Comments Received on Public Hearing Draft Countywide City MSR/SOI Report

Since 6/15/2022

Comments Received After the Staff Report was Transmitted

Date Received

Agency

Comments

6/21/2022

City of Menifee

Approves MSR determinations. However, the City of Menifee disagrees with
staff's SOl recommendation. City feels it is inappropriate to require agreement
with the four entities (City, VWRPD, County & Winchester/Homeland MAC) in
order for the City to file a SOl application. City states gaining consensus will be a
significant barrier.

6/21/2022

Thomas Giedroyce

Agrees with RSG's initial SOl recommendation vs staff's recommendation. States
that naming all the agencies involved is unnecessary.

6/21/2022

Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District

Submitted suggested modifications.

6/22/2022

Lesa Sobek, Councilwoman, City of Menfiee

Stated LAFCO's mission statement.

Comments Received at the 6-23-2022 Public Hearing

6/22/2022

City of Coachella "Presentation slides"

11 Exhibits in presentation.

6/23/2022

Kim Wortman, President - Winchester-Homeland Town Association

Opposes staff's SOl recommendation on policy text. Request that any proposed
SOl expansion should be denied.

6/23/2022

Andy Domenigoni, Chariman - Winchester-Homeland MAC

Disagrees and opposes the MSR Report and reference to RSG's recommendation
of City of Menifee SOI to extend its SOl eastward as far as SR79. Winchester-
Homeland community does not align themselves with the City of Menifee.

6/23/2022

Angela Little

Questions to LAFCO regarding a Menifee SOI East to HWY 79.

Comments Received after the 6-23-2022 Pub

lic Hearing

6/24/2022

Michael T. Riddell, BB&K on behalf of Jurupa Community Services District

Additional comments: Would like to add that detachment of the Eastvale area
from JCSD's boundaries would not be possible since JCSD provides water and
wastewater services throughout the area. Another point Mr. Riddell wanted to
add was that the only other potential option to compel JCSD to transfer its
parks, recreational programs and workforce to the City of Eastvale would be by
divesititure of JCSD's park powers within the Eastvale portion of JCSD's
boundaries. However, only the JCSD Board of Directors is legally authorized to
initiate a divestiture of its parks powers in the Eastvale area, as provided by
Government Code Section 56654 (b), and the JCSD Board is opposed to doing so.

Represents comments received by the public/residents

revised on 7/6/22
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June 21, 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 hearing draft (May
2022) for the City Municipal Service Review for the City of Menifee. The City continues to concur
and support the report findings, however we respectfully provide the following comments.

As stated in your staff report, the MSR is a comprehensive study of services, required to be
performed to allow for the conduct of SOI updates for each of the cities. Per Government Code,
LAFCO shall make determinations regarding the provision of public services prior to or in
conjunction with SOI reviews/updates. As you are aware, the City of Menifee has not submitted an
application for SOl boundary changes, however our City Council has identified an SOI update in it's
5-year Strategic Plan. Staff understands the MSR was the first step to any future application, along
with pubilc outreach, a General Plan update and appropriate CEQA review. Based on the public
comments, and revisions to the MSR from the April to the May versions, there is confusion on the
action before the LAFCO Commission. As noted, there is currently no action on Menifee’s SOI
included in LAFCOs current agenda, and opposition to the MSR is an inappropriate distraction.

The MSR should be presented as an objective review of the provision of public services. As such,
we request the recommendation from the March 29, 2022 public review draft be re-inserted —
“‘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.” These statements are true and appropriate to include. It is unfortunate that the
consultants’ work appears to have been compromised by staff edits as a result of outside influences.

