
Comments Received by the Requested Cut Off 

Date of 4/27/2022 - Public Review MSR/SOI Draft Report

Date Received Agency Comments

1 Tues 4/12/22 Home Gardens Sanitary Technical Comments

2 Wed 4/13/22 City of Hemet Technical Comments

3 Sun 4/17/22 Thomas Giedroyce, Vice-Chairman, City of Menifee Parks, Recreation and Trails Commission Supports Meniffe's interest in  extending SOI out east of  HWY 79

4 Mon 4/18/22 City of Moreno Valley Technical Comments

5 Tues 4/19/22 City of Calimesa Technical Comments

6 Tues 4/19/22 Angela Little, Winchester MAC Area Stakeholder Opposed to Menifee's proposed SOI expansion east to HWY 79

7 Mon 4/25/22 City of Indio Technical Comments

8 Tues 4/26/22 City of Menifee Technical Comments

9 Wed 4/27/22 Jurupa Area Recreation Park District Technical Comments

10 Wed 4/27/22 Jurupa Community Services District Technical Comments

11 Wed 4/27/22 Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District Technical Comments

12 Wed 4/27/22 Angela Little, Winchester MAC Area Stakeholder

Opposed to any ANX or SOI amendments inside the boundaries of the 

Winchester/Homeland MAC area. Petition circulated to Winchester/Homeland 

MAC, VWRPD Board Meeting and the Homeland and Highland Palms 

Communities. 112 signatures were in opposition.

13 Wed 4/27/22 City of Coachella CVWD Agreements & SOI Alternatives & Service Agreement

14 Wed 4/27/22 San Bernardino Valley MWD No Comment

15 Wed 4/27/22 City of Perris City has withdrawn JPA SOI request.

16 W 4/27/22 County Executive Office re: City of Perris Request holding off on any territory encompassin the March JPA be held off

17 W 4/27/22 County Executive Office re: City of Menifee

County request that any SOI boundary encroaching on the Winchester 

Community Plan, that the LAFCO Commission deny the proposal. Update 

clarification on Library facilities.

18 W 4/27/22 County Executive Office re: City of Canyon Lake

Notes that the County has an effort within the HWY 74 Community Plan. County 

requests to be included in consultation efforts with the City of Canyon Lake.

19 W 4/27/22 County Executive Office re: City of Coachella Supports the City of Coachella's proposal

20 Thurs 4/28/22 Hemet United Discussion of Petition

21 Thurs 4/28/22 City of Riverside Technical Comments

22 Thurs 4/28/22 City of Cathedral City Technical Comments

23 Fri 4/29/22 City of Banning Technical Comments

24 Wed 5/4/22 Anthony and Juliette Connell Opposed to the Hemet United proposed SOI expanision & ANX

25 Mon 5/16/22 City of Murrieta Technical Comments

26 Tues 6/14/22 Jurupa Community Services District Technical Comments

27 Tues 6/14/22 Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District Technical Comments

Represents comments received by the public/residents 

Received After the Writing of the Staff Report

Received After Comment Period
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Riverside County is vast and its municipalities are varied, some with a large focus on a suburban 

quality of life that is elusive in denser coastal cities to the West, others weighing the benefits and 

impacts of industrial transformation from agricultural to logistics and distribution, while others are 

considered world class tourist destinations with their own unique challenges. In the past two years, 

the COVID-19 virus pandemic crisis put all local governments through a period of great uncertainty 

and turmoil, particularly those that relied on tourism and retail shopping to fund essential services. 

Overall, the County continues to experience growth and the pressures that come with it, including 

the increasing challenge of meeting demands for housing. 

 
Of the County's 28 incorporated cities, half are located in the Western region and comprise 62%  of 

the County population. Four smaller cities are in the Pass/Mountain region, and the remaining ten 

are in the Coachella Valley/Eastern region. About 16% of the County's population reside in 

unincorporated areas. Figure 1 lists the cities by region in descending population. 

Figure 1: Cities by Region and Population 
 

Western 
Riverside 

 
328,155 

Pass/Mountain 
Beaumont 

 
51,475 

Coachella Valley/Eastern 
Indio 90,751 

Moreno Valley 208,838 San Jacinto 51,028 Cathedral City 53,580 

Corona 168,248 Banning 31,125 Palm Desert 52,986 

Murrieta 115,561 Calimesa 9,329 Palm Springs 47,427 

Temecula 111,970 Total 142,957 Coachella 47,186 

Jurupa Valley 107,083   La Quinta 40,660 

Menifee 97,093   Desert Hot Springs 29,660 

Hemet 85,175   Blythe 19,255 

Perris 80,201   Rancho Mirage 19,114 

Eastvale 66,413   Indian Wells 5,403 

Lake Elsinore 63,453   Total 406,022 
Wildomar 37,183    

Norco 27,564    

Canyon Lake 11,000    

Total 1,507,937   Balance of County 385,388 

    Total County 2,442,304 
 

Exhibit 1 illustrates the Western and Pass/Mountain Regions. Exhibit 2 illustrates the Coachella Valley 

Region, and Exhibit 3 illustrates the Eastern Region. 

Commented [BJ1]: Please footnote the year and 
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Exhibit 1: Locator Map – Western Riverside County and Pass/Mountain Region 
 

Commented [BJ2]: Is this map of current or proposed 
SOI?  A label would be helpful 
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an opportunity for shared facilities with another public agency or neighboring municipality. 

City staff also indicated that the infrastructure in Banning has a wide range of quality, from 

very good to poor. Because Banning residents are less affluent when compared to other 

Riverside County communities, the City is hesitant to address infrastructure, facility, and 

service funding shortfalls with voter-approved tax measures. 

 Beaumont – Beaumont is currently in a fiscally healthy position, however it is still recovering 

from embezzlement schemes prior to 2017. The Beaumont annual audits presented several 

significant deficiencies that remain uncorrected. 

 Calimesa – The City of Calimesa does not have a diverse tax revenue base, with almost  70 

percent of revenues derived from property values. The Calimesa population growth rates for 

the last ten (10) years were very high compared to the region, and anticipated growth is not 

expected to slow over the next 15 to 25 years. 

 San Jacinto – No significant determinations were identified related to the City of San 

Jacinto. 

 
Coachella Valley/Eastern Region 

 
 Blythe – Mayflower County Park, in the Blythe SOI, lacks adequate sewer infrastructure. 

RSG understands that the Riverside County Regional Park and Open-Space District recently 

agreed to provide sanitary sewer service improvements to the Mayflower County Park.5 

 Cathedral City – The 2011 MSR determined that Cathedral City’s facilities and personnel 

would be inadequate to provide services to Cathedral City’s SOI, including the Thousand 

Palms Area. Cathedral City’s future annexation of this area would require unprecedented 

expansion of City services and would need to be resolved prior to  annexation. City staff  did 

not disagree with the determinations and noted that any annexation action would be 

preceded by careful evaluation. 

 Coachella – The City of Coachella struggles to maintain bridge and interchange 

infrastructure, which is undersized and deficient. 

 
 
 

 

 
5 Source: State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Mayflower Park Sanitary Sewer Improvement Project, posted June 
29, 2021, https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021060660 

Commented [BJ3]: I am not sure how this percentage 
is being calculated.  Please clarify.  The wording 
implies "property taxes".  I have looked at Figure 198 in 
the Calimesa section and this percentage doesn’t tie 
back as far as I can see. 
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either market rate RHNA production or submittal of the Annual Progress Report. The third tier 

includes cities and counties that have made insufficient progress towards affordable housing 

production. 

 
City Interviews 

 
In coordination with LAFCO, during the months of February through April 2021, RSG conducted 

online interviews with the executive leadership of each city in the County, including one or more  of 

the following key staff: the City Manager, Assistant City Manager, Director of Community 

Development or Planning and Building, Finance Director, and Public Works Director. These 

interviews allowed RSG to gain insight on the current operations and any unique challenges or 

opportunities of each city. 

 
The content of these interviews included the following topics: 

 Financing constraints and opportunities; 

 Growth and population projections, including RHNA allocations and long-term strategy for 

service delivery; 

 Infrastructure needs or deficiencies; 

 Cost avoidance opportunities; 

 Opportunities for rate restructuring regarding services provided; 

 Opportunities for shared facilities with other cities or agencies; 

 Government structure options, including advantages or disadvantages of consolidation or 

reorganization of service providers; 

 Evaluation of management efficiencies; and 

 Local accountability and governance, specifically the efforts being made to support public 

engagement and participation. 

 
RSG staff conducted several follow up telephone interviews with executive city staff to address 

outstanding questions and receive an update on the current issues facing the cities. Commented [BJ4]: Did not happen with Calimesa.  
Just wanted to again make my displeasure with RSG 
known. 
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places, and food stores). A relatively large number of jobs (10.3 percent or 175 jobs) are in the 

construction industry.269 

 

CURRENT SPHERE OF INFLUENCE, ISLANDS/POCKETS, AND DUCS 

 
The Calimesa SOI includes one unincorporated area located on the City’s western boundary, 

extending north to the border with the County of San Bernardino and west along San Timoteo 

Canyon Road. The Calimesa  SOI does not contain  any disadvantaged  unincorporated 

communities, nor LAFCO-identified unincorporated islands or pockets. Most of the Calimesa SOI is 

made up of undeveloped foothills. The Calimesa SOI and City’s corporate boundary are illustrated 

in Exhibit 33. 

 
The City of Calimesa SOI was previously reviewed and confirmed by LAFCO in the September 2006 

Central Valleys, The Pass Area, and Southwestern Riverside County MSR (LAFCO 2005- 49-3&5; 

LAFCO 2005-48-5; LAFCO 2005-47-1&3) ("2006 MSR"). Findings from the 2006 MSR 

are referenced in the SERVICES PROVIDED section below, with any current updates from City staff. 

 
There are two (2) un-sphered and unincorporated areas adjacent to the City that have inquired 

about annexation into Calimesa. One area, commonly referred to Cherry Valley Boulevard and 

Roberts Street, is located northeast of the intersection of Cherry Valley Boulevard and Roberts 

Street, and recently submitted a parcel map for subdivision and road realignment. The property 

owners on the City’s southeastern boundary, adjacent to Interstate 10, in an area commonly referred 

to as the Golden Triangle, have plans to improve their properties, but are pursuing annexation in 

order to tie into nearby existing water, wastewater, and other infrastructure. The Cherry Valley 

Boulevard and Roberts Street, and Golden Triangle focus areas are illustrated in Exhibit 34. 

 
 
 
 

 

 
187 Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Commented [BJ5]: Consider replacing with 
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Exhibit 33: City and SOI Boundaries - Calimesa 

 
Commented [BJ6]: Current SOI???? 
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Exhibit 34: Cherry Valley Boulevard and Roberts Street, and Golden Triangle - Calimesa 

 
Commented [BJ7]: Should indicate recommended 

Commented [BJ8R7]: Also should be Roberts Street; 
NOT Roberts Road 
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Figure 194: Service Provider Matrix - Calimesa 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Government Services 

 
General government services are provided by elected officials and appointed City staff, including 

the City Manager and City Clerk. The City Manager is the administrative head of municipal 

government operations and coordinates activities of City departments, formulates solutions and 

policy recommendations for the City Council, encourages public and employee participation in 

governmental processes, and represents the City at local, regional, State, and  national levels. The 

City Clerk is the Deputy City Manager and is responsible for management of all City records, Council 

agendas, municipal elections, maintenance of municipal code, and oversight for human resources 

and risk management. 

 
Law Enforcement 

 
The City contracts with the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department for law enforcement services. 

The Sheriff’s Department services include investigations, special enforcement, school resources, 

traffic enforcement and patrols, community services, crime prevention, and administration of the 
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The Beaumont-Cherry Valley Recreation District is an independent special district that provides 

recreation services in proximity to Calimesa. The District overlaps several small areas along 

Calimesa’s southern corporate boundary.273 The District is a special district that aims to enrich  and 

fulfill the lives of community members by providing parks, park facilities, and recreation programs 

of outstanding quality. The City does not have any formal agreements with the District. The City 

does not provide recreation services. 

 
Library 

 
The Riverside County Library System is responsible for providing library services in Calimesa. The 

System provides access to reading materials, literacy programs, computers, and broadband access 

for residents from the Calimesa Branch Library. The City owns the library building and the site, and 

is financially responsible for providing all programming and building maintenance. The County 

provides staffing for the Library.  The City is in the process of expanding it Library in partnership 

with the County. 

 
Museum 

 
Calimesa does not currently have any museum facilities. 

 
Landscape and Lighting Maintenance 

 
The City’s Landscaping and Lighting Maintenance District provides funding for maintenance of 

landscaping, parks, street lighting, and open space. The District is a small dependent district that receives 

a special property tax assessment. According to City staff, the City’s General Fund subsidizes the District 

on an annual basis, and services may be performed by City staff or private contractors. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
273 Source: California Special Districts Association, Special Districts Mapping Project, Beaumont-Cherry Valley Recreation and Park District 
https://www.csda.net/special-districts/map 

Commented [BJ10]: Repetitive.  See prior page. 
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Streetlights 

 
The City-wide Landscaping and Lighting Maintenance District provides funding for the operation 

and maintenance of the City’s streetlights and traffic signals. The District is a small dependent 

district that receives a special property tax assessment. The City’s General Fund subsidizes the 

District on an annual basis, and services may be performed by City staff or private contractors. 

 
Utilities (Gas, Electric) 

 
Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company provide electricity and natural gas 

services to Calimesa. Both Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas are private entities 

that pay franchise fees to the City for the right to provide respective utilities to Calimesa households and 

businesses. The City is not a member of a Community Choice Aggregate. 

 
While water service is beyond the scope of this MSR, City staff noted that the City is serviced by Yucaipa 

Valley Water District and South Mesa Mutual Water Company. 

