
























City of Canyon Lake - Meadowbrook Area

Disclaimer: The information shown is
intended to be used for reference and
general display purposes only and is
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Staff Recommends that it would be
appropriate for the City of Canyon Lake

to evaluate how much of the
Meadowbrook area the city is considering.

See Staff Report for details.
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Staff recommends no SOI change. However, the Lake
Elsinore SOI includes multiple DUCs (2,3 & 4), in addition

to P23, so it may be logical to formalize provision of services
via annexation. In addition, staff recommends coordination

with the City of Canyon Lake on who is the best service provider
since P22 is currently within Lake Elsinore's SOI.

Exhibit "SR3"
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Author: Crystal Craig & Michael Henderson
Map Revised on 07/19/2022

Disclaimer: The information shown is
intended to be used for reference and
general display purposes only and is
not to be used as an official map.
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City of Menifee - Harvest/Winchester Area
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The city has expressed interest in
extending its SOI eastward as far

as State Route 79. See SR for details.
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Author: Crystal Craig & Michael Henderson
Map Revised on 07/19/2022
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Ü

City of Menifee - Harvest/Winchester Area
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The city has expressed interest in
extending its SOI eastward as far

as State Route 79. See SR for details.
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City of Coachella SOI Expansion Request -  Alternative A

Data Sources: County of Riverside; LAFCO
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City is requesting its SOI to include
areas in P7 and parts of La Quinta &

Indio's SOI. In Addition, City is requesting
removal of areas east of their current SOI

that is zoned as Open Space (O-S).
See Staff Report for details.
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City of Coachella SOI Expansion Request -  Alternative B

Disclaimer: The information shown is
intended to be used for reference and
general display purposes only and is
not to be used as an official map.

Author: Crystal Craig & Michael Henderson
Map Revised on 07/19/2022
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City is requesting its SOI to include
areas in P7 and parts of La Quinta &

Indio's SOI. In Addition, City is requesting
removal of areas east of their current SOI

that is zoned as Open Space (O-S).
See Staff Report for details.
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From: Opal lawana Patrick-Thomas
To: Crystal Craig
Subject: Winchester cityhood
Date: Friday, July 8, 2022 2:23:13 PM

Riverside County LAFCO
c/o Crystal Craig
CCraig@LAFCO.org
I support Winchester / Homeland on its path to cityhood, and oppose language in the Municipal Services Review
that tries to “smooth the path to future annexations”.
I have lived here since 1981.   This is a historic town.  We don’t want annexed!!!!

Sincerely

Lawana Patrick-Thomas
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:lawanab@icloud.com
mailto:ccraig@lafco.org
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Riverside Local Agency Formation 

Commission 

6216 Brockton Avenue, Suite 111-B 

Riverside, CA 92506 

(gthompson@lafco.org) 

(ccraig@lafco.org) 

 

 

Re: City of La Quinta’s Objection to City of Coachella’s Proposed Amendment to La 

Quinta’s Sphere of Influence 

Dear Commissioners, Executive Director, Assistant Executive Officer, and Commission 

Staff Members: 

This correspondence serves as an adamant objection by the City of La Quinta (“La Quinta”) 

to modifications, proposed by the City of Coachella (“Coachella”), to the well-established, and 

long-time Riverside County Local Agency Formation Commission (“Commission”)-approved, 

sphere of influence (“SOI”) in unincorporated Riverside County designated by the Commission as 

a part of La Quinta’s Sphere of Influence (“La Quinta SOI”).  La Quinta submits this objection as 

a result of an apparent “11th hour” request by Coachella to the Commission to proposed 

modifications affecting La Quinta’s SOI on multiple grounds. 

1. Coachella Has Failed to Follow Mandatory Statutory Procedures Regarding 

SOI Amendments, Thereby Failing to Provide the Commission With 

Adequate Information to Make an Informed Decision With Regard To This 

Matter.  