It is also noted that a new LAFCO policy is being proposed with the MSR. This information was
found for the first time in the LAFCO staff report, requiring that the “County of Riverside, the City of
Menifee, Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District and the Winchester/Homeland MAC should work
together to promote the development of co-operative land use policies and development standards

Bill Zimmerman Dean Deines Bob Karwin Matt Liesemeyer Lesa A. Sobek Armando G. Villa
Mayor Mayor Pro Tem Councilmember Councilmember Councilmember City Manager
District 4 District 1 District 2 District 3
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east to HWY 79, so that any future development approved with in the unincorporated territory by
the County would meet the City of Menifee’s development standards, thus making for a smoother
transition for future annexations.” In addition, the staff report states “the City may return to LAFCO
once there is a general consensus/agreement with the County of Riverside, the City of Menifee,
Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District and the Winchster/Homeland MAC to file application for a
SOl Amendment.” We feel it is inappropriate to require agreement in order to allow the City to file
an application. As indicated by the public comments received, gaining consensus will be a significant
barrier.

We appreciate the work of your staff and RSG. With the exception of the above, we believe the
MSR is accurate and lays the foundation for the City’s future efforts. As indicated in the MSR, the
City of Menifee is in excellent fiscal health and able to provide municipal services at a high level to
our residents. Over the past 2 years, during the course of preparing the MSR, the City’s
development activity, sales tax, property tax, and staffing levels have continued to expand and grow.
We believe Menifee is in a position to ‘proactively guide and respond to the need for the extension
of infrastucture and delivery of municipal services to areas of emerging growth and development’ in
unincorporated areas east of our City limit to prevent urban sprawl. It is the City’s intent to
immediately follow current due-process proceedings to request LAFCO’s review for the
establishment of a Sphere of Influence as was recommended by the consultants. We are committed
to working diligently with our neighbors to the east and the County of Riverside as we proceed.

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
Gary Thompson, LAFCO Executive Officer

P:\LAFCO 2021 MSR\City of Menifee Comments on MSR 6.21.22 Final.docx
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From: Thomas Giedroyce

To: LAFCO Information
Subject: MSR review comment
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2022 7:43:12 PM

June 21, 2022

Regarding the portion of the final MSR review that concerns the City of Menifee’s sphere of
influence.

The revised recommendation is difficult to read.

Statements such as, “should work together to promote the development of co-operative land
use policies and development standards” are hard to understand and not needed.

Government agencies working together is normal and understood. It does not need to be
stated or spelled out. Naming all the agencies that would be involved is unnecessary.

Similarly changing verbiage from “should consider” to “may consider” changes the meaning of
intent to take action. That seems unnecessary too. Unless it is a policy change in which case it
needs to be discussed in public.

The original version is clear, straight forward, and says all that needs to be said without
embellishment.

The document should be written so anyone can read and understand it. Please keep it the way
it was.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Thomas Giedroyce
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RE: COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 5B PUBLIC REVIEW HEARING DRAFT COMMENTS 6-23-2022 MEETING
Dear Honorable Commissioners:

With respect to the above item, Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District administration is writing to let you
know that out of respect to the process and out of respect for the Commission’s and staff’s time, in lieu of
making a live public hearing comment at the June 23, 2022 Commission Meeting, we instead are submitting
Valley-Wide’s comments and suggested modifications in writing (as set out in the attached table). Valley-
Wide’s written comments and suggested modifications are vitally important to our special district and,
therefore, we request your support in modifying the final document MSR Report to include these changes.

It is our request that our comments/suggestions, in the attached table, are received and applied fairly.

Although we understand that we have a complicated relationship with the City of Menifee, Valley-Wide put a
great deal of time and effort into making sure our written comments and suggested modifications are factual
and non-biased. We did this in order to ensure that the final report is complete and accurate. We hope the
Commission receives this letter, along with our written comments and suggested edits, with this in mind.

On behalf of the Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District Board of Directors and staff, we want to thank you
and your staff for considering our comments and suggested modifications and for including our special district
in your process. | can be reached at 951-654-1505 if you would like to discuss this more or if you have any
questions.

