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9:00 AM  OCTOBER 18, 2017 
AGENDA 

REGULAR MEETING 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER 
First Floor Board Chambers 

4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, CA 92501 
 

Any person wishing to speak must complete a “SPEAKER IDENTIFICATION FORM” and submit it to the Hearing 
Secretary.  The purpose of the public hearing is to allow interested parties to express their concerns.  Please do 
not repeat information already given.  If you have no additional information, but wish to be on record, simply provide 
your name and address and state that you agree with the previous speaker(s). 
 

Any person wishing to make a presentation that includes printed material, video or another form of electronic media 
must provide the material to the Project Planner at least 48 hours prior to the meeting. 
 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you require reasonable accommodations, please contact 
Elizabeth Sarabia, TLMA Commission Secretary, at (951) 955-7436 or e-mail at esarabia@rivco.org.  Requests 
should be made at least 72 hours prior to the scheduled meeting.  Alternative formats are available upon request. 
 

CALL TO ORDER: 
SALUTE TO THE FLAG – ROLL CALL 

1.0 CONSENT CALENDAR: 9:00 a.m. or as soon as possible thereafter (Presentation available upon 
Commissioners’ request) 

1.1  NONE 
2.0 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT INITIATION PROCEEDINGS: 9:00 a.m. or as soon as possible 

thereafter (Presentation available upon Commissioners’ request). 
 NONE 

3.0 PUBLIC HEARING – CONTINUED ITEMS:  9:00 a.m. or as soon as possible thereafter. 
3.1 CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 7922/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 3758 – Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration 

for Environmental Assessment No. 42949 – Owner/Applicant: BLP Desert, LP/Polk Meadows, LP – 
Representative: Greg Beaver – Fourth Supervisorial District – Bermuda Dunes Zoning District – Western Coachella 
Valley Area Plan – Community Development: Commercial Retail (CD-CR) – Location: Northerly of Avenue 42, 
easterly of Washington Avenue, and westerly of Yucca Lane – 5.06 Gross Acres – Zoning: C-P-S & C-1/C-P – 
REQUEST: Change of Zone No. 7922 proposes to modify existing zoning from General Commercial (C-1/C-P) and 
Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S) to General Commercial (C-1/C-P) on a 5.06-acre property to accommodate 
a proposed mini-warehouse project. Conditional Use Permit No. 3758 proposes the construction and operation of 
a mini-warehouse project of approximately 91,125 sq. ft. with eight (8) mini-storage buildings up to 13 feet in height. 
Typical mini-warehouse units are sized approximately 5 feet by 10 feet, 10 feet by 10 feet, 10 feet by 20 feet, and 
10 feet by 25 feet with approximately 938 total mini-storage units. The project also includes a 634 sq. ft. office with 
12 customer parking spaces and a 1,322 sq. ft. caretaker’s residence with a 600 sq. ft. garage up to 24 feet in 
height. Total square footage of the proposed mini-warehouse project and related buildings is approximately 93,658 
sq. ft. The proposed project includes a monument sign and wall signage of approximately 30 sq. ft. each. Hours of 
operation for the office will be from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. with customer access into the secured storage area 
restricted between 9:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., seven days a week.  Project Planner: Jay Olivas at (760) 863-7050 or 
email at jolivas@rivco.org. 

 

3.2 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 720, GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 721, SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 342, 
CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 7055, DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. 73 – Intent to Certify Environmental Impact 
Report No. 471 – Applicant: Nuevo Development Corp. – Representative: Albert A. Webb Associates – Fifth 
Supervisorial District – Hemet-San Jacinto Zoning District – Lakeview Zoning District – Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan 
– Rural: Rural Mountainous (R-RM) – Rural: Rural Residential (R-RR) – Rural Community: Very Low Density 
Residential (RC-VLDR) – Agriculture (AG) – Open Space: Conservation (OS-C) – Community Development: Very 
Low Density Residential (CD-VLDR) – Community Development: Low Density Residential (CD-LDR) – Community 
Development: Commercial Retail (CD-CR) – Community Development: Light Industrial (CD-LI) – Community 
Development: Highest Density Residential (CD-HHDR) – Location: either side of Ramona Expressway, generally 
easterly of Martin Street, westerly of Princess Ann Road, southerly of Marvin Road, and generally northerly of Brown 
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 Avenue – Zoning: Light Agriculture, 10-acre minimum (A-1-10) – Heavy Agriculture, 10-acre minimum (A-2-10) – Light Agriculture 
with Poultry (A-P), Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S) – Rural Commercial (C-R) – Manufacturing – Service Commercial (M-SC) 
– Residential Agricultural (R-A) – Residential Agricultural, 1-acre minimum (R-A-1) – Residential Agricultural, 10-acre minimum (R-
A-10) – Residential Agricultural, 2½-acre minimum (R-A-2½) – Rural Residential (R-R) – One-Family Dwellings (R-1) – Highest 
Density Residential (R-7) – Natural Assets, 640-acre minimum lot size (N-A-640) – REQUEST: Specific Plan No. 342, also known 
as The Villages of Lakeview, proposes a maximum of 11,350 residential dwelling units and up to 70.5 acres of commercial uses to 
be constructed within eight (8) Specific Plan Villages on a total of 2,883 acres. General Plan Amendment No. 720 includes the 
following components: 1) a General Plan Technical Amendment; 2) General Plan Entitlement/Policy Amendment; 3) General Plan 
Foundation Component Amendment – Extraordinary; and 4) Agriculture Foundation Component Amendment.  The Technical 
Amendment is needed to rectify errors related to mapping which resulted in inaccuracies related to areas within the Lakeview 
Mountains and those in the lowlands to reflect the actual topography for the area. The Entitlement/Policy Amendment proposes to 
change the underlying land use designations in the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan from Rural Mountainous, Rural Residential, Rural 
Community: Very Low Density Residential Agriculture, Open Space: Conservation, Very Low Density Residential, Low Density 
Residential, Commercial Retail, Light Industrial, and Highest Density Residential to those land use designations reflected in the 
Specific Plan land use plan. The Foundation Component Amendment – Extraordinary proposes to change the underlying 
Foundations from Rural, Rural Community, and Open Space to Community Development. The Agriculture Foundation Component 
Amendment proposes to change the underlying Foundation of Agriculture to Community Development.  General Plan Amendment 
No. 721 proposes modifications to the Circulation Element of the General Plan. The project will include upgrading and downgrading 
numerous existing and proposed roadway classifications and trails shown on the current circulation element plan for the 
Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan to match the circulation plan as proposed by the Specific Plan. Change of Zone No. 7055 proposes to 
change the zoning classification of the subject site from a mix of Light Agriculture, 10-acre minimum (A-1-10), Heavy Agriculture, 
10-acre minimum (A-2-10), Light Agriculture with Poultry (A-P), Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S), Rural Commercial (C-R), 
Manufacturing – Service Commercial (M-SC), Residential Agricultural (R-A), Residential Agricultural, 1-acre minimum (R-A-1), 
Residential Agricultural, 10-acre minimum (R-A-10), Residential Agricultural, 2½-acre minimum (R-A-2½), Rural Residential (R-R), 
One-Family Dwellings (R-1), Highest Density Residential (R-7), and Natural Assets, 640-acre minimum lot size (N-A-640) to Specific 
Plan (SP) and adopt the associated Specific Plan zoning ordinance to establish the permitted uses and development standards for 
the Specific Plan Planning Areas.  Development Agreement No. 73 proposes an agreement between the County of Riverside and 
the developer of the Specific Plan for development of the Villages of Lakeview.  The Development Agreement has a term of 30 years 
and will grant the developer vesting rights to develop the Project in accordance with the terms of the agreement. EIR No. 471 studies 
the impacts of the project.  Continued from September 6, 2017 and October 4, 2018.  Project Planner:  Russell Brady at (951) 955-
3025 or email at rbrady@rivco.org. 

4.0 PUBLIC HEARING – NEW ITEMS:  9:00 a.m. or as soon as possible thereafter. 
4.1 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 1171, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 3741 – Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative 

Declaration for Environmental Assessment No. 42874 – Applicant: CR&R, David Fahrion – Representative: Trip Hord – Fifth 
Supervisorial District – Hemet-San Jacinto Zoning District – San Jacinto Valley Area Plan – Open Space: Conservation (OS-C) – 
Location: Southeasterly of Bridge Street, southwesterly of Gilman Springs Road, and northerly of Ramona Expressway – Zoning: 
Heavy Agriculture, 10-acre minimum (A-2-10) – REQUEST: The General Plan Amendment proposes to amend the project site’s 
General Plan Foundation Component from Open Space (OS) to Agriculture (AG) and amend its Land Use Designation from 
Conservation (C) to Agriculture (AG), on two (2) parcels, totaling 202 gross acres. The Conditional Use Permit proposes to permit 
an existing compost facility and increase from the existing Registration Tier I Permit level (12,500 cubic yards) to a Regional Tier II 
Composting Facility that will process up to 130,000 cubic yards of green and organic material at any one time on approximately 202 
gross acres. Project Planner: Russell Brady at (951) 955-3025 or email at rbrady@rivco.org. 
 

4.2 TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 37028 – Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration for Environmental Assessment No. 42844 – 
Applicant: MDMG – Engineer/Representative: VSL Engineering – Third Supervisorial District – Rancho California Zoning Area –  
Southwest Area Plan –  Community Development: Medium Density Residential (CD-MDR) (2-5 DU/AC) – Community Development: 
Medium High Density Residential (CD-MHDR) (5-8 DU/AC) – Location northerly of Benton Road, southerly of Thompson Road, 
easterly of Washington Street, and westerly of Lake Skinner – 43.93 acres – Zoning: Planned Residential (R-4) – REQUEST: The 
Tentative Tract Map is a Schedule “A” Subdivision of 43.91 acres into 154 single-family residential lots with a minimum lot size of 
4,696 sq. ft., three (3) lots for water quality basins, and one (1) lot for a drainage basin.  Project Planner: David Alvarez at (951) 955-
5719 or email at daalvarez@rivco.org.   

