 

John Lloyd 

Comment C-1 
The Report interpreted the revised statute regarding vehicle license fees (VLF) based on the 
most current information available from the League of California Cities and the California 
Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions. 
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Joe McCabe, Chairman, Annex to Murrieta Committee 

Comment D-1 
Wildomar is not projected to have a sufficient population base to attract major regional 
retailers without affecting sales in those retailers existing store within a 10 to 20 minute 
drive. See also the response to comment A-5. 

Comment D-2 
The current cost of Sheriff services to the Wildomar area is based on the estimated cost that 
the County would charge a new city under a contract for sheriff services. In the Appendix, 
this cost is documented in a case study analysis shown in Table B.11. The cost is used to 
determine the County’s current cost of services to the area in Table B.13, and is used to 
estimate a new city’s costs for contract services in Tables B.4 (full incorporation scenario) 
and B.8 (partial incorporation scenario). 

Comment D-3 
Regarding the cost of office space for a new city’s administrative functions, the Report 
assumed location in an industrial park or similar development that would provide the most 
inexpensive space available in the area. 

Comment D-4 
See response to comments A-1 and A-2 

Comment D-5 
The comment asks whether “there would be no change in the services we currently receive 
from Riverside County.” As explained on page 22 of the Report, the County’s current level 
of service provided to the Wildomar area was used to estimate the costs of service for a new 
city. However, a new city could choose to change this level of service by, for example, 
adopting local revenue measures to fund a higher level of service. The Report makes no 
assumptions regarding these or other policy choices that a new city may make. 

Comment D-6 
The key point of Table 6.1 on page 74 of the Report is to show that the City of Murrieta is 
able to provide higher levels of service than the unincorporated area of Wildomar because of 
additional voter-approved assessments, charges, and special taxes paid by city residents and 
businesses. If residents and property owners of a newly incorporated city in Wildomar 
adopted revenues measures to fund higher levels of service, then the net fiscal impact shown 
in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 on pages 62 and 64, respectively, of the Report would remain 
unchanged (costs and revenues would increase commensurably). If, on the other hand, 
revenues measures were adopted without a commensurate increase in levels of service, then 
the net fiscal impact shown in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 would be less negative and more positive. 
As stated in response to comment D-5, the Report makes no assumptions regarding these or 
other policy choices that a new city may make. 
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Comment D-7 
State law requires that LAFCO prepare a comprehensive fiscal analysis (CFA) before 
approving incorporation of a new city. The initial fiscal review provides a substantial amount 
of the analysis required by a CFA. But a CFA would still need to be completed using actual 
County revenue and expenditure data for the most recent fiscal year prior to preparation of 
the analysis. It would be the decision of LAFCO whether to place measures for new taxes, 
fees, or charges on the same ballot as the incorporation measure to ensure the fiscal viability 
of the new city. 

Comment D-8 
See response to comment C-1. The passage of Proposition 1A in the November election 
does not affect the recent changes to the vehicle license fee statute. 

Comment D-9 
Table 5.1 on page 62 of the Report indicates a $542,400 deficit in the new city’s general fund 
in 2006 under the full incorporation scenario if the prior VLF statute were in place. If this 
deficit were funded by a voter-approved revenue measure the burden would be about $55 
per housing unit (based on an estimated 9,764 units in Wildomar in 2006). In the same table 
the deficit is estimated at $2,551,400 under the current VLF statute. If this deficit were 
funded by a voter-approved revenue measure the burden would be about $261 per housing 
unit. These burdens would decrease to the extent nonresidential properties were included in 
the revenue measure.  

LAFCO would decide whether to place a measure for new taxes, fees, or charges on the 
same ballot as the incorporation measure to ensure the fiscal viability of the new city. The 
Report makes no assumptions regarding these or other policy choices that the incorporation 
proponents or a new city may make. 

Comment D-10 
The City of Murrieta fire department has determined that a new station in the south 
Wildomar area would be necessary to provide a 5.5-minute response time to the annexation 
area. 

