
For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader









 
 
 


 
 


Temecula Valley Wine County 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


GROUNDWATER BASIIN 
ASSIMILATIVE CAPACITY 


 


Assessment of Local Groundwater Basins to Accept Salinity Loads 


from Proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Development  


without Causing Exceedance of Basin Plan Groundwater Quality Objectives 


 


 
January 2012 


 
 
 
 







 


 
Rancho California Water District i January 2012 


 


 
 
 
 
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
   
 
SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 


1.1 Purpose of Report ....................................................................................... Page  1 - 1 
1.2 TVWC Overview ........................................................................................ Page  1 - 3 
1.3 Utilities Services ......................................................................................... Page  1 - 6 
1.4 Wastewater Regulation ............................................................................... Page  1 - 7 
1.5 Water Quality Concerns .............................................................................. Page  1 - 9 
1.6 Summary of Prior Studies ........................................................................... Page  1 - 10 
1.7 Report Authorization .................................................................................. Page  1 - 11 


 


SECTION 2 - GROUNDWATER CHARACTERIZATION 
2.1 Geologic Overview ..................................................................................... Page  2 - 1 
2.2 RCWD Wells .............................................................................................. Page  2 - 6 
2.3 Groundwater Quality .................................................................................. Page  2 - 8 


 


SECTION 3 - ASSIMILATIVE CAPACITY  
3.1 Approach ..................................................................................................... Page  3 - 1 
3.2 Basis for Evaluation .................................................................................... Page  3 - 1 
3.3 Groundwater Quality Evaluation ................................................................ Page  3 - 2 
3.4 Potential TVWC Salinity Loads ................................................................. Page  3 - 5 
3.5 Potential Wastewater Disposal/Reuse Strategies ........................................ Page  3 - 8 


 


SECTION 4 - CONCLUSIONS  
4.1 Conclusions ................................................................................................. Page  4 - 1 
4.2 Next Steps ................................................................................................... Page  4 - 2 


 


REFERENCES  
 







 


 
Rancho California Water District ii January 2012 


 
LIST OF FIGURES  


 


 
Figure 1-1 Temecula Valley Wine Country Study Area ..................................................  Page 1 - 2 


Figure 1-2 TVWC Hospitality, Equestrian, and Residential Zones .................................  Page 1 - 3 


Figure 2-1 Location of Principal Aquifers and RCWD Wells .........................................  Page 2 - 3 


Figure 2-2 Temecula Aquifer Hydraulic Gradients ..........................................................  Page 2 - 5 


Figure 3-1 Location of Source Water Protection Zones  
 RCWD Wells in the TVWC Area...................................................................  Page 3 - 6 
 
 


LIST OF TABLES  
 


 


Table 1-1 Permitted Land Uses within the Proposed TVWC  ......................................... Page 1 - 4 


Table 1-2 Permitted Land Use by Acreage within the Proposed TVWC ......................... Page 1 - 4 


Table 1-3 Land Uses within the Proposed Hospitality Zones ........................................... Page 1 - 5 


Table 1-4 Land Uses within the Proposed Equestrian Zones............................................ Page 1 - 6 


Table 1-5 Basin Plan Groundwater Quality Objectives within the TVWC Area  ............ Page 1 - 8 


Table 2-1 Summary of Groundwater Well Depths and TDS Concentrations  
 RCWD Wells in the Upstream Portion of the Auld HA  ................................. Page 2 - 6 


Table 2-2 Summary of Groundwater Well Depths and TDS Concentrations  
 RCWD Wells in the Upstream Portion of the Pechanga HA  .......................... Page 2 - 7 


Table 2-3 Summary of Groundwater Well Depths and TDS Concentrations  
 RCWD Pauba Valley Wells Downstream from the TVWC Area  .................. Page 2 - 9 


Table 3-1 Compliance with Basin Plan TDS Objectives  
 RCWD Wells in the Upstream Portion of the Auld HA  ................................. Page 3 - 3 


Table 3-2 Compliance with Basin Plan TDS Objectives  
 RCWD Wells in the Upstream Portion of the Pechanga HA  .......................... Page 3 - 3 


Table 3-3 Projected Wastewater Flow and Wastewater Salinity Loads  
 within the Proposed TVWC .............................................................................. Page 3 - 7 


  







 


 
Rancho California Water District iii January 2012 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND TERMS 


  
 


EDU equivalent dwelling unit 


EMWD Eastern Municipal Water District 


gpd gallons per day 


HA hydrologic area (watershed) 


mgd million gallons per day 


mg/l milligrams per liter 


NA not applicable or not approved 


RCWD Rancho California Water District 


Regional Water Board Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region 


TDS total dissolved solids (salinity concentration parameter) 


TVWC Temecula Valley Wine Country  


 


 







 


 
Rancho California Water District Page 1 - 1 January 2012 


 
 


 
 
 


Section 1 
INTRODUCTION 


 
 


1.1 Purpose of Report  
The County of Riverside General Plan addresses the Temecula Valley Wine Country (TVWC), 
located north of Highway 79 and east of the City of Temecula.  The General Plan seeks to maintain 
the agricultural and equestrian nature of the designated TVWC, while allowing for wineries, 
sampling rooms, commercial stables, and other associated commercial activities.   
 
Figure 1 (page 1-2) presents the location of the TVWC planning area.  The Rancho California 
Water District (RCWD) operates a number of water supply wells within and downstream from the 
TVWC planning area.  The potential exists for the quality of RCWD's groundwater supplies to be 
adversely impacted by salinity and nutrient loads from recycled water use, wastewater discharges or 
other activities within the TVWC planning area.   
 
RCWD is employing the following three-phase process to assess potential groundwater quality 
effects associated with development within the TVWC area:  


Phase 1 Assimilative Capacity Evaluation  
Phase 2  Salinity/Nutrient Load Quantification 
Phase 3  Groundwater Quality Modeling 


 
This report addresses the first phase of this multi-phase effort.  As an initial evaluation of potential 
TVWC water quality effects, this report presents a preliminary assessment of whether groundwater 
basins in the TVWC area have adequate assimilative capacity to handle potential salinity loads from 
development within the TVWC without causing exceedance of applicable groundwater quality 
objectives.  The intent of this initial phase is to assess whether groundwater basin assimilative 
capacity offers the potential for addressing or mitigating potential TVWC water quality effects.   
 
To develop information to support future salinity/nutrient management planning within the TVWC 
area, additional elements of this three-phase water quality study quantify salinity/nutrient loads 
within the TVWC area (Phase 2) and evaluate effects of these loads on RCWD water supply wells 
using a water quality computer model (Phase 3). 
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Figure 1-1  Temecula Valley Wine Country Study Area  


 


Pechanga HA 2.5 


Auld HA 2.4 
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1.2 TVWC Overview 
As part of the proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan, the proposed TVWC area 
would be comprised of the following three general land use categories: hospitality, equestrian, and 
residential.  Figure 1-2 presents the general extent of proposed TVWC hospitality, equestrian, and 
residential zones.   


 
 


 
Figure 1-2   TVWC Hospitality, Equestrian, and Residential Zones 


 
 
The hospitality zoning classification is intended to support activities such as restaurants, 
delicatessens, guest ranches, country inns, hotels, resorts, and special occasion facilities when they 
are directly related to winery operations.  The equestrian zoning designation is intended to support 
such activities as stables, training facilities, riding schools, event grounds, petting zoos, guest 
ranches, and horse grazing operations that are directly related to equestrian operations.   
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Table 1-1 summarizes permitted land uses within the TVWC.  Table 1-2 summarizes projected 
land use by acreage within the proposed TVWC hospitality, equestrian, and residential zones. 
 


Table 1-1 
Permitted Land Uses within the Proposed TVWC


Land Use 


1 


Allowed Land Use 


Hospitality Zone Equestrian Zone Residential Zone 


Onsite dwelling Unit ■ ■ ■ 


Bed and breakfast ■ 2 ■ ■ 


Municipal water service ■ ■ ■ 


Municipal sewer service ■ ■ ■ 


Vineyards ■ ■ ■ 


Animal grazing ■ ■3 ■4 


Residential stables 


3 


 ■  


Student farm projects  ■  


■   Permitted use 
1 Draft County of Riverside land uses within designated hospitality, equestrian, and residential zones of the TVWC Planning Area. 
2 Bed and breakfast facilities of up to 5 rooms.   
3 Grazing limited to two animals per acre or less. 
4 Grazing limited to five animals per acre or less. 
 


Table 1-2 
Permitted Land Use by Acreage within the Proposed TVWC


Land Use 


1 


Approximate Acreage of TVWC Zones


Hospitality Zone 


1 


Equestrian Zone Residential Zone Totals 


Agriculture 5,628 2,366 1,648 9,644


Rural Residential 


2 


949 504 1,648 3,102


Rural Mountainous 


2 


0 95 275 370 


Estate Density Residential 901 0 1,813 2,714 


Open Space Conservation 
Habitat 985 0 0 985 


Commercial Tourist 1,876 189 110 2,175 


Totals 10,336 3,154 5,494 18,990 


1 Adapted from County of Riverside Draft Environmental Impact Report, Temecula Valley Wine Country General Plan 
(2011).  Values rounded to nearest acre. 


2 Sum of listed hospitality, residential and equestrian acreages do not match exact listed total due to numerical rounding.   
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Proposed land uses within the residential zones include: 


• single family dwellings, 
• bed and breakfast facilities (5 guest rooms or less),  
• cottage industry activities,  
• agricultural activities including vineyards, groves, farming, equestrian lands, grazing, and 
• incidental commercial uses including wineries, sampling, rooms, and retail wine sales or gift 


shops (parcels of 10 acres or more). 
 
An additional residential unit would be allowed for each 10 gross acres being farmed within the 
residential zone, provided that a plot plan is approved by the County.  Clustering would be allowed 
within the residential zone provided that a parcel map or tract map is approved by the County.   
 
Table 1-3 summarizes proposed land uses within the proposed hospitality zone.  Table 1-4    
(page 1-6) summarizes proposed land uses within the equestrian zone.   
 
Vineyards, wineries, sampling rooms, and bed and breakfast facilities (5 guest rooms or less) would 
be allowed within the entire TVWC planning area.  Residential clustering (with onsite vineyards or 
pasture land) of up to 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres would also be allowed throughout the TVWC 
area.  Larger lodging or resort facilities, restaurants, and farm labor camps would be allowed on 
larger parcels within the hospitality and equestrian zones.  Larger resorts would be allowed in the 
designated hospitality zones with an approved Conditional Use Permit. 
 


Table 1-3 
Land Uses within the Proposed Hospitality Zones


10 acres minimum 


1 


20 acres minimum 40 acres minimum 


75% vineyards 
25% may be one or more of: 


• Grouped (clustered) residential 
with maximum density of 2 units 
per 10 acres


• Winery operations including 
crushing, bottling, tasting, and 
retail wine sales/gift store


2 


• Bed & breakfast (up to 5 guest 
rooms) 


2 


• Cottage industry 


75% vineyards 
25% may be one or more of: 


• Grouped (clustered) residential 
with maximum density of 3 units 
per 20 acres


• Winery operations including 
crushing, bottling, tasting, and 
retail wine sales/gift store


2 


• Hotel (up to 40 guest rooms) with 
special occasion facility


2 


• Restaurant


2 


• Farm labor camps


2 


75% vineyards 
25% may be one or more of: 


2 


• Grouped (clustered) residential 
with maximum density of 3 units 
per 20 acres


• Winery operations including 
crushing, bottling, tasting, and 
retail wine sales/gift store


3 


• Resort (up to 80 guest rooms)


3 


• Restaurant


 3 


• Farm labor camps


3 


1 Data Source: County of Riverside General Plan Land Use Build Assumptions and Methodology. 


3 


2 Allowed with approved plot plan. 
3 Allowed with approved Conditional Use Permit. 
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Table 1-4 
Land Uses within the Proposed Equestrian Zones


10 acres minimum 


1 


20 acres minimum 100 acres minimum 


75% equestrian or vineyards 
25% may be one or more of: 


• Grouped (clustered) residential 
with maximum density of 2 units 
per 10 acres


• Winery operations including 
crushing, bottling, tasting, and 
retail wine sales/gift store


2 


• Equestrian operations 


3 


• Bed & breakfast (up to 5 guest 
rooms) 


• Cottage industry 


75% equestrian or vineyards 
25% may be one or more of: 


• Grouped (clustered) residential 
with maximum density of 3 units 
per 20 acres


• Winery operations including 
crushing, bottling, tasting, retail 
wine sales/gift store


2 


• Equestrian operations 


2 


• Hotel (up to 40 guest rooms)


• Day spa or culinary academy


 2 


• Restaurant


3 


• Farm labor camps


2 


75% equestrian 
25% may be one or more of: 


2 


• Grouped (clustered) residential 
with maximum density of 3 units 
per 20 acres


• Winery operations including 
crushing, bottling, tasting, and gift 
store 


3 


• Equestrian operations 


• Resort (up to 25 guest rooms)


• Day spa or culinary academy


 3 


• Restaurant


3 


• Farm labor camps


3 


1 Data Source: County of Riverside General Plan Land Use Build Assumptions and Methodology. 


3 


2 Allowed with approved plot plan. 
3 Allowed with approved Conditional Use Permit. 


 


 
1.3 Utilities Services  


Water.  As shown in Figure 1-1, the TVWC area is almost exclusively within water service area 
of the RCWD.  RCWD water conveyance and distribution facilities are located throughout the 
TVWC area.  The regional RCWD water supply is comprised of a combination of imported supply 
from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and local groundwater supply from 
RCWD-owned wells.  A small portion of the area TVWC area is within the water service area of 
the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD).   


 


Wastewater.  Proposed TVWC land uses will generate salinity/nutrient loads from domestic 
wastewater, wastewater from hospitality/commercial enterprises, and wastewater from 
agricultural/wine processing operations.  The extent to which generated salinity loads influence 
local groundwater quality will, to a significant degree, be dependent on the means of handling and 
disposing of the generated wastewater.   
 
The proposed Temecula Valley Wine Country Community Plan does not specify required means of 
wastewater handling or disposal.  Potential general wastewater disposal options include: 


• onsite septic tank treatment and subsurface disposal,  


• onsite collection, treatment, and onsite reuses/disposal of treated wastewater, and  


• disposal through an expanded municipal regional sewer system that collections wastewater 
and exports the wastewater from the TVWC area. 
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The entire TVWC planning area is within the wastewater service sphere of EMWD.  EMWD has 
completed an assessment of regional sanitary sewer needs within the TVWC that identifies several 
potential options for providing sewer service. (Yost West, 2011)  The extent to which municipal 
sewer service will be provided within the TVWC will, in part, be dependent on: 


• economics and customer demand, 
• geography and terrain,  
• proximity to existing EMWD wastewater collection facilities,  
• development density and wastewater flows, and  
• water quality concerns and regulatory constraints. 


 
In advance of EMWD sewer availability, several proposed developments within the TVWC area are 
moving forward with proposed onsite wastewater treatment and disposal.  In the absence of sewer 
service provided by EMWD, wastewater project proponents will have to seek approval for the use of 
onsite septic tank/subsurface systems or sub-regional treatment/reuse facilities. 
 
 
1.4 Wastewater Regulation 


Wastewater treatment and disposal is regulated by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, San Diego Region (Regional Water Board).  The Regional Water Board regulates larger 
septic tank discharges (greater than 1200 gallons per day) and onsite wastewater treatment, reuse 
and disposal through the issuance of State of California waste discharge requirements. Through an 
agreement with the County of Riverside, the Regional Water Board delegates authority to the 
County to approve onsite septic systems that are smaller than 1200 gallons per day.  The current 
Regional Water Board delegation of septic tank approval authority to the County of Riverside is up 
for review in 2012. 
 
Discharges of wastewater or recycled water must comply with groundwater quality objectives 
established by the Regional Water Board in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego 
Region (Basin Plan).  Groundwater quality objectives are established within the Basin Plan on a 
watershed-by-watershed basis to ensure protection of designated beneficial uses of groundwater. 
 
Discharges of wastewater or recycled water must also comply with antidegradation policies 
established by State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 68-16.  This policy protects 
water bodies where existing water quality is higher than necessary for the protection of beneficial 
uses. Under the antidegradation policies of Resolution No. 68-16, wastewater discharges or actions 
that can adversely affect water quality must:  


• be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State,  
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• not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of the water, and  


• not result in water quality less than that prescribed in water quality plans and policies.  
 
As shown in Figure 1-1 (page 1-2), the TVWC planning area extends over portions of the Auld 
Hydrologic Area (HA 4.2) and the Pechanga Hydrologic Area (HA 2.5).  Table 1-5 summarizes 
Basin Plan groundwater quality objectives for the watersheds within the TVWC planning area.  
Wastewater disposal or reuse operations regulated by the Regional Water Board must ensure 
conformance with the groundwater quality objectives identified in Table 1-5.   
 


 
Table 1-5 


Basin Plan Groundwater Quality Objectives within the TVWC Area


Parameter 


1 


Typical Quality of 
Treated Wastewater 
within RCWD Area


Basin Plan Groundwater Quality Objective  
(not to be exceeded more than 10 percent of the time) 


2 
Upstream Portion of 


Auld Hydrologic 
Area3


Upstream Portion of 
Pechanga Hydrologic 


Area (HA 2.4) 4,5


Total dissolved solids, TDS 


 (HA 2.5) 


750 mg/l 500 mg/l 500 mg/l 


Chloride, Cl 175 mg/l 250 mg/l 250 mg/l 


Sulfate, SO 175 mg/l 4 250 mg/l 250 mg/l 


Percent sodium 55 percent 60 percent 60 percent 


Nitrate (as NO3 10 mg/l ) 10 mg/l 10 mg/l 


Boron 0.5 mg/l 0.75 mg/l 0.75 mg/l 


Iron 0.2 mg/l 0.3 mg/l 0.3 mg/l 


Manganese 0.03 mg/l 0.05 mg/l 0.05 mg/l 


1 Groundwater quality objective established within the Basin Plan. 
2 Typical quality of treated wastewater in the Temecula area.  Actual values may vary depending on salinity 


concentrations in the imported supply, the specific blend of groundwater/imported water served by RCWD, and 
local hydrologic conditions. 


3 The upstream potion of the Auld HA includes the northern half of the TVWC planning area.  See Figure 1-1. 
4 The upstream portion of the Pechanga HA includes the southern half of the TVWC planning area.  See Figure 1-1. 
5 Basin Plan groundwater TDS objectives in the downstream portion of the Pauba Valley (west of Butterfield Stage 


Road) reflect a two-aquifer system that is vertically separated by a horizontal aquitard.  In this downstream area, the 
Basin Plan establishes a groundwater TDS objective of 750 mg/l for the upper 250 feet (Pauba Aquifer) and a 
groundwater TDS objective of 500 mg/l for deeper groundwater (Temecula Aquifer).  See Section 2 for a 
description of the Pauba and Temecula Aquifers.   
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For comparison, Table 1-5 also presents typical wastewater concentrations within the RCWD 
service area.  As shown in Table 1-5, salinity concentrations (e.g. total dissolved solids, or TDS) in 
typical treated recycled water or wastewater exceeds the 500 mg/l Basin Plan groundwater quality 
objectives that exist within the TVWC area.   
 
The term "assimilative capacity" is used to denote the ability of a groundwater basin to accept 
additional salinity loads without causing exceedance of Basin Plan groundwater quality objectives.  
In the absence of a demonstration of assimilative capacity, Regional Water Board policy dictates 
that the effluent salinity effluent concentration limits for wastewater treatment operations should be 
established at the corresponding Basin Plan groundwater quality objective.   
 
In accordance with this policy, the Regional Water Board would establish a TDS effluent 
concentration limit of 500 mg/l for wastewater reuse or disposal operations in the TVWC planning 
area.  In the absence of a demonstration of adequate assimilative capacity, any proposed 
development within the TVWC would require one or more of the following: 


• extension of the regional sanitary sewer system into the TVWC to collect and export salinity 
loads from the TVWC area,  


• implementation of onsite demineralization treatment (which involves considerable expense 
and brine disposal issues) to comply with the 500 mg/l Basin Plan TDS groundwater quality 
objectives for any proposed onsite wastewater treatment and reuse/disposal systems,  


• limiting development to that which can be supported by small septic systems (less than 1200 
gallons per day) which would be regulated by the County of Riverside and would not be 
subject to Regional Water Board waste discharge requirements that implement the 500 mg/l 
TDS groundwater quality objective, or 


• modifying Basin Plan groundwater quality objectives through the development of a 
salinity/nutrient management plan prepared in accordance with salinity/nutrient 
management planning requirements set forth by the State of California Recycled Water 
Policy.   