 
Solid Waste 

 
The City has a franchise agreement with CR&R Sanitation to provide solid waste collection and disposal 

services. In business since 1963, CR&R’s mission has been to provide customers with consistent, safe, 

worry-free, and sustainable waste and recycling services. CR&R provides these services to ten cities in 

Riverside County. They also provide trash services in Orange, Los Angeles, Imperial, San Bernardino, 

and San Diego counties, as well as various places in Arizona and Colorado. 

 
The 2006 MSR presented the following determinations: 

 
 The City was diverting less solid waste than required by the California Public Resources 

Code (PRC 41780). 

Commented [BJ11]: Earlier in the report you mention 
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District as well.   
Please be consistent.  
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City staff indicated that the City has almost 100 percent participation rate in recycling and organics 

diversion programs, which has steadily improved its diversion rates. 

 
Storm Drainage 

 
The City’s Public Works Department oversees maintenance of the City’s storm drainage facilities 

and NPDES program. The Department has 4.0 full time equivalent personnel dedicated for all 

maintenance services, including certain storm water drainage infrastructure and NPDES services. 

City staff added that the Department has contract staff performing the duties of Public Works 

Director, Associate Engineer, and Public Works Inspector. 

 
City staff noted that storm drainage systems are maintained by both the City and Riverside County 

Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Systems constructed with pipe diameters greater 

than 36-inches and regional flood control basins are maintained by the Riverside County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation District. For all new development where storm drain systems are 

constructed and maintained by the City. The County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

is a large dependent special district that was formed in 1945 and governed by the Riverside County 

Board of Supervisors. All smaller conveyance facilities are maintained by the City. 

 
The 2006 MSR presented the following determinations: 

 
 Calimesa had existing storm water drainage deficiencies related to the inadequacy of the 

drainage system and/or areas that were undeveloped or underdeveloped. Improvements to 

the City’s drainage systems were to be provided by new development, and the City was 

planning infrastructure projects to enhance or expand the existing systems. 

 
City staff indicated that several storm water drainage projects are either completed or underway, 

addressing the 2006 MSR determinations: 

 
 Avenue L storm drain improvements are complete and are maintained by Riverside County 

Flood Control and Water Conservation District. 

Commented [BJ12]: Incomplete sentence 
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March 17, 2014. 276 The City submitted Housing Element Annual Progress Reports consistently between 

2014 and 20210, but failed to submit an Annual Progress Report in 2013. 277 

 

The City’s 5th Cycle RHNA allocation and permitted units are presented in Figure 195. 
 

Figure 195: 5th Cycle Housing Element Summary - Calimesa 
 

Calimesa 

5th Cycle Housing Needs 
Very Low 
Income 

 
Low Income 

Moderate 
Income 

Moderate 
Income 

RHNA Allocation 543 383 433 982 

Permitted Units 0 0 10 1,060
987 

Allocation Surplus/(Shortage) (543) (383) (4323) 785 

Source: HCD Annual Progress Report Permit Summary, October 6, 2020 

 

The City’s 5th Cycle RHNA allocation was 2,341 housing units across all income categories. During 

the 5th Cycle, the City produced a total of 1,060 987 market rate housing units, which exceeded the 

City’s 5th Cycle above-moderate income housing RHNA allocation by 5 78 units. The City produced 

one (1) moderate income unit, which was a junior accessory dwelling unit. The City did not produce 

a single unit designated for very low-, and low-, and moderate-income households during the 5th 

Cycle. Overall, the City produced 452 percent of its RHNA allocation during the 5th Cycle. The 5th 

Cycle recently concluded, and the City did not meet its 5th Cycle RNA allocation. 

 
Many Riverside County cities are facing increased RHNA allocations for the upcoming 6th Housing 

Element Cycle (2021-2029). The final 6th Cycle RHNA allocation for Calimesa is about 14 percent 

lower than the 5th Cycle RHNA allocation. The final RHNA allocations for the 6th Cycle are 495 very 

low-income units, 275 low-income units, 379 moderate-income units, and 868 above- moderate 

income units, for a combined 2,017 total units. 

 
The City’s 5th Cycle RHNA allocation and production, and 6th Cycle RHNA allocation are presented in 

Figure 196. 

 
 

 
 

 
276 Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development, “Housing Element Implementation Status Tracker” updated June 
28, 2019 
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Figure 196: 5th and 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation and Production - Calimesa 
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FISCAL HEALTH 

 
The fiscal health evaluation is presented in the sections that follow, including a review of audit 

findings, revenue and expenditures, long-term pension and OPEB obligations, and California State 

Auditor fiscal health assessment results. Financial reports may vary significantly between audited 

financial statements, the State Controller’s report, and actual budget documents. 

 
The 2006 MSR presented the following determinations pertaining to the City’s fiscal health: 

 
 Calimesa had a history of overall expenditures exceeding overall revenues. Having 

expenditures exceed revenues would appear to cause financing constraints to the provision 

of services, facilities, and maintenance. 

 
The fiscal years reviewed in the 2006 MSR were 2003-04 and 2004-05. In the three (3) year  period 

(fiscal years 2016-17 through 2018-19), RSG did not identify any instances where annual 

expenditures exceeded annual revenues. As such, this determination from the 2006 MSR appears 

to be corrected. 

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 

RHNA 6th Cycle 
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

RHNA 5th Cycle 
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in 2018-19, inclusive of about $321.5 million in land value and $596.4 million in improvement value. 

278 The City receives a 29.6 percent share of the total property tax collected in the City, which is the 

largest share of property tax for a City in the County. 

 
The City’s third-largest revenue source in 2018-19 was property tax in-lieu of VLF, accounting for 

about $906,000 in revenues, or about 17.9 percent of all general tax revenues. Property tax in- lieu 

of VLF replaced vehicle license fees as a revenue source for cities in 2004 and property tax in-lieu 

of VLF increases based on assessed valuation growth within the City. 

 
The City adopted a Master Property Tax Exchange Agreement in 1992. The County adopted the Master 

Property Tax Exchange Agreement in 1993.279 

 

Sales Tax 

 
The City’s second-largest general tax revenue source in 2018-19 was sales tax, which was 

$975,000 or about 19.2 percent of general tax revenues. The City receives one percent of gross 

receipts from the sale of tangible personal property sold in Calimesa. According to City staff, sales 

tax revenues were impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, but were beginning to recover by 

early 2021. 

 
Miscellaneous Revenues 

 
The City’s largest non-tax revenue source in 2018-19 was miscellaneous revenues, which totaled 

$5.2 million and represented  about 37.7 percent  of total revenues. The City collects miscellaneous 

revenues in the form of development impact fees ($3.5 million in 2018-19), contributions from 

nongovernmental sources ($1.2 million), and other miscellaneous revenue sources ($466,000). 

 
 
 

 
 

 
278 California City Finance, “Assessed Valuation of Property by City” 
279 Source: Riverside LAFCO 

Commented [BJ15]: The City would request a copy of 
the agreement be sent to the City.  City staff was 
unaware of this agreement. 



April 6, 2022 
 
Riverside County LAFCO 
6216 Brockton Avenue, Suite 111-B 
Riverside, CA 92506 
 
Honorable LAFCO Commissioners, 
 
Urban sprawl: The rapid expansion of the geographic extent of cities and towns, often 
characterized by low-density residential housing, single-use zoning, and increased 
reliance on the private automobile for transportation. Urban sprawl has also been 
described as the unrestricted growth in many urban areas of housing, commercial 
development, and roads over large expanses of land, with little concern for urban 
planning. 
 
The draftr MSR for the City of Menifee purports that this LAFCO should consider the 
creation of an easterly SOI into in the unincorporated area known as the Winchester / 
Homeland MAC area (the MAC area) as a tool to manage sprawl.  Based on the above 
definitions, this assertion seems to imply that little concern has been given to 
urban planning in the MAC area.  The creation of the Winchester / Homeland 
MAC, with its mission of becoming a model city and the draft EIR of the 
Winchester Community plan stands stark evidence to the contrary. 
 
In RSG's obviously unbalanced presentation of the draft of the SOI Recommendations 
for Menifee (currently at the bottom of page 224 of their document and page 248 of the 
PDF document on the LAFCO website) RSG recommends only coordination with The 
City of Menifee regarding its SOI.  RSG further indicates that Menifee “has an interest 
in” the westerly half of the MAC area as land into which Menifee can expand their city.  
Menifee's adoption of a Strategic Plan to expand into the MAC area has garnered the 
disapproval of the Winchester / Homeland MAC, Chuck Washington, as well as friends 
and neighbors of our community among leaders in other surrounding communities.   
 
Time will tell whether Menifee petitions this commission to create an SOI in the MAC 
area, effectively declaring war on Riverside County's WCP and the residents of the 
future city that lies within the WHMAC's boundaries.  If they do, the final draft of the 
MSR will, as I understand it, be the guiding document by which this commission will 
make decisions about Menifee's boundaries.  Therefore, I urge you to consider the 
following ideas and revise the city of Menifee's MSR to present a more balanced view 
of a possible SOI creation for Menifee east of its current boundary. 
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1. Create an exhibit to the MSR document that contains the current version of the 
Winchester Community Plan (WCP) including a link to the Draft EIR.  The map 
showing all of the various proposed land uses is excellent evidence that Riverside 
County Planning staff and the citizens of the WHMAC are actively engaged in urban 
planning and discouraging sprawl east of Menifee.  The WCP can stand as a legitimate 
alternative to the creation of a Menifee SOI for avoiding sprawl, managing population 
growth and planning for the provision of goods, services as well as transportation, 
utilities, and a host of other municipal services. 
 
2. Revise the SOI recommendations (currently at the bottom of page 224) to 
include consultation with the those most effected, including the County Supervisor, all 
effected special districts and the WHMAC, regarding the creation of Menifee's easterly 
SOI.  Below, in red, is a proposed revised draft of the SOI recommendations for the 
City of Menifee for your consideration. 
 
3. Declare your support of both Menifee, as they endeavor to efficiently provide 
services to the population within their current boundaries, and the Winchester / 
Homeland MAC as it continues to navigate, in partnership with consultants and RivCo 
staff, the process of both urban planning and the road to incorporation. 
 
4. Create / Adopt clear objective standards of success and failure to provide 
municipal services efficiently in any proposed SOI, and look to data to support any 
allegation of inefficiency of special districts and RivCo departments in the provision of 
services. Any city's unsupported claims to be able to provide services more efficiently 
does not constitute evidence of their ability to do so, and should be removed from a 
planning document of this importance. 
 
5. Make decisions to support or end a community's efforts to incorporate based on 
objectively obtained data about the above referenced efficiency in the delivery of 
service.   
 
 
----------------------------------- 
 
Here is a possible revision of the Menifee MSR's SOI Recommendations that you may 
find to be more balanced.  I am obviously not without my own bias, and I expect that 
you will consider that as you read the following: 
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As a tool to discourage sprawl, consider Menifee’s interest in creating an SOI eastward 
towards State Route 79. Seek input from and coordinate with the Third District 
Supervisor, City of Menifee, all effected special districts, Riverside County Planning,  
and the Winchester / Homeland MAC to best balance the interests of all involved. 
 
Consistent with Menifee's agreements made with the communities of Winchester and 
Homeland (then Harvest Valley) prior to its 2008 incorporation, Menifee’s SOI is 
coterminous with its incorporated municipal boundary. As Western Riverside County 
continues to grow, much of the development is occurring beyond Menifee’s eastern 
boundaries in what is known, since 2011, as the Winchester / Homeland Municipal 
Advisory Council area (the MAC area).  In 2014, when Riverside County created their 
Housing Element, as required by the State of California, the Winchester / Homeland 
MAC and Town Association leaned into the proposal to turn what was a rural, 
agricultural community into a model city.  Because the MAC was already in place and 
their community planning was already well underway at that time, the RivCo Board of 
Supervisors granted funding for the Winchester Community Plan (WCP). Once 
complete, the WCP can be used as a template for the development of other rural 
communities that were included in the 2014 Riverside County Housing Element.  
RivCo staff and their consultant have engaged the community in workshops and many 
planning meetings with the Winchester / Homeland Town Association members, and 
have recently released the Draft EIR of the WCP. 
 
Recent county redistricting has placed both Menifee and the MAC area within the 
Third Supervisorial District.  Supervisor Chuck Washington has served the county with 
distinction both on the Riverside LAFCO and Cal-LAFCO.  It is strongly 
recommended to consult with him regarding any SOI proposed. 
 
Menifee City Council has adopted a Strategic Plan that included intention of a SOI 
eastward as far as State Route 79. The creation of Menifee’s SOI and expansion of its 
corporate boundary would be major steps towards the City Council and staff's interest 
in detaching from Valley-Wide Recreation and Parks District.  LAFCO should look to 
data independently collected to determine which of the two entities is the more efficient 
provider of park and recreation services and be mindful of Proposition 218 and its 
funding impacts on any proposed detachment. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my thoughts, 
 
 
Angela D. Little 
MAC Area Stakeholder 
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AGREEMENT 

^--. THIS AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made and entered into on this ~̂ - \ day of 
\7__C_, 2007 ("Effective Date") by and between COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, 
a public agency of the State of California, ("District"), and CITY OF COACHELLA, a general 
law city in California ("City"). District and City are sometimes referred to individually as 
"Party" or collectively as "Parties." 

RECITALS 

A. District is a public agency organized, operating and existing under Sections 30000 et seq. 
of the California Water Code. Pursuant to such authority, the District is authorized to 
provide water and sanitation service in the Counties of Riverside, San Diego and 
Imperial. 

B. City is a general law city located in the County of Riverside, State of California. 
Pursuant to such authority, City provides water and sanitation service to customers within 
the City of Coachella boundaries, as depicted on Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by this 
reference incorporated herein. 

C. City provides water service within the boundaries of the City of Coachella through the 
City of Coachella Water Department. 

D. City provides sewer service within the boundaries of the City of Coachella through the 
City of Coachella Sanitary District. 

E. Each Party is authorized pursuant to California law to provide water and sewer service 
which could otherwise result in inefficient systems and duplication of services. 