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (“Act”), as 

set forth in Government Code section 56000-57550, requires that if a local agency is seeking a 

modification to an SOI, the agency must file a written request with the executive director of the 

Commission requesting such change.  (Gov. Code § 56428(a).)  Notably, the agency’s request 

must include the nature of the proposed amendment, the reasons for the request, and any additional 

information as required by the executive director.  (Id.)  

Further, the agency requesting the SOI amendment is required to comply with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) before the Commission may place the SOI 

amendment request on the agenda of the next meeting.  (Gov. Code § 56428(b).)  Moreover, in 

mailto:gthompson@lafco.org
mailto:ccraig@lafco.org
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order to update SOIs in accordance with the Act, the Commission is required to prepare a written 

statement of its determinations with respect to each of the following:  

(1) Growth and population projections for the affected area. 

(2) The location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities 

within or contiguous to the sphere of influence. 

(3) Present and planned capacity of public facilities, adequacy of public 

services, and infrastructure needs or deficiencies including needs or deficiencies related 

to sewers, municipal and industrial water, and structural fire protection in any 

disadvantaged, unincorporated communities within or contiguous to the sphere of 

influence. 

(4) Financial ability of agencies to provide services. 

(5) Status of, and opportunities for, shared facilities. 

(6) Accountability for community service needs, including governmental structure and 

operational efficiencies. 

(7) Any other matter related to effective or efficient service delivery, as required by 

commission policy. 

(Gov. Code § 56430(a).) 

However, to date, La Quinta has received absolutely zero indication that Coachella has 

presented any of the foregoing information to the Commission in order to provide it with adequate 

information to make an informed decision on this matter.  Additionally, La Quinta is extremely 

prejudiced due to Coachella’s failure to be forthcoming, transparent, and in compliance with the 

Act regarding its proposed amendments to the La Quinta SOI in that La Quinta has been deprived 

of any opportunity, whatsoever, to review and respond to Coachella’s reasoning in support of its 

proposal.  In other words, it is unclear as to how the Commission could possibly proceed with a 

hearing on this matter when there is insufficient evidence to consider.  

2. Commission Staff Recommends Against Modifying La Quinta’s SOI. 

The Municipal Service Review (“MSR”) discussion clearly stated that there were no 

recommended changes to La Quinta’s SOI, and staff therefore recommended confirming La 

Quinta’s current SOI boundaries.  (See 2021-06-1, 2, 4&5 Countywide City Municipal Service 

Review and Sphere of Influence Reviews and Potential Amendments, attached hereto as Exhibit 

1 and incorporated by reference, at p. 35.)  The only recommendation staff made with regard to 

Coachella’s SOI was to remove the open space area east of the city limits, which has no effect on 

the La Quinta SOI.  (See Exhibit 1 at p. 40.)  The MSR also states:  
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While [Coachella] is in favor of adding the proposed areas . . . these 

changes are neither proposed nor recommended at this time until the 

City amends its General Plan.  

Since general planning work has not been completed, these changes are 

not before the Commission at this time, although the areas are shown for 

information purposes on the attached exhibits.  Approving to include the 

proposed areas outside its sphere prior to [Coachella] updating its 

General Plan would be contrary to Commission Policies 2.3.4 & 2.3.10.  

No changes are recommended at this time.  The only SOI amendment 

staff is recommending at this time, is removing the existing SOI area to the 

east per the City' s request.  This change is merely technical and likely non-

controversial. 

(See Exhibit 1 at p. 32, emphasis added.)  

Further, during the June 23, 2022 LAFCO meeting wherein proposed SOI modifications 

were discussed, LAFCO staff was clear in reiterating that Coachella’s proposed changes to La 

Quinta’s SOI “were not before the Commission” as Coachella failed to make the requisite changes 

to its general plan in order for such SOI modifications to even be considered.  In fact, during the 

June 23, 2022 meeting, LAFCO staff explained that, as noted in the staff report, any considerations 

to proposed SOI amendments that were not consistent with an agency’s general plan would be 

contrary to Commission Policies 2.3.4 and 2.3.10. 