Comment D-11 
As stated on page 58 of the Report, “[c]urrent charges levied in Wildomar, such as those 
levied through LLD 89-1 and CSA 103, and that fund the same services as the special 
assessment would be credited against that assessment. Current charges that fund services 
that are in addition to the services funded by the special assessment would continue to be 
levied”. Upon annexation the City would conduct a re-engineering analysis of all existing 
subdivision assessments and charges and determine to what extent a credit would apply. 

Any areas that do not receive services funded by existing Murrieta assessments, such as 
street sweeping in rural areas, would not be assessed the City’s charge for those services. 
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Comment D-12 
As stated on pages 33-34 of the Report, the estimate for fire services under both 
incorporation scenarios is based on contracting back with the County. The contract cost 
would equal the County’s cost of operating the Wildomar station, plus 30 percent of the cost 
of the Sedco Hills station when it opens in 2008, plus associated overhead costs. These costs 
are lower than costs for the City of Murrieta because costs per station are $849,000 for the 
County and $1,100,000 for the City. See Tables B.4, B.8, and C.11 in the Appendix. 

As Menifee and Bear Creek County fire station costs to serve Wildomar, the County fire 
department indicated that these costs would not be included in contract costs for a new city 
as long as the new city continued to contract with the County for services. 

Comment D-13 
As stated in footnote 2 in Tables B.3 and B.7, the staffing plan for the new city assumes that 
the executive secretary in the city manager’s office would act as the city clerk until a full-time 
city clerk is hired. 

The staffing plans assume that either other administrative services accounting staff or an 
outside contractor will be responsible for payroll until a full-time payroll clerk is hired. 

Comment D-14 
See response to comments D-3, D-12, and D-13. 

Comment D-15 
The County would not require that a new incorporated city have a higher response time for 
ambulance services than the current response time for the unincorporated area. The delivery 
of ambulance services, and the current level of service provided to the Wildomar area, would 
not be affected by any of the governance scenarios because the service is provided through a 
countywide contract. 

Robin Oxman 

Comment E-1 
See response to comment A-5 regarding commercial projections. 

The factors considered in preparing the office and industrial projections are discussed on 
page 11 of the Report. 

Interviews were conducted with local real estate professionals, rather than local landowners, 
because the former group tends to have a broader perspective regarding market trends and 
conditions.  

Comment E-2 
Sales tax is typically one of the three largest revenue sources for a city. Attraction of regional 
retail development to Wildomar would make a significant impact on the revenue estimates 
for the new city.  
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However, only a substantial amount of regional retail development would result in sales tax 
revenue sufficient to fully fund the negative fiscal impact shown in Table 5.1 on page 62 of 
the report. Assuming average retail sales of $175 per square foot (see footnote 12 on page 10 
of the Report), additional retail development of 1.46 million square feet would be needed by 
2006 to fully fund the projected negative fiscal impact of $2,551,400. Additional retail 
development of 1.11 million square feet would be needed by 2010 to fully fund the projected 
negative fiscal impact of $1,948,200. This development would have to be in addition to the 
412,000 square feet already included in the development projection used in the Report (see 
the projection for the commercial center and commercial retail land uses in Table 2.2 on 
page 14 of the Report). 

Comment E-3 
Table A.12 in the Appendix shows current (2004) sales tax per capita in Wildomar ($11 in 
the north area, $38 in the south area, and $21 overall). 

Edy Rodarme 

Comment F-1 
As discussed on page 73 and shown in Table 6.1 of the Report, most of the assessments and 
special taxes currently collected by the City of Murrieta fund services that are in addition to 
those currently provided to the Wildomar area. See response to comment D-6. 

Comment F-2 
The assumptions regarding costs to the new city discussed in Chapter 3 of the Report are 
based on a range of sources reflecting the experience of newly incorporated cities and costs 
for cities in Riverside County. The assumptions used are reasonable estimates for a new city 
in the Wildomar area. The assumptions are not meant to be either conservative (low) or 
aggressive (high), and are meant to represent moderate levels of costs. The actual costs for 
the new city would depend on decisions made by the new city council. 

Comment F-3 
New regional retailers would likely develop in cities that already have a regional retail base 
such as Temecula, Murrieta, and Lake Elsinore.  See response to comments A-5 and E-2. 