5.0 WORKSHOPS: 
 NONE 

6.0 ORAL COMMUNICATION ON ANY MATTER NOT ON THE AGENDA 

7.0 DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

8.0 COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS   
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The Agriculture Foundation Component Amendment proposes to change the underlying Foundation of 
Agriculture to Community Development. 
 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 721 as proposed by the applicant proposes modifications to the 
Circulation Element of the General Plan. The project will include upgrading and downgrading numerous 
existing and proposed roadway classifications and trails shown on the current circulation element plan for 
the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan to match the circulation plan as proposed by the Specific Plan. In particular 
the changes as listed below: 
 

1. Elimination of 9th Street/Yucca Avenue as a through street from the project boundary easterly; 
2. Rerouting 10th Street/Wolfskill Avenue as a Secondary roadway east of Hansen Avenue 
3. Elimination of Bridge Street, 3rd Street, 5th Street, and 6th Street within the Specific Plan boundaries 

and will not have direct access to Ramona Expressway as access to Ramona Expressway will be 
shifted to Town Center and Park Center Boulevards 

4. Additional detailed modifications to standard County roadway cross sections for roads within the 
Specific Plan 

5. Modify the current trail alignments within the Specific Plan area and propose a 10-12 foot Multi-
Purpose Community Trail that would allow for horses along the north side of the project and 
connect to the Combination trail along the San Jacinto River and to Ramona Expressway 

6. Implement a portion of a Community Trail (restricted use) above the portion of the California 
Aqueduct that extends east to west through the Specific Plan area. The area for the trail above 
the aqueduct is owned and operated by the Metropolitan Water District and any use of the 
easement area above the aqueduct for trails would be subordinate to the MWD water conveyance 
use. 

7. A policy amendment to General Plan Circulation Element Policy C 2.1 to expressly confirm the 
County’s authority to accept Level of Service (LOS) D in certain Area Plans.  In addition,  the Board 
of Supervisors may, on occasion, approve a project that fails to meet the General Plan LOS targets 
in order to balance congestion management considerations in relation to benefits, environmental 
impacts and costs, provided an Environmental Impact Report, or equivalent, has been completed 
to fully evaluate the impacts of such approval. This is the same language that exists in the General 
Plan as currently adopted and amended as part of the County’s 2015 General Plan.  However, the 
County’s approval of GPA No. 960 is currently being challenged.  Since the outcome of the 
litigation related to GPA No. 960 is unknown, General Plan Amendment No. 721 restates this 
policy language so it will be part of the County’s General Plan regardless of the litigation outcome.    
With the inclusion of Policy C 2.1, Specific Plan No. 342 is consistent with the General Plan’s 
Circulation Element. 

   
CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 7055 proposes to change the zoning classification of the subject site from a mix 
of Light Agriculture – 10-acre minimum (A-1-10), Heavy Agriculture – 10-acre minimum (A-2-10), Light 
Agriculture with Poultry (A-P), Scenic Highway Commercial (C-P-S), Rural Commercial (C-R), 
Manufacturing – Service Commercial (M-SC), Residential Agricultural (R-A), Residential Agricultural, 1-
acre minimum (R-A-1), Residential Agricultural, 10-acre minimum (R-A-10), Residential Agricultural, 2 ½-
acre minimum (R-A-2½), Rural Residential (R-R), One-Family Dwellings (R-1), Highest Density 
Residential (R-7), and Natural Assets, 640-acre minimum lot size (N-A-640) to Specific Plan (SP) and 
adopt a Specific Plan zoning ordinance to establish the permitted uses and development standards for 
the Specific Plan Planning Areas.    
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. 73 proposes an agreement between the County and the applicant 
that has a 30 year term and grants the applicant vested rights to develop in accordance with the terms of 
the agreement.     
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 471 studies the impacts of the project.   
 
Staff’s Recommended Project 
 
SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 342 ALTERNATIVE 7 as presented in Environmental Impact Report No. 471 
proposes a maximum of 8,725 dwelling units and 1,380,000 square feet of commercial uses to be 
constructed within eight (8) Specific Plan Villages within a total of 2,883 acres. The residentially 
designated areas within the Specific Plan include a range of residential products from Medium Density 
Residential to High Density Residential with a density range of 2 to 14 dwelling units per acre as well as 
Mixed Use designations that allow 8 to 40 dwelling units per acre.  The Mixed Use areas could 
accommodate either residential or commercial development or a combination of residential and 
commercial. The Specific Plan would also include areas designated as Commercial Office, Agriculture, 
Public Facility, Conservation Habitat, Recreation, and Water.  The Conservation Habitat designated areas 
would be split between a total of 1,106 acres of areas designated for conservation to be left as natural 
open space and a total of 80 acres is designated for Recreation.  Of the Public Facility areas, 114 acres 
is designated for 3 future school sites  
 
As shown in the analysis in Environmental Impact Report No. 471, Alternative 7 is an environmentally 
superior alternative compared to the applicant proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Specific Plan Alternative 7 includes additional area that has been acquired by the applicant since the 
project was originally proposed, but the location of Specific Plan Alternative 7 is still located on either side 
of Ramona Expressway, generally east of Martin Street, west of Princess Ann Road, south of Marvin 
Road, and generally north of Brown Avenue. 
 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 720 as modified to include the additional land included in Alternative 
7 as shown on exhibit 6.   
 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 721 as proposed and described above.  
 
CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 7055 as modified to include the additional land included in Alternative 7 as 
shown on exhibit 3.      
 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. 73 as modified and described above.    
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 471 studies the impacts of the project.   
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Previously Approved Specific Plan and Court Decision 
Specific Plan No. 342 was previously approved on March 23, 2010 by the Riverside County Board of 
Supervisors.  Subsequently, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) certified for the Specific Plan was 
challenged under CEQA.   The case (Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley and Sierra Club v County 
of Riverside RIC10007572) was litigated and on May 16, 2012 a decision was issued from the Court, 
which found the EIR deficient in the following six areas:  Traffic, General Plan Consistency, Greenhouse 
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Gas, Air Quality Health Impacts, Biological Resources, and Growth Inducing Impacts.   In accordance with 
the Court’s order, the approvals for Specific Plan No. 342 and certification of the EIR were set aside by 
the County.     
 
Current Environmental Impact Report 
In response to the Court’s decision and order, an updated Specific Plan No. 342 and Environmental Impact 
Report No. 471 addressing the deficiencies were prepared and circulated for public review on September 
30, 2016.  The Draft EIR No. 471 determined that Specific Plan No. 342 and its associated components 
with mitigation would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry 
Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise, Population/Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities, 
and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
 
20 comments were received during the 45-day public review period and 8 comments were received 
following the close of the public review period.  These comments were reviewed and detailed responses 
to each comment were prepared and included in the Final EIR which was posted on August 7, 2017 and 
with mailed notices to commenters sent on August 7, 2017. 
 
Specific Plan Alternative 7 
Within EIR No 471, Alternative 7 is included as an alternate land use plan that would reduce impacts 
primarily to traffic with less units and therefore less anticipated trips as well as associated reductions in 
impacts to air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas emissions. In consideration of the analysis in the Draft 
EIR No. 471 that fully addresses Alternative 7 and the comments received on the Draft EIR No. 471, and 
in consultation with the applicant, County staff is recommending the approval of Alternative 7 in place of 
the applicant proposed Specific Plan No. 342.   Based on EIR No. 471, Alternative 7 is environmentally 
superior to the project proposed by the applicant. A full version of the Alternative 7 Specific Plan and 
conditions of approval are included in the staff report for consideration by the Planning Commission.    
 
The greatest difference between the applicant proposed Specific Plan No. 342 and Alternative 7 is 
Alternative 7 reduces the maximum total number of dwelling units from 11,350 to 8,725 for a total reduction 
of 2,625 dwelling units.  This reduction in dwelling units also reduces the overall intensity and impacts of 
Specific Plan No. 342.  Additionally, under Alternative 7, development on the north side of Ramona 
Expressway shifts from primarily residential with some park and open space to commercial with agriculture 
and open space areas.  This shift in land use incorporates more non-residential uses and will generally 
reduce the intensity of development within this northern area. This provides for an enhanced transition 
from Ramona Expressway to the wildlife area as it transitions from areas within the Specific Plan 
designated as Commercial Office first, then Agriculture, and then areas outside of the Specific Plan 
designated as Open Space: Conservation Habitat (OS:CH) by the General Plan.   Alternative 7 would 
generally result in reduced intensity and reduced impacts since it would decrease the amount of residential 
trips generated and would increase the potential for residents to be served by services closer which would 
reduce the amount of vehicle miles travelled.  Alternative 7 also adds approximately 146 acres to the 
western side of Specific Plan No. 342 and removes approximately 49 acres along the eastern side of 
Specific Plan No. 342 for an overall increase in 97 acres.  The areas added consist generally of proposed 
Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3 (High Density Residential); 16 (Mixed Use); and 29 and 30 (Open Space 
Recreation) all on the western portion of the Specific Plan; and a portion of Planning Area 50E (Open 
Space Conservation Habitat) on the south side of the Specific Plan.  The area removed consisted of the 
previously proposed Planning Area 77 which included (High Density Residential). The proposed project 
would increase the length of the undercrossing that is part of the Riverside County Transportation 
Commission’s Mid-County Parkway (MCP) project, in order to accommodate JJ Street and to facilitate 
wildlife movement along PCL-20. In contrast, Alternative 7 does not include JJ Street, and therefore 
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eliminates the need to extend the MCP undercrossing. As such, Alternative 7 reduces impacts to wildlife 
movement at the undercrossing compared to the proposed project, by limiting the distance for wildlife to 
cross under the roadway.  
 
Development Agreement No. 73 
The Development Agreement has a term of 30 years.  Within that time period the agreed upon provisions 
would apply to development of the Villages of Lakeview.  Provisions include vesting rights to develop the 
Specific Plan in accordance with the terms of the agreement.  In exchange, the County would receive 
certain public benefits, which go beyond the basic requirements of the County or mitigation measures as 
included within the Environmental Impact Report. These public benefits include the following:  
 

 meeting a 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents for the project; 
 funding expansion of library facilities; 
 providing community room space for access by the County; 
 implementing a Smart Shuttle program to connect to the Metrolink Perris Valley Line; 
 equipping existing fire station and setting aside land and equipping a new fire station; 
 providing right-of-way for the Mid-County Parkway; 
 payment of fees to go towards transportation facilities within the County of Riverside and other 

cities; 
 provision of infrastructure for broadband capability; 
 preservation of agricultural space; 
 provision of affordable housing; and 
 contribution of additional funding to be utilized by the County. 

 
Village Refinement Plan 
Currently Specific Plan No. 342 establishes a general framework for the type and intensity of development 
and the general backbone circulation infrastructure in a given Village or Planning Area.  To allow flexibility 
given the longer timeframe for development to accommodate for changes in market demands, Specific 
Plan No. 342 does not dictate specific design guidelines at a smaller level related to circulation, 
walls/fencing, entry monuments, building architecture, park design/features and other similar elements. 
Implementing projects within a Specific Plan Village will be required to submit a Village Refinement Plan 
which would provide more details on the appropriate design guidelines to apply to a particular Village 
designated within the Specific Plan. The Village Refinement Plan would be processed, at a minimum, 
through a Specific Plan Substantial Conformance Application, which would be considered concurrently 
with the implementing development application (i.e. Tentative Tract Map, Plot Plan, Conditional Use 
Permit, etc.).    
 