F. District and City are desirous of reaching an agreement which establishes permanent 
boundaries for water and sewer service to be currently provided by each. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. All of the above Recitals are hereby incorporated by reference to the same extent as 
though herein again set forth in full. 

2. From and after the Effective Date, this Agreement establishes the boundaries for water 
and sewer service between District and City 

3. Except as provided in Paragraph 4, City will provide, and CVWD will not provide, water 
and sewer service to the area lying north ofthe centerline of Avenue 56 and within the 
City boundary and Sphere of Influence existing on the Effective Date and the Proposed 
Sphere of Influence east of Jackson Street, as depicted on Exhibit "A." 
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4. Any Customer being served by District or City as of Effective Date and any property 
subject to a "Will Serve" letter issued by the District or City thirty (30) days prior to the 
Effective Date shall continue to be served by such Party, whether inside or outside the 
boundaries of District and City established under this Agreement. On request of either 
party ("Territory Party") new customers ("Temporary Customers") within its service area 
may be served by the other party ("Servicing Party"), if service is infeasible at that time 
by the Territory Party. The terms of Temporary Service shall be as agreed upon by the 
parties. Upon later request of the Territory Party, the Servicing Party will transfer to the 
Territory Party the Temporary Customer accounts, as well as any infrastructure, capacity 
fees, or supplemental import water rights, purchased by or on behalf of the Temporary 
Customers which are not otherwise retained by the Servicing Party by prior agreement. 

5. All other areas within the City boundary and City's Sphere of Influence will be a service 
area ofthe District, as depicted on Exhibit "A." 

6. City may provide water and / or sewer service to the area in the Northern Un-annexed 
Area as shown on Exhibit "A" if City is the first city to annex that area. The Northern 
Un-annexed Area is described as that area bounded by the existing northern Coachella 
City Boundary (south), Dillon/Tyler Road (west). Avenue 37 (north) and Johnson 
Avenue (east). 

7. Neither Party can extend its service area into the service area of the other Party without 
prior written consent ofthe encroached upon Party. The consent requested shall be at the 
sole and absolute discretion ofthe encroached-upon Party. 

8. Either Party may install pipelines through service area ofthe other provided that they are 
necessary and convenient to providing service in the installing Party's service area. 

9. Water service by either Party to tribal property is subject to tribal consent. 

10. This Agreement does not apply in any way to water service supplied by the District from 
the Coachella Canal or its distribution system to non-potable uses. 

11. CVWD will provide two twelve-inch water connections and meters at the north side of 
Avenue 56, one at Fillmore Street and the other at Pierce for future connection by the 
City of Coachella, on such terms as may be agreed upon by the parties. Costs for these 
two connections and meters will be bourn by the City. 

12. The Parties hereto agree to cooperate with each other in furthering the purposes of this 
Agreement. The Parties hereby agree to take such other actions and execute such other 
reasonable documents as are consistent with this Agreement and as are reasonably 
necessary to effectuate this Agreement; provided, however, that the foregoing shall not 
require District to take any legislative action or exercise its discretion in any particular 
manner. 
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13. This Agreement contains the final and complete agreement between the Parties with 
respect to the matters herein discussed and supersedes all previous communications and 
agreements between them with respect to the subject matter hereof, whether oral or 
written, to the extent such prior communications and agreement are not consistent with 
this Agreement. 

14. In the event that any action or proceeding is commenced between the Parties hereto to 
enforce or interpret any term of this Agreement, each party shall bear its own attorneys' 
costs and fees. The attorneys' costs and fees shall include, without limitation, attorneys' 
costs and fees incurred on appeal and those incurred in enforcing any judgment rendered 
in any such action or proceeding. 

15. All notices shall be in writing and shall be considered given and received: (i) when 
delivered in person to the recipient named below; or (ii) three days after deposit in the 
United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the recipient named below; or (iii) on 
the date of delivery shown in the records of an express courier such as Federal Express or 
DHL; or (iv) on the date of delivery by facsimile transmission to the recipient named 
below. All notices shall be addressed as followed: 

If to District-

General Manager/Chief Engineer 

Coachella Valley Water District 

P.O: Box 1058 

Coachella, Ca 92236-1058 

If to City: 

City Manager 
City of Coachella 
1515 Sixth Street 
Coachella, CA 92236 

Any Party may, by notice given at any time, require subsequent notices to be given to 
another person or entity, whether a Party or an officer or representative of a Party, or to a 
different address, or both. Notices given before actual receipt of notice of change shall 
not be invalidated by the change. 

16. This Agreement and all its provisions shall in all respects be interpreted, construed, 
enforced, and governed by and under the laws of the State of California, without regard 
to its conflict of laws principles. 

17. Any action or proceeding brought respecting this Agreement shall be instituted and 
maintained in the appropriate court in the County of Riverside, California. 
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18. This Agreement may be modified only by another written instrument duly authorized, 
executed, acknowledged by both Parties. 

19. The provisions of this Agreement are specifically made severable. If any clause, 
provision, right, or remedy provided for herein is determined to be unlawful or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall remain in effect and shall be 
enforced as if such clause, provision, right, or remedy were not contained herein. 

20. The language in all parts of this Agreement shall in all respects be construed as a whole 
according to its fair meaning, and not strictly for or against any other Party. This 
Agreement is the product of mutual negotiation and drafting efforts. Accordingly, the 
judicial rule of construction that ambiguities in a document are to be construed against 
the drafter of that document shall have no application to the interpretation or enforcement 
of this Agreement. 

21. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which shall be an 
original and all such counterparts together shall constitute the entire Agreement of the 
Parties hereto. 

22. Each individual executing this Agreement hereby represents and warrants that he or she 
has the full power and authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the named 
Parties. 

23. This Agreement shall not be extinguished or altered in any way, by any Party without the 
prior written consent of the District. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by 
their duly authorized representatives as of the date first above written. 

DISTRICT: CITY: 

COACHELLA VALLEY WATER CITY OF COACHELLA, a general law city 
DISTRICT, a public agency of the ofthe State of California 
State of California 

1 2 / 1 4 / 0 7 

Its: &ZUfct_k_. M f r P ^ k g E l VLts: Tim Brown, C i t y Manager 
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AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made and entered into on this 9th day of January, 
2008 ("Effective Date") by and between COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, a public 
agency of the State of California, ("District"), and CITY OF COACHELLA, a general law city 
in California ("City"). District and City are sometimes referred to individually as "Party" or 
collectively as "Parties." 

RECITALS 

A. District is a public agency organized, operating and existing under Sections 30000 et seq. 
of the California Water Code. Pursuant to such authority, the District is authorized to 
provide water and sanitation service in the Counties of Riverside, San Diego and 
Imperial. 

B. City is a general law city located in the County of Riverside, State of California. 
Pursuant to such authority, City provides water and sanitation service to customers within 
the City of Coachella boundaries, as depicted on Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by this 
reference incorporated herein. 

C. City provides water service within the boundaries of the City of Coachella through the 
City of Coachella Water Department. 

D. City provides sewer service within the boundaries of the City of Coachella through the 
City of Coachella Sanitary District. 

E. Each Party is authorized pursuant to California law to provide water and sewer service 
which could otherwise result in inefficient systems and duplication of services. 

F. District and City are desirous of reaching an agreement which establishes permanent 
boundaries for water and sewer service to be currently provided by each. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. All of the above Recitals are hereby incorporated by reference to the same extent as 
though herein again set forth in full. 

2. ; From and after the Effective Date, this Agreement establishes the boundaries for water 
and sewer service between District and City 

3. Except as provided in Paragraph 4, City will provide, and CVWD will not provide, water 
and sewer service to the area lying north of the centerline of Avenue 56 and within the 
City boundary and Sphere of Influence existing on the Effective Date and the Proposed 
Sphere of Influence east of Jackson Street, as depicted on Exhibit "A." 
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4. Any Customer being served by District or City as of Effective Date and any property 
subject to a "Will Serve" letter issued by the District or City thirty (30) days prior to the 
Effective Date shall continue to be served by such Party, whether inside or outside the 
boundaries of District and City established under this Agreement. On request of either 
party ("Territory Party") new customers ("Temporary Customers") within its service area 
may be served by the other party ("Servicing Party"), if service is infeasible at that time 
by the Territory Party. The terms of Temporary Service7 shall be as agreed upon by the 
parties. Upon later request of the Territory Party, the Servicing Party will transfer to the 
Territory Party the Temporary Customer accounts, as well as any infrastructure, capacity 
fees, or supplemental import water rights, purchased by or on behalf of the Temporary 
Customers which are not otherwise retained by the Servicing Party by prior agreement. 

5. All other areas within the City boundary and City's Sphere of Influence will be a service 
area of the District, as depicted on Exhibit "A." 

6. City may provide water and / or sewer service to the area in the Northern Un-annexed 
Area as shown on Exhibit "A" if City is the first city to annex that area. The Northern 
Un-annexed Area is described as that area bounded by the existing northern Coachella 
City Boundary (south), Dillon/Tyler Road (west), Avenue 37 (north) and Johnson 
Avenue (east). 

7. Neither Party can extend its service area into the service area of the other Party without 
prior written consent of the encroached upon Party. The consent requested shall be at the 
sole and absolute discretion of the encroached-upon Party. 

8. Either Party may install pipelines through service area of the other provided that they are 
necessary and convenient to providing service in the installing Party's service area. 

9. Water service by either Party to tribal property is subject to tribal consent. 

10. This Agreement does not apply in any way to water service supplied by the District from 
the Coachella Canal or its distribution system to non-potable uses. 

11. CVWD will provide two twelve-inch water connections and meters at the north side of 
Avenue 56, one at Fillmore Street and the other at Pierce for future connection by the 
City of Coachella, on such terms as may be agreed upon by the parties. Costs for these 
two connections and meters will be bourn by the City. 

12. The Parties hereto agree to cooperate with each other in furthering the purposes of this 
Agreement. The Parties hereby agree to take such other actions and execute such other 
reasonable documents as are consistent with this Agreement and as are reasonably 
necessary to effectuate this Agreement; provided, however, that the foregoing shall not 
require District to take any legislative action or exercise its discretion in any particular 
manner. 
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13. This Agreement contains the final and complete agreement between the Parties with 
respect to the matters herein discussed and supersedes all previous communications and 
agreements between them with respect to the subject matter hereof, whether oral or 
written, to the extent such prior communications and agreement are not consistent with 
this Agreement. 

14. In the event that any action or proceeding is commenced between the Parties hereto to 
enforce or interpret any term of this Agreement, each party shall bear its own attorneys' 
costs and fees. The attorneys' costs and fees shall include, without limitation, attorneys' 
costs and fees incurred on appeal and those incurred in enforcing any judgment rendered 
in any such action or proceeding. 

15. All notices shall be in writing and shall be considered given and received: (i) when 
delivered in person to the recipient named below; or (ii) three days after deposit in the 
United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the recipient named below; or (iii) on 
the date of delivery shown in the records of an express courier such as Federal Express or 
DHL; or (iv) on the date of delivery by facsimile transmission to the recipient named 
below. All notices shall be addressed as followed: 

If to District: 

General Manager/Chief Engineer 
Coachella Valley Water District 
P.O. Box 1058 
Coachella, Ca 92236-1058 

If to City: 

City Manager 
City of Coachella 
1515 Sixth Street 
Coachella, CA 92236 

Any Party may, by notice given at any time, require subsequent notices to be given to 
another person or entity, whether a Party or an officer or representative of a Party, or to a 
different address, or both. Notices given before actual receipt of notice of change shall 
not be invalidated by the change. 

16. This Agreement and all its provisions shall in all respects be interpreted, construed, 
enforced, and governed by and under the laws of the State of California, without regard 
to its conflict of laws principles. 

17. Any action or proceeding brought respecting this Agreement shall be instituted and 
maintained in the appropriate court in the County of Riverside, California. 
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18. This Agreement may be modified only by another written instrument duly authorized, 
executed, acknowledged byboth'Parties. 

19. The provisions of this Agreement are specifically made severable. If any clause, 
provision, right, or remedy provided for herein is determined to be unlawful or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall remain in effect and shall be 
enforced as if such clause, provision, right, or remedy were not contained herein. 

20. The language in all parts of this Agreement shall in ail respects be construed as a whole 
according to its fair meaning, and not strictly for or against any other Party. This 
Agreement is the product of mutual negotiation and drafting efforts. Accordingly, the 
judicial rule of construction that ambiguities in a document are to be construed against 
the drafter of that document shall have no application to the interpretation or enforcement 
of this Agreement. 

21. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which shall be an 
original and all such counterparts together shall constitute the entire Agreement of the 
Parties hereto. 

22. Each individual executing this Agreement hereby represents and warrants that he or she 
has the full power and authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the named 
Parties. 

23. This Agreement shall not be extinguished or altered in any way, by any Party without the 
prior written consent of the District. ] 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by 
their duly authorized representatives as of the date first above written. 

DISTRICT: CITY: 

COACHELLA VALLEY WATER 
DISTRICT, a public^gency o^the 
State of California 

Its: ^ c s l & e n l -

CITY OF COACHELLA, a general law city 
of the State of California 

By: 

Its: 

o 

NAauo' 
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City of Coachella / CVWD 
Water & Sewer Service Area Map 
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April 26, 2022 
 
Ms. Crystal Craig 
Assistant Executive Officer 
Riverside LAFCO 
6216 Brockton Avenue, Suite 111-B 
Riverside, CA 92506 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL 
 
Subject: Countywide City Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Reviews and 
Potential Amendments (LAFCO 2021-061, 2, 3, 4&5) – City of Menifee  
 
Dear Ms. Craig, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the public review draft for the 
City Municipal Service Review for the City of Menifee. The City concurs with the report findings 
and provides the following repeat comments for consideration. 
 

• General comment: As a new and rapidly growing City, staff levels and budgets have 
increased year of year. The data in the MSR is at this time 2 years old. If possible please 
consider using more current financials as provided in comments to draft document on 
November 15, 2021. 

• PDF Page 230. Please note new Fire Station #5 is in design and included in our CIP to 
replace existing station 5 in Quail Valley. 