 
An assessment of assimilative capacity within the TVWC area is thus of paramount importance in 
defining how wastewater reuse/disposal (and hence development) can occur in the TVWC area. 
 
 
1.5 Water Quality Concerns 


RCWD operates a number of water supply wells within and downstream from the proposed TVWC 
planning area.  The potential exists for the quality of RCWD's groundwater supplies to be 
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adversely impacted by wastewater disposal, recycled water use, or other discharges/activities within 
the TVWC area.  RCWD is interested in evaluating potential water quality impacts associated with 
proposed TVWC development.   
 
This assimilative study represents an initial step in this overall water quality assessment.  In 
conjunction with salinity/nutrient load assessments (Phase 2) and groundwater quality modeling 
(Phase 3), evaluating the assimilative capacity of local groundwater basins will allow RCWD to 
make more informed decisions regarding individual TVWC projects, salinity loads, water quality 
impacts, infrastructure needs, and salinity/nutrient management and mitigation needs.  
 
In parallel with this assimilative capacity effort, RCWD is participating in coordination meetings 
with the County of Riverside, EMWD, California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional 
Water Board), and other stakeholders to, in part, define public facilities planning needs and assess 
potential impacts of TVWC development.  After receiving input from regional stakeholders 
through these coordination meetings, the Regional Water Board may consider establishing general 
discharge requirements that set the framework for evaluating salinity/nutrient impacts and 
processing individual project proposals within the TVWC.  The Regional Water Board will also 
consider the need to assess pollutant loads within the TVWC in accordance with: 


• salinity/nutrient management planning requirements established under the 2009 State Water 
Resources Control Board Recycled Water Policy (California State Water Resources Control 
Board, 2009a, 2009b), and 


• salinity/nutrient management plan guidelines approved by the Regional Water Board in 
December 2010.  (Regional Water Board, 2010) 


 
To further assess water quality and to identify appropriate salinity/nutrient protection measures and 
management strategies within the TVWC area, RCWD has indicated that the District may pursue 
development of a salinity/nutrient management plan in accordance with State Water Resources 
Control Board salinity/nutrient management requirements.   
 
 
1.6 Summary of Prior Studies 


The concept of development and recycled water use within the TVWC planning area is not new.  
RCWD's 1991 Water Reclamation Master Plan assessed recycled water use issues, recycled water 
regulatory constraints, and groundwater protection needs within the entire RCWD service area.  
This assessment included an evaluation of the potential for recycled water use within watersheds 
that comprise the Temecula Valley Wine Country, including both the Auld HA (HA 2.4) and the 
Pechanga HA (HA 2.5).   
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This 1991 study concluded the following regarding recycled water use in the area that comprises the 
Temecula Valley Wine Country: 


• Upgradient portions of HSAs 2.4 and 2.5 (watersheds which comprise the TVWC) are 
important recharge areas for the Temecula Aquifer (the deep aquifer that serves as an 
important source of much of the RCWD groundwater supply).  


• Little or no assimilative capacity exists in the upstream portions of HAs 2.4 and 2.5 to accept 
additional salinity loads. 


• RCWD or EMWD recycled water supplies would not conform with Basin Plan groundwater 
quality objectives for the upstream portions of HAs 2.4 and 2.5 (within the TVWC area) 
unless demineralization treatment was provided. 


• Recycled water use within the upstream portions of Has 2.4 and 2.5 could adversely impact 
the quality of water in RCWD production wells. 


 


On the basis of these conclusions, the 1991 Water Reclamation Master Plan recommended that 
recycled water projects not be pursued within the upstream portions of HAs 2.4 and 2.5 unless:  


1) recycled water total dissolved solids concentrations are maintained at less than 500 
milligrams per liter (in conformance with Basin Plan groundwater quality objectives in the 
Temecula Valley Wine Country watersheds), and/or  


2) the recycled water use occurs as part of an overall plan that mitigates water quality impacts 
and manages and protects the quality of waters within the basins. 


 
Water use, salinity load, land use, and sewer availability conditions within the planning area have 
changed considerably in the two decades since the District's prior 1991 groundwater assimilative 
capacity evaluation.  As a result, it is appropriate to reassess and update these prior assimilative 
capacity findings in evaluating water quality protection needs and wastewater facilities needs within 
the TVWC.   
 
 
1.7 Report Authorization 


Preparation of this assimilative capacity evaluation was authorized by RCWD. This report was 
prepared by Michael R. Welch, Ph.D., P.E., under the direction of Mr. Andy Webster, P.E., RCWD 
Chief Engineer, and Warren Back, P.E., RCWD Engineering Project Manager.     
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Section 2 
GROUNDWATER CHARACTERIZATION 


 
 


2.1 Prior Hydrogeologic Studies of TVWC Area  
The TVWC study area is located within the eastern portion of the Murrieta-Temecula Groundwater 
Basin, as defined by the State of California Department of Water Resources (DWR, 2002) in 
California's Groundwater (DWR Bulletin 118).  The geology and water resources of the eastern 
portion of the Murrieta-Temecula Groundwater basin has been the subject of numerous hydrogeologic 
studies over the past half century, in part, including: 


• California Department of Public Works.  Santa Margarita River Investigation (Bulletin No. 
57).  1956.   


• California Department of Water Resources.  Groundwater Occurrence and Quality:  San 
Diego Region (Bulletin 106-2).  1967. 


• California Department of Water Resources.  Water Wells and Springs in the Western Part 
of the Upper Santa Margarita River Watershed,  Riverside and San Diego Counties, 
California (Bulletin No. 91-20).  1971. 


• California Department of Water Resources.  Water Wells and Springs in the Eastern Part of 
the Upper Santa Margarita River Watershed,  Riverside and San Diego Counties, 
California (Bulletin No. 91-22).  1974. 


• California Department of Water Resources. California's Groundwater.  Bulletin No. 118.  
Updated 2003. 


• Geoscience Support Services, Inc.  Present and Potential Artificial Recharge Capability of 
Rancho California Water District's Pauba Valley Facilities.  1989. 


• Geoscience, Inc.  Ground Water Flow and Solute Transport Model Developed in 
Conjunction with the Basin Plan in the Lower Pauba and Wolf Valleys.  1991. 
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• Geoscience, Inc.  Surface and Ground Water Model of the Murrieta-Temecula Ground 
Water Basin, California, Volume II - Geology and Hydrology.  2002.   


• Geoscience, Inc.  Rancho California Water District Drinking Water Source Assessment 
and Protection Program.  2003. 


• Geoscience, Inc.  Rancho California Water District Drinking Water Source Assessment 
and Protection Program.  2003. 


• Geoscience, Inc. RCWD Recommended Ground Water Production, Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 
through June 30, 2012. 2011b.  


• NBS/Lowry Engineers and Planners.  Groundwater Recharge Impacts Assessment.  
1991a. 


• NBS/Lowry Engineers and Planners.  Rancho California Water District Water 
Reclamation Master Plan.  1991b. 


• NBS/Lowry Engineers and Planners.  Proposed Basin Plan Modifications, Portions of 
Pauba and Wolf Hydrologic Subareas (2.51 and 2.52) Located in Riverside County.  1991c. 


• Richard C. Slade & Associates.  Hydrogeologic Evaluation, Pauba Valley Area, Temecula, 
Riverside County, California.  2008..  


 
The following sections present a brief summary of the hydrogeology of the TVWC area based on these 
prior studies. 
   
Geology.  The Murrieta-Temecula Groundwater Basin is within the Peninsular Range geomorphic 
province.  This province, which covers an extensive area in Southern California, commonly features 
relatively narrow alluvial valleys that have been eroded into the surrounding igneous and metamorphic 
terrains.  Primary geological deposits in the TVWC area include: 


• the crystalline basement complex,  
• the Temecula Arkose Formation,  
• the Pauba Formation, and  
• younger alluvium. 


 
The Temecula Arkose Formation and Pauba Formation represent the two principal aquifers in the area.  
These formations are underlain and surrounded by the basement complex. The basement complex is 
comprised of igneous and metamorphic rock that possesses virtually no porosity or permeability.  
Local fractures and faults, however, provide limited, discontinuous avenues of permeability which 
permit movement of groundwater from the crystalline rock to the adjoining Pauba and Temecula 
Formations.  Younger alluvium (comprised of shallow alluvial sediments) overlies portions of the 
Temecula Aquifer. 
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Pauba Aquifer.  The Pauba Formation (hereinafter Pauba Aquifer) is comprised of siltstone, 
sandstone, and conglomerate sediments.  The Pauba Aquifer is highly porous, and includes 
depositions of cobble and boulder beds.   Figure 2-1 (page 2-3) shows the extent of the Pauba Aquifer 
in the TVWC area.  As shown in the figure, the Pauba Aquifer extends through the alluvial portion of  
the Pauba Valley, and stretches across the southern portion of the TVWC planning area.   


 


 
Figure 2-1  Location of Principal Aquifers and RCWD Wells 


 
 
The Pauba Aquifer typically ranges in thickness from zero to more than 200 feet.  The Pauba Aquifer 
is unconfined.  Recharge to the Pauba Aquifer is derived primarily from streamflow infiltration, 
artificial recharge, and the infiltration of applied waters and precipitation.  Artificial recharge 
operations implemented by RCWD in the upstream end of the Pauba Aquifer represent a significant 
source of recharge.  The central and southern portions of the TVWC planning area also contribute to 
recharge of the Pauba Aquifer.   


Pauba Aquifer 


 Temecula Aquifer 


Temecula Aquifer 


Temecula Aquifer 


Basement Complex 


Basement Complex 
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The Pauba Aquifer generally has moderate to high porosity, permeability, and hydraulic conductivity.  
The recharge of overlying surface waters into the Pauba Aquifer varies considerably with location, but 
soil infiltration rates of 1.0 to 1.5 feet per day have been measured in the eastern Pauba Valley.  
Vertical infiltration rates as high as 10 feet per day have been measured in near-surface soils in the 
Pauba Valley.  Hydraulic gradients in the Pauba Aquifer typically mirror surface topography, and the 
general trend of groundwater movement in the Pauba Aquifer is downstream toward the 
west-southwest. 
 
Temecula Aquifer.  The Temecula Arkose Formation (hereinafter Temecula Aquifer) underlies 
the alluvial deposits of the Pauba Aquifer, and also underlies the mesa and foothill areas of the central 
and southern portions of the TVWC area.  Figure 2-1 (page 2-3) presents the geographic extent of the 
Temecula Aquifer in the TVWC area. 
 
The Temecula Aquifer is composed of unconsolidated sand, gravel, silt, and clay materials that were 
deposited in a fluvial channel and floodplain environment during Late Pliocene through Early 
Pleistocene Time.  Temecula Aquifer sediments were primarily derived from weathering, erosion, and 
reworking of local igneous and metamorphic materials.  The Temecula Aquifer has lower porosity, 
lower permeability, and lower infiltration rates than that of the Pauba aquifer.   
 
Temecula Aquifer depths can extend significantly beyond a depth of 1000 feet.  Temecula Aquifer 
groundwaters are generally confined in the downstream portion of the Pauba Valley, but Temecula 
Aquifer groundwater may exist in an unconfined or semiconfined state in upstream portions of the 
aquifer (including the TVWC area).   
 
Recharge to the Temecula Aquifer is primarily derived from streamflow infiltration in the upstream 
and foothill portions of the Pauba Valley.  Artificial recharge operations implemented in the eastern 
end of the Pauba Valley represents a source of recharge to portions of the Temecula Aquifer.  The 
mesa areas north of the Pauba Valley (including the southern and central portions of the TVWC area) 
represent an additional source of recharge of the Temecula Aquifer.  A final less significant recharge 
source to the Temecula Aquifer is lateral inflow from fractures in the adjoining crystalline rocks.   
 
Figure 2-2 (page 2-5) presents groundwater gradients in the Temecula Aquifer in the TVWC vicinity.  
In the eastern (largely unconfined) portion of the Temecula Aquifer, groundwater gradients in the 
aquifer typically follow surface contours.  The general trend of groundwater movement within the 
TCWC area is from east to west.  In the western portion of the TCWC area (and in areas downstream 
from the TVWC area), however, Temecula Aquifer hydraulic gradients may markedly differ from the 
surface topography.  Lateral groundwater movement appears to be constricted in the northeastern 
portion of the TVWC planning area by several near-parallel geologic faults.  As a result of these 
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faults, groundwater in the northeast portion of the TVWC area may not significantly influence 
groundwater quality in areas to the west and south.  However, surface runoff from the northeast 
portion of the TVWC area (including runoff from applied water, precipitation, or surfacing 
groundwater) may flow across the fault zone and recharge downstream Temecula Aquifer groundwater 
through subsequent streamflow infiltration. 
 
 
  
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Figure 2-2   Temecula Aquifer Hydraulic Gradients 


TVWC 


Fault Zones 
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2.2 RCWD Wells  


RCWD maintains a number of production and monitoring wells in the TVWC area.  Figure 2-1 
(page 2-3) presents the location of the RCWD wells.   
 
Table 2-1 summarizes well characteristic data for RCWD wells in the TVWC area that are located 
within the Auld HA (HA 2.4).  RCWD wells within the upstream portion of the Auld HA are 
primarily located in the central and western portions of the TVWC.  As shown in Table 2-1, RCWD 
production wells in the central portion of the TVWC area extend to depths of approximately 1000 
feet.  Each of the production wells withdraws water from deeper portions of the Temecula Aquifer.  
One RCWD monitoring well (Well No. 113) exists that may also withdraw water from the overlying 
younger alluvium. 


 
Table 2-1 


Summary of Groundwater Well Depths and TDS Concentrations 
RCWD Wells in the Upstream Portion of the Auld HA 


Aquifer2 Well No.1 Well Type 
Lowest 


Perforation 
Depth2 (feet) 


Deepest 
Perforation 
Depth2 (feet) 


Average TDS3 
(2000-2010) 


mg/l 


Temecula 


139 Production4 470 1210 320 


140 Production4 270 980 360 


215 Production4 396 1008 425 


201 Monitoring 279 1005 NA 


209 Monitoring 375 845 NA 


Combined5 113 Production4 96 542 550 


1 See Figure 2-1 for location of well. 
2 Well perforation depths and aquifer data from Geoscience (2003). 
3 Arithmetic mean of TDS in listed well during 2000-2010.  Data from RCWD groundwater water quality 


sampling records.  Values rounded to nearest 5 mg/l. 
4 Well production status for Fiscal Year 2011-2012, as presented within RCWD Recommended Ground 


Water Production, Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012. (Geoscience, 2011b)  
5 Well perforation depths extend within both the deeper Temecula aquifer and overlying younger alluvium.  


 
 
Table 2-2 (page 2-7) summarizes RCWD production and monitoring wells in the Pechanga HA (HA 
2.5).  RCWD production and monitoring wells within the Pechanga HA are predominantly located 
in the southern and central portion of the TVWC area.   
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Table 2-2 
Summary of Groundwater Well Depths and TDS Concentrations 


RCWD Wells in the Upstream Portion of the Pechanga HA 


Aquifer2 Well No.1 Well Type 
Lowest 


Perforation 
Depth2 (feet) 


Deepest 
Perforation 
Depth2 (feet) 


Average TDS  
During 


1980-19853 
(mg/l) 


Average TDS 
During 


2000-20104 
(mg/l) 


Temecula 


124 Production5 400 950 450 370 


125 Production5 406 970 400 435 


126 Production5 450 950 290 300 


131 Production5 454 900 270 420 


133 Production5 378 838 420 480 


151 Production5 510 1010 NA 340 


203 Production5 320 880 530 475 


207 Monitoring 400 970 305 280 


208 Monitoring 380 970 NA NA 


Combined6 


110 Production5 70 460 535 565 


123 Production5 100 500 460 610 


132 Production5 70 500 620 590 


141 Production5 122 510 440 440 


149 Production5 220 1020 NA 580 


152 Production5 70 540 NA 600 


234 Production5 80 400 NA 650 


Pauba 


153 Production5 50 220 NA 560 


157 Production5 50 210 NA 590 


158 Production5 50 210 NA 690 


210 Production5 48 228 560 580 


232 Production5 95 252 NA 580 


NA indicates data are not available for the listed time period 
1 See Figure 2-1 for location of well. 
2 Well perforation depths and aquifer data Geoscience (2003). 
3 Arithmetic mean of TDS in listed well during 1980-1985.  Data from NBS/Lowry (1991) and from RCWD 


groundwater quality sampling records.  Values rounded to nearest 5 mg/l. 
4 Arithmetic mean of TDS concentration in listed well during 2000-2010.  Data from RCWD groundwater water quality 


sampling records. Values rounded to nearest 5 mg/l. 
5 Well production status for Fiscal Year 2011-2012, as presented within RCWD Recommended Ground Water 


Production, Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012. (Geoscience, 2011b)  
6 Well perforation depths extend within both the shallow Pauba aquifer and the deeper Temecula aquifer.  
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As shown in Table 2-2, approximately half of the RCWD wells in the southern vicinity of the 
TVWC area withdraw groundwater from the Temecula Aquifer.  Remaining RCWD wells are 
constructed to withdraw water from the Pauba Aquifer, or from a combination of the Pauba Aquifer 
and the underlying Temecula Aquifer.  Six of the RCWD production wells (along with four 
monitoring wells) within the southern portion of the TVWC area are perforated to withdraw 
groundwater at depths of 100 feet or less.   
 
 
2.3 Groundwater Quality 


Wells in TVWC Area.  Tables 2-1 and 2-2 also present the average groundwater quality (as 
measured by total dissolved solids or TDS, a measure of salinity) of the RCWD wells in the TVWC 
area.  Long-term average TDS concentrations during 2000-2010 in the Auld HA wells (see Table 
2-1 on page 2-6) ranged from 320 milligrams per liter (mg/l) to 550 mg/l.  In general, the data 
indicate an overall trend of improved water quality with depth of well.  The highest average TDS 
concentration occurred in the shallowest well, while the lowest TDS concentration occurred in the 
deepest well.   
 
As shown in Table 2-2, the highest TDS concentrations within the Pechanga HA occurred in the 
shallower wells.  Average 2000-2010 TDS concentrations in the RCWD Temecula Aquifer wells 
within the Pechanga HA ranged from approximately 280 to 480 mg/l.  Average 2000-2010 TDS 
concentrations in RCWD wells that withdrew groundwater from both the Pauba and Temecula 
Aquifers ranged from 440 mg/l to 650 mg/l.  Average 2000-2010 TDS concentrations of Pauba 
Aquifer wells ranged from 560 mg/l to 690 mg/l.   
 
Temporal (time-dependent) variations in groundwater quality occur as a result of hydrologic 
conditions, recharge and salinity loads, and groundwater pumping.  While TDS concentrations 
have improved slightly in a few wells and degraded in a few other wells, no significant aquifer-wide 
time-dependent trends in groundwater TDS concentrations are in evidence during the past 25 years 
within the upstream portion of the Pechanga HA.   
 
Influence of RCWD Artificial Recharge.  Development (and associated salinity loads) 
within the upstream portion of the Pechanga HA have increased during the past two decades.  
RCWD, however, has maintained artificial groundwater recharge operations in the upstream portion 
of the Pechanga HA for a number of years which is a likely factor in stabilizing groundwater quality 
in the area and offsetting the increased salinity loads.  This RCWD artificial recharge operation 
originally utilized Vail Reservoir waters. In recent years, imported supplies have been used to 
augment in-basin sources of artificial recharge.  
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Wells Downstream from TVWC.  Table 2-3 summarizes groundwater quality data from 
RCWD Pauba Valley wells downstream from the TVWC area.   In general, groundwater quality in 
the upstream portion of the Pauba Aquifer (within the TVWC area) is superior in quality to 
groundwater in Pauba Aquifer wells that are in the downstream portion of the Pauba Valley.  
 