FURTHER PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Public Comment Letters 
As of the writing of this staff report, staff has responded to all comment letters and emails that were 
specifically or generally asking questions about the project, excluding the comment letters from the Sierra 
Club/George Hague, Sue Nash/Tom Paulek, and Kathleen Dale.  Responses for these are anticipated 
prior to the October 18th hearing and these responses will be provided to the Commission for their 
consideration.  For those responded to so far, these responses were included in the prior staff report 
package and new responses are included in this staff report package.  
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Staff and the CEQA consultant have reviewed the comments raised in the public comments and has 
determined that the comments raised do not constitute new information requiring any further revision to 
the EIR No. 471.   
 
 
 
Planning Commission Comments 
Due to the number of speakers at the September 6, 2017 and October 4, 2017 Planning Commission 
hearings, the variety and specificity of comments and concerns expressed during the hearing cannot be 
fully listed in the staff report.  However, many of the comments and concerns generally relate to certain 
topics.  These are listed below with staff’s response to each of them. 
 
General Plan Consistency:  Questions were raised regarding the project’s consistency with the County’s 
General Plan.  Many of the comments seemed to utilize portions of the General Plan that describe existing 
conditions of the Lakeview/Nuevo area, including a portion of one listed below. 
 

Lakeview 
The community of Lakeview, in the northeast corner of the planning area, is characterized by 
predominantly residential and agricultural uses.    Dairies  and  agricultural  uses  dominate  the  
land  north  of  the  Ramona Expressway, and residential/equestrian uses are found south of the 
expressway.  The residential uses in Lakeview are rural in nature and typically are located on lots 
between one-half and two acres in size. 

 
The General Plan’s description of the Lakeview area is primarily to note what the existing conditions of 
the area are in order to establish a framework to develop the General Plan Vision, Principles, and specific 
policies for that area.   Specific findings are required in order for the County to approve an amendment to 
the County’s General Plan.  These findings are set forth in the General Plan’s Administration Element as 
well as in the County’s Ordinance No. 348.  These findings are included in this staff report.   Additionally, 
the project’s consistency with the General Plan policies is listed in Appendix N of EIR No. 471.    
 
Consistency with the County’s General Plan does not require satisfying every policy in the General Plan.  
Rather consistency is when the proposed project is compatible with the General Plan and does not 
frustrate the General Plan’s goals and policies.  Consistency does not require rigid conformity with every 
detail. (Naraghi Lakes Neighborhood Preservation Association v. City of Modesto 1 Cal. App.5th 9)   As 
shown in Appendix N of EIR No. 471, the project is consistent with all applicable policies of the 
Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan.  
 
Additionally, going to the purpose of the General Plan as well as the Vision and Principles of the General 
Plan, the purpose of a General Plan is to be forward thinking and to plan for development within the 
County and to not be rigid and held to existing land use patterns.  One key component of the Principles 
of the General Plan related to new development is that of Maturing Communities as listed below. 
 

Maturing Communities 
The General Plan Vision acknowledges that every community in the County is maturing in its own 
way, at its own pace and within its own context.  Policies and programs should be tailored to local 
needs in order to accommodate the particular level of anticipated maturation in any given 
community. 
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So while the project does represent a shift from the existing land use pattern and densities in the Lakeview 
and Nuevo area, it does implement the intent of the General Plan and is consistent with the General Plan. 
 
Impacts to San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA): Multiple meetings were held with staff from the California 
Fish & Wildlife Department to discuss what measures can be incorporated to minimize potential impacts 
to the wildlife area.  Some of those discussed and incorporated include the following applicable within 
Planning Areas 24 and 25 which have been incorporated into a new condition (30.PLANNING.162):  
 

 incorporation of building design features to reduce potential for bird strikes; 
 require construction of a six foot high block wall around the entirety of these planning areas or at 

minimum around each individual development within these planning areas prior to the 
commencement of construction of any building; 

 require trash containers to be enclosed in lockable trash enclosure areas; and 
 require landscaping to be native and drought tolerant species and shall avoid plants listed on the 

Western Riverside County MSHCP Table 6-2 adjacent to MSHCP conservation areas.  
 
The meetings also included discussion of limiting the potential for trespass on the property via “F” Street 
as shown on the Specific Plan Circulation Plan.  California Fish & Wildlife staff desired for this street to be 
modified to a cul de sac to terminate at Planning Area 25 and to not reach Marvin Road to the north which 
could encourage people to access the wildlife area at this intersection or elsewhere along Marvin Road.  
Following discussions with Transportation Department staff on this request it was noted that the “F” Street 
connection up to Marvin Road is important to retain as an ultimate design since with Mid-County Parkway 
“F” Street is anticipated to be the location of an interchange and as detailed further below in response to 
the separate concern noted on ensuring continued public access to the wildlife area, with the closure of 
direct access to Davis Road from Ramona Expressway with the construction of the Mid-County Parkway, 
this interchange at “F” Street would be the logical alternative path to access the wildlife area.  So, in-lieu 
of showing an interim design of a cul de sac on the Specific Plan Circulation Plan, it will continue to show 
the anticipated ultimate design to connect to Marvin Road but with a note that if Mid-County Parkway has 
not been developed at the time of development of Planning Area 25 that a cul de sac terminating at 
Planning Area 25 can be constructed with the full right-of-way being dedicated up to Marvin Road. 
 
California Fish & Wildlife staff also requested a limitation in the connectivity of trails to the wildlife area to 
reduce the potential from accessing the wildlife area at inappropriate locations.  The Specific Plan trails 
plan has been revised from what was previously presented at the prior Planning Commission hearing to 
remove the trail connection to south of Ramona Expressway and remove the east-west trail alignment on 
the north side of the project south of Marvin Road and replace with a trail loop within Planning Areas 24 
and 25 with stub outs on the east and west ends for future trail connections.  
 
Also discussed was potential lighting impacts, with the understanding that existing lighting requirements 
pursuant to Ordinance No. 655 (Mt. Palomar) meet the objectives for limiting potential lighting impacts on 
the wildlife area. 
 
Mitigation Measure Bio 9 has been updated based on discussions to identify an operations and 
maintenance plan to be required and minimum objectives and strategies identified to implement as 
development occurs. 
 
California Fish & Wildlife Department also continued to express interest in the hydrology impacts of the 
project and are continuing to review the Hydrology reports and specific design measures included by the 
project to limit potential impacts to the wildlife area. 
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At the October 4th Planning Commission Hearing, Scott Sewell listed the below 12 concerns needing to 
be addressed.  The applicant did generally respond to these concerns during their rebuttal on October 4th, 
but below are more detailed responses to each of the 12 concerns.  Additionally, staff and the applicant 
team are planning on meeting further with California Fish & Wildlife Department staff to go over these 
concerns to ensure they are addressed adequately.  At the time of writing of this staff report this meeting 
has not yet occurred, but is anticipated to occur on October 16th. 
 

1. Zoning of Adjacent Lands – The areas immediately adjacent to the SJWA are proposed to be 
designated as Open Space and Water through the Specific Plan.  The next closest areas are 
designated as Agriculture in the Specific Plan. Furthermore, through the Development Agreement, 
these areas would have a conservation easement recorded to further ensure it stay agriculture.  
Between these areas there is a minimum 775 foot buffer from the SJWA to potential development 
within Planning Area 25, which is designated as Commercial Office. Of the area north of Ramona 
Expressway, approximately 79% remains undeveloped. 
 

2. Trails adjacent to Wildlife Area – Based on discussions with California Department of Fish & 
Wildlife staff, the proposed trails plan was previously revised to remove any trails adjacent to or 
connecting directly to the wildlife area to minimize the potential for people entering the wildlife area 
and undesired locations 
 

3. Cat predation – Residential uses have been removed from north of Ramona Expressway to 
remove the potential for domestic cats residing in the areas closest to the SJWA.   
 

4. Loss of foraging lands – The Western Riverside County MSHCP was created to systematically 
preserve species and their habitats, including foraging areas.  Although local foraging lands may 
be converted by development, the MSHCP anticipates these and seeks preservation of foraging 
areas in strategic areas.  Additionally, as noted above, the areas closest to the SJWA north of 
Ramona Expressway will remain 79% undeveloped and would still retain foraging in this area. 
 

5. Trash as an attractant for wildlife and in the SJWA – Trash areas will be secured within the 
Planning Areas north of Ramona Expressway as required by condition 30.PLANNING.162 to limit 
the potential both for wildlife to be attracted to developed areas and for trash to spread to the 
SJWA. 
 

6. Invasive species in SJWA – The proposed Specific Plan and county guidelines require drought 
tolerant landscaping.  Additionally, landscaping shall avoid any plants on the list specified in the 
Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan in Table 6-2 adjacent to MSHCP 
Conservation Areas. Considerations in reviewing the applicability of this list shall include proximity 
of planting areas to the MSHCP Conservation Areas, species considered in the planting plans, 
resources being protected within the MSHCP Conservation Area and their relative sensitivity to 
invasion, and barriers to plant and seed dispersal, such as walls, topography and other features 
as required by condition 30.PLANNING.162.  These measures will reduce the potential for invasive 
species to occur in the SJWA. 
 

7. Wildlife movement corridor – Wildlife movement in the area north of Ramona Expressway will 
generally continue since much of the area will remain undeveloped.  Wildlife movement from South 
of Ramona Expressway in the Lakeview mountains will be directed to PCL 20 to allow movement 
to the SJWA. 
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8. Fire hazards – The project will be required to follow standard development design to incorporate 
fuel modification zones to limit the potential for wildfire to spread to new development. The project 
will also be held to standard building code requirements for buildings proposed within high fire 
hazard areas to limit the potential for new buildings to easily catch fire from wildfires.  Additionally, 
through the Development Agreement, the project will fund increased equipment out of the current 
Nuevo fire station and then through the new fire station that would be located within the project as 
well as operations through the Community Facilities District (CFD) that is anticipated to be 
established for the project area to provide supplemental funding for ongoing operations compared 
to typical property tax revenue. 
 