• PDF Page 231. Note the City is a CDBG Entitlement City. 
• PDF Page 232. Please consider the following redline revisions for clarifications: 

 



 

P:\LAFCO 2021 MSR\City of Menifee Comments on MSR.docx 

 
 
 

• PDF Page 233. Also note a second library recently opened in Menifee at 28798 La Piedra 
Road. 

• PDF Page 236. Figure 75 (and where other references to RHNA numbers occur). Please 
update with most recent Annual Progress Report data. 

 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide the above comments. The City looks forward to the 
formal approval of the MSR by the LAFCO Board. If you have any questions regarding the 
comments please contact me at ckitzerow@cityofmenifee.us or 951-723-3706. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Cheryl Kitzerow, AICP 
Community Development Director 
 
 
Cc: Armando Villa, City Manager 

mailto:ckitzerow@cityofmenifee.us


























 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

April 27, 2022 
 
 
Crystal Craig, Assistant Executive Officer     (via E-mail: ccraig@lafco.org) 
Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission 
6216 Brockton Avenue, STE 111-B 
Riverside CA  92506 
 
RE: VALLEY-WIDE COMMENTS ON CITY MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 

UPDATE FOR ALL CITIES IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY 
 
Dear Crystal Craig: 
 
Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District is writing to submit our input and requested corrections to the 
“Public Review Draft: Countywide City Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Reviews and 
Potential Amendments (LAFCO 2021-06-1,2,3,4 &5).” We appreciate the Commission’s and LAFCO Staff's 
release of public review along with a reasonable amount of time to assemble comments. 
  
We believe that the Public Review Draft is a very important step in the process of preparing an accurate 
and consistent report for the Commission's review and approval. Thank you for your consideration of our 
input and requested corrections presented in the attached table. We hope that the table format will 
make it easier for you and your team to review our input, comments and corrections. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me directly at 951-654-1505 or 
dean@GoRecreation.org. We appreciate your continued support and the opportunity to collaborate.  
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
       
Dean Wetter, General Manager 
Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District 
 
Attachment:  Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District Table of Comments and Suggested Edits 4/27/22 
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13 Recommendation regarding Menifee Sphere of 
Influence: 

Recommending coordination with the City of 
Menifee to determine a new extent of the City’s 
eastern boundary. Menifee City staff indicated a 
desire to expand the SOI to include most of the 
unsphered land between the City’s eastern 
boundary and State Route 79. Five (5) DUCs are 
immediately north of Menifee, and four (4) 
additional DUCs are northeast of the City and the 
area under consideration for the Menifee SOI 
expansion.  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments: 

• Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District 
(VWRPD) believes LAFCO should provide 
some clarity on how this proposed 
recommendation complies with LAFCO 
Policy 2.3.4, which requires that a city’s 
general plan “contain provisions to 
adequately demonstrate that the city has 
planned for the increased needs associated 
with a larger geographic boundary” prior to 
any expansion of a city’s sphere of 
influence.  

 

128 Parks and Recreation 
The City receives parks and recreation services 
from two (2) entities, the Public Works 
Department’s Parks Division and the Valley Wide 
Recreation and Park District. The Parks Division 
provides maintenance of all City parks, weekly 
landscaping services, and park patrol services. 
The  Valley Wide  Recreation  and  Park  District  
maintains  several  parks  throughout  Hemet, 
Menifee,  and  San  Jacinto  and  runs recreational  
programs  like  youth  and  adult  basketball, 
baseball, softball, flag football, indoor soccer, and 
volleyball leagues. It was established in 1972 by a 
general election vote of the residents of Hemet 
and San Jacinto. It is an independent special 
district governed by five (5) elected board 
members with four (4) year terms. 

Parks and Recreation 
The City receives parks and recreation services 
from two (2) entities, the Public Works 
Department’s Parks Division and the Valley-Wide 
Recreation and Park District (“VWRPD”). The 
Parks Division provides maintenance of all City 
parks, weekly landscaping services, and park 
patrol services. The  VWRPD Valley Wide 
Recreation and Park District maintains several 
parks and landscapes throughout the cities of 
Hemet, Menifee, and San Jacinto, as well as 
unincorporated areas of Winchester, Murrieta, 
French Valley, Homeland, Romoland, Valle Vista, 
Sage and Aguanga. The VWRPD also and runs 
recreational programs like youth and adult 
basketball, baseball, softball, flag football, indoor 
soccer, and volleyball leagues. It was established 
in 1972 by a general election vote of the 
residents of Hemet and San Jacinto. It is an 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Adds information on VWRPD Services 
within the community. 

• Adds information regarding representation 
divisions. 

• Accurately describes areas served by 
VWRPD.  
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independent special district governed by five (5) 
elected board members with four (4) year terms, 
Voters in portions of the City of Hemet vote for 
Directors in each of the VWRPD Director 
Divisions.  
 

201-
202 

CFDs are a method of financing public 
improvements and services that were established 
under the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 
1982. The CFD is a special tax on assessed 
property values within the district boundary that 
must be approved by two-thirds of the residents 
or landowners within the CFD. 

CFDs are a method of financing public 
improvements and services that were established 
under the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 
1982. The CFD is a special tax on assessed 
property values within the district boundary that 
must be approved by two-thirds of the registered 
voters residents or landowners within the CFD.  

Suggested Edits for Accuracy:   

• CFD special taxes are not levied according 
to assessed value. 

• “district boundary” is synonymous with CFD 
boundary.  

• CFDs are not approved by residents; rather, 
by registered voters or landowners.   

 

204 SERVICES PROVIDED 
City staff provide the community with law 
enforcement, building and planning, housing, 
code enforcement, parks and recreation, streets 
and road maintenance, stormwater drainage, and 
innovation and technology services. 

SERVICES PROVIDED 
City staff provide the community with law 
enforcement, building and planning, housing, 
code enforcement, parks and recreation, streets 
and road maintenance, stormwater drainage, and 
innovation and technology services. With regard 
to parks and recreation, City staff provide 
services exclusively within in Council Districts #1 
and #2, and some services in Council Districts #3 
and #4 in addition to services provided by 
Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District. While 
Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District 
overlaps portions of the City, the City and 
District’s programs and services complement 
each other and provides for efficient and 
expansive services to which City residents 
benefit. 
 
 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Identifies that some areas services are 
provided jointly. 
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205 Figure 74: Service Provider Matrix – Menifee 
Public Service Row (Landscape Maintenance)/ 
Service Provider Column:  
 

LLMD & CFD, CSA 
 

LLMD & CFD, Valley-Wide Recreation and Park 
District, CSA  
2. Shade 4th box on table orange (Large 
Independent Special District) 
 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Reflects areas with services provided by 
VWRPD. 

208 Parks and Recreation 
Parks and recreation services are provided by two 
(2) entities, the City’s Community Services 
Department and the Valley Wide Recreation and 
Park District (“VWRPD”). The Community Services 
Department is responsible for maintaining and 
developing parks and open spaces as well as 
improving the quality of life for residents through 
fun and safe recreational programs. The Valley 
Wide Recreation and Park District was 
established in 1972 by a general election vote of 
the residents of Hemet and San Jacinto. It is an 
independent special district governed by five (5) 
elected board members with four-year terms. 
The District maintains several parks throughout 
Hemet, Menifee, and San Jacinto and runs 
recreational programs like youth and adult 
basketball, baseball, softball, flag football, indoor 
soccer, and volleyball leagues. 

Parks and Recreation 
Parks and recreation services are provided by two 
(2) entities, the City’s Community Services 
Department and the Valley-Wide Recreation and 
Park District (“VWRPD”). The Community Services 
Department is responsible for maintaining and 
developing parks and open spaces as well as 
improving the quality of life for residents through 
fun and safe recreational programs.  The Valley- 
Wide Recreation and Park District VWRPD was 
established in 1972 by a general election vote of 
the residents of Hemet and San Jacinto. In about 
1987, it expanded its service area to include the 
Menifee Valley at the request of County of 
Riverside Supervisor Kay Ceniceros. It VWRPD is 
an independent special district governed by five 
(5) elected board members with four-year terms, 
of which two Director Divisions (#4 and #5) are 
elected by voters in the Menifee Valley portion 
of the City of Menifee, and represent the service 
area in the Menifee Valley. The District 
maintains several parks and landscapes 
throughout the cities of Hemet, Menifee, and San 
Jacinto, as well as unincorporated areas of 
Winchester, Murrieta, French Valley, Homeland, 
Romoland, Valle Vista, Sage and Aguanga. The 
District also and runs recreational programs like 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Adds information on VWRPD Services 
within the community. 

• Adds information regarding representation 
divisions. 

• Accurately describes areas served by 
VWRPD. 
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youth and adult basketball, baseball, softball, flag 
football, indoor soccer, and volleyball leagues in 
addition to landscape maintenance. 
 

208 According to staff, the City pursued detachment 
of the VWRPD in 2016, proposing  to take over all 
parks and recreation services in the City. Upon 
review of the application for detachment, 
VWRPD proposed compensation in exchange for 
detachment. According to City staff, LAFCO 
approved a one-time $500,000 payment in 
exchange for detachment. 
The proposed detachment would leave VWRPD 
with disconnected and noncontiguous service 
boundaries outside of the City’s new parks and 
recreation service boundary. However, the 
existing VWRPD boundary already contains 
several small, isolated, noncontiguous areas.  
Furthermore, City staff indicated that the City 
would like to expand its parks and recreation 
district boundary eastward to Leon Road. 

According to staff, the City pursued detachment of 
the VWRPD in 2016, proposing to take over all parks 
and recreation services in the City. Upon review of 
the application for detachment, VWRPD proposed 
compensation in exchange for detachment. 
According to City staff, LAFCO approved a one-time 
$500,000 payment in exchange for detachment. 
The proposed detachment, which, if completed as 
proposed by the City, would have left leave VWRPD 
with disconnected and noncontiguous service 
boundaries, and would have undermined the 
constitutional validity of the existing VWRPD LMD 
that would have been bifurcated by the City’s 
proposal outside of the City’s new parks and 
recreation service boundary. However, the existing 
VWRPD boundary already contains several small, 
isolated, noncontiguous areas. Riverside LAFCO 
ultimately approved the City’s application for 
detachment in August 2017, subject to conditions 
with which the City took exception.  Following 
Riverside LAFCO’s denial of the City’s 
reconsideration request in October 2017 (denied 
for failure to meet the requirements for 
reconsideration), the City sued Riverside LAFCO 
challenging the validity of several terms and 
conditions imposed by LAFCO in its approval of the 
detachment.  Because the City ultimately lost its 
suit and also failed to meet the conditions of 
Riverside LAFCO’s approval within one year as 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Changes to more completely and 
accurately frame the history of the City’s 
detachment application. 

• Additionally, as an overall comment, it 
seems that this paragraph/ discussion 
should be moved below the discussion 
regarding the City’s 2014 MSR (as noted in 
the next comment). 
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required by Government Code section 57001, the 
detachment sought by the City was never finalized.  
 
Furthermore, City staff indicated that the City 
would like to expand its parks and recreation 
district boundary eastward to Leon Road. 
 

208 According to City staff, Riverside LAFCO 
considered the City’s parks and recreation 
services in a previous SOI update (2014). At the 
time, Riverside LAFCO determined that the City 
should demonstrate an ability to provide parks 
and recreation services by meeting several 
criteria: (1) set up a parks and recreation 
department, (2) show a track record of 
performance, (3) City Council approval to detach 
VWRPD from the City, and (4) develop a plan to 
transition VWRPD facilities to the City. According 
to City staff, all of the above-mentioned criteria 
was completed prior to 2016.  

According to City staff, Riverside LAFCO 
considered the City’s parks and recreation 
services in a previous SOI update (2014). At the 
time, Riverside LAFCO determined that the City 
should demonstrate an ability to provide parks 
and recreation services by meeting several 
criteria: (1) set up a parks and recreation 
department, (2) show a track record of 
performance, (3) City Council approval to detach 
VWRPD from the City, and (4) develop a plan to 
transition VWRPD facilities to the City. According 
to City staff, all of the above-mentioned criteria 
was completed prior to 2016.  Additionally, in 
December 2014, the Commission reviewed the 
Sphere of Influence (SOI) for VWRPD. The LAFCO 
staff recommendation included expanding the 
VWRPD SOI to encompass the remainder of the 
City in recognition of the contractual 
arrangement between the City and VWRPD in 
effect at that time. The City, which had started 
to evaluate other alternatives for the future 
provision of park and recreation services, 
opposed.  The Commission agreed with the City 
and declined to expand the VWRPD SOI. The 
Commission action also included a request that 
the District work with the City to develop a long-

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Deletion suggested because NO such action 
was taken and NO such determination was 
made by Riverside LAFCO in connection 
with the City’s 2014 Sphere of Influence 
Update.  The minutes of the September 25, 
2014 Riverside LAFCO hearing at which the 
City’s MSR was approved, does not include 
such a determination by Riverside LAFCO.  
Based on our review, these “criteria” were 
first included in documents created by the 
City. 

• Additionally, as an overall comment 
consistent with the comment above, it 
seems that this paragraph/ discussion 
should be moved above the discussion of 
the City’s 2016 detachment application.  
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term plan for the orderly transition of park and 
recreation services. That process ultimately led 
to the decision for the City of Menifee to file this 
proposal for detachment of all City territory 
from VWRPD in 2016. 
 

209 • The City of Menifee required a minimum of 
five (5) acres of public open space per 1,000 
residents. At the time of the 2014 MSR, 
Menifee had 1.68 acres of open space per 
1,000 residents. 

 Comment: 

• Consider noting that this language is a 
summary of the determination rather than 
the text of the LAFCO approved 
determination. 

 

209 According to City staff, the city has made 
progress towards improving its inventory of 
parkland. The City notes that eleven (11) new 
parks totaling bout 81 acres have been 
constructed since the 2014 MSR. The City 
currently has five (5) additional parks under 
construction that will add another 27 acres of 
parkland in 2022. City staff estimates that by the 
end of 2022, the City of Menifee will provide 2.34 
acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.  