Temecula Aquifer groundwater TDS concentrations downstream from the TVWC area, on the other 
hand, were similar to Temecula Aquifer TDS concentrations in the TVWC vicinity.  
 


 


Table 2-3 
Summary of Groundwater Well Depths and TDS Concentrations 


RCWD Pauba Valley Wells Downstream from the TVWC Area 


Aquifer2 Well No. Well Type 


Approximate 
Distance 


Downgradient 
from TVWC1 


Lowest 
Perforation 
Depth2 (feet) 


Deepest 
Perforation 
Depth2 (feet) 


Average TDS  
During 


1980-19853 
(mg/l) 


Average TDS 
During 


2000-20104 
(mg/l) 


Temecula 


143 Production5 1.2 miles 470 945 NA 310 


120 Production5 1.3 miles 360 1,000 330 415 


217 Production5 2.2 miles 234 2,417 NA 435 


Pauba 
109 Production5 1.2 miles 70 210 920 860 


231 Production5 1.6 miles 80 270 NA 935 


NA indicates data are not available for the listed time period 
1 See Figure 2-1 for location of well. 
2 Well perforation depths and aquifer data from Geoscience (2003).   
3 Arithmetic mean of TDS in listed well during 1980-1985.  Data from NBS/Lowry (1991) and from RCWD 


groundwater quality sampling records.  Values rounded to nearest 5 mg/l. 
4 Arithmetic mean of TDS concentration in listed well during 2000-2010.  Data from RCWD groundwater water quality 


sampling records. Values rounded to nearest 5 mg/l. 
5 Well production status for Fiscal Year 2011-2012, as presented within RCWD Recommended Ground Water 


Production, Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012. (Geoscience, 2011b)  
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Section 3 
ASSIMILATIVE CAPACITY 
 


3.1 Approach  
As noted in Section 1, evaluating the assimilative capacity of groundwaters in the TVWC area 
represents the first phase of a multi-phase groundwater quality evaluation of TVWC development 
issues.  Salinity (as represented by TDS) and nitrate represent key constituents of concern to 
RCWD in the TVWC planning area.  This study focuses on TDS as a general indicator parameter 
for salinity.  The following approach is used to evaluate assimilative capacity of groundwater 
basins in the TVWC area: 


Step 1 Identify applicable groundwater basins in the TVWC area. 


Step 2 Identify key groundwater quality parameters and Basin Plan objectives.  


Step 3 Identify the quality of groundwater in the basins. 


Step 4 Compare the quality of groundwater with the Basin Plan objectives, and determine 
whether the groundwater is in compliance with the Basin Plan objectives. 


Step 5 Assess overall assimilative capacity (ability of the basin to accept additional salinity 
loads without causing exceedance of Basin Plan groundwater objectives) and 
compliance trends. 


Step 6 If Basin Plan compliance is confirmed, estimate additional mass loads that can be 
added to the basin without causing exceedance of Basin Plan objectives. 


 
 


3.2 Basis for Evaluation   


Application Groundwater Basins.  The Basin Plan establishes groundwater quality 
objectives on a watershed by watershed basis.  As summarized in Section 1.4, the TVWC overlies 
the Auld HA (HA 2.4) and the Pechanga HA (HA 2.5). 
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While Basin Plan groundwater quality objectives are established on a watershed by watershed basis, 
it should be noted that the direction of groundwater flow is perpendicular to piezometric contours.  
Subsurface groundwater flow may cross watershed boundaries irrespective of surface topography.  
As shown in Figure 2-2 (page 2-5) piezometric gradients in the Temecula Aquifer may result in 
groundwater flow between the Auld and Pechanga Hydrologic Areas.  For purposes of determining 
Basin Plan compliance, however, such crossflow can be neglected, and groundwater quality in the 
Auld HA can be compared to Basin Plan objectives for the Auld HA.  Correspondingly, 
groundwater quality in the Pechanga HA can be compared to Basin Plan objectives in the Pechanga 
HA.   
 
Basin Plan Objectives. As shown in Table 1-5 (page 1-8), the Basin Plan establishes a TDS 
objective of 500 mg/l for both the upstream portions of the Auld and Pechanga HAs.  Downstream 
from the TVWC area (west of Butterfield Stage Road), the Basin Plan recognizes separate 
groundwater quality objectives for the upper Pauba Aquifer and the underlying Temecula Aquifer.  
In the TVWC area, however, the Basin Plan establishes a 500 mg/l TDS objective within the Auld 
and Pechanga HAs.  As a result, this 500 mg/l TDS objective applies to waters of both the 
Temecula Aquifer and the overlying Pauba Aquifer and younger alluvium. 
 
 
3.3 Groundwater Quality Evaluation  


Existing Groundwater Quality.  As summarized in Section 2.3, a number of RCWD wells 
exist in the TVWC area that may be used to characterize existing groundwater quality.  Table 2-1 
(page 2-6) summarizes groundwater TDS concentrations in the Auld HA.  Table 2-2 (page 2-7) 
summarizes groundwater TDS concentrations within the Pechanga HA. 
 
Groundwater Quality Comparison.  Table 3-1 (page 3-3) summarizes compliance of 
RCWD wells in the upstream portion of the Auld HA (northern portion of the TVWC area) with the 
500 mg/l Basin Plan TDS objective.  Water quality data are available for three RCWD Temecula 
Aquifer wells within the Auld HA.  As shown in Table 3-1, all three of these Temecula Aquifer 
wells yield groundwater with average TDS concentrations that are in conformance with the 500 
mg/l Basin Plan TDS objective.   
 
Water quality data are available for one shallower aquifer well within the Auld HA portion of the 
TVWC area.  RCWD well (Well No. 113) is perforated from a depth of 96 feet to over 500 feet, and 
withdraws water from both the Temecula Aquifer and from shallower groundwaters.  This 
shallower well contains an average TDS concentration that does not conform with the 500 mg/l 
Basin Plan TDS objective. 
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Table 3-1 
Compliance with Basin Plan TDS Objectives 


RCWD Wells in the Upstream Portion of the Auld HA1 


Aquifer Total Number 
of Wells2 


Wells with Average TDS 
Concentrations Less than 500 mg/l 


Wells with Average TDS 
Concentrations Greater than 500 mg/l 


Number of Wells Percent of Wells Number of Wells Percent of Wells 


Temecula 
Aquifer  3 3 100% 0 0% 


Combined 
Aquifer  1 0 0% 1 100% 


1 Based on groundwater quality data from RCWD presented in Table 2-1 (page 2-6) for the upstream portion of the 
Auld HA (northern portion of the TVWC area). 


2 Total number of RCWD wells for which groundwater quality data are available for the period 2000-2010. 
 


Table 3-2 summarizes compliance of RCWD wells in the upstream portion of the Pechanga HA 
(southern and central portion of the TVWC area) with the 500 mg/l Basin Plan TDS objective.  
Water quality data are available for eight RCWD wells in the Pechanga HA that derive supply 
exclusively from the Temecula Aquifer.  As shown in Table 3-2, TDS concentrations average less 
than 500 mg/l in all eight of the Temecula Aquifer wells.   
 
Water quality data are available for five RCWD wells in the Pechanga HA that derive their supply 
exclusively from the Pauba Aquifer.  All five of these shallower wells contain average TDS 
concentrations in excess of the Basin Plan 500 mg/l TDS objective.  Data are also available for 
seven RCWD wells that derive supply from both the Pauba and Temecula Aquifer.  Average TDS 
concentrations in six of seven of these combined aquifer wells exceed the Basin Plan TDS objective 
of 500 mg/l. 


 
Table 3-2 


Compliance with Basin Plan TDS Objectives 
RCWD Wells in Upstream Portion of the Pechanga HA1 


Aquifer Total Number 
of Wells2 


Wells with Average TDS 
Concentrations Less than 500 mg/l 


Wells with Average TDS 
Concentrations Greater than 500 mg/l 


Number of Wells Percent of Wells Number of Wells Percent of Wells 


Temecula 
Aquifer  8 8 100% 0 0% 


Combined 
Aquifer 7 6 86% 1 14% 


Pauba Aquifer  5 0 0% 5 100% 


1 Based on groundwater quality data from RCWD presented in Table 2-2 (page 2-7) for the upstream portion of the 
Pechanga HA (southern and central portion of the TVWC area). 


2 Total number of wells for which groundwater quality data are available for the period 2000-2010. 
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Assimilative Capacity Conclusions.  Data presented in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 demonstrate 
that groundwater quality in deeper portion of the Temecula Aquifer is in compliance with the 500 
mg/l Basin Plan TDS objective.  Data presented in the tables also, demonstrate, however, that 
shallower groundwater throughout the TVWC area does not conform to the 500 mg/l Basin Plan 
TDS objective.  Shallower groundwater not conforming to the Basin Plan TDS objective includes 
groundwater in the Pauba Aquifer, the younger alluvium, and shallower portions of the Temecula 
Aquifer. 
 
As noted, an aquitard exists in areas downstream from the TVWC that separates the upper Pauba 
Aquifer from the underlying Temecula Aquifer.  In such downstream areas, the aquitard prevents 
groundwater in the Pauba Aquifer from influencing groundwater quality in the Temecula Aquifer.   
 
In the upstream portions of the Auld and Pechanga HAs, however, shallower groundwater is 
hydraulically connected to deeper groundwater.  In recharge zones within the central and southern 
portions of the TVWC area, deeper Temecula Aquifer groundwater can be recharged by upper 
groundwaters and by surface sources, and can be directly influenced by surface activities and 
salinity loads.   
 
Thus, even though deeper portions of the Temecula Aquifer are consistent with Basin Plan TDS 
objectives, no assimilative capacity exists in shallower portion of basin to accept additional salinity 
loads without causing further exceedance of Basin Plan objectives.  Since surface activities 
associated with TVWC development (including wastewater disposal, recycled water use, surface 
applications of water, etc.) will directly influence shallower aquifer water quality, the application of 
such loads would not be consistent with (1) protecting existing groundwater quality in shallower 
portions of the aquifers, and (2) ensuring conformance with Basin Plan groundwater quality 
objectives in the shallower portions of the aquifers.  Consequently, on a gross basis, no assimilative 
capacity is available within either the Auld HA or Pechanga HA portions of the TVWC to accept 
additional salinity loads that do not conform with existing Basin Plan groundwater quality 
objectives. 
 
It should be noted that groundwater quality data are available only for specific RCWD monitoring 
and production wells, and that groundwater quality data are lacking in geographic areas (particularly 
in the northern portions of the TVWC area) where no RCWD wells exist.  Because groundwater 
quality data are not available for every specific location within the TVWC area, the potential exists 
for assimilative capacity to exist on a local basis within the portions of the TVWC area.  Additional 
water quality data (along with more detailed load analysis and computer groundwater monitoring) 
will be required to assess Basin Plan conformance and assimilative capacity at specific locations 
within the TVWC. 
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Contaminant Transport Issues.  RCWD has conducted source water assessments for each 
of its municipal supply wells.  As part of these assessments, RCWD has assessed how 
contaminants may be transported to RCWD wells.  The direction and speed of contaminant flow is 
dependent on a variety of site-specific factors, including hydraulic gradients, hydraulic 
conductivity, storage coefficient, pumping rates, well locations, and well perforation depths.   
 
On the basis of analyses of these parameters, RCWD has identified general water quality protection 
zones for each of its wells.  Figure 3-1 (page 3-6) presents location of five-year protection zones for 
each RCWD supply well in the TVWC area.  Figure 3-1 also presents five-year protection zones 
for several selected monitoring wells previously used for production.  The five-year water quality 
protection zones depict the geographic extent of subsurface flow that may contribute to well 
production within a five-year period. (Ten-year or twenty-year protection zones would be 
correspondingly larger than the five-year zones shown in Figure 3-1).   
 
Figure 3-1 represents only the subsurface groundwater zones that could contribute to well 
production within a five-year period.  As noted, surface infiltration represents a significant source 
of recharge to both the Pauba and Temecula Aquifers.  Upstream surface activities may contribute 
salinity source loads that are transported downstream as surface flow to groundwater recharge zones 
where the loads infiltrate to groundwater.  Through this surface recharge mechanism, all lands 
topographically upstream from the protection zones depicted in Figure 3-1 represent potential 
source loads to RCWD supply wells.  As a result, a large portion of the TVWC (more than just the 
protection zones depicted in Figure 3-1) may influence groundwater quality in RCWD wells. 
 
 
3.4 Potential TVWC Wastewater Flows and Salinity Loads  


Table 3-3 (page 3-7) presents a preliminary estimate of potential dwelling units estimated by the 
County of Riverside within the TVWC area.  As shown in Table 3-3, development under the 
original TVWC Community Plan could entail 1711 equivalent dwelling units.  At a unit generation 
rate of 200 gallons per day (gpd) per welling unit, the 1711 equivalent dwelling units could generate 
approximately 3.18 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater.   
 
Development within the TVWC planning area would generate salinity loads from a variety of 
wastewater sources, including wastewater from residential, hospitality, employee housing, 
commercial, industrial sources.  Wastewater salinity loads would be dependent on source water 
TDS concentrations and the quantity of salinity added through use. At an average projected 
wastewater TDS concentration of 730 mg/l, 3.18 mgd of TVWC wastewater flow would comprise a 
salt load of approximately 3,530 tons of salt per year.  TVWC wastewater-related salt loads would 
be 3,630 tons per year if the long-term wastewater TDS concentration averaged 750 mg/l.   
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Figure 3-1 Location of Source Water Protection Zones 
  RCWD Wells in the TVWC Area 


 


LEGEND 
Approximate extent of 5-year underground 
tributary areas for RCWD production wells.  
Also includes underground 5-year tributary 
areas for selected RCWD monitoring wells 
previously used for production prior to 2003. 


Source:  Rancho California Water District Drinking Water Source 
Assessment and Protection Program, Geoscience 2003. 


 







Temecula Valley Wine Country  Section 3 
Groundwater Basin Assimilative Capacity  Assimilative Capacity 
 


 


 
 
Rancho California Water District Page 3 - 7 January 2012 


.  
 


Table 3-3 
Projected Wastewater Flow and Wastewater Salinity Loads within the Proposed TVWC1 


Land Use 


Projected Equivalent Dwelling Units2 (EDUs) Projected Wastewater 
Flows3 Projected 


Salinity 
Load6  


(tons/year) 
Hospitality 


Zone 
Equestrian 


Zone 
Residential 


Zone 
Total 
EDUs mgd4 Acre-feet 


per year5 


Agriculture2 281 118 82 481 0.10  110  110 


Rural 
Residential2 142 76 247 465 0.09  100  100 


Rural 
Mountainous2 0 5 41 46 0.01   10   10 


Estate Density 
Residential2 315 0 635 950 0.19  210  210 


Commercial 
Tourist7 12,035 1,212 706 13,953 2.79 3,130 3,100 


Totals 12,773 1,411 1,711 15,895 3.18 3,560 3,530 


1 Preliminary values based on generic waste generation unit rates presented for purposes of demonstrating potential magnitude 
of wastewater flows and salinity loads associated with TVWC development.  Site-specific land uses and load analyses will be 
required to refine the above preliminary values.   


2 Projected EDU values for agriculture, rural residential, rural mountain, and estate density residential land uses within the 
TVWC planning area are per the Temecula Valley Community Plan as summarized by West Yost Associates in Wine Country 
Infrastructure Study.  (West Yost Associates, 2011)  Land use densities shown above are evaluated under Scenarios 1 and 2 
by Geoscience, Inc., in "Technical Memorandum, Temecula Valley Wine Country Groundwater Modeling."  (Geoscience, 
Inc., 2011a) 


3 Based on average daily flow of 200 gallons per day per equivalent dwelling unit (gpd/EDU).  While Eastern Municipal Water 
District (as documented by West Yost Associates, 2011) has historically used a 265 gpd/EDU flow generation rate (along with 
appropriate peaking factors) for use in sizing sewer infrastructure.  For purposes of assessing long-term average wastewater 
loads, RCWD utilizes a 200 gpd/EDU unit flow generation rate.  This 200 gpd/EDU unit generation rate is utilized by 
Geoscience, Incorporated within the TVWC groundwater modeling scenarios presented in "Technical Memorandum, 
Temecula Valley Wine Country Groundwater Modeling."  (Geoscience, 2011a) 


4 Values of million gallons per day (mgd) are rounded to two significant figures. 
5 Values of acre-feet per year are rounded to the nearest 10 acre-feet. 
6 Based on long-term average of 730 mg/l TDS concentration for residential and commercial wastewater, in accordance with 


RCWD long-term average wastewater quality provided by RCWD.  It should be noted that wastewater quality will vary in 
accordance with source water salinity concentrations and the quantity of salinity added through use.  For a higher wastewater 
salinity of 750 mg/l, the annual TVWC wastewater salinity load would be 3,630 tons per year.  For a lower wastewater 
salinity of 675 mg/l (the salinity conservatively utilized within the Geoscience TVWC groundwater modeling effort, the 
annual salinity load would be 3,260 tons per year.  Salinity load projections are rounded to the nearest 10 tons per year.   


7 Based on EMWD wastewater load factor of 1700 gallons per day per acre for commercial tourist land use, as presented within 
in the 2011 Wine Country Infrastructure Study.  (West Yost Associates, 2011)  
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Residential development would represent only a small component of the overall TVWC wastewater 
loads.  As described in Section 1.2, the Commercial Tourist land use would include such uses as: 


• bed and breakfast facilities, hotels, and resorts,  


• restaurants and dining facilities, day spas, and special occasion facilities, 


• equestrian facilities,  


• wineries and such grape processing operations as:  stem removal, crushing, clarification, 
fermentation or conservation operations, filtration or stabilization, tank and equipment 
washing, bottling operations, and wine racking, and 


• winery hospitality operations, including: wine sampling rooms, retail wine sales/gift shops.   
 
Riverside County estimates that Commercial Tourist land use within the TVWC area would 
encompass 2,175 acres and involve as many as 43,500 employees.  Under the plan, the number of 
wineries within the TVWC hospitality area may increase from the existing 42 wineries up to 88 
wineries.  With potential additional wineries within residential and equestrian zones, total wineries 
within the TVWC area may increase to 105. (County of Riverside, 2011) 
 
 
3.5 Potential Wastewater Disposal/Reuse Strategies  


The method selected for treatment, transport, and use of the TVWC wastewater loads will largely 
determine the degree to which these loads impact local groundwater quality.  Potential available 
wastewater disposal/use strategies include: 


• septic tank treatment and onsite subsurface wastewater disposal, 


• onsite treatment and reuse of generated wastewater flows, or 


• collection of wastewater flows in a regional sanitary sewer system and export of the flows 
out of the TVWC area for disposal or reuse. 
 


Septic Tank Disposal.  Septic tank treatment/subsurface disposal represents the largest 
potential impact to groundwater quality in the TVWC area.  Septic tank treatment and disposal 
would result in no reduction in salinity loads, and such disposal would results in all salinity and 
nutrient loads being transported directly to groundwater.  Potential nutrient impacts are of 
particular concern, as nitrate is mobile in groundwater (not removed through groundwater 
transport), and septic tank anaerobic processes may result in effluent nitrate concentrations of 30 to 
50 mg/l.  At this concentration range, 0.5 mgd of septic tank wastewater would annually contribute 
from 22 to 38 tons per year of additional nitrate to the TVWC groundwater aquifers.   
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Onsite Reuse.  Onsite treatment and reuse would entail providing onsite treatment of 
wastewater flows, and providing onsite or offsite means of reusing or disposing of the treated 
wastewater.  Compared to septic tank discharges, such onsite treatment/reuse could result in a 
significant reduction in the nutrient loads to local groundwaters, as much of the nitrate/nitrogen in 
the treated recycled water applied to the land surface could be consumed by vegetation as a nutrient.  
 
Unlike nitrate, however, recycled water or treated wastewater applied to lands would not result in 
any consumption of salinity loads.  Wastewater salinity loads applied onsite can impact 
groundwater quality through (1) the direct percolation of leachate or (2) surface runoff of applied 
salinity loads and subsequent downstream infiltration to groundwater.   
 