9. Noise from hunting and on the SJWA – Public duck hunting areas are located approximately 2.7 
miles from the project boundaries and private duck hunting areas are located approximately 2.0 
miles from the project boundaries with intervening topographical features that would further 
attenuate any noise generated from hunting within the SJWA. Based on the noise level at the 
hunting areas, the distances noted, and no intervening topography, noise impacts from hunting at 
the project would be 65.5 db from the public hunting area and 67 db from the private hunting area.  
Considering this does not incorporate the potential attenuation of the noise from the intervening 
topography, noise impacts from hunting are not anticipated to be a nuisance to future development 
in the project.  
 
Noise impacts from the project on the wildlife area would be immediately attenuated from a 6 foot 
high block wall to control low noise sources at the development boundary.  Additionally, future 
development will be subject to further analysis based on the specific users and design of the 
development and whether it results in noise impacts to the SJWA and how such uses and design 
may be mitigated. 
 

10. Lighting – The project is located within Zone B as identified by Ordinance No. 655 (Light Pollution) 
centered on the Mt. Palomar Observatory.  The project will be subject to lighting standards 
pursuant to this ordinance which generally require a limitation on the intensity of lighting and 
directing and shielding lighting downwards.  As noted previously, developed areas within the 
project would be set back a minimum of 750 feet from the SJWA and conditions require that lighting 
fixtures not encroach any closer than 500 feet from the SJWA, so the no lighting is anticipated to 
directly spill on to the SJWA. 
 

11. Vector control – The project will include water quality basins which will be subject to standard 
requirements to be drained within a certain amount of time and otherwise be maintained to limit its 
attractant for mosquitos and other vectors.  Also, as previously noted, trash enclosures within 
areas north of Ramona Expressway will be required to be secured to minimize the potential for 
rats or other pests to be attracted to the area and potentially impact the SJWA. 
 

12. Modification of Ramona Expressway and flooding impacts on SJWA – The project is required to 
widen Ramona Expressway but there are no plans that such widening would necessitate Ramona 
Expressway to be raised that could potentially increase flooding within the SJWA.  Such analysis 
will be performed when detailed engineering is prepared for the widening. 

 
Proposed Constrained Linkage 20 (PCL 20): The comment from the California Department of Fish & 
Wildlife expressed concerns with the alignment of PCL 20 north of Ramona Expressway due to its conflict 
with crossing at a proposed intersection of Bridge Street on the south side of Ramona Expressway as 
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proposed by the project.  While this condition is created by having Bridge Street south of Ramona 
Expressway aligned with PCL 20 north of Ramona Expressway may create a conflict in the future, this is 
a result of the location of PCL 20 north of Ramona Expressway where the project is not located.  It is 
identified that this is a valid concern, but it is a concern that is best addressed for development that is 
proposed on the north side of Ramona Expressway to actually realign PCL 20.   
 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions: There were comments generally on air quality and 
greenhouse gas emission impacts of the project.  These impacts are detailed fully in EIR No. 471 and 
impacts to both were determined to be potentially significant and unavoidable. All feasible mitigation 
measures were included for both to reduce impacts as much as possible.  Ultimately, due to the potentially 
significant impact, there will be a need for an adoption of a statement of overriding considerations to 
accept these potentially significant impacts in balance with the positive aspects of the project. 
 
Hunting noise: There were concerns regarding how hunting noise would impact the project and how 
future residents would be notified and whether there could be a limitation on their ability to force closure 
of hunting currently operating out of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.  The impacts of noise from hunting 
were analyzed in EIR No. 471, which provided that “due to the buffer zone between the SJWA and the 
project site, noise associated with hunting activities in the SJWA is relatively low and would be mostly 
masked by traffic noise in the project area.”  Despite the relatively low level of noise anticipated, EIR No. 
471 included a mitigation measure to notify initial future residents of the project via a California Department 
of Consumer Affairs’ Bureau of Real Estate White Report. 
 
It was also questioned given the timeframes when hunting occurs in the early morning and late evening, 
that in particular in the early morning whether the traffic in the area would be sufficient at that time to mask 
the hunting noise as is stated in the EIR. While traffic may be low today at early morning hours, the project 
will generate traffic to the area which will increase the amount of traffic at all times of the day, including 
early morning.  So while traffic noise currently in the early morning is currently low, it will incrementally 
increase to the point that it could mask hunting noise more so than at present. 
 
Additionally, as noted in the EIR, the project would construct perimeter walls to attenuate noise primarily 
from traffic generated noise, in particular on Ramona Expressway.  While the primary purpose of these 
walls is to attenuate traffic-sources noise, they would also assist in the attenuation of any hunting noise 
that may reach the project site.  Based on this, while additional requirements could be added to further 
ensure noise impacts would not occur and that residents would be more clearly made aware, including 
possible acceptance of their limited ability to sue or force closure of hunting from noise impacts, there 
does not appear to be sufficient evidence that such noise impacts would exist for staff to recommend 
inclusion of such measures. 
 
With regard to the concern that hunting at the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) could be curtailed or 
eliminated as a result of the proposed project, the SJWA is owned by the State of California and managed 
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).  Permitted uses within the SJWA are under the 
purview of the State. The County has no authority with regard to the SJWA. 
 
School sites transition to residential: Questions were raised on the process if the school district does 
not wish to accept one of the school sites how it would be allowed to transition to a residential use.  The 
Specific Plan as proposed does allow for the transition of a designated school site for a residential use 
pursuant to Section B.11.b of the Specific Plan, a portion of which is included below. 
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Section B.11 of the Specific Plan text, Specific Plan Administration, provides that within two years 
after approval of the first tentative map for each village in which a school  is  located,  the  
school  district  must  either  (i)  execute  a  binding,  irrevocable agreement  to purchase land 
sufficient for the designated school site in the identified Planning  Area,  on  terms  reasonably  
acceptable  to  the  developer,  or  (ii)  confirm  in writing to the developer that it will not utilize the 
potential school site within that village for development of a school and joint-use park. If written 
notice is received that the school district does not intend to utilize the school site for development 
for a school and joint-use park, or in the event the developer does not receive from the school 
district written confirmation after the two-year period has expired, the Specific Plan land use of 
the  potential  school  site     will   become  residential,  consistent  with  the  land  use designation 
adjacent to the school site described in detail within the Specific Plan Zoning Ordinance,   
Appendix   D.      The zoning ordinance for Specific Plan No. 342 provides for residential dwellings 
and mixed uses to be developed in Planning Areas 26, 27 and 28 if a school is not constructed in 
these Planning Areas.  An amendment or a substantial conformance to the Specific Plan will not 
be required for transitioning to residential uses or mixed uses so long as the maximum number of 
residential dwellings of 8,725 is not exceeded and the proposed implementing project is consistent 
with the Specific Plan text and zoning ordinance.   If the number of residential dwellings in the 
overall Specific Plan exceeds 8,725 dwelling units, the County of Riverside will require an 
amendment to the Specific Plan along with the necessary environmental analysis.  Additionally, 
any future implementing project will be required to do the appropriate environmental analysis in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act.   

 
Additionally, as it was stated by the applicant at the September 6th Planning Commission hearing, the 
more likely scenario is that if the school district does not desire a particular site, that they would still desire 
another location elsewhere in the Specific Plan area.  This would have the effect of simply shifting 
residential uses from one location to the other without an increase in the overall maximum number of 
residential dwelling units within the Specific Plan. 
 
In order to clarify how Planning Areas 26, 27 and 28 may be developed, revisions were made to the 
Specific Plan Administration section as well as the zoning ordinance for the Specific Plan, which are 
attached to this staff report.    
 
Traffic Improvement Phasing: Questions were raised regarding validity of the phasing of traffic 
improvements.  The EIR and supporting traffic analysis describe the traffic impacts of each phase of 
development and the resulting impacts on surrounding roadways based on the trip generation rate of the 
development within each phase and the anticipated trip distribution or routes vehicles take from and to 
the project.  These impact areas are identified and then improvements for road, intersection, signal, 
striping, and other measures are proposed to feasibly mitigate these areas of impacts on a phase by 
phase basis to ensure that the project is providing the necessary infrastructure as the project develops. 
 
Reliance on Mid-County Parkway: It was questioned whether the project’s traffic analysis under CEQA 
relied on the completion of the Mid-County Parkway.  The traffic analysis in the EIR considers different 
scenarios depending on whether Mid-County Parkway is constructed prior to or following development 
and that based on each of these scenarios what road improvements would be required to feasibly mitigate 
the impacts of the project. 
 
Davis Road access to SJWA: It was initially presented by staff but then commented by the public for 
clarification of the continued status of Davis Road related to the project and the Mid-County Parkway.  As 
presented by staff, the proposed Specific Plan would retain the direct connection of Davis Road to 
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Ramona Expressway.  With the construction of the Mid-County Parkway as currently planned, the direct 
connection to Davis Road would no longer exist.  Instead, connection to Davis Road would be provided 
via the planned interchange near 5th Street/planned “F” Street which would connect to Marvin Road and 
then Davis Road to provide access to the SJWA.  While this is a potential change in the access to the 
SJWA, the proposed project not only does not directly cause this change, but it also accommodates for 
the future change by retaining the future access along 5th Street/planned “F” Street and Marvin Road. 
 
Traffic Safety: It was noted that there are currently vehicle collisions in the vicinity of the project, in 
particular along Ramona Expressway due to the high speeds along there, and it was questioned how the 
project would affect traffic safety in the area.  There is an existing level of vehicle collisions in the project 
vicinity and the project would increase the amount of vehicles on the road, thus increasing the possibility 
for an increased number of vehicle collisions in the area.  However, the project would not increase the 
potential for vehicle collisions in terms of rate of collisions to number of vehicles on the road by increasing 
an existing design hazard or create a new design hazard.  As it is analyzed in the EIR Traffic section, with 
implementation of standard sight distance requirements and adequate signing and striping, impacts from 
design related hazards would be less than significant. 
 
Crime: Concerns were raised regarding whether the project would result in more crime in the area.  It is 
inherent with any population, regardless of the demographics of a population, that there will be some level 
of crime resulting from their presence.  So, by the nature of increasing population, the project could result 
in an increase in the total number of crimes in the overall Lakeview/Nuevo area; however, the rate of such 
an increase caused by the proposed project is speculative. Regardless, the project will pay Development 
Impact Fees to offset its incremental costs for needs for sheriff services/facilities and long term project 
residents will pay taxes which will fund ongoing sheriff services similar to existing residents of the area.   
 
Although crime itself is not a required topic to be analyzed for projects pursuant to CEQA, public services 
in the form of sheriff services are analyzed.  The EIR analyzes the impacts to sheriff services and notes 
that the project design for adequate lighting, community oriented designs to increase neighborhood 
interaction, and gated community areas will assist in reducing the potential for crime to minimize the need 
for sheriff services.  The EIR also cites payment of Development Impact Fees as required to offset any 
incremental impacts to sheriff services.   
 