Respectively,

Dean“Wetter, General Manager
Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District

Attachment: #3Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District Table of Comments and Suggested Edits 6/21/22

District Office 901 West Esplanade Avenue San Jacinto, CA 92582 (951) 654-1505 Fax (951) 654-5279
Menifee Wheatfield Park Office 30627 Menifee Road Menifee, CA 92584 (951) 672-6740 Fax (951) 672-6740
Rancho Bella Vista Community Center 31757 Browning Street Murrieta, CA 92563 (951) 894-1468 Fax (951) 894-1470

5.b. VWARPD Comment Letter 6/21/22 (1 of 3)



#3 VALLEY-WIDE RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT TABLE OF COMMENTS AND SUGGESTED EDITS (6/21/22)

ORIGINAL REQUESTED EDIT (if applicable) DISCUSSION/ COMMENT
pg.13 | Recommendation regarding Menifee Sphere of Comments:
(MSR) | Influence: e Proposed recommendation complies with
Recommending coordination with the City of Recommending (;itv of Menifee coo.rdina!te and LAFCO Policy 2.3.4, which requires that a
Menifee to determine a new extent of the City’s work tog(.ether with t.he County of R_lve.rSIde, city’s general plan “contain provisions to
eastern boundary. Menifee City staff indicated a VaIIev_-Wlde Recreation and Park DIStrIFt apd adequately demonstrate that the city has
desire to expand the SOI to include most of the the Wmchester-HomeI_and M.AC regarding its planned for the increased needs associated
unsphered land between the City’s eastern eastern boundarY and its Qesw.e to gxpand the with a Iarggr geographic boundary” prior to
boundary and State Route 79. Five (5) DUCs are S0L. ) g i ’ f':my expansion of a city’s sphere of
immediately north of Menifee, and four (4) o . ) |nf|uer‘1c‘e. .
additional DUCs are northeast of the City and the | : s " In addition to I_DUC'S' this report ?hOUId
area under consideration for the Menifee SOI ' o address .the existence of tVYO social or
expansion. mest—ef—the—uns-phe#eeHaqd—bet—ween—the—@q-y—s economic communities of interest (Ref.
eastern-boundary-and State Route79-Five (5) 2.3.5(d)) in the area as well as the
DUCs are immediately north of Menifee, and established boundaries of the existing
four (4) additional DUCs are northeast of the City Winchester-Homeland Municipal Advisory
and the area under consideration for the Council.
Menifee SOl expansion.
(- WYERNStaff's Proposed Recommended Addition to Suggested Edits for Accuracy/Policy:
(WS VERRthe MSR Report (Agenda Report p.17)

Riverside LAFCO staff recommends adopting the
following policy text as part of the Sphere of
Influence Review:

a. Since 2012, the County of Riverside is
undergoing community efforts on developing
the Winchester Community Plan and Land Use
Study. The City's proposed SOl boundary to
the east will encroach upon the County's
Winchester Community Plan. The County of
Riverside, the City of Menifee, Valley-Wide
Recreation & Park District and the Winchester
/Homeland MAC should work together to
promote the development of co-operative
land use policies and development standards

Riverside LAFCO staff recommends adopting the
following policy text as part of the Sphere of
Influence Review:

a. Since 2012, the County of Riverside is
undergoing community efforts on developing
the Winchester Community Plan and Land Use
Study. The City's proposed SOl boundary to
the east will encroach upon the County's
Winchester Community Plan. If the City of
Menifee intends on expanding its SOI
boundary to the east, the city should
coordinate and work together with the
County of Riverside, Valley-Wide Recreation

The VWRPD requested modification builds
consistency with the staff report (see
p.16), LAFCO policy and objectives,
encourages interagency collaboration and
communication in the best interest of the
public.

MSR/SOI language that should support
existing agency boundaries rather than
split existing identifiable communities
(policy 2.1.5).