In the absence of any project-specific assimilative capacity demonstration within the TVWC area, 
the Regional Water Board will: 


• require conformance with existing 500 mg/l Basin Plan TDS groundwater quality objective 
for regulated wastewater operations, and  


• establish a 500 mg/l TDS effluent limit for onsite wastewater reuse and disposal.   
 
To comply with a 500 mg/l TDS effluent limit, onsite treatment operations would have to include 
demineralization treatment.  Such demineralization treatment would involve considerable expense 
and would involve the need for brine disposal (e.g. storage and hauling, onsite evaporation).   
 
Additionally, onsite treatment and reuse would entail the need for constructing onsite storage to 
handle wastewater flows during times of the year when land application is not feasible.  The Basin 
Plan specifies that 84 days of wastewater storage must be provided unless the applicant can 
demonstrate that special circumstances warrants a lesser degree of seasonal storage.  This 84 day 
storage requirement translates to approximately 2.6 acre-feet of seasonal storage capacity per each 
10,000 gpd of wastewater flow.  Thus, a project generating 40,000 gpd of wastewater flow would 
require 10 acre-feet of onsite seasonal storage. 
 
Sanitary Sewer Disposal.  Collection of generated wastewater flows in a sanitary sewer 
system would result in export of the salinity loads out of the TVWC area and would prevent 
associated nutrient or salinity loads to local groundwater.   
 
As noted in Section 1.3, EMWD has assessed potential wastewater flows and regional sanitary 
sewer alternatives for the TVWC.  (West Yost Associates, 2011)  
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While economics and sewer demand will be significant factors influencing the feasibility of 
extending regional sewer facilities to the TVWC, extension of regional sewer facilities to the 
TVWC area could offer such advantages of: 


• centralized wastewater treatment and associated economy of scale savings,  


• ability to regionally reuse treated recycled water in portions of the Temecula area with 
relaxed Basin Plan groundwater quality objectives, and  


• groundwater quality protection (load reduction and mitigation benefits).   
 


Further, extending regional sewer facilities within the TVWC may be consistent with potential 
future water resources management opportunities identified pursuant to a salinity/nutrient 
management plan  
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Section 4 
CONCLUSIONS 


 
 


4.1 Conclusions 


On the basis of the information presented herein, the following conclusions are presented: 


• The majority of wastewater flows generated within the TVWC planning area will come from 
commercial and hospitality development related to winery and equestrian facilities. 


• At a unit generation rate of 200 gallons per day (gpd) per welling unit, development of 1711 
equivalent dwelling units within the TVWC area could generate approximately 3.18 million 
gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater.   


• At an average projected wastewater TDS concentration of 730 mg/l, 3.18 mgd of TVWC 
wastewater flow would comprise a salt load of approximately 3,530 tons of salt per year. 


• The TVWC area extends over two key groundwater aquifers utilized by the RCWD as a 
source of groundwater supply:  the shallower Pauba Aquifer (which extends across the 
southern and central portion of the TVWC) and the deep Temecula Aquifer (which underlies 
much of the TVWC area).   


• Depending upon the type of wastewater treatment and disposal implemented, wastewater 
flows from TVWC development will impact groundwater quality both in the Temecula 
Aquifer and Pauba Aquifer. 


• The Regional Water Board establishes a TDS groundwater quality objective of 500 mg/l 
throughout almost all of the TVWC area.   


• While groundwater in all deep wells in the TVWC area conforms to the 500 mg/l 
groundwater quality, groundwater in the shallower wells (wells deriving supply from the 
Pauba Aquifer, younger alluvium, or shallower portions of the Temecula Aquifer) do not 
comply with the 500 mg/l objective.   


• Because surface sources of recharge may influence groundwater quality in the shallower 
aquifers first, no assimilative capacity exists to accept additional salt loads without causing 
further exceedance of the 500 mg/l Regional Water Board TDS objective. 
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• Additional work is required to quantify site-specific wastewater loads and assimilative 


capacity, but almost all geographic areas of the TVWC appear to offer the potential for 
contributing to salt loads that impact groundwater quality.  


• In the absence of site-specific groundwater quality data and project-specific assimilative 
capacity analyses, Regional Water Board policy requires the imposition of a 500 mg/l TDS 
effluent limit on any wastewater discharges within the TVWC area. 


• A 500 mg/l effluent limit for onsite wastewater operations would entail the need for 
demineralization treatment of wastewater. 


• Septic tank treatment/disposal represents the wastewater disposal option with the greatest 
potential for impacting groundwater quality in the TVWC area, particularly with respect to 
groundwater nitrate concentrations. 


• Extension of regional sewer collection facilities to the TVWC would allow for wastewater 
salinity and nutrient loads to be exported from the TVWC areas.  Regional sewer collection 
facilities, in combination with other salinity/nutrient management strategies, would help 
protect groundwater quality in the TVWC vicinity. 


 
 


4.2 Next Steps  


RCWD Groundwater Quality Evaluation.  As noted, this assimilative capacity analysis 
represents an initial step in a multi-phase RCWD analysis of TVWC effects on groundwater quality.  
Additional portions of this multi-phase analysis include:   


Phase 2  Salinity/Nutrient Load Quantification 
Phase 3  Groundwater Quality Modeling 


 
The Phase 2 load quantification effort has been completed, and includes an assessment of potential 
wastewater flows and salinity/nutrient loads.  In parallel with this effort, a sewer infrastructure 
analysis has been performed for Eastern Municipal Water District.  (West Yost Associates, 2011).  
To assure that sewer facilities are adequately sized, EMWD utilized a 265 gpd/EDU unit sewer flow 
generation rate, along with appropriate peaking factors.    
 
RCWD has coordinated with EMWD in the assessment of projected wastewater flows and salinity 
loads, but chooses to utilize a 200 gpd/EDU unit rate (which is based on available RCWD sewer 
flow data) for assessing long-term wastewater loads within the TVWC area.  Salinity loads 
associated with wastewater flows have been based on a long-term average TDS concentration of 
730 mg/l.   
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RCWD's Phase 2 flow and load estimates have been used as input to RCWD's Phase 3 groundwater 
quality modeling effort.  This modeling effort assesses projected groundwater quality impacts 
associated with the following wastewater management strategies: 


• proposed land use and development per the original TVWC Community Plan without sewer 
(Scenario 1),  


• proposed land use and development per the original TVWC Community Plan with sewer 
service provided by EMWD (Scenario 2), and  


• proposed land use and development per the updated TVWC Community Plan without sewer 
(Scenario 3).   


 
Results of the groundwater modeling study are presented in "Technical Memorandum: Temecula 
Valley Wine Country Groundwater Quality Modeling." (Geoscience, 2011a)  The Geocsience 
modeling effort confirms the assimilative study conclusions presented herein, and highlights the 
need for effective management of salinity and nutrient loads from TVWC wastewater, irrigation 
activities, and other non-point salinity/nutrient loads.   
 
Future Salinity/Nutrient Management.  As noted in Section 1, the California State 
Water Resources Control Board has adopted a Recycled Water Policy that requires the preparation 
of watershed-specific salinity/nutrient management plans for promoting recycled water use, 
addressing water quality issues, and identifying appropriate salinity/nutrient management needs.  
RCWD has expressed interest in preparing a salinity/nutrient management plan for the TVWC area 
in order to ensure protection of District groundwater resources while promoting recycled water use.  
Such a salinity/nutrient management plan would assess water quality protection needs within the 
TVWC area and would identify appropriate strategies for managing existing and future 
salinity/nutrient loads.   
 
The results of this assimilative capacity study and results from the 2011 Geoscience TVWC 
groundwater modeling study emphasize the need for such future salinity/nutrient management 
efforts as a means of accommodating proposed TVWC development while ensuring protection of 
RCWD's groundwater resources.   
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January 17, 2013


Ms. Margaret E. Jaenke,
President/Curator
Hamilton Museum and Ranch Foundation
P.O. Box 391141
Anza, CA 92539-ll4l


RE: Property at 39991 Contreras Road, Anza CA


Dear Margaret,


The purpose ofthis letter is to confirm the intent of Agri-Empire in regards to the
property at 39991 Contreras Road, located in Anza" Califomia.


It has always been Agri-Empire's intent that if the Foundation met or exceeded its
original goals set back in 2002 and that the property was always well maintained, then
Agri-Empire would donate the property along with the 5 acres that surround it, to the
Foundation after ten years. I am pleased to confirm that the requirements have been met
and therefore, Agri-Empire will begin the process of donating the property to the
Foundation.


In the meantime, Agri-Empire is confirming that the existing lease is extended for
another 5 years until May 3 I , 201 7 and that the property can continue to be used as a
museum site during that time period. Of course, the lease will terminate when the
process of donating the property to the Foundation is completed.


Please confirm receipt of this letter by signing where indicated. I also will need another
copy of yo'rr certificate of liability insurance for our liles.


Sincerelv.
/-\ ' ' ,.1
/.L2- fl {A*--
IFtt D. Brennan
Chief Financial Officer


Receipt acknowledged:


Date
Director, Curator
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ITEM 2(H) CONSENT CALENDAR: 


CONSIDER ADOPTION OF ADDENDUM NO. 1 TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL WATER 


SUPPLY PROGRAM NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE UPPER VALLE DE LOS 


CABALLOS RECHARGE BASIN IMPROVEMENTS (PROJECT NO. 10106), AND 


ADOPTION OF THE APPROPRIATE RESOLUTION 
1. RESOLUTION ADOPTING AN ADDENDUM TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL WATER 


SUPPLY PROGRAM NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE UPPER VALLE DE 


LOS CABALLOS RECHARGE BASIN IMPROVEMENTS (PROJECT NO. 
10106) 


RESPONSIBLE/LEAD STAFF MEMBER: 


 Chief Engineer, Andrew Webster 


 Engineering Manager-Design, Corey Wallace 


RECOMMENDATION: 


The Engineering and Operations Committee (Committee) reviewed this item at 


its regular meeting of February 28, 2013, and recommended the Board of Directors 


(Board) adopt Addendum No. 1 to the Supplemental Water Supply Program Negative 


Declaration for the Upper Valle De Los Caballos (VDC) Recharge Basin Improvements 


(Project No. 10106). 


DISCUSSION: 


In 1984, Rancho California Water District (RCWD/District) proposed a 


Supplemental Water Supply Program (SWSP) which consisted of a program of pumping 


and using local groundwater, then recharging the groundwater with rainwater and 


imported water. The SWSP entailed the construction of 38 wells, 2 pump stations, 24 


miles of pipeline, and a 187-acre recharge area at Valle de los Caballos (Upper VDC 


Recharge Basins) in the Pauba Valley. Since the certification of the SWSP, RCWD has 


constructed 30 groundwater wells, as identified in the SWSP.  The construction of 


Production Well No. 161 would be part of the original groundwater wells identified as 


part of the SWSP. The location of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins is illustrated in 


Figure 1, attached. To comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 


the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), RCWD prepared an environmental 


review of the SWSP. On August 31, 1984, RCWD adopted an Initial Study/Negative 
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Declaration (1984 IS/ND) under CEQA. The Bureau of Reclamation adopted an 


Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact (EA/FONSI) for the SWSP 


on September 24, 1984. At the time that the EA/FONSI was prepared, it was anticipated 


that RCWD would utilize funds from a loan made by the Bureau of Reclamation under 


the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956, Public Law 84-984, as amended. 


When a water reuse project requires external funding assistance, the 


investigation and development of such a program or project may be carried out in 


conformance with the requirements of the U.S. Department of the Interior’s Bureau of 


Reclamation Public Law 102-575, Title XVI, which provides a mechanism for federal 


participation and cost-sharing in water reuse projects. The potential provision of federal 


funding for implementation of the SWSP in 1984 was originally considered a federal 


action and required NEPA clearance. Since the approval of the 1984 EA/FONSI and 


IS/ND, RCWD did not seek out external funding assistance to construct the SWSP, but 


instead relied on internal funding mechanisms to construct SWSP components. As 


such, no further NEPA compliance is required to implement the proposed changes to 


the Upper VDC Recharge Basins. 


Through the recently prepared Upper VDC Optimization Study, RCWD 


performed a comprehensive assessment of its facility needs and wishes to modify the 


SWSP to address its newly identified facility needs within the Upper VDC Recharge 


Basins. As a result, RCWD is proposing additional infrastructure improvements to the 


Upper VDC Recharge Basins, as illustrated in Figure 2, attached. The proposed 


improvements for the Upper VDC Recharge Basins maintain the original vision for the 


SWSP while providing updates and additional flexibility to address the changed design 


and operational features of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins.  The goal of the proposed 


project changes is to enhance the Upper VDC Recharge Basins’ functional survivability 


and reliability, allow more control over amount of water to be recharged within each of 


the sub-basins, and to allow for greater operational flexibility and efficiency in 


recharging water within the Upper VDC Recharge Basins. Therefore, no overall 


increase in water use or overall increase in the amount of water being drawn from the 


groundwater basin would occur with the installation and operation of these design 


features. 


The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basin Improvements evaluated in this 


Addendum include revisions to the project originally approved by RCWD’s Board in 
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1984 and requires that RCWD’s Board approve this Addendum to the adopted 1984 


IS/ND to address potential environmental effects of project changes since the original 


RCWD approval and IS/ND certification in August 1984. 


Pursuant to the provisions of CEQA and state CEQA Guidelines, RCWD is the 


Lead Agency charged with the responsibility of deciding whether to adopt the proposed 


changes. As part of its decision-making process, RCWD is required to review and 


consider potential environmental effects that could result from construction and 


operation of the proposed improvements to the Upper VDC Recharge Basins, as 


revised. The IS/ND, adopted in August 1984, found that project development would not 


result in significant unavoidable impacts. 


RCWD’s review of the changes to the SWSP and other related project 


components is limited to examining environmental effects associated with changes 


between the project as currently revised and the project reviewed in the adopted 1984 


IS/MND. Pursuant to CEQA and state CEQA Guidelines, RCWD has prepared this 


Addendum to provide decision makers with a factual basis for evaluating the specific 


environmental impacts associated with the proposed improvements and to determine 


whether there are changes in circumstances or new information of substantial 


importance that would require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental ND. 


According to Section 21166 of CEQA and Section 15162 of state CEQA 


Guidelines, a subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or ND is not required for 


the proposed changes unless RCWD determines on the basis of substantial evidence 


that one or more of the following conditions are met: 


1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project that require major 


revisions of the previous IS/ND due to involvement of new significant environmental 


effects or a substantial increase in severity of previously identified significant effects. 


2. Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances 


under which the project is undertaken that will require major revisions of the previous 


IS/ND due to involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 


increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 


3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and 


could not have been known with exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 


previous IS/ND was adopted, that shows any of the following: 


• The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
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previous IS/ND; 


• Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 


than identified in the previous IS/ND; 


• Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 


would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 


significant effects of the project, but the project proponent declines to 


adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives. 


Under state CEQA Guidelines, Section 15163, if any of the conditions noted 


above are present but only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the 


previous IS/ND adequate to apply to the project in the changed situation, a 


supplemental ND may be prepared.  


This Addendum reviews changes to the project and to existing conditions that 


have occurred since the 1984 IS/ND was adopted and compares environmental effects 


of development of the revised project with those of the original project previously 


disclosed. It also reviews new information of substantial importance that was not known 


and could not have been known with exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 


1984 IS/ND was adopted and evaluates whether there are new or more severe 


significant environmental effects associated with changes in circumstances under which 


project development is being undertaken. It further examines whether, as a result of any 


changes or any new information, a subsequent or supplemental ND may be required. 


This examination includes an analysis of provisions of Section 21166 of CEQA and 


Section 15162 of the state CEQA Guidelines and their applicability to the project. 


Section 15164 of the state CEQA Guidelines states that an Addendum to an EIR 


or ND shall be prepared “if some changes or additions are necessary, but none of the 


conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR or ND 


have occurred.” Thus, if none of the above conditions are met, RCWD may not require 


preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR or ND. Rather, RCWD can decide that 


no further environmental documentation is necessary or can require that an Addendum 


be prepared. 


RCWD has determined that minor changes to the previously approved SWSP 


system are necessary to allow for greater operational flexibility and efficiency in 


receiving and delivering the recharge water to and from existing water conveyance 


facilities. The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate the potential for environmental 
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effects of RCWD’s proposed minor modifications to the approved SWSP and to 


determine if these modifications would result in any new significant impacts or any 


substantial increase in the severity of impacts addressed under the adopted EA/FONSI 


and IS/ND.  


To enhance the safety and reliability of deliveries within existing SWSP facilities, 


RCWD is proposing minor modifications to the project scope previously approved in the 


EA/FONSI and IS/ND. Specifically, these include modifications at the Upper VDC 


Recharge Basins. These improvements are under consideration to ensure the proposed 


improvements can be safely and reliably integrated into the SWSP. The location of all 


proposed project modifications is shown on Figure 2. More specifically, the proposed 


minor modifications entail the following improvements:  


• New ‘low berm’ to segregate existing Basin U-2 (into Basin U-2W and 


Basin U-2E); 


• Re-grading of existing Basin bottoms at Basins U-1, U-2, U-3, and U-5 to 


direct water closer to existing/proposed recovery wells; 


• New well pad for proposed (new) Production Well No. 161; 


• 1,000 feet of new 24” well discharge pipeline along the southerly side of 


existing Basin U-5 bottom; 


• 1,000 feet of new 36” raw water pipeline along easterly side of existing 


Basin U-5 bottom; 


• Four new raw water outlet structures at existing Basins U-2W, U-2E, U-3, 


and U-5; 


• New Production Well No. 161 (replacing existing Production Well No. 


116); and 


• Equipping existing Production Well No. 154. 


As described in Section 3.0, each of these modifications either constitutes a 


minor technical change to the 1984 IS/ND, does not alter any conclusion stated in the 


original ND, or both. 


Based upon review of the facts, as presented in the analysis contained in this 


document, RCWD finds that an Addendum to the previously adopted 1984 IS/ND is 


appropriate. The rationale and the facts for this finding are provided in the body of the 


Addendum, attached herein. 
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Upon adoption of Addendum No. 1 to the SWSP ND for the Upper VDC 


Recharge Basin Improvements (Project No. 10106) by the Board, this Addendum will be 


attached to the SWSP final ND; the Addendum is not required to be circulated for public 


review. 


ALTERNATIVES: 


Deny staff's recommendation and direct staff to prepare a subsequent negative 


declaration or mitigated negative declaration in accordance with RCWD's Local CEQA 


Guidelines. This alternative is not recommended as the project changes do not warrant 


the preparation of a subsequent negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration. 


FISCAL ANALYSIS: 


 Not applicable 


ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS: 


 Per discussion above 


EXHIBITS/ATTACHMENTS: 


 Project Location Map (Figure 1) 


 Project Site Plan (Figure 2) 


 Draft Addendum No. 1 to the (1984) Supplemental Water Supply Program 
Negative Declaration for the Upper Valle De Los Caballos Recharge Basin 
Improvements (Project No. 10106) 


 1984 Supplemental Water Supply Program Negative Declaration and Notice 
of Determination 


 1984 Supplemental Water Supply Program Environmental Assessment and 
Findings of No Significant Impact 


 Draft Resolution 







SOURCE: USGS 7.5' Quad - BACHELOR MTN (1978); PECHANGA (1988)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 


 


1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE  


 


The Ranch California Water District (RCWD) is a “Special District” organized and operated pursuant 


to the California Water Code. RCWD is governed by a seven-member Board of Directors (Board) 


that is elected by the voters of the region. RCWD serves as a retail water provider. RCWD serves the 


area known as Temecula/Rancho California, which includes the City of Temecula, portions of the 


City of Murrieta, and unincorporated areas of Riverside County. RCWD’s existing water supplies 


include: 


 


• Groundwater – Temecula and Pauba groundwater basins. 


 


• Imported Water – Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s (MWD) Colorado 


River Aqueduct (CRA) and the State Water Project (SWP). 


 


RCWD’s current service area represents 99,000 acres, and has 878 miles of water mains, 35 storage 


reservoirs, one surface reservoir (Vail Lake), 53 groundwater wells, and 36,759 service connections. 