Community Facilities District (CFD) area: It was questioned what the extent and requirements for 
formation of the CFD are, in particular is this something that would be applied to existing residents in the 
area.  The provisions in the Development Agreement specify that the CFD would be formed initially to 
include just the project area, which would not include any existing residentially developed area.  Although 
other areas could be included within the CFD area following its initial formation, this would be subject to 
a vote from the property owner(s) that may seek to be included in the CFD.  At this time, this may include 
other properties which may be proposed for development that the County may request their inclusion in 
the CFD, but it is not intended for this to apply to existing developed residential areas. 
 
Agricultural Setback:  It was questioned whether the 300 foot setback from agricultural uses pursuant 
to Mitigation Measures AG 2 and LU 2 and Condition of Approval 30.PLANNING.59 would apply to the 
agricultural uses themselves.  To clarify, this condition is placed on the Specific Plan to be applied to 
development that occurs within the Specific Plan and would not apply to areas outside of the Specific 
Plan.  The intent is for implementing development within the Specific Plan to be designed in a way to 
incorporate these setbacks from existing agricultural uses and not for the reverse to be required. 
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Agricultural Conservation Easement:  It was questioned whether the conservation easement proposed 
by the Development Agreement would go to the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA).  This provision 
in the Development Agreement is for conservation of agricultural lands, not for open space areas. Based 
on its conservation for agricultural use, the conservation easement would be dedicated to the County of 
Riverside. 
 
Water Supply: It was questioned whether adequate water supply exists for the proposed project.  It was 
noted by the applicant at the September 6th hearing, but to restate here, Eastern Municipal Water District 
(EMWD) did perform a Water Supply Assessment in 2013.  Since then, the applicant has informally 
checked in with EMWD to re-verify the accuracy of the Water Supply Assessment as the review of this 
project progressed and they have confirmed the continued accuracy of the assessment. 
 
Horse Trails/Horse Properties: It was commented regarding whether the project would truly include 
equestrian trails and continue to maintain them based on the project itself not accommodating the keeping 
of horses on the residential lots.  It is accurate that the project would not accommodate the size of lots 
that are conducive to keeping horses and the proposed zoning ordinance does not allow for keeping of 
horses in any of the proposed residential areas.  However, just because the project does not 
accommodate horse keeping does not override the need for equestrian trails within the project.  The 
Specific Plan includes trails for equestrian use throughout the project that will be required to be included 
for any project that has a trail designated within it or along its boundaries.  This is a requirement for any 
implementing project or else it could not be determined that the project is consistent with the Specific Plan. 
 
Flooding:  It was questioned how the project would affect existing flooding within the area. The applicant’s 
consultant responded at the October 4th Planning Commission hearing and detailed the planned drainage 
improvements to the area.  This first includes the capturing of flows exiting Lakeview dam and directing 
them to the Nuevo Channel Second the project would collect flows along its southern boundary and direct 
them through the project and at outlets downstream.  These two primary drainage improvements would 
reduce existing flooding impacts in the intervening developed areas west of the project where these flows 
currently cross. 
 
Cultural Report and Resources: It was questioned why the cultural resources report that is an appendix 
to the EIR is not immediately available to the public.  This report is typically confidential due to the listing 
and mapping of potentially sensitive cultural resources in the area to avoid the potential for the general 
public to deface or otherwise impact such resources.  Multiple tribes were involved and consulted with the 
project review and CEQA process for this project to discuss the potential impacts to cultural resources 
within the project area. 
 
Fire Hazards: It was commented that the project would expose future residents of the project to potential 
wildfires or increase the potential for more wildfires.  As noted previously on response to Scott Sewell’s 
comments, the project will be required to follow standard development design to incorporate fuel 
modification zones to limit the potential for wildfire to spread to new development. The project will also be 
held to standard building code requirements for buildings proposed within high fire hazard areas to limit 
the potential for new buildings to easily catch fire from wildfires.  Additionally, through the Development 
Agreement, the project will fund increased equipment out of the current Nuevo fire station and then 
through the new fire station that would be located within the project as well as operations through the 
Community Facilities District (CFD) that is anticipated to be established for the project area to provide 
supplemental funding for ongoing operations compared to typical property tax revenue. 
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Historic Trail: There is an historic trail (De Anza National Trail) located within the project vicinity, but its 
location is further north of the project.  The project would not have any impact on this historic trail. 
 
Farmland Loss: The project does have areas designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Locally Important Farmland based on the Department of 
Conservation’s mapping. As noted in the EIR, impacts to loss of farmland are significant and unavoidable 
which mirrors the determination from the Riverside County General Plan’s EIR.  The project does include 
certain mitigation measures to minimize the potential for conversion of additional agricultural areas.  
Additionally, the project would retain approximately 145.8 acres of area within the Specific Plan 
designated for agricultural use. 
 
Water Supply: It was questioned whether the project and EMWD would have adequate water supply to 
serve the project. The project did perform a Water Supply Assessment in 2013 by EMWD which 
determined that adequate water supply exists to serve the project. Additionally, as indicated by the 
developer at the Planning Commission hearing, they had checked back in with EMWD regularly since 
then to re-verify the conclusion on the assessment. 
 
Development Agreement 
The proposed Development Agreement has been finalized for consideration by the Planning Commission 
and is included in the staff report package.  New conditions of approval to implement certain provisions of 
the Development Agreement have been added to the Specific Plan from the prior set of conditions of 
approval provided at the September 6th Planning Commission hearing. 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: 

1.   Existing General Plan Land Use (Ex. #5): Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM), Rural: Rural 
Residential (R:RR), Rural Community: Very Low 
Density Residential (RC:VLDR),  Agriculture (AG), 
Open Space: Conservation (OS:C), Community 
Development: Very Low Density Residential, 
(CD:VLDR) Community Development: Low 
Density Residential (CD:LDR), Community 
Development: Commercial Retail (CD:CR), 
Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:LI), 
and Community Development: Highest Density 
Residential (CD:HHDR) 

2.   Surrounding General Plan Land Use (Ex. #5): Open Space: Conservation Habitat (OS:CH) and 
Agriculture (AG) to the north, Agriculture (AG) and 
the City of San Jacinto to the east, Rural: Rural 
Mountainous (R:RM), Rural: Rural Residential 
(R:RR), Rural Community: Very Low Density 
Residential (RC:VLDR), Rural Community: Low 
Density Residential (RC:LDR) to the south, 
Community Development: Very Low Density 
Residential (CD:VLDR), Community Development: 
Low Density Residential (CD:LDR), Community 
Development: Medium Density Residential 
(CD:MDR), Community Development: Highest 
Density Residential (CD:HHDR), Community 
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Development: Commercial Retail (CD:CR), 
Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:LI) 
to the west 

3.   Existing Zoning (Ex. #2): Light Agriculture – 10-acre minimum (A-1-10), 
Heavy Agriculture – 10-acre minimum (A-2-10), 
Light Agriculture with Poultry (A-P), Scenic 
Highway Commercial (C-P-S), Rural Commercial 
(C-R), Manufacturing – Service Commercial (M-
SC), Residential Agricultural (R-A), Residential 
Agricultural, 1-acre minimum (R-A-1), Residential 
Agricultural, 10-acre minimum (R-A-10), 
Residential Agricultural, 2 ½-acre minimum (R-A-
2½), Rural Residential (R-R), One-Family 
Dwellings (R-1), Highest Density Residential (R-7), 
and Natural Assets, 640-acre minimum lot size (N-
A-640) 

3.   Proposed Zoning (Ex. #2): Specific Plan 

4.   Surrounding Zoning (Ex. #2): Natural Assets – 640 Acre Minimum (N-A-640), 
Light Agriculture – 10 Acre Minimum (A-1-10), 
Heavy Agriculture 10 Acre Minimum (A-2-10) to 
the north, Controlled Development Areas (W-2) 
and the City of San Jacinto to the east, Residential 
Agricultural (R-A), Residential Agricultural – 1 Acre 
Minimum (R-A-1), Residential Agricultural – 2 ½ 
Acre Minimum (R-A-2 ½), Residential Agricultural 
– 10 Acre Minimum (R-A-10) to the south, 
Residential Agricultural (R-A), Highest Density 
Residential (R-7), One Family Dwelling (R-1) to the 
west 

5.   Existing Land Use (Ex. #1): Existing land uses on site include the McAnally 
chicken ranch which will be demolished and 
removed, the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) 
Colorado River aqueduct and basin which will 
continue to be owned by MWD and will remain, a 
thoroughbred farm which will be removed, an 
abandoned RV park which will be demolished, a 
portion of the Lakeview Mountains which will be 
retained in open space, and vacant or farm land 
upon which the project will be constructed. 

6.   Surrounding Land Use (Ex. #1): City of Jan Jacinto to the east, existing large lot 
single family residential to the west, the Lakeview 
Mountains south, and the San Jacinto Wildlife Area 
and existing dairies to the north. Uses on site 
include an abandoned RV park, the McAnally 
Chicken Ranch, agriculture, vacant land, single 
family residential and the an MWD Aqueduct 

7.   Project Data: Original Specific Plan: 
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Total Acreage: 2,786 
Total Maximum Units: 11,350 
Total Maximum Non-Residential Area: 
500,000 square feet 

Specific Plan Alternative 7 
Total Acreage: 2,883 
Total Maximum Units: 8,725 

Total Maximum Non-Residential Area: 1,380,000 
square feet 

8.  Environmental Concerns: See Environmental Impact Report 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDS THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAKE THE FOLLOWING 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:  
 
DENY SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 342 as proposed by the applicant, based on the findings and conclusions 
incorporated in the staff report; and, 
 
TENTATIVELY CERTIFY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. 471, based on the findings and 
conclusions incorporated in the EIR, and subject to resolution adoption by the Riverside County Board of 
Supervisors; and, 
 
TENTATIVELY APPROVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 720, consistent with Alternative 7 and 
amending the General Plan Land Use designation for the subject property as reflected in the Specific Plan 
Land Use Plan and Figure 3 of the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan and other related tables and figures, based 
upon the findings and conclusions incorporated in the staff report, pending final adoption of the General 
Plan Amendment Resolution by the Board of Supervisors; and, 
 
TENTATIVELY APPROVE GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. 721 consistent with Alternative 7 and, 
amending the General Plan Circulation Element Figures 7 and 8 and other related tables and figures to 
as shown on Exhibits B.2.6B and B.8.18B of the Specific Plan, based upon the findings and conclusions 
incorporated in the staff report, pending final adoption of the General Plan Amendment Resolution by the 
Board of Supervisors; and, 
 
TENTATIVELY APPROVE ALTERNATIVE 7 AS SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 342, subject to the attached 
conditions of approval and based on the findings and conclusions incorporated in the staff report; and, 
pending adoption of the Specific Plan Resolution by the Board of Supervisors; and, 
 
TENTATIVELY APPROVE CHANGE OF ZONE NO. 7055, based on the findings and conclusions 
incorporated in the staff report, pending final adoption of the Zoning Ordinance by the Board of 
Supervisors; and,  
 
TENTATIVELY APPROVE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT NO. 73, based on the findings and 
conclusions incorporated in the staff report, pending final adoption of the Development Agreement 
Ordinance by the Board of Supervisors.  
 