According to City staff, the city has made 
progress towards improving its inventory of 
parkland. The City notes that eleven (11) seven 
(7) new parks totaling about 81 acres 37 acres 
have been constructed since the 2014 MSR 
totaling 15 parks and 81 acres. The City currently 
has five (5) additional parks under construction 
that will add another 27 acres of parkland in 
2022. City staff estimates that by the end of 
2022, the City of Menifee will provide 2.34 acres 
of parkland per 1,000 residents. Additionally, 
VWRPD currently provides 4.27 acres parkland 
per 1,000 residents within the Menifee Valley 
Service Area and is responsible for maintaining 
over 13.7 million square feet of landscaped 
sports fields, street landscaping, paseos, and 
other public areas, including 26 parks in addition 
to two (2) gymnasiums, and one (1) recreation 
headquarters/community center.  VWRPD has 
three (3) additional parks under construction 
that will add another 23 acres of parkland 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Update recommended to accurately reflect 
the parks added, and corresponding 
acreages, since the 2014 MSR. 

• Addition to provide a complete discussion 
of parkland. 
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totaling 177 acres within VWRPD’s Menifee 
Valley service area.   
 

209 According to City staff, Valley-Wide Recreation 
and Park District oversees maintenance of right 
of-way landscaping on the east side of the City, 
which causes fragmentation of service area 
boundaries.  
 
 

According to City staff, Valley-Wide Recreation 
and Park District oversees maintenance of right 
of-way landscaping on the east side of the City, 
which causes fragmentation of service area 
boundaries.  
 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Deletion recommended because it is not 
accurate as written and use of the word 
“fragmentation” is biased. 

224 SOI RECOMMENDATIONS 
RSG is recommending coordination with the City 
of Menifee on expansion of the Menifee SOI. 
Menifee’s SOI is coterminous with its 
incorporated municipal boundary. As the City and 
Western Riverside County region continues to 
grow, much of the future development will begin 
to occur beyond Menifee’s eastern boundaries in 
unincorporated areas. In an effort to manage 
sprawl, LAFCO should consider extending 
Menifee’s SOI boundary eastward towards State 
Route 79. The extension of Menifee’s SOI and 
ultimate corporate boundary would also be the 
first step towards solving the City’s issues related 
to the patchwork of parks and recreation districts 
in the City’s eastern territories. City staff 
indicated that there is interest in expanding the 
City’s SOI and municipal boundary to the east. 
Per City staff, the City Council adopted a Strategic 
Plan that included an item aiming to expand the 
Menifee SOI eastward as far as State Route 79. 

SOI RECOMMENDATIONS 
RSG is recommending coordination with the City 
of Menifee on expansion of the Menifee SOI. 
Menifee’s SOI is coterminous with its 
incorporated municipal boundary. As the City and 
Western Riverside County region continues to 
grow, much of the future development will begin 
to occur beyond Menifee’s eastern boundaries in 
unincorporated areas. In an effort to manage 
sprawl, LAFCO should consider extending 
Menifee’s SOI boundary eastward towards State 
Route 79. The extension of Menifee’s SOI and 
ultimate corporate boundary would also be the 
first step towards solving the City’s issues related 
to the patchwork of parks and recreation districts 
in the City’s eastern territories. City staff 
indicated that there is interest in expanding the 
City’s SOI and municipal boundary to the east. 
Per City staff, the City Council adopted a Strategic 
Plan that included an item aiming to expand the 
Menifee SOI eastward as far as State Route 79. 
 

Comments: 

• VWRPD believes LAFCO should provide 
some clarity on how this proposed 
recommendation complies with LAFCO 
Policy 2.3.4, which requires that a city’s 
general plan “contain provisions to 
adequately demonstrate that the city has 
planned for the increased needs associated 
with a larger geographic boundary” prior to 
any expansion of a city’s sphere of 
influence.  

• Deletion recommended because it assumes 
that the manner in which parks and 
recreation services are provided within the 
City’s boundaries is somehow lacking, 
which is not the case. 
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382 Figure 146: Service Provider Matrix – Temecula 
Public Service Row (Parks and Recreation)/ 
Service Provider Column:  
 

Public Works, Valley Wide Recreation and 
Park District, CSD 

 

Public Works, Valley Wide Recreation and Park 
District, CSD 

Comment: 

• VWRPD does not provide services in the 
City of Temecula. 
 

536 Valley Wide Recreation and Parks District also 
provides parks and recreation services in San 
Jacinto.  The District is an independent special 
district that collects a special tax assessment, and 
is governed by a 5-member elected Board of 
Directors.  Each Director is elected to serve a four 
(4) year term. 

Valley-Wide Recreation and Parks District also 
provides parks and recreation services in San 
Jacinto (“VWRPD”) maintains several parks and 
landscapes throughout the cities of Hemet, 
Menifee, and San Jacinto, as well as 
unincorporated areas of Winchester, Murrieta, 
French Valley, Homeland, Romoland, Valle Vista, 
Sage and Aguanga. The VWRPD also and runs 
recreational programs like youth and adult 
basketball, baseball, softball, flag football, 
indoor soccer, and volleyball leagues. It was 
established in 1972 by a general election vote of 
the residents of Hemet and San Jacinto. The 
District It is an independent special district that 
collects a special tax assessment, and governed 
by a 5-member elected Board of Directors.  Each 
Director is elected to serve a four (4) year term, 
of which two Director Divisions (#1 and #2) are 
elected by voters in portions of the City of San 
Jacinto, and represent the service area in San 
Jacinto. 
 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Adds information on VWRPD Services 
within the community. 

• Adds information regarding representation 
divisions. 

• Accurately describes areas served by 
VWRPD.  
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Fi l e : 1150.10 
1150.104 

AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made and entered into on this 9th day of January, 
2008 ("Effective Date") by and between COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, a public 
agency of the State of California, ("District"), and CITY OF COACHELLA, a general law city 
in California ("City"). District and City are sometimes referred to individually as "Party" or 
collectively as "Parties." 

RECITALS 

A. District is a public agency organized, operating and existing under Sections 30000 et seq. 
of the California Water Code. Pursuant to such authority, the District is authorized to 
provide water and sanitation service in the Counties of Riverside, San Diego and 
Imperial. 

B. City is a general law city located in the County of Riverside, State of California. 
Pursuant to such authority, City provides water and sanitation service to customers within 
the City of Coachella boundaries, as depicted on Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by this 
reference incorporated herein. 

C. City provides water service within the boundaries of the City of Coachella through the 
City of Coachella Water Department. 

D. City provides sewer service within the boundaries of the City of Coachella through the 
City of Coachella Sanitary District. 

E. Each Party is authorized pursuant to California law to provide water and sewer service 
which could otherwise result in inefficient systems and duplication of services. 

F. District and City are desirous of reaching an agreement which establishes permanent 
boundaries for water and sewer service to be currently provided by each. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. All of the above Recitals are hereby incorporated by reference to the same extent as 
though herein again set forth in full. 

2. ; From and after the Effective Date, this Agreement establishes the boundaries for water 
and sewer service between District and City 

3. Except as provided in Paragraph 4, City will provide, and CVWD will not provide, water 
and sewer service to the area lying north of the centerline of Avenue 56 and within the 
City boundary and Sphere of Influence existing on the Effective Date and the Proposed 
Sphere of Influence east of Jackson Street, as depicted on Exhibit "A." 

Final clean draft 12/07/07, DP 
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4. Any Customer being served by District or City as of Effective Date and any property 
subject to a "Will Serve" letter issued by the District or City thirty (30) days prior to the 
Effective Date shall continue to be served by such Party, whether inside or outside the 
boundaries of District and City established under this Agreement. On request of either 
party ("Territory Party") new customers ("Temporary Customers") within its service area 
may be served by the other party ("Servicing Party"), if service is infeasible at that time 
by the Territory Party. The terms of Temporary Service7 shall be as agreed upon by the 
parties. Upon later request of the Territory Party, the Servicing Party will transfer to the 
Territory Party the Temporary Customer accounts, as well as any infrastructure, capacity 
fees, or supplemental import water rights, purchased by or on behalf of the Temporary 
Customers which are not otherwise retained by the Servicing Party by prior agreement. 

5. All other areas within the City boundary and City's Sphere of Influence will be a service 
area of the District, as depicted on Exhibit "A." 

6. City may provide water and / or sewer service to the area in the Northern Un-annexed 
Area as shown on Exhibit "A" if City is the first city to annex that area. The Northern 
Un-annexed Area is described as that area bounded by the existing northern Coachella 
City Boundary (south), Dillon/Tyler Road (west), Avenue 37 (north) and Johnson 
Avenue (east). 

7. Neither Party can extend its service area into the service area of the other Party without 
prior written consent of the encroached upon Party. The consent requested shall be at the 
sole and absolute discretion of the encroached-upon Party. 

8. Either Party may install pipelines through service area of the other provided that they are 
necessary and convenient to providing service in the installing Party's service area. 

9. Water service by either Party to tribal property is subject to tribal consent. 

10. This Agreement does not apply in any way to water service supplied by the District from 
the Coachella Canal or its distribution system to non-potable uses. 

11. CVWD will provide two twelve-inch water connections and meters at the north side of 
Avenue 56, one at Fillmore Street and the other at Pierce for future connection by the 
City of Coachella, on such terms as may be agreed upon by the parties. Costs for these 
two connections and meters will be bourn by the City. 

12. The Parties hereto agree to cooperate with each other in furthering the purposes of this 
Agreement. The Parties hereby agree to take such other actions and execute such other 
reasonable documents as are consistent with this Agreement and as are reasonably 
necessary to effectuate this Agreement; provided, however, that the foregoing shall not 
require District to take any legislative action or exercise its discretion in any particular 
manner. 

Final clean draft 12/07/07, DP 

gperez
Text Box
Attachment 2



13. This Agreement contains the final and complete agreement between the Parties with 
respect to the matters herein discussed and supersedes all previous communications and 
agreements between them with respect to the subject matter hereof, whether oral or 
written, to the extent such prior communications and agreement are not consistent with 
this Agreement. 

14. In the event that any action or proceeding is commenced between the Parties hereto to 
enforce or interpret any term of this Agreement, each party shall bear its own attorneys' 
costs and fees. The attorneys' costs and fees shall include, without limitation, attorneys' 
costs and fees incurred on appeal and those incurred in enforcing any judgment rendered 
in any such action or proceeding. 

15. All notices shall be in writing and shall be considered given and received: (i) when 
delivered in person to the recipient named below; or (ii) three days after deposit in the 
United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the recipient named below; or (iii) on 
the date of delivery shown in the records of an express courier such as Federal Express or 
DHL; or (iv) on the date of delivery by facsimile transmission to the recipient named 
below. All notices shall be addressed as followed: 

If to District: 

General Manager/Chief Engineer 
Coachella Valley Water District 
P.O. Box 1058 
Coachella, Ca 92236-1058 

If to City: 

City Manager 
City of Coachella 
1515 Sixth Street 
Coachella, CA 92236 

Any Party may, by notice given at any time, require subsequent notices to be given to 
another person or entity, whether a Party or an officer or representative of a Party, or to a 
different address, or both. Notices given before actual receipt of notice of change shall 
not be invalidated by the change. 

16. This Agreement and all its provisions shall in all respects be interpreted, construed, 
enforced, and governed by and under the laws of the State of California, without regard 
to its conflict of laws principles. 

17. Any action or proceeding brought respecting this Agreement shall be instituted and 
maintained in the appropriate court in the County of Riverside, California. 
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18. This Agreement may be modified only by another written instrument duly authorized, 
executed, acknowledged byboth'Parties. 

19. The provisions of this Agreement are specifically made severable. If any clause, 
provision, right, or remedy provided for herein is determined to be unlawful or 
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall remain in effect and shall be 
enforced as if such clause, provision, right, or remedy were not contained herein. 

20. The language in all parts of this Agreement shall in ail respects be construed as a whole 
according to its fair meaning, and not strictly for or against any other Party. This 
Agreement is the product of mutual negotiation and drafting efforts. Accordingly, the 
judicial rule of construction that ambiguities in a document are to be construed against 
the drafter of that document shall have no application to the interpretation or enforcement 
of this Agreement. 

21. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which shall be an 
original and all such counterparts together shall constitute the entire Agreement of the 
Parties hereto. 

22. Each individual executing this Agreement hereby represents and warrants that he or she 
has the full power and authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the named 
Parties. 

23. This Agreement shall not be extinguished or altered in any way, by any Party without the 
prior written consent of the District. ] 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by 
their duly authorized representatives as of the date first above written. 

DISTRICT: CITY: 

COACHELLA VALLEY WATER 
DISTRICT, a public^gency o^the 
State of California 

Its: ^ c s l & e n l -

CITY OF COACHELLA, a general law city 
of the State of California 

By: 

Its: 

o 

NAauo' 
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cestrada
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by cestrada
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Typewritten Text
Agreement for transfer of sewer collection system
"South Jackson Street Service Area" Entered July, 2013
Recognizing the January 9, 2008 CVWD and the City of Coachella
"Boundary Agreement"  
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Proposed Annexation of Stonewater
Development from Coachella Valley 

Water District to the City of Coachella

January 25, 2022
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Agenda

• Project Location and Background
• Review of Boundaries
• Project Findings

2
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• 818 Acres
• 2,750 

Residential 
Units

• 300,000 SF 
of 
Commercial
/Retail

3
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4

Summary
• September 28, 2021 – Board authorized staff to begin sewer flow transfer 

agreement negotiations with Valley Sanitary District (VSD).  
• October 18, 2021 - VSD confirmed sewer treatment capacity.
• Developer along with VSD investigated sewer alignments and pipeline 

capacity.
• VSD reports insufficient capacity in existing pipelines.  New pipeline would 

need to be constructed underneath I-10 and CVSC with one lift station.
• Mid November 2021, Developer approached City of Coachella.
• Developer reports that the City of Coachella has available capacity in existing 

sewer mains and water reclamation plant.
• Developer reports that the City of Coachella will require annexation.
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5

Requested Action

• Authorize the General Manager to Sign the Necessary Riverside 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Documents to 
Facilitate the Stonewater Development to be annexed from the 
Coachella Valley Water District to the City of Coachella in 
accordance with the Riverside LAFCO rules and regulations.

gperez
Text Box
Attachment 12



Questions ?
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Facility Vicinity Map of Stonewater Development

Stonewater

Proposed Sewer

Proposed LS

Proposed LS

PROJECT 
LOCATION

Vicinity Map
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From: Jose Macedo <JoseM@sbvmwd.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2022 8:33 PM 
To: Crystal Craig <ccraig@lafco.org> 
Cc: Adekunle Ojo <AdekunleO@sbvmwd.com>; Shavonne Turner <ShavonneT@sbvmwd.com>; Bob 
Tincher <bobt@sbvmwd.com> 
Subject: SBVMWD: Task: Public Review Draft Countywide City MSR & SOI Review 
 
Ma’am, 
 
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District has reviewed the Municipal Service Review and have no 
comments. 
 