Approximately 109,000 people are currently served by RCWD. RCWD receives its imported water 


(treated and untreated) through six MWD water turnouts (three in EMWD’s service area, three in 


WMWD’s service area). Water delivered to homes and businesses is a blend of well water 


(approximately 25 percent) and import water (approximately 75 percent). 


 


In 1984, RCWD proposed a Supplemental Water Supply Program (SWSP) which consisted of a 


program of pumping and using local groundwater, then recharging the groundwater with rainwater 


and imported water. The SWSP entailed the construction of 38 wells, 2 pump stations, 24 miles of 


pipeline, and a 187-acre recharge area at Valle de los Caballos (Upper VDC Recharge Basins) in the 


Pauba Valley. Since the certification of the SWSP, RCWD has constructed 30 groundwater wells as 


identified in the SWSP.
1
 The construction of Production Well #161 would be part of the original 


groundwater wells identified as part of the SWSP. The location of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins is 


illustrated in Figure 1. To comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 


National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), RCWD prepared an environmental review of the SWSP. 


On August 31, 1984, RCWD adopted an Initial Study/Negative Declaration
2
 (1984 IS/ND) under 


CEQA. The Bureau of Reclamation adopted an Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant 


Impact (EA/FONSI) for the SWSP on September 24, 1984. At the time that the EA/FONSI was 


prepared, it was anticipated that RCWD would utilize funds from a loan made by the Bureau of 


Reclamation under the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956, Public Law 84-984, as amended. 


When a water reuse project requires external funding assistance,  the investigation and development 


of such a  program or project  may be carried out in conformance with the requirements of the U.S. 


Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation Public Law 102-575, Title XVI, which provides 


a mechanism for Federal participation and cost-sharing in water reuse projects. The potential 


provision of Federal funding for implementation of the SWSP in 1984 would be considered a Federal 


                                                      
1 Equipping Well No. 152 (Project No. D1035) Letter, Rancho Water District, March 14, 2002.  
2 Although the original 1984 Initial Study is identified as a Negative Declaration, the document includes mitigation measures and would 


therefore be considered a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  
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Action and required NEPA clearance. Since the approval of the 1984 EA/FONSI and IS/ND, RCWD 


did not seek out external funding assistance to construct the SWSP but instead relied on internal 


funding mechanisms to construct SWSP components. As such, no further NEPA compliance is 


required to implement the proposed changes to the Upper VDC Recharge Basins.  


RCWD recently completed a comprehensive assessment of its facility needs and wishes to modify the 


SWSP to address its newly identified facility needs within the Upper VDC Recharge Basins. As a 


result, RCWD is proposing additional infrastructure improvements to the Upper VDC Recharge 


Basins. The proposed improvements for the Upper VDC Recharge Basins maintain the original vision 


for the SWSP while providing updates and additional flexibility to address the changed design 


features of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins. The goal of the proposed project changes is to enhance 


the Upper VDC Recharge Basins functional survivability and reliability, allow more control over 


amount of water to be recharged within each of the subbasins, and to allow for greater operational 


flexibility and efficiency in recharging water within the Upper VDC Recharge Basins. Therefore, no 


overall increase in water use or overall increase in the amount of water being drawn from the 


groundwater basin would occur with the installation and operation of these design features.   


 


The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins Improvements reviewed in this Addendum includes 


revisions to the project originally approved by the RCWD Board of Directors in 1984 and includes 


the following requested approvals needed to adopt the revised improvement design: 


 


• Approval of this Addendum to the certified 1984 IS/ND to address potential environmental 


effects of project changes proposed since the original RCWD approval and IS/ND certification in 


August 1984. 


 
Pursuant to the provisions of CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines, RCWD is the Lead Agency charged 


with the responsibility of deciding whether to adopt the proposed changes. As part of its decision-


making process, RCWD is required to review and consider potential environmental effects that could 


result from construction and operation of the proposed improvements to the Upper VDC Recharge 


Basins, as revised. The IS/ND, certified in August 1984, found that project development would not 


result in significant unavoidable impacts. 


 


RCWD review of the changes to the SWSP and other related project components is limited to 


examining environmental effects associated with changes between the project as currently revised and 


the project reviewed in the adopted 1984 IS/ND. Pursuant to CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines, 


RCWD has prepared this Addendum to provide decision-makers with a factual basis for evaluating 


the specific environmental impacts associated with the proposed improvements and to determine 


whether there are changes in circumstances or new information of substantial importance that would 


require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental ND.  


 


According to Section 21166 of CEQA and Section 15162 of State CEQA Guidelines, a subsequent 


EIR or ND is not required for the proposed changes unless RCWD determines on the basis of 


substantial evidence that one or more of the following conditions are met: 
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1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project that require major revisions of the previous 


IS/ND due to involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 


in severity of previously identified significant effects; 


2. Substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project 


is undertaken that will require major revisions of the previous IS/ND due to involvement of 


new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 


identified significant effects; or 


3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 


known with exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous IS/ND was certified, 


shows any of the following: 


• The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous IS/ND; 


• Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than identified 


in the previous IS/ND; 


• Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be 


feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but 


the project proponent declines to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives; or 


• Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in 


the previous IS/ND would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 


environment, but the project proponent declines to adopt the mitigation measures or 


alternatives. 


 
Under State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15163, if any of the conditions noted above are present but 


only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous IS/ND adequate to apply to 


the project in the changed situation, a supplemental ND may be prepared.  
 
This Addendum reviews changes to the project and to existing conditions that have occurred since the 


1984 IS/ND was certified and compares environmental effects of development of the revised project 


with those of the original project previously disclosed. It also reviews new information of substantial 


importance that was not known and could not have been known with exercise of reasonable diligence 


at the time the 1984 IS/ND was certified and evaluates whether there are new or more severe 


significant environmental effects associated with changes in circumstances under which project 


development is being undertaken. It further examines whether, as a result of any changes or any new 


information, a subsequent or supplemental ND may be required. This examination includes an 


analysis of provisions of Section 21166 of CEQA and Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines 


and their applicability to the project. 


 
Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that an Addendum to an EIR or ND shall be 
prepared “if some changes or additions are necessary, but none of the conditions described in 
Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR or ND have occurred.” Thus, if none of the 
above conditions are met, RCWD may not require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR 
or ND. Rather, RCWD can decide that no further environmental documentation is necessary or can 
require that an Addendum be prepared.  
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RCWD has determined that minor changes to the previously approved Supplemental Water Supply 


Program (SWSP) system are necessary to allow for greater operational flexibility and efficiency in 


receiving and delivering the recharge water to and from existing water conveyance facilities. The 


purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate the potential for environmental effects of the RCWD’s 


proposed minor modifications to the approved Supplemental Water Supply Program (SWSP) and to 


determine if these modifications would result in any new significant impacts or any substantial 


increase in the severity of impacts addressed under the certified EA/FONSI and IS/ND.  


 


To enhance the safety and reliability of deliveries within existing Supplemental Water Supply 


Program (SWSP) facilities, RCWD is proposing minor modifications to the project scope previously 


approved in the EA/FONSI and IS/ND. Specifically, these include modifications at the Upper VDC 


Recharge Basins. These improvements are under consideration to ensure the proposed improvements 


can be safely and reliably integrated into the SWSP. The location of all proposed project 


modifications is shown on Figure 2. More specifically, the proposed minor modifications entail the 


following improvements:  


 


• New ‘low berm’ to segregate existing Basin U-2 (into Basin U-2W and Basin U-2E) 


• Re-grading of existing Basin bottoms at Basins U-1, U-2, U-3 and U-5 to direct water closer 


to existing/proposed recovery wells 


• New well pad for proposed (new) production Well #161 


• 1000 feet of new 24” well discharge pipeline along the southerly side of existing Basin U-5 


bottom 


• 1000 feet of new 36” raw water pipeline along easterly side of existing Basin U-5 bottom 


• Four new raw water outlet structures at existing Basins U-2W, U-2E, U-3 and U-5 


• New Production Well #161 (replacing existing Production Well #116) 


• Equipping Existing Production Well #154 


 


As described in Section 3.0, each of these modifications either constitutes a minor technical change to 


the 1984 IS/ND, does not alter any conclusion stated in the original Negative Declaration, or both. 
 
Based upon review of the facts as presented in the analysis contained in this document, RCWD finds 
that an Addendum to the previously certified 1984 IS/ND is appropriate. The rationale and the facts 
for this finding are provided in the body of this Addendum. 
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1.2 PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION AND PROJECT 


APPROVALS  


 
On August 31, 1984, RCWD adopted an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration


1
 (1984 IS/ND) 


under CEQA. The Bureau of Reclamation adopted an Environmental Assessment/Finding of No 


Significant Impact (EA/FONSI) for the SWSP on September 24, 1984. 


 


 


1.3 FINDINGS OF THIS ADDENDUM  


 
RCWD has determined that analyses of the proposed project environmental effects are best provided 


through use of an Addendum and that none of the conditions set forth in Public Resource Code 


Section 21166 or Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines requiring preparation of a subsequent 


or supplemental ND have been met. 


 


1. There are no substantial changes to the project that would require major revisions of the 1984 


IS/ND due to new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in severity of 


impacts identified in the 1984 IS/ND;  


2. Substantial changes have not occurred in the circumstances under which the project is being 


undertaken that will require major revisions to the 1984 IS/ND to disclose new significant 


environmental effects or that would result in a substantial increase in severity of impacts 


identified in the 1984 IS/ND; and  


3. There is no new information of substantial importance which was not known at the time the 


1984 IS/ND was certified, indicating any of the following: 


• The project will have one or more new significant effects not discussed in the certified 


1984 IS/ND;  


• There are impacts determined to be significant in the 1984 IS/ND that would be 


substantially more severe;  


• There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives to the project that would 


substantially reduce one or more significant effects identified in the 1984 IS/ND; and  


• There are additional mitigation measures or alternatives rejected by the project proponent 


that are considerably different from those analyzed in the 1984 IS/ND that would 


substantially reduce a significant impact identified in that IS/ND. 


 
The complete evaluation of potential environmental effects of the project, including rationale and 


facts supporting RCWD findings, is contained in Chapter 3.0 of this Addendum. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


                                                      
1 Although the original 1984 Initial Study is identified as a Negative Declaration, the document includes mitigation 


measures and would therefore be considered a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  







 


6  P:\RCW1301 - Upper VDC Basin\Addendum\Draft Addendum 02_21_13 clean.doc (2/21/2013) 


1.4 FORMAT OF ADDENDUM  


 


This Addendum has been organized into three chapters, as described below: 


 


Chapter 1.0: Introduction. Chapter 1.0 includes a description of the purpose and scope of the 


Addendum, previous environmental documentation, project approvals, findings of the Addendum, 


and existing documents to be incorporated by reference. 


Chapter 2.0: Project Description. Chapter 2.0 describes the location and setting of the site, the 


necessary RCWD discretionary actions to implement project modifications, and an overview of 


the proposed project modifications. Those proposed project modifications that have the potential 


to have a physical effect on the environment are addressed in Chapter 3.0 of this Addendum. 


Chapter 3.0: Comparative Evaluation. Chapter 3.0 addresses project changes with the potential to 


have a physical effect on the environment and includes analyses of impacts of the revised project 


compared with impacts analyzed in the 1984 IS/ND. This comparative analysis has been 


undertaken pursuant to provisions of CEQA to provide RCWD decision-makers with a factual 


basis for determining whether proposed project revisions, changes in circumstances, or new 


information since the 1984 IS/ND  was certified, require additional environmental review or 


preparation of a subsequent or supplemental ND.  


 


 


1.5 EXISTING DOCUMENTATION TO BE INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE  


 


As permitted in Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Addendum has referenced several 


technical studies, analyses, and reports. Information from the documents, which have been 


incorporated by reference, has been briefly summarized in the appropriate section(s) of this 


Addendum. Documents incorporated by reference are available for review at the Rancho California 


Water District, located at 42135 Winchester Road, Temecula, California 92589-9017. Contact 


Andrew Webster, Planning and Capital Projects Manager, at (951) 296-6900 for additional 


information.  


 


Documents incorporated by reference include, but are not limited to: 


 


• Final Environmental Assessment, Supplemental Water Supply Program, Donald Cotton & 


Associates, September 1984.  


• Supplemental Water Supply Program Finding of No Significant Impact, Bureau of Reclamation, 


September 1984. 


• Negative Declaration for Supplemental Water Supply Program, Rancho California Water 


District, adopted August 31, 1984.  


• Negative Declaration for Recharge/Recovery Piping, Rancho California Water District, August 


23, 1990. 


 


 


 







 


P:\RCW1301 - Upper VDC Basin\Addendum\Draft Addendum 02_21_13 clean.doc (2/21/2013) 7 


1.6 CONTACT PERSONS  


 


The Lead Agency for the Addendum for the proposed revisions to the Supplemental Water Supply 


Program is the RCWD. Questions about preparation of this Addendum, its assumptions, or its 


conclusions should be referred to: 


 


Andrew Webster, Chief Engineer 


Rancho California Water District 


42135 Winchester Road 


Temecula, CA 92589-9017 


(951) 296-6900 – telephone 


webstera@ranchowater.com – email  
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


 


2.1 PROJECT HISTORY  
 
In 1984, RCWD proposed a Supplemental Water Supply Program (SWSP) which consisted of a 


program of pumping and using local groundwater, then recharging the groundwater with rainwater 


and imported water. The SWSP entailed the construction of 38 wells, 2 pump stations, 24 miles of 


pipeline, and a 187-acre recharge area at Valle de los Caballos (Upper VDC Recharge Basins) in the 


Pauba Valley. The location of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins is illustrated in Figure 1. To comply 


with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 


(NEPA), RCWD prepared an environmental review of the SWSP. On August 31, 1984, RCWD 


adopted an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
1
 (1984 IS/ND) under CEQA. The Bureau of 


Reclamation adopted an Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact (EA/FONSI) 


for the SWSP on September 24, 1984.  


RCWD recently completed a comprehensive assessment of its facility needs and wishes to modify the 


SWSP to address its newly identified facility needs within the Upper VDC Recharge Basins. As a 


result, RCWD is proposing additional infrastructure improvements to the Upper VDC Recharge 


Basins. The proposed improvements for the Upper VDC Recharge Basins maintain the original vision 


for the SWSP while providing updates and additional flexibility to address the changed design 


features of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins. The proposed improvements are intended to 


accommodate the District’s needs identified in the 1984 SWSP.  


 


Below is a list of proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements/changes planned. As 


illustrated in Figure 2, the improvements identified for the Upper VDC Recharge Basins include:  


 


• New ‘low berm’ to segregate existing Basin U-2 (into Basin U-2W and Basin U-2E) 


• Re-grading of existing Basin bottoms at Basins U-1, U-2, U-3 and U-5 to direct water closer 


to existing/proposed recovery wells 


• New well pad for proposed (new) production Well #161 


• 1000 feet of new 24” well discharge pipeline along the southerly side of existing Basin U-5 


bottom 


• 1000 feet of new 36” raw water pipeline along easterly side of existing Basin U-5 bottom 


• Four new raw water outlet structures at existing Basins U-2W, U-2E, U-3 and U-5 


• New Production Well #161 (replacing existing Production Well #116) 


• Equipping Existing Production Well #154 


 


All construction associated with these improvements would occur entirely within a RCWD owned 


site. Installation and construction activities at the Upper VDC Recharge Basins would be phased over 


a period of approximately 4 months. Installation of the pipeline and outlet structures would use the 


                                                      
1 Although the original 1984 Initial Study is identified as a Negative Declaration, the document includes mitigation measures and would 


therefore be considered a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  
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following equipment: two excavators, two front-end loaders, one backhoe, and one water truck. The 


re-grading of the basin bottoms would use the following equipment: two dozers, one grader, and one 


scraper. This analysis assumes no overlap in installation and construction activities.  


 


In addition, all new improvements are contained within the limits of the existing Upper VDC 


Recharge Basins with all major access points being maintained. As previously stated RCWD adopted 


an IS/ND for the SWSP in 1984. The 1984 IS/ND concluded that the SWSP would have less than 


significant impacts on the environment with implementation of the mitigation measures identified. 







SOURCE: USGS 7.5' Quad - BACHELOR MTN (1978); PECHANGA (1988)
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3.0 COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 


 


The following pages contain analyses of potential impacts of the proposed improvements for the 


Upper VDC Recharge Basins. The potential impacts of the revised improvements  are compared to 


potential impacts for the plan analyzed in the certified 1984 IS/ND. As explained in Chapter 1.0, this 


comparative analysis has been undertaken pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 


(CEQA) and to provide the Rancho California Water District (RCWD or District) Board of Directors 


with a factual basis for determining whether changes in the project, changes in circumstances, or new 


information since the 1984 IS/ND was certified require additional environmental review or 


preparation of a subsequent or supplemental ND. The basis for each finding is explained in the 


analysis that follows. 


 


3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 


 


3.1.1 Air Quality and Energy 


 


The 1984 EA/FONSI identified that direct, long-term air quality effects of the SWSP would be 


insignificant. The operation of RCWD vehicles, gas turbine pumps, and maintenance facilities would 


produce negligible amounts of air pollutants. Dust resulting from the construction of the SWSP would 


be controlled but could produce short-term impacts to the local area. The EA/FONSI identified that 


these impacts would be temporary. The 1984 IS/ND, which relied on information contained within 


the 1984 EA/FONSI found that no significant impacts would occur with regard to air quality with the 


implementation of the identified mitigation measures. These mitigation measures included: 


 


• Air Quality and Energy (b): Dust control during construction.  


 


Since the certification of the 1984 IS/ND, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins have been constructed 


and been in operation for a number of years. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins 


improvements would not cause a substantial adverse change in air quality within the area. As 


explained above, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins have already been developed and is highly 


disturbed. New improvements and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-


2, re-grading existing basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet 


structures) would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins footprint.  


The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements are located in the South Coast Air Basin 


(Basin), an area that includes Orange County and the non-desert portions of San Bernardino, 


Riverside, and Los Angeles Counties. Air Quality in the Basin is administered by the South Coast Air 


Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The current regional air quality plan is the 2012 Air 


Quality Management Plan (AQMP) adopted by the SCAQMD on December 7, 2012. The AQMP 


incorporates local general plan land use assumptions and regional growth projections developed by 


SCAG to estimate stationary and mobile source emissions associated with projected population and 


planned land uses. The installation of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements would not 


result in an increase in regional growth projections developed by SCAG as it is an infrastructure 


project. As previously stated, the purpose of the proposed improvements for the Upper VDC 


Recharge Basins is to increase the overall efficiency of the recharge basin. Therefore, no overall 


increase in water use or overall increase in the amount of water being drawn from the groundwater 
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basin would occur with the installation and operation of these design features. Because the installation 


of these design features would not increase water use, the project would not increase the population 


forecasted in the formulation of the 2012 AQMP. Therefore, it would not conflict with or obstruct 


implementation of any of the control measures in the AQMP.  


 


Currently the Basin is designated as a nonattainment area for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. Air pollution 


levels of the criteria air pollutants are monitored, or measured, by SCAQMD at various locations 


throughout the Basin. Trenching and other construction activities associated with the new 


improvements and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-2, re-grading 


existing basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet structures) 


would generate emissions from heavy-duty construction vehicles, haul trucks, utility engines, and 


vehicles transporting the construction crew. Exhaust emissions during these installation activities 


would vary daily as construction activity levels change. The installation of the pipeline, outlet, and 


berm features is anticipated to consist of general trench work, pipe-laying with associated base 


material and cover, and ancillary earthwork.  


 


The Supplemental Water Supply Program Negative Declaration was prepared and certified prior to 


2010, and therefore the document did not include an analysis of air quality emissions. Since the 


certification of the Supplemental Water Supply Program Negative Declaration, the SCAQMD has 


provided guidelines for determining the significance of air quality emissions. The adopted guidelines 


include daily construction thresholds which include the following: 


 


• 55 lbs/day of reactive organic compounds (ROG) 


• 550 lbs/day of carbon monoxide (CO) 


• 55 lbs/day of nitrous oxide (NOx) 


• 150 lbs/day of sulfur dioxide (SO2) 


• 150 lbs/day of particulate matter less than 10 micrometers (PM10) 


• 55 lbs/day of particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) 


 


Construction air quality emissions for build-out of the approved Supplemental Water Supply Program 


were not quantified in the original Negative Declaration. On a comparative basis, the proposed basin 


improvements would have lesser air quality emissions than the approved project, since air quality 


thresholds were formulated after the construction of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins had occurred. 