Unfunded Mandate. The LAFCO staff
report, as written to adopt the policy text,
communicates a duplicative process which
burdens existing agencies — essentially
creating a policy quasi-approval without

-1-

5.b. WARPD Comment Letter 6/21/22 (2 of 3)




#3 VALLEY-WIDE RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT TABLE OF COMMENTS AND SUGGESTED EDITS (6/21/22)

MSR

PG# ORIGINAL

REQUESTED EDIT (if applicable

DISCUSSION

COMMENT

east to HWY 79, so that any future
development approved within the
unincorporated territory by the County would
meet the City of Menifee' s development
standards, thus making for a smoother
transition for future annexations.

and Park District and the Winchester/

Homeland MAC. Fhe-County-of Riverside,the
ity of Menifee Valley Wide R on g

valuing an established process and other
agencies. This could resultin a
tremendous waste of effort, lengthy
delays, and set back future planning.
Hence, this creates confusion for
identifiable communities of interests
which may be detrimental to the orderly
development of those communities.

pg.225
(MSR)

SOI RECOMMENDATIONS (P.225)

RSG is recommending coordination with the City
of Menifee on expansion of the Menifee SOI.
Menifee’s SOl 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 SOl boundary eastward
towards State Route 79. City staff indicated that
there is interest in expanding the City’s SOl 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
SOl eastward as far as State Route 79.

SOl RECOMMENDATIONS
RSG is recommending coordination with the City
of Menifee on expansion of the Menifee SOI.
Menifee’s SOl 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. {a-an-effort
LAFCC i

line Monifea’s SOLL | |
towards-State-Route79- City staff indicated that
there is interest in expanding the City’s SOl 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
SOl eastward as far as State Route 79. In an
effort to manage sprawl, LAFCO may consider
extending Menifee’s SOl boundary eastward
towards State Route 79 in the future so long as

the requirements of LAFCO Policy 2.3.4 are met.

Suggested Edits for Accuracy/Comments:

Requested modification creates
consistency with staff report (p.16), LAFCO
policy and objectives, encourages
interagency collaboration and
communication in the best interest of the
public. Staff Agenda Report Addition

(p.17).

<end>

-2-
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From: Lesa Sobek

To: LAFCO Information
Subject: 5b
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 4:55:05 PM

Dear LAFCO staff and board members,

| appreciate your efforts in following the mission of the agency'’s intent. “LAFCOs are responsible
for coordinating logical and timely changes in local governmental boundaries, conducting special
studies that review ways to reorganize, simplify and streamline governmental structure and
preparing a Sphere of Influence for each city and special district within each county.”

As Riverside County grows in population and changes, this is a very important part of the process.

Thank you for your time,

Councilwomen Lesa Sobek
City of Menifee

Get Outlook for i0OS
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Alternative A Proposed Coachella Sphere of Influence
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Alternative B Proposed Coachella Sphere of Influence
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Sewer to Vista Santa Rosa

Ave- s

Agreement for lransfer of sewer collection system
“South Jackson Street Service Area! Entered July 2013
Recognizing the January 9, 2008 GVWD and the City of Coachella

"Boundary Agreement”
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City of Coachella/ CVWD
Water & Sewer Service Area Map
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Elizabeth Valdez

G = T e o T o, e e e s S T T e ]
Subject: FW: Letter to LAFCO Attached from the Winchester / Homeland Town Association
Attachments: 2022-06-22 Letter from WHTA re. Menifee SOI Language.pdf

From: Angela Little <awlittle@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 22,2022 9:31 PM

To: Crystal Craig <ccraig@Iafco.org>; Gary Thompson <gthompson@Iafco.org>

Cc: Dean Wetter <dean@gorecreation.org>; Cheryl Kitzerow <ckitzerow @cityofmenifee.us>; Isobek @cityofmenifee.us
<lsobek@cityofmenifee.us>; bzimmerman@cityofmenifee.us <bzimmerman@cityofmenifee.us>;
mliesemeyer@cityofmenifee.us <mliesemeyer@cityofmenifee.us>; bkarwin@cityofmenifee.us
<bkarwin@cityofmenifee.us>; ddeines@cityofmenifee.us <ddeines@cityofmenifee.us>; citymanager@cityofmenifee.us
<citymanager@cityofmenifee.us>; ddarnell@cityofmenifee.us <ddarnell @cityofmenifee.us>