  
  
Jose Macedo, MA/ML, CPT (USA Retired) 
Chief of Staff  | Clerk of the Board 
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 
  
380 East Vanderbilt Way | San Bernardino, CA 92408 
P 909.387.9214 | M: 915.539.8329 
josem@sbvmwd.com 
  
  

 
  
  
  
 

mailto:JoseM@sbvmwd.com
mailto:ccraig@lafco.org
mailto:AdekunleO@sbvmwd.com
mailto:ShavonneT@sbvmwd.com
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mailto:josem@sbvmwd.com




























HEMET UNITED 
P.O. Box 5344 / Hemet, California 92544 / info@HemetUnited.org 

 
 

 
VIA EMAIL 
 
 
April 27, 2022 
 
Ms. Crystal Craig 
Assistant Executive Director 
Riverside LAFCO 
6216 Brockton Avenue, Suite 111-B 
Riverside, California 92506 
 
RE: Comments on the Countywide City Municipal Service Review / City of Hemet 
 
Dear Ms. Craig: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Hemet MSR. As you know, Hemet United has been 
formed to advance an Annexation and Sphere of Influence change of organization for the presently 
unincorporated area of Hemet. Our registered voter petition (1,089 signatures) was certified as complete 
by your office on April 4, 2022.  We have the following comments (references are to the pdf page 
numbers of the RSG MSR Public Review Draft “Hemet” section Dated March 29, 2022): 
 
General Comment:  Please consider removing the City of San Jacinto from the Pass/Mountain category.  
The City of San Jacinto identifies with the San Jacinto Valley and is separated from the Pass and 
Mountain areas by a significant physical boundary. 
 
Page 119: Any discussion concerning Hemet’s population density and median household income should 
include an acknowledgment of the substantial senior population and significant number of mobile home 
parks within the city (Figure 39 amplifies this fact).  The comparison of Hemet’s relatively low median 
household income is misleading. Senior citizens are retired are obviously past their higher earning 
employment years.  They also generally have no children residing at home. A statistic that is frequently 
overlooked, as is the case with this study, is the amount per capita on deposit that is relatively easy to 
ascertain through FDIC records.  Hemet has generally enjoyed a relatively high per capita deposit amount 
as compared to other cities in Riverside County. In addition, Hemet has generally weathered recessionary 
cycles due to the steady flow of Social Security and other retirement income that flows into the local 
economy on a regular and predictable basis. 
 
Page 121:  The Annexation and SOI petition was certified by LAFCO as possessing the required number 
of signatures from registered voters on April 4, 2022. 
 
Page 126:  The Fire Protection section should mention that since 2006, the City of Hemet Fire 
Department has implemented full paramedic services for all of its responding units. In addition, this 
section should have included the extensive list of physical and equipment capabilities that the City of 
Hemet Fire Department offers. 

mailto:info@HemetUnited.org


Ms. Crystal Craig 
April 27, 2022 
Page two of two 
 
 
Page 128:  Regarding the Parks and Recreation Section – the City of Hemet owns and manages one of the 
largest (480 acres) parks in the County of Riverside.  Simpson Park is located in unincorporated Hemet 
and is used extensively (at no charge) by families residing in unincorporated Hemet. Regarding the Hemet 
Public Library – at nearly 40,000 square feet, the Hemet Library is one of the largest and most frequently 
used libraries in Riverside County. It is also used extensively by residents who live outside of the City of 
Hemet.   
 
Page 131:  First sentence in the Extraterritorial Services Provided Section – please change Corona to 
Hemet. 
 
Page 145:  The current SOI line was drawn more than thirty years ago with no regard to property lines or 
assessor parcel lines.  The proposed SOI amendment by Hemet United provides a logical and legally 
identifiable SOI boundary (the legal description is available upon request).  The City of Hemet General 
Plan extends to and beyond the current SOI boundaries and no land use changes would be involved.  
Please consider adopting the SOI boundaries shown on the attached exhibit as proposed by Hemet United.  
The vast majority of the increased area is uninhabited and the area that does include homes has been 
properly identified in the Hemet General Plan. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Hemet United 
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Summary of Comments on Riverside LAFCO 2021 MSR 
Public Review Draft
Page: 1

Number: 1 Author: tscott Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/25/2022 3:12:42 PM 
$72,933,766

Number: 2 Author: tscott Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/25/2022 3:12:57 PM 
$82,125,771

Number: 3 Author: tscott Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/25/2022 3:13:51 PM 
($9,192,005)
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Page: 3
Number: 1 Author: tscott Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/25/2022 3:16:49 PM 
This statement is incorrect.  It increased the revenue by approximately 2/3rds
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Page: 5
Number: 1 Author: tscott Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/25/2022 3:17:58 PM 
($9.2 million)
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Summary of Comments on Riverside LAFCO 2021 MSR 
Public Review Draft
Page: 2

Number: 1 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/12/2022 5:12:43 PM 

Number: 2 Author: Rush_ Subject: Underline Date: 4/12/2022 5:12:48 PM 

Number: 3 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 5:13:57 PM 
This term is subjective and misleading. Please remove.

Number: 4 Author: Rush_ Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/12/2022 5:13:30 PM 

Number: 5 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/12/2022 5:16:29 PM 

Number: 6 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 5:19:48 PM 
You can reference and cite the nearly 10,000 approved dwelling units we currently have approved. (http://www.ci.banning.ca.us/54/
Community-Development)

Number: 7 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 5:24:53 PM 
Please include the 1,943 DUs included within Table 36 (Page 61) of the City's Adopted Housing Element.

Number: 8 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/12/2022 5:23:37 PM 
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Page: 3
Number: 1 Author: Rush_ Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/12/2022 5:28:03 PM 

Number: 2 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 6:28:19 PM 
879 as of Sept. 2021.

Number: 3 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 6:26:58 PM 
The City added 1,776,797 sq. ft. of industrial between 2019 - 2021.

Number: 4 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/12/2022 6:26:58 PM 

Number: 5 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 6:26:23 PM 
The City gained 68,789 sq. ft. of commercial uses since 2010.

Number: 6 Author: Rush_ Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/12/2022 5:31:20 PM 

Number: 7 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 6:28:48 PM 
770

Number: 8 Author: Rush_ Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/12/2022 6:28:35 PM 

Number: 9 Author: Rush_ Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/12/2022 6:29:21 PM 

Number: 10 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/12/2022 6:36:36 PM 
This statement is subjective and misleading. This paragraph portrays the City in a negative light for only issuing 12 permits, then does the 
same when we achieve the opposite.

Number: 11 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 5:40:43 PM 
Comparison to the unincorporated County, a 7,200 sq, mi. area with large expanses of Open Space, is not reasonable or representative of 
an incorporated City. The City of Banning is situated along 5-miles of the Interstate 10 freeway frontage. A concentration of commercial 
uses is appropriate in order to capture highway serving customers.

Number: 12 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/27/2022 5:14:32 PM 
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Page: 4
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:34:41 PM 
29,505

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 6:33:06 PM 
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Page: 6
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:38:54 PM 
The crosshatching and labels are not clear.

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:39:23 PM 
This section is not identified in the legend. 

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:40:46 PM 
Same question as on "P1b", which is recited below: 

"What is the difference between the yellow outlined area versus the red crosshatched area labeled as P1b."

Number: 4 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:40:14 PM 
What is the difference between the yellow outlined area versus the red crosshatched area labeled as P1b.



1



Page: 7
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:44:14 PM 
Yellow outline is not cited in the legend. 
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Page: 9
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/27/2022 6:53:07 PM 

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:53:01 PM 
The City also contracts with Waste Management for trash and refuse removal services.

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/27/2022 6:53:51 PM 
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Page: 10
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:55:41 PM 
The City also provides electric, water, and wastewater utility services. The City also provides transit services.

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/27/2022 6:53:57 PM 

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:56:43 PM 
remove

Number: 4 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:59:09 PM 
There are no franchise agreements that govern Utilities. The Banning Electric Utility is a ratepayer owned, public utility service. 

Number: 5 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 6:57:41 PM 
WM is contracted directly with the City. The County only provides landfill services.



•

1

2

3

4

5

6

7



Page: 11
Number: 1 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/29/2022 10:43:54 AM 
Authorized Sworn officers is 36, Dispatchers is 8, Civilian staff at the PD 6 full time.  1 part-time Cadet.  (Full Time is 50).  

Of the 36 Sworn Officers 3 are paid (70%) from the school system and are not patrolling the streets of Banning-they are working in the 
schools.

Number: 2 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/29/2022 10:41:00 AM 

Number: 3 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/29/2022 10:44:21 AM 
If you are putting Code Enforcement as part of the PD it's an additional 3 full time. (53) 

If you add Animal Control it's 2 more (55).

Number: 4 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/29/2022 10:42:17 AM 

Number: 5 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/29/2022 10:42:19 AM 

Number: 6 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/29/2022 10:43:14 AM 

Number: 7 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/29/2022 10:43:47 AM 
This is now in-house.  2 full time employees. 
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Page: 12
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:05:21 PM 
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Page: 13
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:12:08 PM 
4.5

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:11:45 PM 
3.5

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:11:21 PM 

Number: 4 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:11:55 PM 

Number: 5 Author: Rush_ Subject: Highlight Date: 4/29/2022 10:44:57 AM 

Number: 6 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/29/2022 10:45:51 AM 
This is now an "in-house" operation.
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Page: 14
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:20:23 PM 
"does not"

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:12:51 PM 
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Page: 15
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:21:19 PM 
There are more than one LMAD

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/27/2022 7:20:40 PM 
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Page: 16
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:22:32 PM 

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:22:52 PM 
City's Municipal Storm Water Permit program.
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Page: 17
Number: 1 Author: Rush_ Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/29/2022 10:48:08 AM 
"Division"

Number: 2 Author: Rush_ Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/29/2022 10:47:34 AM 

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:24:21 PM 
one-mile (5,280 linear feet)

Number: 4 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:23:59 PM 

Number: 5 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:24:51 PM 
"will"

Number: 6 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:24:41 PM 

Number: 7 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:25:16 PM 
and Federal Clearance.

Number: 8 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/27/2022 7:24:56 PM 
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Page: 18
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:27:49 PM 
The City Council has adopted the 6th RHNA Cycle Housing Element. Information concerning the more recent Element shall be updated in 
this section. The 6th Cycle HE is attached for your review and files.

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:26:35 PM 

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:26:43 PM 
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Page: 27
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:31:39 PM 
The 5th Cycle is over and therefore a moot point. Please update.

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:31:12 PM 
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Page: 28
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/27/2022 7:33:15 PM 
This is incorrect information. The City is working on plans to upgrade our own wastewater treatment plant.

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:32:37 PM 

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:33:26 PM 

Number: 4 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:33:34 PM 
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Page: 29
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Cross-Out Date: 4/27/2022 7:33:58 PM 

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 12:43:35 PM 
Please clarify where these "two SOI amendments to the southern border. Are these located on Figure 28, 29, or 30?

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 12:40:06 PM 

Number: 4 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 12:46:28 PM 
This area is not defined or referenced in any of Figs. 29-30. Is this referring to a general, but undefined, geographic boundary on any of 
the exhibits. 

Number: 5 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 12:46:45 PM 

Number: 6 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 12:45:06 PM 

Number: 7 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 12:48:32 PM 
There are several parcels that are in both Fee or Trust land AND with the City's boundary. No issues have ever arose.
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Page: 30
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Underline Date: 4/27/2022 7:36:07 PM 

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 3:57:12 PM 

Number: 3 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 3:58:20 PM 
Which on are we referring to? The Banning SOI or Beaumont SOI? Both are referenced in the Exhibits.

Number: 4 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 3:55:30 PM 

Number: 5 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 3:58:24 PM 

Number: 6 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 3:56:43 PM 
This is a speculative statement and is not supported by either a land use or environmental study.

Number: 7 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 3:58:37 PM 

Number: 8 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 4:00:32 PM 
If we are referring to the "Beaumont SOI", then the City of Banning would not be responsible to provide services. If we are referring to the 
Banning SOI, Area P1a and/or P1b, the City already provides water service to some area, and would the full array of municipal services if 
eventually annexed.

Number: 9 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 4:02:57 PM 
As mentioned by RGS' report, the Banning SOI areas are rural in nature, therefore, services are limited. If and when the Banning SOI 
properties be annexed in the City, our municipal services (e.g., water, wastewater, electric, trash, police, fire, parks, animal services, and 
other similar municipal services) would not be degraded if extended. 

Number: 10 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 4:00:42 PM 

Number: 11 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 4:03:21 PM 
See Above Comment on #3.

Number: 12 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 4:03:05 PM 
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Page: 31
Number: 1 Author: arush Subject: Highlight Date: 4/28/2022 4:04:18 PM 

Number: 2 Author: arush Subject: Sticky Note Date: 4/28/2022 4:05:17 PM 
This statement is inconsistent and incongruous with the information displayed graphically in Exhibit #28. Please correct and clarity.