3. Inadequate Notice Was Provided to La Quinta That There Would Be Any 

Consideration of Modifying La Quinta’s SOI. 

As noted in the staff report, Coachella did not request a review of the request to modify La 

Quinta’s SOI until “the 11th hour.”  There is also no evidence presented to the Commission, nor to 

La Quinta for that matter, that Coachella has updated its general plan.  In fact, Coachella has not 

engaged in any outreach or informal notice to La Quinta of any kind.  

During the June 23, 2022 meeting, the City of Indio (“Indio”) put on the record its 

objections to Coachella’s failure to properly notify affected agencies, such as Indio, regarding 

Coachella’s proposals.  Specifically, Indio noted that it is “adamantly opposed” to Coachella’s 

proposed encroachment into Indio’s SOI and that such proposal was “news to the City,” as there 

was no prior notification by Coachella regarding the proposal.  La Quinta shares and agrees with 

Indio’s statements that the lack of proper notice to both La Quinta and Indio is of concern.   

Any consideration by the Commission of Coachella’s request to modify La Quinta’s SOI 

(or, for that matter, Indio’s SOI) would be (i) arbitrary and capricious, (ii) in violation of 

Commission Policies adopted to implement applicable state law, (iii) totally lacking in evidentiary 
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support, and (iv) highly prejudicial to La Quinta (or, for that matter, Indio) because both La Quinta 

and Indio were provided inadequate notice that such a request would actually be discussed, 

considered, and/or decided upon by the Commission at a time when Coachella has not yet met its 

own obligations—i.e., complete a general plan amendment and provide the Commission and 

affected parties with the requisite evidence in support of its proposal pursuant to state law. 

At the June 23, 2022 Commission meeting, Coachella apparently tried to explain away its 

failure to update its general plan by claiming a previous plan, from Pre-2015, would be sufficient.  

(See Video Recording of June 23, 2022 Meeting at approximately 1 hour and 4 minutes into the 

meeting.)  This is specious, and the Commission should neither consider nor make any decisions 

based on speculative statements.  The record evidence establishes, among other facts, that La 

Quinta’s SOI was established and approved by the Commission in 2006 based on the requisite 

evaluation of services and any other analytical and legal requirements for making that 

determination (see, discussion in Section 3, below).  Moreover, Coachella concedes it has not 

updated its general plan as required by the Commission by, apparently, relying on an outdated, 

previous general plan.  The Commission, therefore, must reject the request and refrain from any 

consideration of it. 

4. Affected Citizens Have Historically Made it Clear That They Desire to Be 

Within La Quinta’s SOI and Would Be Prejudicially Denied Proper Process 

If the Commission Considers Coachella’s Request. 

As noted in the Commission’s 2005-20-4 Sphere of Influence Review and Potential 

Amendments regarding the Vista Santa Rosa community, “Easily the majority of the landowners 

who [were] within the Vista Santa Rosa area, wish[ed] to be within the Sphere of Influence of La 

Quinta.”  (See LAFCO 2005-20-4 Sphere of Influence Review and Potential Amendments, 

attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and incorporated by reference,  at p. 7; see also Correspondence from 

Vista Santa Rosa Citizens Regarding La Quinta’s SOI, attached hereto as Exhibit 3 and 

incorporated by reference.) 

Consistent with the Santa Rosa citizens’ clear preferences, the Commission’s discussion 

and analysis on the issue included the following:  

While residents which staff has spoken with would prefer to not be 

within any SOI, if they were going to be within a sphere, then their 

preference seems to be with La Quinta first, Indio second and 

Coachella third.  The reasoning is that La Quinta may do more to 

preserve their community identity, the southern area of Indio is 

equestrian with the polo clubs, and lastly Coachella is associated 

with higher density development.  