STAFF ALSO RECOMMENDS THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION:  
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ADOPT PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2017-006 recommending adoption of General 
Plan Amendment No. 720, General Plan Amendment No. 721, and Alternative 7 as Specific Plan No. 342 
to the Board of Supervisors.   
 
FINDINGS:  The following findings are in addition to those incorporated in the summary of findings and in 
the associated Environmental Impact Report which is incorporated herein by reference. 
 
1. The project includes the following:  Specific Plan No. 342 as described in Alternative 7 in EIR No. 

471 and shown on the Specific Plan Land Use Plan, General Plan Amendment No. 721, General 
Plan Amendment No. 720, Change of Zone No. 7055 and associated zoning ordinance, and 
Development Agreement No. 73 (the “project”).  
 

2. The project site is designated Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM), Rural: Rural Residential (R:RR), 
Rural Community: Very Low Density Residential (RC:VLDR),  Agriculture (AG), Open Space: 
Conservation (OS:C), Community Development: Very Low Density Residential, (CD:VLDR) 
Community Development: Low Density Residential (CD:LDR), Community Development: 
Commercial Retail (CD:CR), Community Development: Light Industrial (CD:LI), and Community 
Development: Highest Density Residential (CD:HHDR),  in the Lakeview Nuevo Area plan.  Upon 
adoption of General Plan Amendment  No. 720, the project will be consistent with the Land Uses 
as proposed on the Specific Plan Land Use Plan.   

 
3. The project site is surrounded by properties which are designated Open Space: Conservation 

Habitat (OS:CH) and Agriculture (AG) to the north, Agriculture (AG) and the City of San Jacinto to 
the east, Rural: Rural Mountainous (R:RM), Rural: Rural Residential (R:RR), Rural Community: 
Very Low Density Residential (RC:VLDR), Rural Community: Low Density Residential (RC:LDR) 
to the south, Community Development: Very Low Density Residential (CD:VLDR), Community 
Development: Low Density Residential (CD:LDR), Community Development: Medium Density 
Residential (CD:MDR), Community Development: Highest Density Residential (CD:HHDR), 
Community Development: Commercial Retail (CD:CR), Community Development: Light Industrial 
(CD:LI) to the west,  in the Lakeview Nuevo Area plan. 

 
4. The following findings support the approval of General Plan Amendment No. 720  Technical 

Amendment pursuant to Ordinance No. 348 Sections 2.4.C.1.a., c., and e.: 
 
a)  The technical amendment would not change any policy direction or intent of the General 
Plan. The technical amendment is intended to correct the boundary of the Rural Mountainous land 
use designation, which pursuant to the General Plan Land Use Element Table LU-4 notes applies  
to areas of at least 10 acres where a minimum of 70% of the area has slopes of 25% or greater. 
The land use boundaries between the residential land uses and Lakeview Mountains were 
intended to be located at the toe-of-slope line as this was the distinction between mountainous 
and non-mountainous area  The data used to determine the toe-of-slope in the General Plan were 
hand drawn using USGS 10-foot contours; whereas, the updated toe-of-slope line was obtained 
from a field survey and recently-flown aerial topography using 1-foot contours. The technical 
amendment would correct the boundary to reflect the actual topography and toe of slope to be 
consistent with the policy direction and intent of the General Plan for this land use designation. 
Thus, the Technical Amendment will provide for correct information and does not change the intent 
of the General Plan. 
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c)  A land use designation was based on inaccurate or misleading information originally. The 
land use boundaries between the residential land uses and Lakeview Mountains were intended to 
be located at the toe-of-slope line as this was the distinction between mountainous and non-
mountainous area.  The data used to determine the toe-of-slope in the General Plan was hand 
drawn using USGS 10-foot contours; whereas, the updated toe-of-slope line was obtained from a 
field survey and recently-flown aerial topography using 1-foot contours, which is more accurate. 
The updated, more accurate information indicates that the existing boundaries of the General Plan 
land use designations do not accurately reflect actual topography.  The information generally 
results in the location of the toe of slope being moved outwards, thus reducing the amount of area 
designated as mountainous and increasing the amount of area designated as non-mountainous.  
With this General Plan Amendment, the land use designations following the base of the Lakeview 
Mountains are more accurately reflected.   
 
e) A minor change of boundary will more accurately reflect geological or topographic features.  The 
Technical Amendment will rectify errors related to mapping which resulted in inaccuracies related 
to areas within the Lakeview Mountains, and those in the lowlands because the actual toe-of-slope 
does not match the underlying land use designations. The data used to determine the toe-of-slope 
in the LNAP and GP were hand drawn using USGS 10-foot contours; whereas, the updated toe-
of-slope line was obtained from a field survey and recently-flown aerial topography using 1-foot 
contours. The land use boundaries between the residential land uses and Lakeview Mountains 
were intended to be located at the toe-of-slope line as this was the distinction between 
mountainous and non-mountainous area. This technical correction will provide an accurate 
representation of the topographic features in the LNAP and provide correct General Plan land use 
designations. Thus, the Technical Amendment will provide a point of clarification to more 
accurately express the General Plan’s meaning and eliminate a source of confusion by providing 
for correct information which does not change the intent of the General Plan. 
 

5. The following findings can be made in support of the General Plan Amendment No. 720 
Entitlement/Policy Amendment pursuant to Ordinance No. 348 Section 2.4.C.2.a), b) and c): 
 
a) The General Plan Amendment does not conflict with the Riverside County Vision; any 
General Planning Principle set forth in General Plan Appendix B; or any Foundation Component 
designation in the General Plan.  
 
Riverside County Vision: The Riverside County Vision, in its discussion on Population Growth, 
specifically states, “New growth patterns no longer reflect a pattern of random sprawl. Rather, they 
follow a framework of transportation and open space corridors, with concentrations of development 
that fit into that framework.  In other words, important open space and transportation corridors 
define growth areas.”  While the project is not currently located adjacent to similar type or intensity 
of development, the project is located on what is currently a major transportation corridor, Ramona 
Expressway, to justify locating such a substantial sized development along this current major 
transportation corridor.  Beyond the existing transportation corridor, the project is located adjacent 
to what is anticipated to expand to an even greater transportation corridor, the Mid County Parkway, 
which although not fully approved and certain, is anticipated to be developed and may be 
considered in its current status for this project with an approved Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement from 2015.  Additionally, the project is providing for 
conservation areas which help serve to further secure lands as open space corridors. Further in its 
discussion on Population Growth, the Riverside County Vision states that the focus on growth is 
on quality development, not on halting growth.  The project with its land use plan and other 
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provisions will require the development of a well-designed, quality community.  In addition, the 
project is designed to support a variety of transportation choices including walking, hiking, biking, 
mass transit and the automobile. The project will also coordinate transportation with local and 
regional agencies where possible in order to maximize integration of the project with local 
transportation planning and implementation efforts. 
 
On the topic of Our Communities and Their Neighborhoods, the Riverside County Vision states, 
“The planning process continues to refine acceptable densities as a means of accommodating 
additional growth so that the extensive permanent open space that now exists can be sustained.”  
The project is an example of that with its relatively higher densities to accommodate for growth 
across all income groups via a variety of allowed densities while also preserving open space areas 
as reflected in the Specific Plan Land Use Plan.  The project site utilizes the existing natural setting 
by incorporating a reduced development footprint that will avoid high value habitat and conserves 
nearly 1,000 acres of various habitats.  
 
On the topic of Healthy Communities, the Riverside County Vision states, “Communities are 
developed so that they support and encourage residents to be more physically active; achieved by 
increasing the number of and access to active parks and trails, creating new passive open spaces, 
working with schools to open up school yards as parks, and promoting well balanced transportation 
networks with an equity between vehicle, public transit, bicycling and walking networks.”  The 
project, through its designation and distribution of active park areas, connecting trails and 
sidewalks, and dedication of natural open space specifically meets this provision of the Riverside 
County Vision. Specifically, Alternative 7 would provide 94 acres of public parkland onsite (not 
counting the small Neighborhood Parks around 1/3‐acre in size that are also proposed by 
Alternative 7). Furthermore, Alternative 7 provides approximately 15.5 acres of on‐site trails and 
approximately 5 acres of off‐site multi‐purpose trails.  
 
Also within Healthy Communities, the Riverside County Vision states, “Throughout Riverside 
County there are hubs of complete, compact and transit-oriented communities, with a mix of 
housing, jobs, retail, and community facilities.  These types of communities flourish because it 
brings housing, jobs and shopping opportunities close together to create cohesive and beautiful 
communities that provide for the daily needs of residents within easy walking distance of homes 
and workplaces.”  The project with its diverse land uses, both in its diversity of residential densities 
and the provision for retail and office uses is intended to develop such a community to meet the 
daily needs of residents.  The mixed-use Town Center Village will be designed to discourage the 
use of cars and the 32-mile network of bicycle lanes, trails, and paseos leads to destinations such 
as the library, schools, parks, open space, and bus stops. 
 
On the topic of Conservation and Open Space Resource System, the Riverside County vision 
provides, “Conserved multi-purpose open space is viewed as a critical part of Riverside County’s 
system of public facilities and services required to improve the existing quality of life and 
accommodate new development.”  The project with its large area to be designated as open space 
helps secure a great deal of open space, while allowing the remaining balance of the site to be 
developed. Alternative 7 includes approximately 1,030 acres of open space and 79 acres of parks.  
 
On the topic of Agricultural Lands, the Riverside County Vision states, “Many agricultural properties 
remain as economically productive businesses, whereas others are phasing into development 
through a carefully managed transition program designed to stage the transition from farming to 
clearly designated urban and suburban uses.”  The project is an example of such a transition which 
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will continue to allow for agricultural uses on the property until development occurs as well as 
retaining areas within the project designated as Agricultural.  Of the approximately 2,883-acre 
project site, approximately 145 acres (5 percent) would be designated for agricultural use. 
Moreover, it should be noted that some of the designated open space under this alternative may 
be used for agricultural purposes. 
 