Anthony and Juliette Connell
30328 Stephanie st.
Sage (Hemet), CA 92543
(951) 392-2682
4connells@gmail.com

3rd May 2022

Riverside LAFCO Commissioners
6216 Brockton Avenue, Suite 111-B
Riverside, CA 92506

Dear LAFCO commissioner,

I understand that you have, or shortly will have, an application from a small
group of individuals who have taken it upon themselves to claim to speak for
the inhabitants of the unincorporated area surrounding Hemet.  I cannot speak
to their motives, but I wanted to make it clear that they do not speak for me.
By examination of the LAFCO rules of application, I found that while it takes
only 5% participation to move a petition forward, 5 times that amount is
required to bring this to a public vote should LAFCO decide to approve the
motion.  This places an enormous burden on the individuals that might stand
against such a petition.  In light of this, I come to you in hopes that you will
consider rejecting the application.  As a constituent within the proposed
boundaries, I have no desire to be annexed into the City of Hemet.  Quite to
the contrary, our home was purchased specifically because it lies outside of
the City of Hemet and is subject to the zoning, land use designations and
service providers appointed by Riverside County.

We find our current level of service to be superior to that of our City of Hemet
counterparts and have no desire to join ranks with those who, we feel, are
receiving less adequate service.  In fact, the City of Hemet has several
vacancies in their Police and Fire departments.  These are long standing
vacancies that are evidence that simple attrition is providing a significant obstacle
for City of Hemet service providers.  How might we expect them to expand their
services while elevating the quality to that which we have come to expect from
the County level providers?  A decrease in quality of services puts this proposal in
sharp conflict of LAFCO’s internally designated criteria of expanding boundaries
only when it will improve services.

When I examined LAFCO’s purpose statement I found a section I believe to be
particularly pertinent.  LAFCO claims that “A SOI that is the same as the current
boundaries indicates that the agency should be considered in its ultimate



configuration.”  Please note that this proposal includes an southern expansion of
Hemet’s SOI which is currently collinear with the existing city limits.  The proposed
expansion along State street would carry it into an area already part of a federally
recognized separate zone with an established identity. We were granted the title
of CDP of Sage by the US Census Bureau as evidence of our distinct and

established identity.  We made targeted efforts to have this declaration recorded
by the Census Department as it lends credence to the fact that we are proudly
unincorporated and have no desire to be “claimed” by an outside group
whose interests do not align with the established developmental goals of the
existing owners and residents.  While this may seem a minor point, it is in
keeping with many of the mission statements of various statewide agencies
who claim to support the preservation of local identity of an area.  We are in a
small pocket of 1-10 acre lots where individual expression is valued and
differing architectural styles are seen as an asset.  Horses, chickens, goats,
peacocks and other domesticated animals outnumber voters in our dirt-road
neighborhoods (roads, which we self maintain to a great extent).  We bought
here on purpose and are proud to call it home.  Please help us to preserve our
investment and don’t mistake our lack of numbers with a lack of conviction.

Sincerely,

Anthony and Juliette Connell































MSR Comments 
April 27, 2022 

 
Fire 
 
Under EMS the MSR states: "Emergency medical services are provided by the Murrieta 
Fire and Rescue Department. For more information on the Department, please see the 
previous section.".  This does not reference the fact that our EMS transport is provided 
by American Medical Response, as they are the defined ambulance provider for the 
Southwest Riverside County Exclusive Operating Area.  If we were to make this 
change, we would also likely need to amend Figure 98: Service Provider Matrix - 
Murrieta on page 60 to reflect that at least a portion of the EMS is completed by a 
private contractor. 
 
Economic Development 
 
(Page 234) The City’s land use profile is skewed towards retail development, which 
represents 43.9 percent of all commercial square footage in the City, compared to 26.6 
percent of square footage Countywide. The City’s 15.2 percent office square footage is 
also a larger proportion of office space, compared to the normal Riverside County 
distribution of commercial land uses (9.6 percent office). The City’s largest employers 
include several governments, institutions, and healthcare providers – Murrieta Valley 
Unified School District (2,315 employees), Southwest Healthcare Systems (1,481 
employees)), Loma Linda University Medical Center (1,037 employees), County of 
Riverside (895 employees), Oak Grove Institute (335 employees), and Murrieta Health 
and Rehab Center (248 employees. Additionally, the City’s largest retailers rank as 
major employers, with Target (341 employees), Walmart (320 employees), and Sam’s 
Club (212 employees) representing three (3) of the top employers in Murrieta.127 
 
The employment numbers are close, but our 2020 CAFR shows: 



 
 

Law Enforcement 
 
Extraterritorial Service:  p.266 
 
The Police Department participates in a county wide Community Behavioral Health 
Analysis Team (CBAT) model which places a County RUHS Therapist with a Murrieta 
Police Officer 40 hours per week.  The purpose of the program is to more efficiently 
address those in the community with behavioral health problems.  Murrieta PD has 
entered into an agreement with the County Sheriff – Temecula Station to provide CBAT 
services to Temecula when the Temecula CBAT Team is unavailable. 
 
Law Enforcement: p.261 
 
The 3 year plan starting in 21/22 to increase the ratio of officers to residents – correct 
number should be to 0.90 (not 0.95) 
 
Parks and Recreation 
 
The draft document indicates that Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space 
provide parks and recreation services to 4 County owned park facilities in Murrieta. 
Those parks are the Salt Creek trail, the Santa Rosa Plateau Wildlife Area, the Sylvan 
Meadows Multi-Use Area, and the Warmington Migration Site. 
 
None of the parks listed are in Murrieta. 
 
Please add the language in bold print to the following sections: 
 



Page 265 Storm Drainage: 
 
County Service Area 152 provides partial funding for the management of the City’s 
NPDES permit program, which is aimed at eliminating illicit discharges and non-
stormwater runoff; the remaining funding of the program is provided by the City’s 
General Fund. 
 
Page 266 Recent and Planned Major Capital Improvements: 
 
Add the Capital Improvement Plan, with current funding of $65 MM 
 
CSD 
 
Pg. 263 – Library 
Would recommend edit to: 
The Murrieta Public Library is dedicated to providing a vibrant environment with open 
access to exceptional services, collections, and programs while continuing to promote 
the joy of reading for an empowered and successful community.  The Library provides 
information, recreation, and educational resources, and programs for all ages in the 
community.  The Library has a current inventory of almost 100,000 pieces of material, 
and checks out approximately 452,000 items per year to 11,547 patrons. 
 
Pg. 263 – Museum 
Would recommend edit to: 
The Murrieta Valley Historical Museum opened at its current location in 2019, and aims 
to preserve and document the history of Murrieta for future generations.  The City of 
Murrieta partners with the Museum by providing a City-owned facility at Hunt Park.   
 
Pg. 263 – Landscape Maintenance  

• There are 30 Landscape and Lighting Maintenance Districts 
• There are also 8 zones 

Recommend editing first sentence to read: “…and funded by the City’s 30 Landscaping 
and Lighting Maintenance Districts and eight zones.” 
 
Human Resources 
 

Finance / HR 259 Government and 
Staffing 

Update staff FTE number 
to 406.59 (Source: 2020-21 

Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report) 

All 260 Figure 98 No Comment 
 
 
 
 
 



Finance 
 
Attached are the financial reports RSG needs to update tables and update the corresponding analysis that 
follows each of the tables.  I’ve also highlighted the amounts that requires an update once tables are 
updated. 
 
Attached is the State Controller’s Report for FY 2019-20 and FY 2020-21 to update the following tables: 
Figure 101: Net Position (page 269) 
Figure 102: Operating Revenue (page 270) 
Figure 103: General Tax Revenue Comparison (page 271).  RSG will need all other cities information to 
update this table. 
Figure 104: Operating Expenditures (page 274) 
Figure 105: Current Expenditures (page 275) 
 
Attached is the Annual Comprehensive Financial Report for FY 2020-21 to update the following table: 
Figure 106: Pension and OPEB Obligations 
Figure 107: Pension Indicators 
 
Attached is the operating reserve information for RSG to update the Reserve Fund Balance section (page 
276) of the MSR. 
 





Kenneth J. McLaughlin, President 
Jane F. Anderson, Vice President 
Lupe R. Nava, Director 
Bart Moreno, Director 
Betty Folsom, Director 
  

 
    
June 14, 2022 
 
 
Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission 
Attn: Gary Thompson, Executive Director 
Vía Email: gthompson@lafco.org 
 
 
SUBJECT: Agency Comments Submittal re. June 23, 2022, Public Hearing re. 
LAFCO 2021-06-1, 2, 3, 4 & 5 Countywide City Municipal Service Review and Sphere 
of Influence Reviews and Potential Amendments and a finding of exemption 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
 
 
Dear Executive Director Thompson, 
 
The Jurupa Community Services District (“JCSD”) thanks the Riverside Local Agency 
Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) for implementing most of our comments submitted in 
our previous agency comments dated April 27, 2022.  JCSD provides services to more 
than 130,000 people within the Cities of Eastvale (“Eastvale”) and Jurupa Valley. 
Established in 1956, our community services include water, sewer, streetlights, graffiti 
abatement, and parks and recreation services.   
 
JCSD is proud to provide awarding-winning parks and recreation programs to the 
Eastvale community.  These are services JCSD has provided since long before Eastvale 
became a city, and which JCSD has continued to provide since Eastvale incorporated, 
based on LAFCO’s determination at the time Eastvale  was incorporated.  While Eastvale 
has recently expressed to LAFCO and through several public comments that it wants to 
take over JCSD’s parks and recreation services and apparently believes it now has the 
wherewithal to provide recreation and parks services, it does not change the fact that 
JCSD provides these services.  At this time, JCSD has no express interest in divesting 
itself of the power to provide parks and recreation services.  Furthermore, there has yet 
to be a credible reason for a transition of services to Eastvale, which sets a dangerous 
precedent for all public agencies when one entity tries to take over another entity’s service 
simply because it wants to.  
 
Additional Comments on Eastvale’s MSR 
As JCSD referenced in our previously submitted comment letter dated April 27, 2022, we 
take this opportunity to restate the following points from said letter: 
 
 
 
 



Comments re. LAFCO 06/23/2022 Public Hearing  
Page 2 
 

  

 B.1:  As related to the statement that Eastvale has been experiencing “conflicts”. 
 
JCSD is unaware of any “conflicts” related to the parks and recreation facilities and 
services as provided by JCSD within the boundaries of Eastvale.  To the extent that 
the word “conflicts” is intended to describe the fact that parks and recreation services 
within the Eastvale are provided by two separate special districts (JCSD and the 
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District (“JARPD”)), we respectfully request that this 
sentence be revised to say that.  Doing so would be consistent with language included 
on Draft 2022 municipal service review (“MSR”) page 99, regarding provision of these 
services by JCSD and JARPD within their service areas, as well as on Draft MSR 
page 153, as to provision of these services by JARPD within the boundaries of the 
City of Jurupa Valley.  Additionally, we want to state very clearly that we know of no 
conflict between JCSD and JARPD in provision of services within Eastvale.  
 
To the extent, however, that the word “conflicts” is intended to describe the Eastvale’s 
desire to take over recreation and park services provided by JCSD within the City’s 
boundaries, we suggest including a reference to the CSD MSR section on JCSD 
where this issue was already extensively addressed and about which specific action 
was taken by LAFCO.  
 
Finally, JCSD is somewhat perplexed with inclusion of parks and recreation services 
as a “major” determination presented in the MSR for Eastvale in light of other 
significant issues noted in the Eastvale MSR section. 
   

 B.2:  As related to the chart and the categorization of an LMD as a “dependent district”. 
 
JCSD does not believe that LLMDs should be categorized as “Small Dependent 
Special Districts” as LLMDs are financing mechanisms/ assessment districts that do 
not fall within the definition of a “dependent district” under the provisions of the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. 
 

 B.7:  As to the parks owned and managed by JCSD. 
 
JCSD respectfully requests that this statement be amended to provide a more 
accurate description of the parks and facilities under JCSD’s ownership and 
management. Such as, “JCSD provides recreation and parks facilities and services 
within the City of Eastvale west of Hamner Ave. JCSD currently owns, operates, and 
maintains 15 parks encompassing 228 acres of parkland, as well as a 2.65-mile long 
walking, bicycle and equestrian trail. JCSD also manages three major community 
facilities: the Eastvale Community Center; the Harada Neighborhood Center; and The 
Desi House.” Alternatively, a cross-reference to LAFCO’s October 2021 JCSD MSR 
description of parks and facilities owned, operated and maintained by JCSD would 
also be acceptable. 

 
 
 
 



Comments re. LAFCO 06/23/2022 Public Hearing  
Page 3 
 

  

 B.8:  As to referencing the previous Eastvale MSR 
 
This portion of Eastvale’s draft 2022 MSR includes extensive background information 
relating to JCSD and Jurupa Area Recreation and Parks District (“JARPD”).  Eastvale’s 
2012 MSR provides that JARPD’s services could eventually be transferred to the City but 
does not say that about JCSD services.  In Eastvale’s 2022 draft MSR, JARPD’s process 
of divestiture is outlined should JARPD transition services to Eastvale.   
 
If LAFCO determines it appropriate to continue to include extensive JCSD information in 
Eastvale’s 2022 MSR section related to Eastvale, as opposed to simply cross-referencing 
the LAFCO-approved MSR for JCSD in October 2021, JCSD respectfully requests that 
the divestiture process also be included, similar to JARPD.  JCSD requests the following 
be added:  
 

A transfer of services from JCSD could only be accomplished 
through the divestiture process. Since JCSD provides other key 
services, namely water and wastewater, that cannot be partitioned 
from the rest of JCSD, detachment is not an option. Again, 
discussions between the City and JCSD regarding CFDs, 
assessment districts and park acquisition would be required in 
advance of any application to LAFCO for divestiture. 