Jon Rodarme 

Comment G-1 
See response to comment D-6. 
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Kami Sabetzadeh 

Comment H-1 
See response to comment A-12. 

Comment H-2 
The fiscal impact of the partial annexation (south area) scenario is more positive than 
annexation of the entire Wildomar area because there is more population in the north area 
compared to the property and sales tax base generated by the area. 

Comment H-3 
Table 5.7 on page 71 of the Report estimates the base year (FY 2003-04) fiscal impact on the 
County in terms of revenues and costs transferred to the new city or the City of Murrieta, 
depending on the governance scenario. As shown in the table, the County would transfer 
more costs than revenues from its general fund, resulting in a positive fiscal impact to that 
fund under all four governance scenarios. The impact on other funds would vary depending 
on the governance scenario, as shown in the table. 

For incorporations, the “revenue neutrality” provision of state law (Government Code section 
56845) requires a base year estimate of revenues and costs transferred similar to that shown 
in Table 5.7. The purpose is to determine the fiscal impact of an incorporation on affected 
agencies, like the County. Negative fiscal impacts must be mitigated by tax sharing 
agreements or other terms and conditions unless the affected agency agrees to the proposed 
transfer without mitigation. 

Tables 5.5 and 5.6 on pages 69 and 70 of the Report show the ongoing costs and revenues 
that would remain with the County’s general fund after transfer of the revenues and costs 
shown in Table 5.7. As shown in Tables 5.5 and 5.6, a negative fiscal impact is estimated in 
the initial years for all four governance scenarios, becoming positive over time.  

Comment H-4 
Any references to periods of time following incorporation or annexation begin with the year 
2006, the first year that the report assumes implementation of any of the governance 
scenarios. 

Comment H-5 
For the purposes of the development projections, the Report assumes that current zoning 
designations under the County’s General Plan do not change under any of the governance 
scenarios. Future changes in zoning would be a policy decision for the new city or the City 
of Murrieta. As shown in Table 2.2 on page 14 of the Report the development projections 
are not constrained by available land supply. There is substantial land supply available in 
both the north and south areas compared to projected absorption by 2025. 
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Comment H-6 
The development projections do not assume that the north area of Wildomar is constrained 
due to topography. As shown in Table 2.2 on page 14 of the Report there is substantial land 
supply available in both the north and south areas compared to projected absorption by 
2025. The primary reasons for assuming more development in the south area than the north 
area is that the north area has had little recorded building permit activity since 2000, and 
growth in Murrieta appears to be encouraging growth in the south area. A similar influence 
in the north area from growth within the City of Lake Elsinore could not be detected. 

Comment H-7 
As discussed on page 8 of the Report, the development projections used in the Report 
anticipate development of highway commercial uses and other retail development along 
Interstate 15 at the interchanges. 

Comment H-8 
The development projections used in the Report were based in part on recent development 
application and building permit data provided by the County, and therefore take into 
account recent development trends.  

Comment H-9 
A map of the Lakeland Village/Wildomar Redevelopment Project Area is shown in the 
following page. Only a small portion of the area is located in the south Wildomar area south 
and east of Central Avenue. The amount of development assumed to occur in the Project 
Area affects the property tax and redevelopment pass-through revenue projections (see 
pages 45-49 of the Report). The amount of development over the 20-year planning horizon 
assumed to occur in the Project Area is substantial, and includes: 

♦ 2,939 housing units in the north area (2,039 single family and 900 multi-family units) 
and 164 units in the south area (all single family). This equals 29 percent of all 
housing units assumed to develop in the north area by 2025, and 14 percent of all 
units developed in Wildomar. 

♦ 200,000 square feet of commercial space (community center and commercial retail 
land uses) in the north area and none in the south area. This equals 33 percent of all 
new commercial space estimated in the north area. 

♦ 150,000 square feet of commercial space (commercial office and light industrial land 
uses) in the north area and none in the south area. This equals 36 percent of all new 
office and industrial space estimated in the north area. 