However, in order to determine if the proposal would have significant impacts over and above the 


baseline conditions (since air quality emissions were not analyzed in the MND), air quality emissions 


were quantified for the net new improvements identified for the Upper VDC Recharge Basins.  


 


The estimated construction air quality emissions associated with the proposed project are presented in 


Table A. The estimated construction emissions consider the equipment utilized for project 


implementation and construction worker trip commutes and distances. Additional detail regarding 


these emission calculations is provided in Appendix A. 
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Table A: Peak Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 


Activity
1
 CO ROGs NOX SOX PM10 PM2.5 


Installation of Pipeline/Outlet Structures 27 6.5 54 0.066 2.5 2.5 


Re-Grading of Basin Bottom 27 6.1 53 0.058 2.3 2.3 


SCAQMD Emissions Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 55 


Exceed Significance? NO NO NO NO NO NO 


Source: LSA Associates, Inc., February 2012. 
1 


Emissions calculations assumes no overlap in grading and installation activities. 


 


 


As shown in Table A, estimated peak daily construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s 


emissions thresholds for criteria pollutants.  


 


Although the proposed project would not exceed construction emission thresholds set by SCAQMD, 


the project is still required to comply with regional rules (SCAQMD Rule 403) that assist in reducing 


short-term air pollutant emissions. The purpose of SCAQMD Rule 403 is to reduce the amount of 


particulate matter in the atmosphere resulting from man-made fugitive dust sources. Among the 


requirements under this rule, fugitive dust must be controlled so that the presence of such dust does 


not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source. This is 


achieved by requiring actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate dust emissions.  


 


The applicable Rule 403 measures are as follows: 


 


• Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive 


construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more). 


• Water active sites at least twice daily. (Locations where grading is to occur will be thoroughly 


watered prior to earthmoving.) 


• Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials, or maintain at least 0.6 m (2 ft) 


of freeboard (vertical space between the top of the load and top of the trailer) in accordance with 


the requirements of California Vehicle Code (CVC) Section 23114. 


• Pave construction access roads at least 30 m (100 ft) onto the site from the main road. 


• Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 mph or less. 


 


Adherence to Rule 403 is a standard requirement for any construction activity occurring within the 


SCAQMD. Adherence to Rule 403 can reduce fugitive dust emissions by 50-percent or more. 


Adherence to Rule 403 will further reduce these already insignificant air quality emissions.  


 


The installation of improvements within an existing recharge basin would not result in any long-term 


emissions of air pollutants as the completed infrastructure (e.g. pipeline, discharge outlets, berm) does 


not generate emissions of air pollutants. In addition, the majority of the wells and pumps owned and 


operated by RCWD are electric-powered. Operational emissions from pumping within RCWD would 
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be unchanged from that which currently occurs. Discing activities are existing maintenance activities 


performed by RCWD for operational efficiency. The Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements 


would not result in a greater amount of area to disk and the improvements would not require an 


increase in frequency of disking activities. Additionally, the installation of the pipeline and outlet 


structures would not require any maintenance activities that would produce emissions. Therefore, 


there are no additional emissions that would be generated beyond that which currently occurs. The 


proposed project would not generate any additional traffic and regional traffic trips would remain 


identical to what currently exists. Because the proposed project would not result in long-term air 


quality emissions, impacts are less than significant. 


 


During installation of the improvements, the various diesel-powered vehicles and equipment in use on 


the site may create odors from exhaust emissions. These odors are temporary and not likely to be 


noticeable beyond the project boundaries. The improvements would not emit any odors once 


installation is completed. The Upper VDC Recharge Basins is within an area dedicated to water 


recharge activities with the nearest residences being approximately 1,050 feet away. Land uses 


immediately adjacent to the Upper VDC Recharge Basins consist of vacant open space to the north, 


east, and south while equestrian facilities and associated uses are located to the southwest, west, and 


to the northwest. Just west of the open space areas to the north, active agricultural land is present. 


Impacts related to creation of objectionable odors affecting substantial numbers of people would to be 


less than significant. 


 


Global climate change (GCC) is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s 


atmosphere and oceans along with other significant changes in climate (such as precipitation or wind) 


that last for an extended period of time. The term “global climate change” is often used 


interchangeably with the term “global warming,” but “global climate change” is preferred to “global 


warming” because it helps convey that there are other changes in addition to rising temperatures. The 


prevailing scientific opinion on climate change is that “most of the warming observed over the last 50 


years is attributable to human activities.”
1
 Increased amounts of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other 


greenhouse gases (GHGs) are the primary causes of the human-induced component of warming. 


The observed warming effect associated with the presence of GHGs in the atmosphere (from either 


natural or human sources) is often referred to as the greenhouse effect.
2
 


 


GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources, or are formed from 


secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The gases that are widely seen as the principal 


contributors to human-induced GCC are: 


 


• Carbon dioxide (CO2) 


• Methane (CH4) 


• Nitrous oxide (N2O) 


• Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 


• Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 


                                                      
1 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Climate Change 2007: Working Group I: The Physical Science Basis. 


http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/contents.html. Accessed February 6, 2013. 
2 The temperature on Earth is regulated by a system commonly known as the “greenhouse effect.” Just as the glass in a greenhouse lets heat 


from sunlight in and reduces the amount of heat that escapes, greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide in the 


atmosphere keep the Earth at a relatively even temperature. Without the greenhouse effect, the Earth would be a frozen globe; thus, 


although an excess of greenhouse gas results in global warming, the naturally occurring greenhouse effect is necessary to keep our planet at 


a comfortable temperature. 
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• Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 


 


To assist public agencies in the mitigation of GHG emissions or analyzing the effects of GHGs under 


CEQA, including the effects associated with transportation and energy consumption, Senate Bill (SB) 


97 (Chapter 185, 2007) required the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop  


CEQA guidelines on how to minimize and mitigate a project’s GHG emissions. OPR was required to 


prepare, develop, and transmit these guidelines on or before July 1, 2009, and the Resources Agency 


was required to certify and adopt them by January 1, 2010. On January 8, 2009, OPR released 


preliminary draft amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines. The Natural Resources Agency adopted 


the CEQA Guidelines Amendments and transmitted them to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) 


on December 31, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the OAL approved the Amendments and filed them 


with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The Amendments 


became effective on March 18, 2010. The Amendments encourage Lead Agencies to consider many 


factors in conducting a CEQA analysis, but preserve the discretion granted by CEQA to Lead 


Agencies in making their determinations.  


 


State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 states: 


 


(a) The determination of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions calls for a careful judgment by 


the lead agency consistent with the provisions in section 15064. A lead agency should make a good-


faith effort, based on available information, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of 


greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, 


in the context of a particular project, whether to: 


 


(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and 


which model or methodology to use. The lead agency has discretion to select the model it considers 


most appropriate provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence. The lead agency should 


explain the limitations of the particular model or methodology selected for use; or 


 


(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards. 


 


(b) A lead agency may consider the following when assessing the significance of impacts from 


greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 


 


(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as compared to 


the existing environmental setting. 


 


(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines 


applies to the project. 


 


(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a 


statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. Such 


regulations or requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency through a public review 


process and must include specific requirements that reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental 


contribution of greenhouse gas emissions. If there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a 


particular project are still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted 


regulations or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project. 
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State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) provides that the “determination of whether a project may 


have a significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public 


agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data,” and further states that an 


“ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity 


may vary with the setting.” 


 


As such, currently neither the CEQA statutes, OPR guidelines, nor the State CEQA Guidelines 


prescribe specific quantitative thresholds of significance or a particular methodology for performing 


an impact analysis. As with most environmental topics, significance criteria are left to the judgment 


and discretion of the Lead Agency. 


 


The recommended approach for GHG analysis included in the Governor’s OPR June 2008 Technical 


Advisory (TA) is to: (1) identify and quantify GHG emissions, (2) assess the significance of the 


impact on climate change, and (3) if significant, identify alternatives and/or mitigation measures to 


reduce the impact below significance.1 The June 2008 OPR guidance provides some additional 


direction regarding planning documents as follows: “CEQA can be a more effective tool for GHG 


emissions analysis and mitigation if it is supported and supplemented by sound development policies 


and practices that will reduce GHG emissions on a broad planning scale and that can provide the basis 


for a programmatic approach to project-specific CEQA analysis and mitigation. For local government 


Lead Agencies, adoption of general plan policies and certification of general plan EIRs that analyze 


broad jurisdiction-wide impacts of GHG emissions can be part of an effective strategy for addressing 


cumulative impacts and for streamlining later project-specific CEQA reviews.” 


 


While some policy makers and regulators suggest that a zero emissions threshold would be 


appropriate when evaluating GHGs and their potential effect on climate change, such a rule appears 


inconsistent with the State’s approach to mitigation of climate change impacts. AB 32 does not 


prohibit all new GHG emissions; rather, it requires a reduction in statewide emissions to a given 


level. Thus, AB 32 recognizes that GHG emissions will continue to occur and that increases will 


result from certain activities, but that emissions reductions must be achieved overall. Moreover, if all 


economic development were to cease, the State would very likely be unable to fund the very measures 


that are needed to combat climate change. 


 


As part of the process of developing the State CEQA Guidelines pertaining to GHG emissions 


analysis, OPR asked ARB technical staff to recommend statewide interim thresholds of significance 


for GHGs. The ARB released a preliminary draft staff proposal in October 2008 that included initial 


suggestions for significance criteria related to industrial, commercial, and residential projects. 


 


Although the ARB anticipated adopting the significance criteria in 2009 to allow coordination with 


OPR’s efforts on GCC, no formal announcement of adoption has been made. While in draft form, the 


ARB’s Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases Under the 


California Environmental Quality Act does provide some assistance to the District in evaluating 


whether this project would impede the State’s mandatory requirements under AB 32 to reduce 


statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The Guidance does not specifically identify college 


development or master plan projects, but does generally describe three classes of common projects: 


industrial, commercial, and residential projects. 
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For each type of project, the Guidance recommends that a two-pronged threshold be employed, one 


performance-based and one numerical. For performance standards, the draft guidance suggests that 


operation and construction of the project be evaluated for their consistency with applicable 


performance standards contained in plans designed to reduce GHG emissions and/or help meet the 


State’s emission reduction objectives in AB 32.  


 


The Supplemental Water Supply Program Negative Declaration was prepared and certified prior to 


2010, and therefore the document did not include an analysis of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions or 


CO2 emissions. Therefore, annual GHG emissions for build-out of the Supplemental Water Supply 


Program were not quantified in original Negative Declaration. However, in order to determine if the 


proposal would have significant impacts over and above the baseline conditions (since GHG was not 


analyzed in the ND), GHG emissions were quantified for the net new improvements identified for the 


proposed project. This Addendum analyzes whether the emissions in associated with the proposed 


improvements to the Upper VDC Recharge Basins should be considered significant. It is important to 


note that analysis of greenhouse gas emissions was not required at the time the original Supplemental 


Water Supply Program Negative Declaration was certified. 


 


A project may result in a significant GCC impact if it would impede achievement of the State’s 


mandatory requirement under AB 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. To 


determine whether the project would impede achievement of the State’s mandatory requirement under 


AB 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, the analysis relies on the draft 


significance criteria proposed by the ARB. 


 


Because appropriate regulatory entities have yet to develop CEQA thresholds for GHGs for projects 


emitting more than 1,600 metric tons of CO2e per year
1
, interim standards based on the existing draft 


significance criteria proposed by ARB
2
 are used in this analysis. For industrial projects, the project’s 


consistency with State policies and strategies designed to meet the State’s emission reduction 


objectives in AB 32, will be evaluated, and the project emissions will also be evaluated numerically. 


Until further guidance is provided by the State or other appropriate expert agencies, the State’s 


proposed threshold for industrial projects, which is 7,000 metric tons of CO2e per year, will be 


applied.
 3
 


 


Until more guidance is provided from the expert agencies, and to provide a conservative (i.e., worst-


case) analysis for the purposes of the analysis of the proposed project, Rancho Water considers 


emissions of 1,600 metric tons of CO2e per year or less to be less than significant. If the project 


exceeds the screening threshold of 1,600 metric tons of CO2e per year, the proposed project will be 


considered to have a significant impact if it either (1) is not substantially consistent with policies and 


standards set out in federal, State, and local plans designed to reduce GHG emissions, or (2) would 


emit more than 7,000 metric tons of CO2e per year. Therefore, if the project is not substantially 


consistent with policies and standards set out in federal, State, and local plans designed to reduce 


GHG emissions or would emit more than 7,000 metric tons of CO2e per year, it would be considered 


to have significant impacts under this threshold, and thus could be expected to impede the State’s 


                                                      
1 A carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) is the concentration of CO2 that would cause the same level of atmoshpereic heating as a given type 


and concentration of greenhouse gas. It is the internationally recognized measure of greenhouse emissions and allows for comparing 


the greenhouse impact of a variety of greenhouse emission sources.  
2  Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California 


Environmental Quality Act – Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal, California Air Resources Board, released October 24, 2008. 
3  Ibid. 
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mandatory requirement under AB 32 to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. It is 


recognized that this standard is interim and will likely change over time as further guidance is 


provided by the expert regulatory agencies. 


 


The estimated GHG emissions associated with the proposed project are presented in Table B. 


Additional detail regarding these emission calculations is provided in Appendix A. 


 


Table B: Total GHG Emissions (metric tons per year) 


Activity
1
 CO2 CH4 CO2e 


Installation of Pipeline/Outlet Structures 268 0.023 268 


Re-Grading of Basin Bottom 236 0.021 236 


Source: LSA Associates, Inc., February 2012. 
1 


Emissions calculations assumes no overlap in grading and installation activities. 


 


 


Project-related GHG emissions are not confined to a particular air basin, but are dispersed worldwide 


and therefore constitute a potential cumulative impact as opposed to a direct project-specific impact. 


For this reason, it is speculative to assess and determine how individual project-related GHG 


emissions would contribute to global climate change and how global climate change may impact the 


state. Therefore, project-related GHG emissions are not project-specific impacts to global warming 


but are instead the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact. As shown in Table B, total GHG 


emissions would not exceed the 1,600 metric tons or 7,000 metric tons of CO2e per year.  Although 


the proposed project would generate GHG emissions that would contribute to the cumulative global 


climate change impact, the project would not cause a cumulatively considerable contribution, and 


thus would result in a cumulative impact in terms of climate change that is less than significant. In 


addition, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 


adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of GHGs as no local GHG reduction plan, policy, or 


regulation has been adopted by the County of Riverside. The County of Riverside is currently 


undertaking a comprehensive General Plan Update and have preliminarily identified policies related 


to the reduction of GHGs; however, as previously noted these policies are not currently adopted. 


 


California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in AB 32, the “Global Warming 


Solutions Act of 2006.”. This Act aims at reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. To meet 


reduction targets, CARB is following a blueprint known as the AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan.
1
 


The plan lays out the strategy and a comprehensive set of actions including: 


 


• Expanding and strengthening energy efficiency programs and building and appliance standards. 


• Achieving a statewide renewable energy mix of 33% by 2020. 


• Developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western Climate Initiative 


partner programs to create a regional market system. 


                                                      
1  Climate Change Scoping Plan – A Framework for Change, California Air Resources Board, December 2008. 







 


P:\RCW1301 - Upper VDC Basin\Addendum\Draft Addendum 02_21_13 clean.doc (2/21/2013) 23 


• Establishing targets for transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions for regions throughout 


California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those targets. 


• Adopting and implementing direct measures to reduce emissions and protect public health, 


including California's clean car standards, goods movement measures and the Low Carbon Fuel 


Standard. 


 
The AB 32 Scoping Plan cap-and-trade program will help put California on the path to meet its goal 


of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, and ultimately achieving an 80% 


reduction from 1990 levels by 2050. Under cap-and-trade, an overall limit on GHG emissions from 


capped sectors will be established by the cap-and-trade program and facilities subject to the cap will 


be able to trade permits (allowances) to emit GHGs. CARB will begin enforcing the AB 32 cap-and-


trade program in January of 2013. As of January, 2013, over 300 major polluters in California will 


face emissions reductions obligations under the “cap,” and in 2015, the program’s size will double to 


include transportation fuels and natural gas. The applicable strategies and an evaluation of the 


project’s consistency with these applicable strategies are identified below in Table C. Project-related 


GHG emissions and their contribution to global climate change impacts in the state at the project 


level are less than significant because (1) the project’s impacts alone would not cause or significantly 


contribute to global climate change, and (2) the project has no substantial effect on consumption of 


fuels or other energy resources, especially fossil fuels that contribute to GHG emissions when 


consumed. Furthermore, the proposed improvements would not impede the State’s mandatory 


requirement under AB32 nor does this information result in a new and significant impact.  


 


The Proposed Scoping Plan is the most recent document, and the strategies included in the Scoping 


Plan that apply to the project are contained in Table C, which also summarizes the extent to which the 


project would comply with the strategies to help California reach the emission reduction targets. This 


information is provided for informational purposes to show the project’s compliance with current 


statewide reduction strategies. 
 


Table C: Project Compliance with Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 


Strategy Project Compliance 


Water Conservation and Efficiency Measures 


Water Use Efficiency. Continue efficiency programs and 


use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. 


Approximately 19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent of 


all natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are used to 


convey, treat, distribute and use water and wastewater. 


Increasing the efficiency of water transport and reducing 


water use would reduce GHG emissions. 


Compliant. The purpose of the proposed 


improvements for the Upper VDC Recharge 


Basins is to increase the overall efficiency of the 


recharge basin. Therefore, no overall increase in 


water use or overall increase in the amount of 


water being drawn from the groundwater basin 


would occur with the installation and operation of 


these design features.   


Transportation and Motor Vehicle Measures 


Vehicle Climate Change Standards. AB 1493 


(Pavley) required the State to develop and adopt 


regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and cost-


effective reduction of GHG emissions from passenger 


vehicles and light-duty trucks. Regulations were adopted 


by the CARB in September 2004. 


Compliant. The project does not involve the 


manufacture of vehicles. However, vehicles that 


are purchased and used within the project site 


would comply with any vehicle and fuel standards 


that the CARB adopts. 
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Table C: Project Compliance with Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 


Strategy Project Compliance 


Light-Duty Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement 


additional measures that could reduce light-duty GHG 


emissions. For example, measures to ensure that tires are 


properly inflated can both reduce GHG emissions and 


improve fuel efficiency. 


Adopt Heavy- and Medium-Duty Fuel and Engine 


Efficiency Measures. Regulations to require retrofits to 


improve the fuel efficiency of heavy-duty trucks that 


could include devices that reduce aerodynamic drag and 


rolling resistance. This measure could also include 


hybridization of and increased engine efficiency of 


vehicles. 


Low Carbon Fuel Standard. The ARB identified this 


measure as a Discrete Early Action Measure. This 


measure would reduce the carbon intensity of California’s 


transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. 


Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas 


Targets. Develop regional GHG emissions reduction 


targets for passenger vehicles. Local governments will 


play a significant role in the regional planning process to 


reach passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction targets. 


Local governments have the ability to directly influence 


both the siting and design of new residential and 


commercial developments in a way that reduces GHGs 


associated with vehicle travel. 


Compliant. Specific regional emission targets for 


transportation emissions do not directly apply to 


this Project; regional GHG reduction target 


development is outside the scope of this Project. 


The project will comply with any plans developed 


by the County. 


AB = Assembly Bill ARB = California Air Resources Board GHG = greenhouse gas 


 


All potential impacts associated with air quality were sufficiently evaluated and mitigated in the 1984 


IS/ND, and the proposed changes represented by the Upper VDC Recharge Basind improvements do 


not affect change these conclusions. Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no 


evidence that project modifications require a major change to the certified 1984 IS/ND. The proposed 


Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements will not result in new significant environmental impacts 


to air quality in the area, nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of impacts described in the 


certified 1984 IS/ND. Therefore, the proposed improvements would not result in new significant 


environmental effects related to air quality. 