 
LAFCO’s Eastvale MSR for 2022 states that “the City established the Community 
Services Division, to begin the transition of parks and recreation operations from JCSD 
to the City.”  It should be noted that a city simply deciding to create such a division does 
not begin a transition process.  Eastvale did not discuss the creation of its Community 
Services Division with JCSD before creating it.  Divestiture of JCSD’s parks and 
recreation powers may only be initiated by JCSD, would then have to be approved by 
LAFCO and must otherwise comply with the law.  JCSD will continue to provide park and 
recreation services within Eastvale, as approved by LAFCO at the time of Eastvale’s 
incorporation.  
 
JCSD’s Service to Eastvale 
JCSD is one of only three agencies in California to achieve the prestigious distinction of 
a national accreditation from the Commission for Accreditation of Parks and Recreation 
Agencies (“CAPRA”) since 2015.  The Eastvale community benefits from award-winning 
parks and recreation services provided by JCSD, including 15 high-quality parks 
encompassing 228 acres; a 30,000 square foot state of the art community center; a 5,600 
square-foot special events facility; a 5,000 square-foot activity center; and four modular 
buildings utilized for after school programming at local school sites within Eastvale.  JCSD 
also provides maintenance of more than 4 million square feet of landscape frontages in 
the cities of Eastvale and Jurupa Valley.  The quality of JCSD’s services should come as 
no surprise to LAFCO or the public. In 2019, Eastvale funded and conducted a 
Community Satisfaction Study, which gave our parks and recreation facilities the highest 
satisfaction rating among services provided within the City, higher than the services 
provided by the City itself.   
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Contrast in Approach  
JCSD respectfully calls attention to LAFCO’s recommendation from October 28, 2021, as 
it relates to parks and recreation operations by Eastvale.  At that meeting, LAFCO 
approved JCSD’s MSR but also recommended further review of its parks and recreation 
services due to Eastvale’s continued desire to transition operations of parks and 
recreation services to Eastvale.  However, another LAFCO Commissioner commented 
that it is important that Eastvale work together with JCSD to exhaust all options and 
resolve its desire to take over JCSD’s services instead of coming straight to LAFCO to 
attempt to do so.  
 
Since the October 28, 2021, meeting, JCSD has taken several actions in line with 
LAFCO’s principles by expanding its collaboration and community input into its services.  
First, JCSD evolved the Parks and Recreation Commission format to encompass full joint 
meetings, including the entire JCSD Board and Eastvale City Council, not just two 
selected representatives from each respective body.   It should be further noted that at 
the same time as JCSD’s expanded collaboration with the City of Eastvale and expanded 
community representation, JCSD’s efforts were challenged by an Eastvale City 
Councilmember.  It should also be noted that all Eastvale residents participate in the 
election of all five members of JCSD’s Board of Directors.  The JCSD Board represents 
all of Eastvale’s residents and is focused exclusively on the quality of the services that 
JCSD provides. 
 
Second, JCSD created the Community Partners Committee, which meets quarterly to 
expand the community’s input regarding parks, facilities, and services in Eastvale. 
JCSD’s Community Partners Committee includes more than twenty public agencies 
(including the City of Eastvale), as well as non-profit, service-based, and youth sports 
organizations.  
 
In contrast to JCSD, Eastvale and certain councilmembers have continuously attempted 
to work around JCSD and have disparaged JCSD in public comments, seemingly with 
the objective of undermining JCSD’s ability to serve the community. As LAFCO 
Commissioners have urged Eastvale to work with JCSD to resolve its desire to take over 
parks and recreation services, Eastvale has yet to directly ask JCSD to pursue divestiture 
of these services.  Instead, Eastvale has done the following: 

 Most recently, Eastvale revoked JCSD’s designation as a public agency 
eligible to receive land dedications and fees for the development of new 
parks under the Quimby Act. 

 Eastvale has expended tens of thousands of dollars through consultants to 
study transitioning parks and recreation services from JCSD to Eastvale 
while never communicating it was doing so with JCSD.  

 Eastvale has held, and continues to hold, redundant special events that 
simply copy events that have been conducted by JCSD often within one or 
two weeks of JCSD’s events.  These superfluous actions undermine JCSD 
by causing confusion in the public as to who is providing what service. 

 Hundreds of thousands of dollars have been spent by Eastvale on staffing 
a new Community Services Division, without parks or recreational 
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programming to manage, all in an attempt to prove that Eastvale is capable 
of providing parks and recreational programming.  While a public agency 
can staff and expend money however it wishes, Eastvale has not attempted 
to work with JCSD on developing its Community Services Division or in 
seeking to benefit from JCSD’s extensive institutional knowledge of parks 
and recreation.  

 
JCSD maintains that we are committed to upholding our charge and standard of service 
for all our stakeholders. Further, JCSD reaffirms that the law is clear on divestiture of such 
operations. While JCSD has acted in accordance with best practices and in line with 
LAFCO’s principles of collaboration, Eastvale’s actions in its pursuit of an aggressive 
takeover of JCSD’s services run counter to those principles.  
 
JCSD is prominently placed on the first page of the Eastvale community’s story, and we 
look forward to continuing to provide those services at the same standard of excellence 
into the future. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Chris Berch, P.E.          
General Manager 
 
 
Cc: Crystal Craig, Assistant Executive Officer (ccraig@lafco.org) 
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June 14, 2022 
 
Crystal Craig, Assistant Executive Officer     (via E-mail: ccraig@lafco.org) 
Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission 
6216 Brockton Avenue, STE 111-B 
Riverside CA  92506 
 
RE: VALLEY-WIDE COMMENTS ON PUBLIC REVIEW HEARING DRAFT: COUNTYWIDE CITY MUNICIPAL 

SERVICE REVIEW AND SPHERE OF INFLUENCE REVIEWS AND POTENTIAL AMENDMENTS 
 
Dear Crystal Craig: 
 
Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District is writing to submit its input and requested corrections on the 
above referenced item.  We appreciate the Commission’s and LAFCO Staff's release of public review 
hearing draft.  We request that this letter be included as part of the upcoming Public Hearing Agenda 
Item.   
 
Input and corrections are in a table (attached).  This table was created to facilitate your review, as we 
believe that the Public Review Hearing Draft is a very important step in the process of preparing an 
accurate, consistent, and complete report for the Commission's review and approval.  
 
Valley-Wide requests that any and all comment letters/correction requests submitted and made available 
to the Commission, are also provided to Valley-Wide at the same time as they are made available to the 
Commission (by E-mail at dean@gorecreation.org).   If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me directly at 951-654-1505.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of our input and requested corrections.  
  
Attentively, 
 
       
Dean Wetter, General Manager 
Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District 
 
Attachment:  Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District Table of Comments and Suggested Edits 6/14/22 
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VALLEY-WIDE RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT TABLE OF COMMENTS AND SUGGESTED EDITS (6/14/22) 
 

 
PAGE 

 
ORIGINAL 

 
REQUESTED EDIT (if applicable) 

 
DISCUSSION/ COMMENT 
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13 Recommendation regarding Menifee Sphere of 
Influence: 

Recommending coordination with the City of 
Menifee to determine a new extent of the City’s 
eastern boundary. Menifee City staff indicated a 
desire to expand the SOI to include most of the 
unsphered land between the City’s eastern 
boundary and State Route 79. Five (5) DUCs are 
immediately north of Menifee, and four (4) 
additional DUCs are northeast of the City and the 
area under consideration for the Menifee SOI 
expansion.  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments: 

• Restatement of 4/27/22 Comment.  Valley-
Wide Recreation and Park District (VWRPD) 
believes LAFCO should describe how this 
proposed recommendation complies with 
LAFCO Policy 2.3.4, which requires that a 
city’s general plan “contain provisions to 
adequately demonstrate that the city has 
planned for the increased needs associated 
with a larger geographic boundary” prior to 
any expansion of a city’s sphere of 
influence. 

• In addition to DUC’s, this report should 
address the existence of two social or 
economic communities of interest (Ref. 
2.3.5(d)) in the area as well as the 
established boundaries of the existing 
Winchester-Homeland Municipal Advisory 
Council.   

208 According to staff, the City pursued detachment 
of the VWRPD, proposing to take over all parks 
and recreation services in the City. Upon review 
of the application for detachment, VWRPD 
proposed compensation in exchange for 
detachment. According to City staff, LAFCO 
approved a one-time $500,000 payment in 
exchange for detachment.  In December 2014, 
the Commission reviewed the SOI for VWRPD and 
recommended expanding the VWRPD SOI to 
encompass the remainder of the City in 
recognition of the contractual arrangement 
between the City and VWRPD in effect at the 
time. The City, which had started to evaluate 

According to staff, the City pursued detachment 
of the VWRPD, proposing to take over all parks 
and recreation services in the City. Upon review 
of the application for detachment, VWRPD 
proposed compensation in exchange for 
detachment. According to City staff, LAFCO 
approved a one-time $500,000 payment in 
exchange for detachment.  In December 2014, 
the LAFCO Commission reviewed the SOI for 
VWRPD and recommended expanding the 
VWRPD SOI to encompass the remainder of the 
City in recognition of the contractual 
arrangement between the City and VWRPD in 
effect at the time. The City, which had started to 

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• OPTION: remove entire paragraph as it 
repeats some information in following 
locations in the report (see page 209).   

• As an alternative, restructure paragraphs 
to keep timeline and message uniform. 

• Effectively, the timeline is off. 

• The first section is out of place and is 
essentially repeated in the following 
sections on page 209. 

• Review of SOI determination is not really 
relevant as it was not a VWRPD initiated 
action; therefore, creates confusion with 
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other alternatives for future provision of parks 
and recreation services, opposed the SOI 
expansion. The Commission agreed with the 
City and declined to expand the VWRPD SOI. The 
Commission action also included a request that 
the District work with the City to develop a long-
term plan for the orderly transition of park and 
recreation services. In response, the City of 
Menifee filed the proposal for detachment of all  
City territory from VWRPD in 2016. 

evaluate other alternatives for future provision of 
parks and recreation services, opposed the SOI 
expansion. The Commission agreed with the 
City and declined to expand the VWRPD SOI. The 
Commission action also included a request 
requested that the District work with the City to 
develop a long-term plan for the orderly 
transition of park and recreation services. In 
response, the City of Menifee filed the proposal 
for detachment of all City territory from VWRPD 
in 2016.   
 
According to staff, the City pursued detachment 
of the VWRPD, proposing to take over all parks 
and recreation services in the City. Upon review 
of the application for detachment, VWRPD 
identified difficulties with the proposed 
application including negative financial impacts 
of greater than $1 Million dollars resulting from 
the detachment. LAFCO, as one of many terms 
and conditions of the detachment approval, 
included a provision that the “City shall pay to 
the District $500,000 as transition funding to 
compensate the District to assist the District 
with the financial impacts of the detachment 
associated with lost economies of scale and 
disruption of existing District funding structures 
so as to assist the District in continuing to 
deliver its minimum core services while 
additional funding sources are being developed 
by the District”.   

the statement that the Commission agreed 
with the City. 

• Changes to more completely and 
accurately frame the history of the City’s 
detachment application. 

• The City’s input is not reflective nor 
accurate of the Commission’s actions 
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209 City staff indicated that the City could mitigate 
this issue by expanding its parks and recreation 
district boundary to include the entire City of 
Menifee. 

City staff indicated that the City could mitigate 
this issue by expanding its parks and recreation 
district boundary to include the entire City of 
Menifee. 

Comment: 

• This statement is not clear on what is being 
“mitigated”.  Consider removing this entire 
statement; the City does not have a district 
boundary, nor is its city boundary 
bifurcated. 

• Not sure what issue the City is mitigating. 

210 According to City staff, Valley-Wide Recreation 
and Park District oversees maintenance of right 
of-way landscaping on the east side of the City.  
 

According to City staff, Valley-Wide Recreation 
and Park District oversees maintenance of some 
right-of-way landscaping on the east side of the 
City.  

Suggested Edits for Accuracy: 

• Recommend adding “some” to this 
statement as VWRPD does not oversee all 
maintenance on the east side of the City. 

225 SOI RECOMMENDATIONS 
RSG is recommending coordination with the City 
of Menifee on expansion of the Menifee SOI.  
Menifee’s SOI is coterminous with its 
incorporated municipal boundary. As the City and 
Western Riverside County region continues to 
grow, much of the future development will begin 
to occur beyond Menifee’s eastern boundaries in 
unincorporated areas. In an effort to manage 
sprawl, LAFCO may consider extending Menifee’s 
SOI boundary eastward towards State Route 79. 
City staff indicated that there is interest in 
expanding the City’s SOI and municipal boundary 
to the east. Per City staff, the City Council 
adopted a Strategic Plan that included an item 
aiming to expand the Menifee SOI eastward as 
far as State Route 79.  

SOI RECOMMENDATIONS 
RSG is recommending coordination with the City 
of Menifee on expansion of the Menifee SOI.  
Menifee’s SOI is coterminous with its 
incorporated municipal boundary. As the City and 
Western Riverside County region continues to 
grow, much of the future development will begin 
to occur beyond Menifee’s eastern boundaries in 
unincorporated areas. In an effort to manage 
sprawl, LAFCO may consider extending Menifee’s 
SOI boundary eastward towards State Route 79 
subsequent to the city’s general plan clearly 
“contain provisions to adequately demonstrate 
that the city has planned for the increased needs 
associated with a larger geographic boundary” 
prior to expansion of a city’s sphere of influence. 
City staff indicated that there is interest in 
expanding the City’s SOI and municipal boundary 
to the east. Per City staff, the City Council 
adopted a Strategic Plan that included an item 
aiming to expand the Menifee SOI eastward as 
far as State Route 79.  

Suggested Edits for Accuracy/Comments: 

• VWRPD believes LAFCO should provide 
some clarity on how this proposed 
recommendation complies with LAFCO 
Policy 2.3.4, which requires that a city’s 
general plan “contain provisions to 
adequately demonstrate that the city has 
planned for the increased needs associated 
with a larger geographic boundary” prior to 
any expansion of a city’s sphere of 
influence.  
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