Subject: Letter to LAFCO Attached from the Winchester / Homeland Town Association

Hi Crystal and Gary,

Just a quick heads up that I'll be attending Thursday's meeting with a few people from Winchester/Homeland
area, and | plan to speak. I'll bring twelve copies of the attached letter from the Town Association for staff and
commissioners. It expresses opposition to the latest draft language for the Menifee SOl review. If you would
please also forward it to the commissioners digitally, that would be great. You're welcome to forward this
entire email. As a courtesy, | am copying Menifee staff and councilmembers, and | look forward to an open
dialog with all of them at a future meeting.

Despite my disagreement with staff's proposed language, | want you both to know that I think you both have
done a very good job with the MSR staff report and supporting docs as a whole, at every step along way in the
public review process. | also appreciate the changes made in the recent draft of the staff report that reflected
items | presented during public comment. | am learning much in this process and LAFCO is fortunate to have

you both on staff.
See you there.

Angela Little
951-775-1323 cell



Winchester-Homeland To wn Association

P.O. Box 122, Winchester. CA 92596

June 22,2022

Riverside County LAFCO
re: opposition to City of Menifee SOI Review revised draft policy from staff
Commissioners;

Crystal Craig and Gary Thompson, have accomplished an extraordinary task in assembling a staff report, the
revised draft MSR, exhibits and comments. They have my association's appreciation for their perspectives,
time and talents in this ongoing process of creating a final drafi MSR.

With the benefit of public comment. staff has provided a revised proposed policy to be the final draft

(see stafl report, page 17, mid-page). Staff's language encourages the stakeholder agencies east of
Menifee to work with the city toward the end goal of a “smoother transition for a future annexations”
which, to me, implies that this draft MSR policy supports future approvals of annexations to the east of
Menifee. I respectfully oppose that drafi language and propose the following:

While the expressed interest that Menifee stall and council have for a SOI to the east is understandable.
relative (o its overall goals as a city. as discussed in this report. any proposed SOI expansion to the east
should be denied. while the Winchester / Homeland Municipal Advisory Council (WHMAC) and the area
residents are actively pursuing incorporation for the following reasons:

* Such a SOI would split the WHMAC area. which is inconsistent with LAFCO Policy 2.1.5.

» This commission's GOAL NO. 1 is to facilitate efficient urban form.

* Aproposed SOI to the east would defeat the formation of a new agency, which formally began its
planning in 2011, with the creation of the WHMAC. and its stated intention of becoming a city.

+ Thede facto long-term result of a Menifee SOI expansion to Winchester Rd. would be that Menifee
would annex the land west of Winchester Rd. and Hemel w ould be left as the only logical city to
annex the remainder of the MAC area. which could not stand onits own as a city. [t would be too
small.

- Significant grassroots and County opposition, and City of Menifee staff/ council only support :
County GPA 1207, initiated in 2012 and referenced by Juan Perez in his letter of opposition,
is evidence that the County is working cooperatively with owners. residents. special districts, and
county departments that serve the WHMAC area (o provide municipal services and provide for
urban planning that seeks to prevent urban sprawl and create the WHMAC's development
objectives while still in the pre-incorporation phase of cityhood.

- As of this date, no person or agency, other than Menifee staff and elected officials, has
commented in support for an easterly SOI expansion, and 112 signatures from area residents
were submitted to LAFCO stall' in opposition during the public comment period for this review.
The number of signatures collected has risen to 132 as of this writing. City of Menifee staff
reached out to the WHMAC residents over a yearago. and has repeatedly received an
unequivocally negative response. Supervisor Chuck Washington also opposes.