3.1.2 Water (Hydrology and Water Quality) 


 
The 1984 IS/ND identified that implementation of the SWSP would result in soil surfaces temporarily 


exposed during construction, potentially increasing the potential for soil erosion. These potential 


impacts would be reduced through the contractor complying with standard engineering practices for 


erosion control and general best management practices such as installing perimeter controls (e.g. silt 


fences) or sediment trapping devices (e.g. straw wattles, hay bales, gravel bags), minimizing clearing, 


stabilization of exposed soils (e.g., hyrdoseed, soil binders), cleaning up spills immediately, and 


having a designated construction waste collection area. Similarly, the IS/ND concluded that the 


proposed facilities would not affect currents or directions of marine or fresh waters and would 
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provide recharge water to the underground water basin for stabilization of the groundwater level to 


mitigate effects of drought and water withdrawal on the groundwater basin. The 1984 IS/ND found 


that no significant impacts would occur with regard to water quality and hydrology with the 


implementation identified mitigation measures. These mitigation measures included: 


 


• Water Resources (a): Project involves a basic program or conservation and management.  


 


• Flood Plain and Inundation Areas (a): Pipelines are to be buried in all locations including 


creek crossings. 


 


• Flood Plain and Inundation Areas (b): Well pads within the flood plain will be raised 2- to 


3- feet above flood plain level.  


 


• Flood Plain and Inundation Areas (c): Recharge basins will be designed to wash out.  


 


Since the certification of the 1984 IS/ND, the VDC Recharge Basins has been constructed and been in 


operation for a number of years. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements would not 


cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of water quality within the area. As explained 


above, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has already been developed and is highly disturbed. New 


improvements and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-2, re-grading 


existing basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet structures) 


would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins footprint. The on-going maintenance 


activities associated with the Upper VDC Recharge Basins include implementation of best 


management practices which include the proper handling and disposal of commonly utilized 


construction materials that could contribute nonvisible pollutants to stormwater. The installation and 


construction activities associated with the proposed improvements would also be subject to the same 


best management practices. The implementation of these existing best management practices would 


ensure that construction materials and equipment would not result in potential impacts to water 


quality.    


The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements would not result in significant increases in 


stormwater runoff as the project deals with recharge basin improvements. Any runoff that would 


result from implementation of the improvements would be directed to the recharge ponds. Therefore, 


it is anticipated that there would be no increase in flooding hazards, exceed existing storm water 


drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Hydrology impacts are 


site specific. Therefore, to the extent that the recharge basin site has been developed and disturbed, 


the impacts to hydrology and water quality to the disturbed site would be substantially the same with 


implementation of the proposed improvements.  


All potential impacts associated with water quality and hydrology were sufficiently evaluated and 


mitigated in the 1984 IS/ND, and the proposed changes represented by the Upper VDC Recharge 


Basins improvements do not affect change these conclusions. Based on the foregoing analysis and 


information, there is no evidence that project modifications require a major change to the certified 


1984 IS/ND. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements will not result in new 


significant environmental impacts to water quality or hydrology in the area, nor is there a substantial 


increase in the severity of impacts described in the certified 1984 IS/ND. No new mitigation measures 


are required as the proposed improvements would not result in new significant environmental effects. 
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Adherence to the mitigation measures identified in the certified 1984 IS/ND will further reduce these 


already insignificant hydrology and water quality impacts.  


3.1.3 Plant and Animal Life (Biological Resources) 


 


The 1984 EA/FONSI identified that implementation of the SWSP may result in the four direct and 


short-term impacts to biological resources. These included the removal of native sage scrub (up to 


1.55 acres), removal of minor portions of riparian woodland habitat at the transmission line crossing 


of Santa Gertrudis and Murrieta Creeks (up to 0.25 acres), removal of emergent vegetation (i.e., 


bulrushes, cat-tails) in Butterfield Canyon (up to 0.3 acre), and disruption of some San Bernardino 


Kanagroo Rat (SBKR) (up to 0.1 acres) during construction of the pipelines and basins. However, the 


1984 EA/FONSI identified that the introduction of water on an irregular basis, rapid percolation, 


scarifying and maintenance of the basins (which include the Upper VDC Recharge Basins) would 


preclude the growth of wetland vegetation. To the extent that ponding occurs, waterfowl may utilize 


the sites for resting, but food resources would be limited. The 1984 IS/ND, which relied on 


information contained within the 1984 EA/FONSI found that no significant impacts would occur with 


regard to biological resources with the implementation identified mitigation measures. These 


mitigation measures included: 


 


• Biological Resources (a): Landscaping recommended.  


 


• Biological Resources (c): Timing of construction to avoid nesting season.  


 


• Biological Resources (d): Restoration of riparian areas and protection of the Stephens 


Kangaroo Rat habitat.  


 


Since the certification of the 1984 IS/ND, the continued loss of habitat to new development and the 


cumbersome process of environmental review and habitat mitigation on a project-by-project basis led 


to preparation of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 


(MSHCP) in 2003. The MSHCP area encompasses an area stretching from the San Jacinto Mountains 


to the Orange County border. The MSHCP is a multi-jurisdictional effort that provides a regional 


conservation solution to species and habitat issues that have historically threatened to stall 


infrastructure and land use development. The MSHCP’s underlying goal is to protect multiple species 


by preserving a variety of habitat and providing linkages between different habitat areas and other 


undeveloped lands that would ensure long-term survival of 146 species of plants and animals. As long 


as adherence to the policies and requirements of the MSHCP is maintained, participants in the 


MSHCP, which include the County of Riverside and fourteen cities (including the City of Perris), are 


allowed to authorize “incidental take" of plant and wildlife species of concern. 


 


The Upper VDC Recharge Basins is located within the MSHCP area. However, the Upper VDC 


Recharge Basins were constructed and have been in operation for a number of years before the 


MSHCP was adopted in 2003. The entire site was previously graded in order to develop the Upper 


VDC Recharge Basins. The on-going maintenance of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins requires the 


consistent discing and disturbance of the basin bottoms in order to ensure the functionality of existing 


recharge activities. The proposed improvements would occur within the existing footprint of the 


Upper VDC Recharge Basins in areas that have been previously disturbed on an on-going basis. In 


addition, as illustrated in Figure 3, the project site is not within any identified critical habitat.  







SOURCE:Bing (c. 2010); USFWS (2012)
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Therefore, similar to what was identified in the 1984 IS/ND and EA/FONSI, implementation of the 


proposed improvements would not result in impacts to sensitive plants, sensitive animal species, or 


wildlife movement.  


All potential impacts associated with biological resources were sufficiently evaluated and mitigated in 


the 1984 IS/ND, and the proposed changes represented by the Upper VDC Recharge Basins 


improvements do not affect change these conclusions. Based on the foregoing analysis and 


information, there is no evidence that project modifications require a major change to the certified 


1984 IS/ND. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements will not result in new 


significant environmental impacts to biological resources in the area, nor is there a substantial 


increase in the severity of impacts described in the certified 1984 IS/ND. No new mitigation measures 


are required as the proposed improvements would not result in new significant environmental effects. 


Adherence to the mitigation measures identified in the certified 1984 IS/MND will further reduce 


these already insignificant biological resource impacts. 


 


3.1.4 Noise 


  


The 1984 EA/FONSI identified that the majority of RCWD’s existing wells and pumping stations are 


powered by electric motors. None of the existing well facilities with electric pumps have created 


incompatible noise levels for neighboring land uses or residential activities. The EA/FONSI also 


identified that an additional existing four wells and eleven pumping stations are powered by gas 


turbine engines which are enclosed in concrete block buildings and have mufflers installed to reduce 


operating noises. At the time that the EA/FONSI was prepared, noise generated by these existing gas 


turbines was identified as being objectionable to three nearby residences. The EA/FONSI indicated 


that two of the proposed wells in the SWSP may have gas turbine engines installed and the remaining 


36 wells will be powered by electric motor. Impacts associated with this issue could be eliminated by 


utilizing electric motors rather than gas turbine engines on wells and pumping stations within 0.25 


mile of any residential uses. The 1984 IS/ND, which relied on information contained within the 1984 


EA/FONSI found that no impacts would occur with regard to noise with the implementation 


identified mitigation measures. These mitigation measures included: 


 


• Safety/Noise/Traffic (b): Locate gas turbine pumps on sites away from residential users. 


 


Since the certification of the 1984 IS/ND, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has been constructed and 


been in operation for a number of years. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements 


would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the noise generated within the 


area as the Upper VDC Recharge Basins is within an area dedicated to water recharge activities with 


the nearest residences being more than 1,050 feet from any area that would be subject to construction 


noise. 


As explained above, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has already been developed and is highly 


disturbed. New improvements and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-


2, re-grading existing basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet 


structures) would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins footprint. In addition, 


installation of the proposed basin improvements would occur during the day. No nighttime 


construction would occur with installation and construction activities.   
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Noise would be generated from the installation or construction of these improvements, however 


would be temporary. The noise impacts from installation or construction activities would vary based 


on the nature of the infrastructure improvement and the distance between the construction sites to the 


residential properties. Construction is completed in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of 


equipment, and consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various sequential phases would 


change the character of the noise generated on the site, and therefore, the noise levels surrounding the 


site as construction progresses. Despite the variety in the type and size of construction equipment, 


similarities in the dominant noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction-related noise 


ranges to be categorized by work phase. Typical noise levels range up to 91 dBA Lmax at 50 feet during 


the noisiest construction phases. Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment 


may involve one or two minutes of full-power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower 


power settings. 


The nearest sensitive receptor location to the project site boundary is an existing residence located 


approximately 1,050 feet to the northwest of the basin boundary. The second closest sensitive 


receptor location to the project site boundary is another existing residences located approximately 


1,500 to the southwest of the basin boundary. With the distance attenuation of 26.4 dBA, construction 


noise at the closest residence will be at or below 65 dBA Lmax.
1
  


 


Residents at these locations will likely experience some periods during construction when noise levels 


will exceed the thresholds provided in the County ordinance (45 dBA during daytime hours).
2
 


However, the amount of time when these conditions will be present will be somewhat brief, and 


construction equipment will not operate at full power for prolonged periods of time. In addition, the 


County Noise Ordinance, provides a list of activities that are exempt from the Ordinance’s 


requirements and standards. For purposes of this project, those exemptions include noise produced by 


facilities owned or operated by or for a governmental agency, and noise generated in the construction 


of capital improvement projects of a governmental agency (Sections 2 (a) and 2 (b), respectively).  


These two exemptions have direct application to this project. The improvements proposed will be 


owned and operated by RCWD, which is considered a governmental agency under Section 3 of the 


Noise Ordinance.
3
 Therefore, the project is exempt from the requirements and standards of the Noise 


Ordinance and construction noise will be less than significant.  
 
Once construction has ceased, operational noise associated with the improvements would be minimal 


and primarily consist of noise associated with Wells 154 and 161, which was identified and taken into 


account in the 1984 IS/ND and EA/FONSI. The As previously stated, in order to limit the potential 


for any long-term noise impacts, the 1984 IS/ND included a mitigation measure requiring the use of 


gas turbine pumps away from residential uses. Based on information provided by RCWD, Production 


Wells 154 and 161 would utilize electric motors. In addition, these wells would be located within the 


existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins with more than a 1,050 foot distance from the nearest 


residential uses.  


All potential impacts associated with noise were sufficiently evaluated and mitigated in the 1984 


IS/ND, and the proposed changes represented by the Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements do 


                                                      
1 Construction equipment generates a noise level of approximately 91 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Accounting for distance divergence (log [1,050 ft 


÷ 50 ft] = 1.30; 1.32 × 20 = 26.4), 91 dBA Lmax – 26.4 dBA Lmax = 64.6 dBA Lmax. 
2 Table 1: Sound Level Standards, Ordinance No. 847 (As Amended Through 847.1) Regulating Noise, County of Riverside.  
3 Governmental Agency is defined as The United States, the State of California, Riverside County, any city within Riverside County, any 


special district within Riverside County or any combination of these agencies.  
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not affect change these conclusions. Based on the foregoing analysis and information, there is no 


evidence that project modifications require a major change to the certified 1984 IS/ND. The proposed 


Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements will not result in new significant environmental impacts 


to noise levels in the area, nor is there a substantial increase in the severity of impacts described in the 


certified 1984 IS/ND. No new mitigation measures are required as the proposed improvements would 


not result in new significant environmental effects related to noise. Adherence to the mitigation 


measures identified in the certified 1984 IS/MND will further reduce these already insignificant noise 


impacts. 


 


3.1.5 Aesthetics 


 
The 1984 EA/FONSI identified that the project area is a rural oriented community characterized by 


clusters of development that are separated by open spaces, vineyards, and orchards. RCWD wells and 


reservoirs are scattered throughout the area and are, for the most part, inconspicuous. Well sites are 


visible from roadways and some nearby residences. The EA/FONSI also identified that new well sites 


would be visible from roadways and adjacent residential areas. Impacts associated with this issue 


could be eliminated by enclosing pump sites with enclosures architecturally similar to the surrounding 


development (e.g. wood fences, landscaped chain link fences, earth tone colors, and compatible 


landscape). The 1984 IS/ND, which relied on information contained within the 1984 EA/FONSI 


found that no impacts would occur with regard to aesthetics with the implementation identified 


mitigation measures. These mitigation measures included: 


 


• Aesthethics/Recreation (a): Landscape sites, enclose gas engines in architecturally attractive 


buildings. 


 


Since the certification of the 1984 IS/ND, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has been constructed and 


been in operation for a number of years. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements 


would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the visual characteristic of the 


area. As explained above, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has already been developed and is highly 


disturbed. New improvements and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-


2, re-grading existing basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet 


structures) would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins footprint. Installation and 


construction activities would only occur during the daytime, no nighttime construction is proposed 


with these basin improvements.  


Since these improvements would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins, the 


proposed improvements would not have a significant impact on scenic vistas or scenic resources 


within a state scenic highway and would not create a new source of substantial light or glare. The 


impacts of installation contemplated by the proposed improvements would be substantially the same 


as the impacts that would result from development of the SWSP, since the characteristics of the 


infrastructure (e.g. Upper VDC Recharge Basins) that would affect scenic vistas and resources (such 


as massing, height, and spacing) and the standards that apply to the elimination of glare and light 


overflow will all remain essentially the same. All potential impacts to these resources were 


sufficiently evaluated and mitigated in the 1984 IS/ND, and the proposed changes represented by the 


Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements do not affect these resources. Based on the foregoing 


analysis and information, there is no evidence that project modifications require a major change to the 


certified 1984 IS/ND. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements will not result in 
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new significant environmental impacts to Visual Resources, nor is there a substantial increase in the 


severity of impacts described in the certified 1984 IS/ND. No new mitigation measures are required 


as the proposed improvements would not result in new significant environmental effects. Adherence 


to the mitigation measures identified in the certified 1984 IS/MND will further reduce these already 


insignificant aesthetics impacts. 


3.1.6 Transportation/Circulation 


 


The 1984 EA/FONSI identified that implementation of the SWSP would result in restricted traffic 


flow when trenching and pipeline construction activities are located in the roadbed or in the right of 


way immediately adjacent to the traffic lanes. The EA/FONSI indicated that the most serious 


disruption of traffic would occur along Front Street in Temecula during the installation of 


Transmission Line “B”. Installation of other features of the SWSP that would occur outside of Front 


Street were anticipated to cause minimal interference with traffic flows due to the distance from the 


roadways and the low amount of traffic along these roads. Impacts could be reduced with adherence 


to specifications contained in the Caltrans Manual of Traffic Controls whenever construction occurs 


in the public right of way. In addition, the EA/FONSI identified that the contractor performing the 


work is responsible for maintaining safe passage through the work area for the traveling public as 


well as ensuring the safety of the workers on the site. RCWD would require the contractor to also 


maintain traffic flow with the use of flagmen, cones, signs, and in limited cases by rerouting. The 


1984 IS/ND, which relied on information contained within the 1984 EA/FONSI found that no 


significant impacts would occur with regard to transportation/circulation with the implementation 


identified mitigation measures. These mitigation measures included: 


 


• Safety/Noise/Traffic (c): Require adequate traffic control and safety features by contractor. 


Possible rereoute of line through Temecula or east of freeway.  


 
This mitigation measures would be retained as part of the Upper VDC Recharge Basins 


improvements.
1
  


Since the certification of the 1984 IS/ND, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has been constructed and 


been in operation for a number of years. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements 


would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of transportation or circulation in the 


area. As explained above, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has already been developed and is highly 


disturbed. New improvements and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-


2, re-grading existing basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet 


structures) would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins footprint  


Therefore, the proposed improvements would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, increase 


hazards due to design features or incompatible uses, or inadequate emergency access, and would not 


conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation, since no 


changes are being proposed that would affect those areas. The impacts of installation or construction 


contemplated by the proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements would be substantially the 


same as impacts that would result from development of the SWSP, and all potential impacts to 


                                                      
1 The “possible rereoute of line through Temecula or east of freeway” identified in the original mitigation measure refers to installation of 


Transmission Line B. No component of the proposed Upper VDC Basin Recharge Basin involves Transmission Line B. Therefore, this 


portion of the mitigation measure is not applicable to the proposed improvements.  
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transportation/circulation were sufficiently evaluated and mitigated in the 1984 IS/ND. Based on the 


foregoing analysis and information, there is no evidence that project modifications require a major 


change to the certified 1984 IS/ND. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements will 


not result in new significant transportation or circulation impacts, nor is there a substantial increase in 


the severity of impacts described in the certified 1984 IS/ND. No new mitigation measures are 


required as the proposed improvements would not result in new significant environmental effects. 


Adherence to the mitigation measures identified in the certified 1984 IS/MND will further reduce 


these already insignificant traffic impacts. 


3.1.7 Recreation 


 
The certified 1984 IS/ND concluded that the SWSP would not increase demand on City recreational 


services or facilities beyond their capacity, nor would the project result in an increase in population 


that would result in increased use of existing City parks or other recreation facilities. Therefore, the 


1984 IS/ND concluded that no impacts to recreational facilities with implementation of the SWSP 


and no mitigation measures were required. The proposed improvements include the addition of 


pipeline and outlet structures, a well pad, and a low berm within the existing footprint of the Upper 


VDC Recharge Basins. The re-grading of existing basin bottoms would also occur within an existing 


recharge basin. Therefore, no proposed improvements would cross any existing recreational trails or 


park facilities. The Upper VDC Recharge Basins are utilized for the recharging of water and does not 


have a recreational component. Therefore, the proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements 


would not increase demand on recreational services or facilities beyond their capacity, nor would the 


project result in an increase in population that would result in increased use of existing parks or other 


recreation facilities. In addition, the proposed project would not preclude the use of any existing 


recreation facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, there are no adverse impacts related to existing 


off-site parks and recreation facilities, and no mitigation is required. 


 


The effects of the proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements are similar to those 


evaluated in the certified 1984 IS/ND. Significant impacts related to the construction of recreation 


facilities are not anticipated, and no mitigation is necessary. In addition, no potentially significant 


impacts related to existing recreation resources were identified for the SWSP analyzed in the certified 


1984 IS/ND. Therefore, in consideration of all of the above, the proposed Upper VDC Recharge 


Basins improvements do not require any major changes to the certified 1984 IS/ND and will not 


result in any new significant environmental impacts. 


 


3.1.8 Cultural Resources 


 


The 1984 EA/FONSI identified that twenty-three of the cultural sites located within the SWSP study 


area are completely outside of the areas that may be impacted by the well locations and pipeline 


routes. Eight of the cultural sites identified in the EA/FONSI could be affected by construction of the 


SWSP. Impacts could be eliminated by avoiding the archaeological sites when precise well locations 


and the exact alignments of the transmission lines are selected. The EA/FONSI concluded that it is 


possible that additional unknown sites are located within the project area and that such sites may be 


discovered when additional surveys are conducted. The 1984 IS/ND, which relied on information 


contained within the 1984 EA/FONSI found that no impacts would occur with regard to cultural 


resources with the implementation identified mitigation measures. These mitigation measures 


included: 
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• Cultural Resources (a): Select well sites to avoid identified sites. 