In addition, redevelopment project area revenues cannot be used to fund citywide services or 
other general fund ongoing operating costs. 
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Comment H-10 
The proposed placement by the City of Murrieta of a new station centrally located in south 
Wildomar to improve response times to the area appears to be a reasonable approach to 
station planning. See discussion on page 34 of the report. 

Comment H-11 
The cost of special teams and equipment operated by the Riverside County Sheriff (bomb 
squads, helicopters, etc.) are not included in the cost of contract services to a new city.  Nor 
are these costs included in the City of Murrieta’s police service costs. The Sheriff typically 
makes these special teams and equipment available to law enforcement agencies within the 
County at no additional charge. 

Comment H-12 
The initial fiscal review in Chapter 6 explicitly examines the fiscal impact on incorporation of 
the north area if the south area is annexed to the City of Murrieta (compare Tables 5.1 and 
5.2 on pages 69 and 70, respectively, of the Report). In addition, the municipal service 
review notes the advantages of the full incorporation and full annexation governance 
scenarios over the other scenarios in terms of governance structure options (sees page 79 of 
the Report). The manner in which the Report’s findings are used to determine which option 
is most appropriate for the Wildomar community is a policy issue for LAFCO. 

Comment H-13 
See response to comment D-6. 

Comment H-14 
Comparing the “Property Taxes” line item in Table 5.1 on page 62 of the Report with the 
same line item in Table 5.3 on page 65 indicates that the full incorporation scenario would 
generate substantially more revenue than the full annexation scenario. The same result is true 
for redevelopment project area pass-through revenue. 

Comment H-15 
This comment attempts to compare the fiscal impact of the south annexation only scenario 
on the City of Murrieta (Table 5.4 on page 67 of the Report) with the impact of the full 
incorporation scenario on a new city (Table 5.1 on page 62). However, the data cited in the 
comment is drawn from tables summarizing the fiscal impact on the County (see Table 5.6 
on page 70 of the Report for a summary of the impacts of the south annexation only 
scenario on the County and Tables 5.5 on page 69 for a summary of all other scenarios).  

County receives more revenue and is responsible for higher costs of service under the south 
annexation only scenario compared to all other scenarios. The comment seeks an 
explanation of why, based on the data mistakenly taken from Tables 5.5 and 5.6, revenues 
are higher under the south annexation only scenario compared to the full incorporation 
scenario. Revenues are higher because the County would retain the north area as an 
unincorporated area. Thus projected County revenues are higher under that scenario 
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compared to the other three scenarios where the entire Wildomar area is either annexed 
and/or incorporated. 

Comment H-16 
See response to comment H-15. 

Comment H-17 
See response to comment H-15. 

Comment H-18 
See response to comment H-15. 

Comment H-19 
See response to comment H-15. 

Kamron C. Sabetzaeeh 

Comment I-1 
See response to comment H-12. 

Jack Van Haaster, Mayor, City of Murrieta 

Comment L-1 
The initial fiscal review assumes that a new incorporated city would have the same service 
level as the current unincorporated area. In terms of staffing levels, County and City of 
Murrieta fire stations are similar with three personnel on duty at all times. The City has a 
higher level of service in terms of response time at 5.5 minutes compared to seven minutes 
for the County. See pages 31-34 of the Report for a discussion of fire services provided by 
the two agencies.  

Comment L-2 
The initial fiscal review uses current levels of service as funded in the City of Murrieta’s 
approved FY 2003-04 budget. For police services staffing was funded at a level of 0.67 
officers per 1,000 residents in that budget. The City is continuing to increase its police 
staffing levels as noted in the comment. The cost of these increased staffing levels are not 
included in the initial fiscal review. 

Comment L-3 
The cost of reopening the former Ortega Park District parks in Wildomar was decided after 
the initial fiscal review had been completed. These costs and the costs of ongoing 
maintenance are not included in the analysis. 
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Comment L-4 
The County has made no indication that the large vacant parcel referred to in the comment 
would be made available for a park facility to serve the Wildomar area. 
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CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED 

On the following pages are copies of all letters and emails regarding the Report received 
during the public comment period. The alphanumeric indicators shown in the margin of 
each piece of correspondence identify each response to comment in the preceding section. 
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