This is simply a sampling of the Vision topics in which the General Plan Amendment is consistent 
with and not an exhaustive list of Vision topics.  There are no other provisions or statements within 
the Riverside County Vision that the General Plan Amendment is inherently inconsistent with.  
Therefore, General Plan Amendment No. 721 would not conflict with the Riverside County Vision. 
 
General Planning Principle: The General Plan Amendment implements the Principle for Maturing 
Communities for every community to mature in its own way, at its own pace and within its own 
context.  This Principle highlights that communities are not fixed in their development patterns, but 
that over time may transition, in particular to more urban intensities, while still respecting the 
existing communities where they meet by transitioning densities and providing buffers where 
appropriate.  The General Plan Amendment implements the Principle for Efficient Land Use which 
encourages compact development and increased densities.  The General Plan Amendment 
implements the Principle for Environmentally Sensitive Design which aims to preserve significant 
environmental features where possible through the project’s inclusion of large areas of conserved 
open space.  Similarly, General Plan Amendment implements the Principle for Habitat Preservation 
which seeks preservation of natural systems through the project’s inclusion of large areas or 
conserved open space. The General Plan Amendment implements the Principle for Community 
Open Space with its provision of a number of designated park areas that would provide a variety 
of amenities and facilities. The General Plan Amendment meets the General Plan Principle of 
encouraging a wide range of housing opportunities for residents in a wider range of economic 
circumstances.  This is simply a sampling of the Principles in which the proposed General Plan 
Amendment is consistent with and not an exhaustive list of all consistent Principles.  There are no 
other Principles that the General Plan Amendment inherently conflicts with.  Therefore, General 
Plan Amendment No. 720 would not conflict with the Riverside County General Plan Principles 
 
The proposed General Plan Amendment also proposes to change Foundation Components, 
findings to support an extraordinary foundation component amendment are provided below.   
 

b) The project would either contribute to the purposes of the General Plan or, at a minimum, 
not be detrimental to the purposes of the General Plan and the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan. The 
purposes of General Plan are to set direction for land use and development in strategic locations, 
development of the economic base, establish a framework of the transportation system, and the 
preservation of extremely valuable natural and cultural resources it contains. because the project 
is contributing to the achievement of the purposes of the General Plan with regards to the expansion 
and construction of Ramona Expressway and the Mid-County Parkway and the dedication of 
approximately 984.5 acres to the Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. 
 
c) There are new conditions or special circumstances that were unanticipated in preparing 
the General Plan.  This condition is the opportunity that is presented by having 2,883 acres under 
the control of one entity that wants to pursue a comprehensive master plan to address not only the 
land uses, but the infrastructure and open space needs as well and which in doing so will assist 
the County in compliance with the MSHCP and furthering the objectives of the General Plan. 
Without such an extensive ownership and ability to comprehensively plan for the area, which 
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balances out the needs for open space conservation with areas with increased intensity as well as 
ability to provide for necessary infrastructure to serve this intensity, such land use designations 
would not be as practical applied on their own. Additionally, the Environmental Impact Report for 
the Mid-County Parkway was acted on by the Riverside County Transportation Commission on 
April 8, 2015 and the Environmental Impact Statement was approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration on April 24, 2015 and Record of Decision was issued on August 26, 2015.   This 
updated status of the Mid-County Parkway is a substantial threshold crossed which brings it closer 
to being implemented.  While the project already exists on a major transportation corridor of 
Ramona Expressway, the updated status of Mid-County Parkway represents a new condition or 
circumstance to further support the development of a master planned community that would both 
be served by this transportation corridor and to develop higher densities around the corridor as is 
proposed by the project and is supported by the General Plan Vision and Principles as previously 
noted in subsection a. 
 

6. The following findings can be made in support of the General Plan Amendment No. 720 Foundation 
Component Amendment – Extraordinary pursuant to Ordinance No. 348 Section 2.6.F.1., 2., and 
8: 
 
1) The foundation change is based on substantial evidence that new conditions or 
circumstances disclosed during the review process justify modifying the General Plan, that the 
modifications do not conflict with the overall Riverside County Vision, and that they would not create 
an internal inconsistency among the elements of the General Plan.  
 
Findings related to new conditions and circumstances as well as the Riverside County Vision are 
provided above.   
 
The General Plan Amendment changes the Foundation Component from a mix of Rural, Rural 
Community, and Open Space to Community Development.  Such change does not conflict with 
other Elements of the General Plan.  Also, with the adoption of the changes proposed in General 
Plan Amendment No. 721, there will be consistency between the project and the Circulation 
Element.   As provided in Environmental Impact Report No. 471 and detailed in Environmental 
Impact Report Appendix N, the project would not create an internal inconsistency among the 
elements or any General Plan policies.  
 
2) A condition exists or an event has occurred that is unusually compelling and can only be 
rectified by making changes in the current Riverside County Vision, General Planning Principles, 
or Foundation Component.  The project is proposing to make changes to the project site’s 
Foundation Components.  As provided above, this condition is the opportunity that is presented by 
having 2,883 acres under the control of one entity that wants to pursue a comprehensive master 
plan to address not only the land uses, but the infrastructure and open space needs as well and 
which in doing so will assist the County in compliance with the MSHCP and furthering the objectives 
of the General Plan.  
 
8) A Foundation Component change is necessary to facilitate implementation of open space 
or transportation corridor designations arising from the MSHCP and Community Environmental 
Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP) programs that are contained in this General Plan, 
and that could not be accomplished by a lesser change in the General Plan. As provided above, 
the opportunity that is presented by having 2,883 acres under the control of one entity that wants 
to pursue a comprehensive master plan to address not only the land uses, but the infrastructure 
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and open space needs as well and which in doing so will assist the County in compliance with the 
MSHCP and CETAP corridor.  The project leverages the unusually large size of the property under 
single ownership and compact building design to provide over 50% open space (conservation, 
parks, trails, earthen drainage channels, landscape setbacks, terrace slopes and open space). 
Specifically, Alternative 7 includes approximately 1,050 acres of conservation habitat. Conservation 
of a contiguous 900+ acre portion of the Lakeview Mountains allows implementation of the MSHCP 
and avoidance of sensitive species/habitats and significant cultural resources. This opportunity 
allows a more comprehensive analysis of biological resources and comprehensive approach to 
conserving open space consistent with the MSCHP.  Smaller individual projects may result in a 
piecemeal approach when designating specific open space areas for conservation. Additionally, 
Alternative 7 does not include JJ Street, and therefore eliminates the need to extend the length of 
the undercrossing that is part of the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s Mid-County 
Parkway project, in order to accommodate JJ Street and to facilitate wildlife movement along PCL-
20. As such, Alternative 7 reduces impacts to wildlife movement at the undercrossing by limiting 
the distance for wildlife to cross under the roadway.    
 
Additionally, given the infrastructure needs and resulting costs, such smaller developments may 
not be at a scale to offset such costs and needed infrastructure would be delayed and frustrate the 
implementation of the CETAP.  The opportunity to have a comprehensive master plan to develop 
this area, as would be allowed by the Foundation Component change, provides the ability to offset 
the costs of providing right-of-way for the Mid-County Parkway (pursuant to provisions within the 
Development Agreement).   Without this provision, such right-of-way would have to be obtained 
through purchase of the right-of-way, which could be costly and could delay the Mid-County 
Parkway’s construction. 
 
 

7. The following findings can be made in support of the General Plan Amendment No. 720 Agricultural 
Foundation Component Amendment pursuant to Ordinance No. 348 Section 2.7.B and E: 
 
B) Pursuant to Ordinance No. 348 Section 2.7.B.3, a maximum of 7% of the Agricultural 
Foundation acreage shall be generally authorized for conversion from the Agriculture Foundation 
Component to any other Foundation Component within a 2 ½ year period.  The proposed 
amendment to the Agricultural Foundation Component would be within the July 1, 2016 to 
December 31, 2018 2 ½ year cycle.  At the start of the current 2 ½ year cycle, the total acreage 
within Area C of Riverside County (consisting of western Riverside County which excludes the 
Western Coachella Valley, Eastern Coachella Valley, Desert Center, and Palo Verde Valley Area 
Plans) was 29,498.94 acres.  Within this time period, no other changes to the Agricultural 
Foundation Component have already occurred.  The current change to convert 826 acres from 
Agricultural Foundation to Community Development represent a 2.8% change to the total acreage 
of the Agricultural Foundation Component. Additionally, prior cycles have resulted in changes to 
the Agricultural Foundation Component that have been below the 7% maximum per cycle to convert 
to another Foundation Component, which is allowed to roll over to subsequent cycles as unutilized 
conversion.  Therefore, the proposed change to the Agricultural Foundation Component 
Amendment would not result in a greater than 7% conversion of Agricultural Foundation 
Component designated area to another Foundation Component. 
 
E) As provided above, the General Plan Amendment would either contribute to the 
achievement of the purposes of the General Plan or, at a minimum, not be detrimental to them.   
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8. The following findings can be made in support of the General Plan Amendment No. 721 

Entitlement/Policy Amendment pursuant to Ordinance No. 348 Section 2.4: 
 
a) The General Plan Amendment does not conflict with the Riverside County Vision; any 
General Planning Principle set forth in General Plan Appendix B; or any Foundation Component 
designation in the General Plan.  
 
Riverside County Vision: On the topic of Transportation, the Riverside County Vision provides , 
“Investment in, and expansion of, the existing freeway and arterial street networks continue to be 
a critical part of our comprehensive transportation system development.”  The project would further 
refine this system and provide for implementation of not just the roadways, but also area trails.  
General Plan Amendment No. 721 modifies the Circulation Plan as shown on Figure 7 and Trails 
and Bikeway System as shown on Figure 8 of the Lakeview Nuevo Area Plan relative to the specific 
location of roads and trails, the expansion of arterial street networks will occur as outlined in the 
Riverside County Vision through the Specific Plan and further implementing development.  The 
project will be implementing the vision through a more comprehensive plan of trails for the area 
and through improvements to roads as shown and required in the Specific Plan. 
 