Page 1 of'2



Thank you for your service to I ACO. The time. attention. and values that you bring to your role here
come ata price. and I thank you for pay ing it The Winchester / Homeland Town Association has been
serving as a voice for our area since 1980, and e appreciate your consideration of our goals ol becoming
amodel city,

/S RN

Kim Wortman
President

SUBMITTED AT HEARING
DATE; (/25 2027
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Winchester-Homeland Municieal Advisory Council

www.WinchesterMac.org

lure 22,2023 SUBMITTED AT HEARING
DATE:__ & /23/2027
Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission

6216 Brockton Avenue, Suite 111-B ITEM NO.:__ 5 . b

Riverside, CA 92506 (A0 08, 06 -/ 2,3 % 5

RE: Agenda Item 5B - Countywide City Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence — Specifically
regarding City of Menifee

Dear Honorable LAFCO Commission,

We disagree and oppose the Municipal Service Review Report and reference to the City of Menifee Sphere
of Influence to extend its SOI eastward as far as State Route 79.

Our Winchester-Homeland Municipal Advisory Council’s mission statement is:

“The mission of the Winchester-Homeland Municipal Advisory Council is to advise the
County on matters including, but not limited to, public health, safety, welfare, public
works and planning which affect Winchester, Homeland and surrounding areas and to
assist with creative problem solving, with the goal of growing into a model city.”

We are Winchester-Homeland. We are a community in transition. Our community does not align ourselves
with the City of Menifee. We are a historic independent, self-sufficient community.

We believe there are no services that the City of Menifee can provide that we do not already adequately
receive. We have, to name a few, but not limited to:
e Community Planning in process with a General Plan Update #1207 and EIR pending (see Riverside
County letters to LAFCO)
e Two Fire Stations #34 and #54
e Excellent park and recreation facilities provided by Valley Wide Park and Recreation District.
e Public bus transportation
e Code Enforcement and Sheriff’s Department service our communities and give us monthly
reports.
e Historical Society and Museum

Here are a few reasons we disagree with the MSR report.
e The MSR on page 204 itself states that the City of Menifee’s development pace has required them

to have to outsource and hire contract staff. They are having difficulty staffing their current City
needs.

e On page 225 of the report under SOl Recommendations, a statement made “much of the future
development will begin to occur beyond Menifee’s eastern boundaries in unincorporated areas.
In an effort to manage sprawl . . .” This statement regarding sprawl in our community is not



factual. The areas to the east were already planned and had master planned communities
approved (i.e., Winchester Hills SP293 along Domenigoni Parkway approved in the late 1990’s,
SP288, SP301, Domenigoni Barton Properties SP310 and not to mention the Riverside County
General Plan in 2004). All approved and planned prior to Menifee’s incorporation.

In addition, the current Winchester Community General Plan 1207 and EIR are in process.

e On page 17 of the Staff Report, we would strongly request that the policy text recommendation
as part of the Sphere of Influence Review be restated using the first two sentences:

a) Since 2012, the County of Riverside is undergoing community efforts on developing the
Winchester Community Plan and Land Use Study. The City’s proposed SOI boundary to the
east will encroach upon the County’s Winchester Community Plan.

And add:
“Before any SOl or boundary change be submitted to LAFCO by the City of Menifee, the city should
engage in dialogue with the County of Riverside, Valley Wide Recreation and Park District and the
Winchester-Homeland MAC and Community.”

Omit the remaining text.

We appreciate the opportunity to address your Commission with our correction comments and requests
regarding the Staff Report and the MSR SOI Report.

Respgectfully, -

Andy Domeénigoni
Chairman
Winchester-Homeland MAC

CC: 3" District Supervisor Chuck Washington



QUESTIONS TO LAFCO FROM ANGELA LITTLE
REGARDING A MENIFEE SOI EAST TO HIGHWAY 79

1. ARE LAFCO POLICIES CONSISTENT WITH STAFF'S PROPOSED SOI LANGUAGE?

2. IF YOU SUPPORT THE PROPOSED LANGUAGE, WILL THAT LEAD TO SMOOTHING THE
PATH TO ANNEXATION?

3. DO THE ANSWERS TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS SUPPORT THE INCLUSION OF
THIS “SMOOTHING” LANGUAGE IN THIS MSR?