(See Exhibit 2 at p. 12.)  
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Further, with regard to the area down to Avenue 62, and east to Harrison Street/Hwy 86, 

the Commission has already noted that having these areas within Coachella’s SOI was not logical 

in that Coachella has not shown any strong interest in annexing those areas in the past.  

Additionally, staff was also concerned with the area north of Avenue 52 becoming an island with 

either Coachella or La Quinta annexing portions of the areas south.  (See Exhibit 2, at p. 13.) 

The Commission found that Coachella’s requested SOI amendment for the area was 

unsupportable.  (See Exhibit 2 at p. 14.)  These staff concerns dating back to 2006 are still valid to 

this day in that La Quinta reasonably believes that the affected citizens continue to desire to remain 

within La Quinta’s SOI. 

Of great importance, the potentially affected citizens, as undeniably valued stakeholders, 

have been given no notice or opportunity to provide input on Coachella’s proposed modifications 

to La Quinta’s SOI.  As individual citizens, residents, and property owners, the Commission cannot 

go forward, as there has been no due process afforded to the persons most impacted by the land 

use request. 

La Quinta urges the Commission to reject Coachella’s request.  Otherwise, the Commission 

would proceed  to undermine the evidence supporting La Quinta’s SOI, and the Commission would 

ignore its policies that are based on legal requirements whenever a request for a change to a long-

established SOI is submitted.1 

5. Coachella’s Brief Argument in Support of the SOI Amendment Related to 

Water Services Fails.  

Based on the very limited information that Coachella has provided in support of its proposed 

SOI amendment affecting the La Quinta SOI, it appears that Coachella is solely relying upon the 

fact that it provides water services to some residents within La Quinta’s SOI.  Coachella has been 

providing utility (water) services to a very small portion of the La Quinta SOI, specifically, the 

Vista Santa Rosa community, for approximately sixteen (16) years.  Clearly, Coachella is required 

to honor the existing water services contract with the end-user(s) regardless of whether the service 

area is within La Quinta’s SOI, which has historically been the case.  There is no reason why this 

should change now.  Accordingly, it is unclear as to why Coachella appears to be making an 

argument that the practice of it providing water to the Vista Santa Rosa community justifies a 

change to La Quinta’s SOI, especially when that service area is miniscule compared to the overall 

area that Coachella requested to have within its SOI.   

 
1 At a minimum, the Commission should deny the current request and reschedule at some future 

date an informational public hearing only that would provide La Quinta and the affected citizens, 

among other interested parties, adequate notice and time to present for the Commission all relevant 

evidence so that the Commission can make an informed decision. 



 

Riverside LAFCO 

July 14, 2022 

Page 6 

 

 

 

 

3030/015610-0194 

18046430.4 a07/14/22   

 

6. Concluding Remarks. 

For the foregoing reasons, La Quinta adamantly objects to Coachella’s proposed 

modifications to La Quinta’s SOI and respectfully requests that the Commission deny such 

proposals.   

Should you have any questions, please contact Jon McMillen, City Manager, at 

jmcmillen@laquintaca.gov or at (760) 777-7030, or contact me at bihrke@rutan.com.  

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP 

 

William H. Ihrke 

City Attorney, City of La Quinta 

WHI:sl 

cc: Jon McMillen, La Quinta City Manager 

 Linda Evans, La Quinta Mayor 

mailto:jmcmillen@laquintaca.gov
mailto:bihrke@rutan.com
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Due to the size of the Staff Report please 
see additional links on the LAFCO 
website for attachments: 

• Exhibits

• Comments Received



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 2 

































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 3 






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	5.a. attachments.pdf
	2022-07-14 La Quinta's Letter of Objection to LAFCO re SOI Amendment.pdf
	City of La Quinta’s Objection to City of Coachella’s Proposed Amendment to LaQuinta’s Sphere of Influence
	EXHIBIT 1
	EXHIBIT 2
	EXHIBIT 3