This is simply a sampling of the Vision topics related to the Circulation Element General Plan 
Amendment in which the proposed General Plan Amendment is consistent with and not an 
exhaustive list of Vision topics.  There are no other provisions or statements within the Riverside 
County Vision that the proposed General Plan Amendment is inherently inconsistent with.  
Therefore, the proposed General Plan Amendment would not conflict with the Riverside County 
Vision. 
 
b) General Planning Principle: The General Plan Amendment implements the Principle for 
Transportation Corridors III.B.1, specifically, the need for new transportation corridors with a mix of 
modes of transportation.  The General Plan Amendment with its modified locations of roads and 
trails and the related Specific Plan implements this by accommodating further development of 
Ramona Expressway and providing for area trails and mass transit opportunities with the clustered 
areas of development around the Town Center area of the project.  The Principle for Street 
Standards which notes that local street standards warrant a review to allow alternative designs to 
allow for creative street design while allowing for public safety is specifically implemented by the 
General Plan Amendment through its revised alignments and street standards specifically 
implements this principle.  This is simply a sampling of the Principles in which the proposed General 
Plan Amendment is consistent with and not an exhaustive list of all consistent Principles.  There 
are no other Principles that the proposed General Plan Amendment inherently conflicts with.  
Therefore, General Plan Amendment No. 721 would not conflict with the Riverside County General 
Plan Principles 
 
c) Foundation Component: General Plan Amendment No. 721  does not change a Foundation 
Component.  However, General Plan Amendment No. 721 is part of the overall project which also 
includes General Plan Amendment No. 720 which does modify Foundation Components as 
described above.  Findings to support an extraordinary foundation component amendment are 
provided above.   
 

d) The project would either contribute to the purposes of the General Plan or, at a minimum, 
not be detrimental to the purposes of the General Plan and the Lakeview/Nuevo Area Plan  because 
the project, which this General Plan Amendment is a part of, is contributing to the achievement of 
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the purposes of the General Plan with regards to the expansion and construction of the Ramona 
Expressway and the dedication of approximately 895 acres to the Riverside County Multi-Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan. 
 
e) There are new conditions or special circumstances that were unanticipated in preparing 
the General Plan.  This condition is the opportunity that is presented by having 2,883 acres under 
the control of one entity that wants to pursue a comprehensive master plan to address not only the 
land uses, but the infrastructure and open space needs as well and which in doing so will assist 
the County in compliance with the MSHCP and furthering the objectives of the General Plan. 
Without such an extensive ownership and ability to comprehensively plan for the area, which 
balances out the needs for open space conservation with areas with increased intensity as well as 
ability to provide for necessary infrastructure to serve this intensity, such land use designations 
would not be as practical applied on their own. Additionally, the Environmental Impact Report for 
the Mid-County Parkway was acted on by the Riverside County Transportation Commission on 
April 8, 2015 and the Environmental Impact Statement was approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration on April 24, 2015 and Record of Decision was issued on August 26, 2015.   This 
updated status of the Mid-County Parkway is a substantial threshold crossed which brings it closer 
to being implemented.  While the project already exists on a major transportation corridor of 
Ramona Expressway, the updated status of Mid-County Parkway represents a new condition or 
circumstance to further support the development of a master planned community that would both 
be served by this transportation corridor and to develop higher densities around the corridor as is 
proposed by the project and is supported by the General Plan Vision and Principles as previously 
noted in finding 5.a). 
 

9. The project would change the land use designation of a 2.56-acre area from Highest Density 
Residential to Mixed Use as shown in the proposed Specific Plan land use plan. Similarly, the 
zoning classification of the area is currently zoned Highest Density Residential (R-7) and is 
proposed to change to Specific Plan (SP).  The Highest Density Residential (R-7) zoning 
classification is an implementation of the Housing Element to designate adequate properties for a 
certain level of density to achieve affordable housing goals and the Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA) for the County of Riverside.  This particular site could accommodate up to 
102 units for affordable housing assuming a maximum density of 40 dwelling units per acre.  
Although the project would change this from HHDR and R-7 to another land use designation and 
zoning that would not provide for similar development potential on that particular site, through the 
overall Specific Plan and Development Agreement a minimum of 872 dwelling units are required to 
be developed at a density between 20 to 40 dwelling units per acre to provide an opportunity for 
for affordable housing.  This provision through the Specific Plan and Development Agreement 
would more than balance out the loss of affordable housing units from this particular site, and allows 
the project to still be consistent with the General Plan Housing Element. 
 

10. This project is primarily located within a Community Development Overlay of the General Plan.  
This overlay generally allows for Community Development land use designations to be applied 
through General Plan Amendments where Rural, Rural Community, Agriculture, or Open Space 
Foundation Component areas exist.  The project implements this with its proposal for Community 
Development land use designations. 

 
11. The zoning for the subject site is Light Agriculture – 10-acre minimum (A-1-10), Heavy Agriculture 

– 10-acre minimum (A-2-10), Light Agriculture with Poultry (A-P), Scenic Highway Commercial (C-
P-S), Rural Commercial (C-R), Manufacturing – Service Commercial (M-SC), Residential 
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Agricultural (R-A), Residential Agricultural, 1-acre minimum (R-A-1), Residential Agricultural, 10-
acre minimum (R-A-10), Residential Agricultural, 2 ½-acre minimum (R-A-2½), Rural Residential 
(R-R), One-Family Dwellings (R-1), Highest Density Residential (R-7), and Natural Assets, 640-
acre minimum lot size (N-A-640). 

 
12. The project site is surrounded by properties which are zoned Natural Assets – 640 Acre Minimum 

(N-A-640), Light Agriculture – 10 Acre Minimum (A-1-10), Heavy Agriculture 10 Acre Minimum (A-
2-10) to the north, Controlled Development Areas (W-2) and the City of San Jacinto to the east, 
Residential Agricultural (R-A), Residential Agricultural – 1 Acre Minimum (R-A-1), Residential 
Agricultural – 2 ½ Acre Minimum (R-A-2 ½), Residential Agricultural – 10 Acre Minimum (R-A-10) 
to the south, Residential Agricultural (R-A), Highest Density Residential (R-7), One Family Dwelling 
(R-1) to the west. 

 
13. The current land uses on surrounding parcels include vacant land in the City of Jan Jacinto to the 

east, existing large lot single family residential to the west, the Lakeview Mountains south, and the 
San Jacinto Wildlife Area and existing dairies to the north. Uses on site include an abandoned RV 
park, the McAnally Chicken Ranch, agriculture, vacant land, single family residential and the an 
MWD Aqueduct.   

 
14. This project is located within several Criteria Areas of the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan, 

and as such has been required to complete the Habitat Assessment Negotiation Strategy (HANS 
# 313) and the Joint Project Review (JPR) process with the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) 
pursuant to the RCA JPR letter dated June 16, 2008.  A total of 984.5 acres of conservation is 
required within the boundaries of this project.  The RCA determined that the project will provide 
adequate conservation for applicable core, habitat block, linkage, and criteria cells in the Specific 
Plan area and is consistent with the MSHCP reserve assembly requirements.  

 
15. This project is located within the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat Fee Area and will be subject to applicable 

fees pursuant to Riverside County Ordinance No. 663 (Condition 30.PLANNING.28). 
 

16. This Specific Plan is located with areas designated as Very High and Moderate fire hazard severity 
as well as areas with no fire hazard severity designation.  The areas within Very High and Moderate 
fire hazard severity designated areas are located primarily within State Responsibility Areas with 
some smaller areas located within Local Responsibility Areas. No subdivisions are proposed at this 
time, but future subdivisions will be required to comply with the provisions of Government Code 
section 66474.02 
 

17. Fire protection and suppression services will be available for the Specific Plan through Riverside 
County Fire Department.  
 

18. Development Agreement No. 73 (“DA”) is consistent with the General Plan, public health, safety, 
and general welfare.  The express terms of the DA grants the applicant a vested right to develop 
the Project in accordance with existing land use regulations, including in accordance with the 
General Plan.  The conditions of approval and mitigation measures, the approvals of which are 
incorporated in the exhibits of the DA, ensure that the Specific Plan is developed in a way that is 
consistent with public health, safety and general welfare.  Moreover, the DA will provide significant 
public benefits.  All of these agreement provisions ensure that the DA will provide significant 
benefits. 
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19. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 471 was prepared and circulated in compliance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). All potentially significant effects have been 
adequately analyzed in the EIR pursuant to applicable legal standards, and most have been 
avoided or mitigated, including mitigation measures that are required for the project.  However, the 
impacts to Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise, 
Population/Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions cannot be 
mitigated to below a level of significance after the implementation of relevant standard conditions 
of approval, regulations, and feasible mitigation measures as identified in the Draft EIR and Final 
EIR.  A Final EIR has been prepared and includes responses to comments received during the 
comment period. EIR Alternative 7 is the environmentally superior alternative compared to the 
applicant proposed Specific Plan. 

 
CONCLUSIONS: 
 
1. Upon adoption of General Plan Amendments No. 720 and 721 the project will be in conformance 

with the Land Use Designations as illustrated in the Specific Plan Land Use Plan, and with all other 
elements of the Riverside County General Plan. 

 
2. Upon adoption of the proposed zone change, the project will be consistent with the Specific Plan 

(SP) zoning classification of Ordinance No. 348. 
 
3. Upon adoption of the proposed Specific Plan zoning ordinance text the project is consistent with all 

other applicable provisions of Ordinance No. 348. 
 
4. The Environmental Impact Report has determined that most potential adverse impacts can be 

mitigated to a level of less than significant by the recommended mitigation measures. However, 
overriding considerations will be required for the following unavoidable adverse impacts: 
Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise, 
Population/Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Utilities, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. These 
overriding considerations will be included in the Board of Supervisors resolution certifying the EIR. 

 
5. The public’s health, safety, and general welfare are protected through project design. 
 
6. The project is conditionally compatible with the present and future logical development of the area. 
 
7. The project will potentially have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
8. The project will not preclude reserve design for the Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan (WRCMSHCP). 
 
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS: 
 
1. The project site is not located within: 

a. The City of Perris sphere of influence; 
b. The City of San Jacinto sphere of influence; 
c. An Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault hazard study zone; 
d. A dam inundation area; 
e. A Redevelopment area; or, 
f. An airport influence area. 
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2. The project site is located within: 

a. The boundaries of the Nuview Elementary School District; 
b. The boundaries of the Perris Union High School District;  
c. The boundaries of Community Service Area 146; 
d. A 100-year flood plain, partially; 
e. The Lakeview/Nuevo Area Drainage Plan (ADP): 
f. The Stephens Kangaroo Rat Fee Area; 
g. A Very High Fire Area, partially; 
h. Sixteen Western Riverside County MSHCP Criteria Cells; and, 
i. A low and moderate potential liquefaction area. 

 
3. The subject site is currently designated as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 425-100-002, 425-100-015, 

et al. 
 
 
      
  
Date Prepared:  06/02/17 
Date Revised:  10/11/17 
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