SUBMITTED AT HEARING
DATE: (o /23/2022
ITEM NO.:__ 5 -4

Policy 2.3.8 LAFCO 702(-0k-6,2,2Y9.5

Policy 2.1.5

Would the SOI split an existing identifiable community?

Do you want to shift the burden of proof as to why half of the Winchester-Homeland MAC area should
NOT be annexed into the city to its residents and owners?

Policy 3.2.6

Are you aware that the city of Menifee held a workshop in December, 2020 for the city staff and
Council members to hear a staff presentation that included three well researched options for SOI
areas, and yet did not invite Winchester-Homeland MAC residents to participate, nor did they provide
direct notice to its community organizations?

Are you aware that City Planner Doug Darnell came to the MAC meeting in early 2021 to inform
residents of that workshop, and that the feedback from the MAC given directly to the city staff,
including Cheryl Kitzerow and Armando Villa, has been consistently and unequivocally negative?

Do the 132 signatures collected to date on petitions opposing SOls into the MAC area help you to
foresee a significant community opposition to any SOI application put forth by the city?

Do you remember Janlee Watson and WE ARE TEMESCAL VALLEY?

Does that result of that battle help you to foresee what is coming if you attempt to “smooth a path to
future annexations”?

In the public comments to the MSR do you see any significant support for the proposed SOI, other
than from Menifee staff and council members, that has given you reason to believe that a SOI
application would do anything other than consume the time and resources of this commission, the
City of Menifee's taxpayers, and Winchester-Homeland MAC owners and residents, and ultimately be
defeated?

Lastly, does the opposition on record give you cause to believe that the path to annexation is likely
to be smoothed within the document horizon?

June 23, 2022 Agenda [tem 5. b.
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June 24, 2022

Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission
Attn: Gary Thompson, Executive Director
Via Email: gthompson@lafco.org

Re:  Written supplement to June 23, 2022 oral testimony on behalf of Jurupa
Community Services District regarding the City of Eastvale’s MSR

Dear Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Commission on behalf of Jurupa Community
Services District (“JCSD”) at your June 23, 2022 public hearing regarding the park and recreation
services that JCSD provides in the Eastvale area. During my time at the podium I hope I was able
to make the point that detachment of the Eastvale area from JCSD’s boundaries would not be
possible since JCSD provides water and sewer services throughout that area and detachment from
JCSD would result in the provision of these services to a significant area outside of JCSD’s
boundaries. In addition, JCSD has formed CFDs in that area to pay financial obligations for the
water, sewer and park services it provides. JCSD would not be legally authorized to levy taxes
outside its boundaries.

The remaining point I had hoped to make was that the only other potential option
to compel JCSD to transfer its parks, recreational programs and workforce to the City of Eastvale
would be by divestiture of JCSD’s park powers within the Eastvale portion of JCSD’s boundaries.
However, we wanted to call your attention to Government Code section 56654(b), within the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act, which limits initiation of divestiture applications to the special
district itself (here JCSD). For your reference, Section 56654(b) provides as follows:

“A proposal for a change of organization that involves... the divestiture of power to
provide particular functions or classes of services, within all or part of a special district,
shall only be initiated by the legislative body of the special district....”

03586.00000\40196528.2
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Thank you again for the opportunity to address the Commission on this important issue.
Sincerely,
Weeekme Y7 1ot
Michael T. Riddell
of BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP

cc: Jurupa Community Services District

03586.00000\40196528.2



	3. Valley-Wide Recreation & Park District - 6-22-2022.pdf
	Cover Letter to LAFCO RE input 20220621final.pdf (p.1)
	VALLEY WIDE_  Draft Table of Comments to LAFCO regarding Draft Hearing City MSR_ 20220621final.pdf (p.2-3)

	5. City of Coachella - Presentation Slides - 6-22-2022.pdf
	LAFCO Municipal Services review
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Sewer to Vista Santa Rosa
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12

	Chart of Comments Received since 6-14-2022.pdf
	Sheet1