 


• Cultural Resources (b): Maintain pipeline alignments in road rights-of-way adjacent to 


existing lines. 


 


• Cultural Resources (c): Class II survey of areas of possible effect once specific alignments 


and locations are set.  


 


Since the certification of the 1984 IS/ND, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins has been constructed and 


been in operation for a number of years. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements 


would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource or 


paleontological resource, and would not disturb any human remains. Therefore, no evidence 


suggesting the project site has been utilized in the past for human burials has been identified. In the 


unlikely event human remains are discovered during installation or construction activities within the 


basin, compliance with State law (Health and Safety Code § 7050.5) (HSC § 7050.5) would be 


required. These requirements are imposed on any construction activity in which human remains are 


detected, and include the following provisions: 


� There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably 


suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: 


o The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be contacted to 


determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required; and 


o If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 


� The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 


hours. 


� The NAHC shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely 


descended from the deceased Native American. 


� The most likely descendant may make recommendations to the landowner or the 


person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, 


with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as 


provided in Public Resources Code § 5097.98 (PRC § 5097.98) 


New improvements and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within existing Basin U-2, 


re-grading existing Basin U-1, U-2, U-3, and U-5 bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation 


of pipeline at the bottom of existing Basin U-5, and outlet structures within existing Basins U-2W, U-


2E, U-3, and U-5) would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins footprint. As 


explained above, the Upper VDC Recharge Basins have already been developed, is highly disturbed 


and cultural resources are unlikely to be encountered. Based on the foregoing analysis and 


information, there is no evidence that project modifications require a major change to the certified 


1984 IS/ND. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements will not result in new 


significant environmental impacts to Cultural Resources, nor is there a substantial increase in the 


severity of impacts described in the certified 1984 IS/ND. No new mitigation measures are required 


as the proposed improvements would not result in new significant environmental effects. Adherence 
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to the mitigation measures identified in the certified 1984 IS/MND will further reduce these already 


insignificant cultural resource impacts. 


3.1.9 Other Resources 


 


Because the project improvements would occur within the existing Upper VDC Recharge Basins 


identified within the 1984 IS/ND, the project refinements would not increase the amount of ground 


disturbance outside of the recharge basin footprint and would continue the existing use of water 


recharging on site. Therefore, the proposed improvements would not result in any new significant 


impacts or a substantial increase is the severity of previously identified significant impacts and would 


not require new or substantially different mitigation measures related to the following resources: 


 


• Geology and Soils 


• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


• Land Use Planning 


• Natural Resources (Agricultural and Mineral Resources) 


• Population and Housing 


• Public Services 


• Utilities 


 


The currently proposed improvements do not necessitate a change in these determinations. Therefore, 


these effects are not addressed further in this Addendum. 


 


3.1.10 Mandatory Findings of Significance 


 


The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements would not cause environmental 


degradation, or reduce the habitat of sensitive fish, wildlife, or plant species for the reasons set forth 


above. The proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basins improvements would also not have a negative 


effect on long-term environmental goals, since it involves relatively minor improvements within an 


already- existing and developed recharge basin. The purpose of the proposed improvements for the 


Upper VDC Recharge Basins is to increase the overall efficiency of the recharge basin.  


 


Analysis of the Revised Project. The type and extent of construction activities and the operational 


characteristics of the proposed project modifications would not be substantially different from what 


was evaluated in the EA/FONSI and IS/ND for the approved project. Therefore, no changes relative 


to the analysis or conclusions regarding cumulative impacts would occur with the proposed project 


modifications, and the findings of the EA/FONSI and IS/ND remain the same for the revised project.  


 


Substantial Changes With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken/New 


Information of Substantial Importance. Since certification of the EA/FONSI and IS/ND, minor 


additional cumulative development may have been proposed and/or constructed. However, the minor 


amount of land development projects that have been proposed and/or developed in the intervening 


time since the preparation of the EA/FONSI and IS/ND within the project area is not considered to be 


substantial. The following provides a cumulative analysis of the proposed project modifications.  


 


Air Quality and Energy. The project’s contribution to temporary regional air quality impacts is not 


considered to be significant. In addition, because Project construction occupies a relatively small area 
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at any given time, it is not anticipated that any significant localized cumulative impacts will result. 


This is primarily due to the short-term nature of cumulative effects within any given location along 


the project construction route. Any additional cumulative development would not change these 


conclusions because the scope of the cumulative development is relatively small within the context of 


the air basin, and because as noted in the EA/FONSI and IS/ND, construction-related emissions 


would be short-term in nature. There would be no new operational air pollutant emissions not already 


considered in the EA/FONSI and IS/ND.  


 


There are no substantial changes to the circumstances under which the project will be undertaken and 


no new information of substantial importance relative to cumulative air quality impacts which was 


not known and could not have been known when the EA/FONSI and IS/ND were certified that has 


since been identified. Therefore, the effects of additional cumulative development regarding 


cumulative air quality impacts do not meet the standards for a subsequent or supplemental MND 


pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.  


 


Water (Hydrology and Water Quality). The EA/FONSI and IS/ND concluded that water quality and 


hydrology issues would be temporary (construction-related) in nature and would not contribute to 


cumulatively significant impacts. Impacts of any additional cumulative development would be 


similar, and in fact would be subject to newer more stringent regulatory control measures. There are 


no substantial changes to the circumstances under which the project will be undertaken and no new 


information of substantial importance relative to cumulative hydrology/water quality impacts which 


was not known and could not have been known when the EA/FONSI and IS/ND were certified that 


has since been identified. Therefore, the effects of additional cumulative development regarding 


cumulative hydrology/water quality impacts do not meet the standards for a subsequent or 


supplemental MND pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.  


 


Plant and Animal Life (Biological Resources). As noted in this Addendum, the proposed Project 


modifications do not involve new significant impacts or a substantial increase in previously identified 


impacts. This conclusion would not be changed with additional cumulative development due to the 


limited scope of cumulative development. There are no substantial changes to the circumstances 


under which the Project will be undertaken and no new information of substantial importance relative 


to cumulative biological impacts which was not known and could not have been known when the 


FEIR was certified that has since been identified. Therefore, the effects of additional cumulative 


development regarding cumulative biological impacts do not meet the standards for a subsequent or 


supplemental EIR or MND pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.  


 


Noise. The EA/FONSI and IS/ND identified cumulative noise impacts to be primarily related to 


construction noise. However, within the time frame of project construction, it is not anticipated that 


those cumulative effects would reach a level of significance because of noise restrictions required for 


construction projects, and because the time frame for construction of the proposed project is relatively 


short. Any additional cumulative development would not change these conclusions because of the 


short duration for construction of the proposed project modifications. There are no substantial 


changes to the circumstances under which the project will be undertaken and no new information of 


substantial importance relative to cumulative noise and vibration impacts which was not known and 


could not have been known when the EA/FONSI and IS/ND was certified that has since been 


identified. Therefore, the effects of additional cumulative development regarding cumulative noise 
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and vibration impacts do not meet the standards for a subsequent or supplemental MND pursuant to 


CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162. 


 


Aesthetics. Because the proposed project modifications are minor and they have been designed to 


have minimal visual impacts, the incremental effect of the proposed project modifications on any 


potential significant cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. There are no 


substantial changes to the circumstances under which the project will be undertaken and no new 


information of substantial importance relative to cumulative aesthetic impacts which was not known 


and could not have been known when the EA/FONSI and IS/ND were certified and adopted that has 


since been identified. Therefore, the effects of additional cumulative development regarding 


cumulative aesthetic impacts do not meet the standards for a subsequent or supplemental MND 


pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.  


 


Transportation/Circulation. The cumulative impacts analysis for transportation and traffic considered 


the intersections and road segments to which the SWSP facilities could contribute to a cumulative 


impact. Similar to noise impacts, project traffic impacts are primarily associated with construction. 


Since the time frame for construction is relatively short, it is not anticipated that a substantial increase 


in current traffic levels resulting from cumulative development will occur prior to completion of 


project construction. Therefore, temporary traffic impacts associated with the project will cease prior 


to any substantial cumulative traffic impacts being realized on local roadways. Any additional 


cumulative development would not change these conclusions because the construction travel routes 


for the additional projects are not anticipated to substantially conflict with cumulative construction 


traffic of the proposed project.  


 


There are no substantial changes to the circumstances under which the project will be undertaken and 


no new information of substantial importance relative to cumulative traffic impacts which was not 


known and could not have been known when the EA/FONSI and IS/ND were certified that has since 


been identified. Therefore, the effects of additional cumulative development regarding cumulative 


traffic impacts do not meet the standards for a subsequent or supplemental MND pursuant to CEQA 


Guidelines, Section 15162. 


 


Recreation. The EA/FONSI and IS/ND concluded that the project would not contribute to significant 


impacts resulting from cumulative development that may have the effect of deterioration of 


recreational facilities. Therefore, the incremental effect of the project on any potential significant 


cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. This conclusion would also apply to any 


additional cumulative development. There are no substantial changes to the circumstances under 


which the project will be undertaken and no new information of substantial importance relative to 


cumulative recreation impacts which was not known and could not have been known when the 


EA/FONSI and IS/ND was certified that has since been identified. Therefore, the effects of additional 


cumulative development regarding cumulative land use impacts do not meet the standards for a 


subsequent or supplemental MND pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162.  


 


Cultural Resources. The EA/FONSI and IS/ND cumulative impacts analysis for cultural resources 


concluded that impacts on cultural resources related to cumulative development could be significant if 


important cultural resources are destroyed as a result of development. The mitigation measures 


required for the proposed Project provides for avoidance, documentation, and/or recovery of 


important cultural resources, and as a result, all impacts related to cultural resources are reduced to 
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less-than-significant levels. These same measures would apply to any additional cumulative 


development, and therefore the level of cumulative impact and required mitigation measures would 


not change. There are no substantial changes to the circumstances under which the project will be 


undertaken and no new information of substantial importance relative to cumulative cultural resource 


impacts which was not known and could not have been known when the EA/FONSI and IS/ND were 


certified that has since been identified. Therefore, the effects of additional cumulative development 


regarding cumulative cultural resource impacts do not meet the standards for a subsequent or 


supplemental MND pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162. As demonstrated above, the 


cumulative effects of this project and other projects in the vicinity are not expected to have a 


significant effect on the environment or the community, and would not be new or substantially greater 


in relation to the effects analyzed in the 1984 MND.  


 


 


3.2 DETERMINATION 


 
Based on information and analyses in this Addendum and pursuant to Section 15162 of the State 


CEQA Guidelines, the RCWD has determined the following: 


 


1.  There are no substantial changes to the project that would require major revisions of the 1984 


IS/ND due to new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in severity of 


impacts identified in the 1984 IS/ND;  


2.  Substantial changes have not occurred in the circumstances under which the project is being 


undertaken that will require major revisions to the 1984 IS/ND to disclose new significant 


environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 


effects;  


3.   There is no new information of substantial importance which was not known at the time the 1984 


IS/ND was certified, indicating any of the following: 


• the project will have one or more new significant effects not discussed in the certified 1984 


IS/ND;  


• there are impacts determined to be significant in the 1984 IS/ND that would be substantially 


more severe;  


• there are additional mitigation measures or alternatives to the project that would substantially 


reduce one or more significant effects identified in the 1984 IS/ND; or  


• there are additional mitigation measures or alternatives rejected by the project proponent that 


are considerably different from those analyzed in the 1984 IS/ND EIR that would 


substantially reduce a significant impact identified in that EIR. 


 


Accordingly, and based on the findings and information contained in the 1984 ND and EA, the 


analysis above, and the CEQA statute and State CEQA Guidelines, including sections 15164 and 


15162, the proposed improvements would not result in any new significant environmental effects, and 


would not increase the significance of previously identified significant effects, for any environmental 


resources located on or near the project site. The proposed improvements to the Upper VDC 


Recharge Basins constitute minor technical changes to the previously approved and certified SWSP. 


Therefore, an Addendum to the 1984 ND is appropriate under State CEQA Guidelines section 15164. 
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Number 


of Equip.


Hours per 


Day HP


Load 


Factor ROG CO NOX SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4 CO2e


Pipeline/Outlet Structures


Cat 345B Excavator 2 7 286 0.57 2.2 6.7 20 0.025 0.70 0.70 114 0.008 114


Cat 950H Front-end Loader 2 8 170 0.55 2.3 11 18 0.020 1.0 1.0 75 0.008 75


Backhoe 1 8 175 0.55 1.0 5.6 7.9 0.010 0.45 0.45 39 0.004 39


Water Truck 1 7 200 0.57 0.9 2.4 8.1 0.011 0.28 0.28 40 0.003 40


Number 


of Emp.


One-way 


mileage


Avg. 


Speed


Worker Commute 12 20 50 0.065 1.32 0.48 0.000 0.027 0.025 14 0.000 14


Total Pipeline/Outlet Structures Emissions 6.5 27 54 0.066 2.5 2.5 282 0.0 282


SCAQMD Construction Daily EmissionsThreshold 75 550 100 150 150 55


Significant? NO NO NO NO NO NO


Grading:


Cat D6 Dozer 2 8 175 0.55 2.0 11 16 0.020 0.91 0.91 77 0.007 77


Cat 14H Grader 1 7 215 0.61 1.1 3.0 10 0.012 0.36 0.36 46 0.004 46


Cat 631G Scraper 1 7 450 0.72 2.9 11 27 0.025 1.1 1.1 113 0.011 113


Number 


of Emp.


One-way 


mileage


Avg. 


Speed


Worker Commute 12 20 50 0.065 1.32 0.48 0.000 0.027 0.025 14 0.000 14


Total Grading Emissions 6.1 27 53 0.058 2.3 2.3 250 0.0 250


SCAQMD Construction Daily EmissionsThreshold 75 550 100 150 150 55


Significant? NO NO NO NO NO NO


Assuming: 4 months total construction


22 work days per month


1.1025 tons/metric ton


453.59 gms/lb


Peak Daily Emissions (lbs/day)


Total GHG Emissions 


(metric tons)







OFFROAD Equipment Horsepower Load Factor


Aerial Lifts 34 0.46


Air Compressors 78 0.48


Bore/Drill Rigs 82 0.75


Cement and Mortar Mixer 9 0.56


Concrete/Industrial Saws 81 0.73


Cranes 208 0.43


Crawler Tractors 82 0.64


Crushing/Proc. Equipment 85 0.78


Dumpers/Tenders 16 0.38


Excavators 157 0.57


Forklifts 149 0.3


Generator Sets 84 0.74


Graders 162 0.61


Off-Highway Tractors 160 0.65


Off-Highway Trucks 381 0.57


Other Construction Equipment 327 0.62


Other General Industrial Equipment 150 0.51


Other Material Handling Equipment 196 0.59


Pavers 89 0.62


Paving Equipment 82 0.53


Plate Compactor 8 0.43


Pressure Washers 13 0.3


Pumps 84 0.74


Rollers 84 0.56


Rough Terrain Forklifts 83 0.6


Rubber Tired Dozers 358 0.59


Rubber Tired Loaders 87 0.54


Scrapers 356 0.72


Signal Board 6 0.82


Skid Steer Loaders 37 0.55


Surfacing Equipment 392 0.45


Sweepers/Scrubbers 88 0.68


Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 75 0.55


Trenchers 69 0.75


Welders 46 0.45


CalEEMod User Guide, Appendix D, Table 3.3







Equipment Type Year Low HP High HP TOG ROG CO NOX SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CH4


Excavators 2012 251 500 16.727 0.438 1.335 3.917 0.005 0.139 0.139 568.3 0.039


Rubber-Tired-Loaders 2012 121 175 11.788 0.701 3.361 5.417 0.006 0.311 0.311 568.3 0.063


Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2012 121 175 9.763 0.593 3.288 4.649 0.006 0.267 0.267 568.299 0.053


Off-Highwa-Trucks 2012 176 250 2.148 0.501 1.345 4.611 0.006 0.157 0.157 568.299 0.045


Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2012 121 175 9.763 0.593 3.288 4.649 0.006 0.267 0.267 568.299 0.053


Graders 2012 176 250 7.482 0.519 1.488 5.066 0.006 0.18 0.18 568.299 0.046


Scrapers 2012 251 500 6.132 0.589 2.298 5.332 0.005 0.21 0.21 568.299 0.053


CalEEMod User Guide, Appendix D, Table 3.4


grams/hp-hr







Gas


Atmospheric Lifetime 


(years)


Global Warming Potential


(100 year time horizon)


Carbon Dioxide 50-200 1


Methane 12 ± 3 25


Nitrous Oxide 120 298


HFC-23 264 14800


HFC-134a 14.6 1430


HFC-152a 1.5 124


PFC:  Tetrafluoromethane 50000 7390


PFC:  Hexafluoromethane 10000 12200


Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 3200 22800


Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2007


Global Warming Potential







EMFAC2011 Emission Rates


Region Type: Air Basin


Region: South Coast


Calendar Year: 2013


Season: Annual


Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2011 Categories


Region CalYr Season Veh_Class Fuel MdlYr Speed VMT ROG_RUNEX TOG_RUNEX CO_RUNEX NOX_RUNEX CO2_RUNEX CO2_RUNEX(Pavley I+LCFS)PM10_RUNEX PM2_5_RUNEX


(miles/hr) (miles/day) (gms/mile) (gms/mile) (gms/mile) (gms/mile) (gms/mile) (gms/mile) (gms/mile) (gms/mile)


South Coast 2013 Annual LDA GAS Aggregated 50 13080242.5 0.034632837 0.046369619 1.291534728 0.125454552 287.0134186 263.7212013 0.001497739 0.0013572


South Coast 2013 Annual LDA DSL Aggregated 50 40623.01658 0.04397739 0.050065334 0.211814441 0.573556693 330.4541627 297.0239487 0.033088538 0.030441456


South Coast 2013 Annual LDT1 GAS Aggregated 50 1561482.295 0.089793948 0.114653205 3.174118572 0.337994948 330.3341551 307.9664031 0.00370281 0.003369613


South Coast 2013 Annual LDT1 DSL Aggregated 50 1999.907158 0.076219103 0.086770374 0.328092144 0.776696955 345.9082233 315.8586667 0.0640913 0.058963998


South Coast 2013 Annual LDT2 GAS Aggregated 50 4589680.654 0.040360253 0.056254416 1.750843654 0.229034376 391.7237139 369.4940916 0.001555832 0.001417232


South Coast 2013 Annual LDT2 DSL Aggregated 50 2060.266468 0.057771887 0.065769453 0.267114066 0.761196263 339.2846845 312.4920528 0.047000455 0.043240421


South Coast 2013 Annual LHD1 GAS Aggregated 50 1059043.132 0.078117303 0.093311278 1.685978287 0.650193636 454.3218144 449.7785963 0.001067943 0.000984748


South Coast 2013 Annual LHD1 DSL Aggregated 50 269655.6249 0.126568931 0.144090313 0.594669867 4.078459568 523.3551369 518.1215855 0.029390503 0.027039263


South Coast 2013 Annual LHD2 GAS Aggregated 50 110247.4989 0.07019709 0.084724082 1.679077871 0.635609335 454.3218028 449.7785848 0.001058909 0.000964719


South Coast 2013 Annual LHD2 DSL Aggregated 50 90865.97399 0.121057396 0.137815796 0.574133458 3.902092795 524.7615786 519.5139628 0.029265748 0.026924489


South Coast 2013 Annual MCY GAS Aggregated 50 113384.4304 2.442570432 2.67850801 25.90854434 1.265163678 131.4863359 130.1714725 0.000781489 0.000621091


South Coast 2013 Annual MDV GAS Aggregated 50 3678413.936 0.05480677 0.077812864 2.286587806 0.326504301 497.1564497 476.5432718 0.001630816 0.001494091


South Coast 2013 Annual MDV DSL Aggregated 50 3671.065021 0.037077031 0.042209734 0.185069982 0.466556232 328.4046969 310.0761323 0.030415247 0.027982027


South Coast 2013 Annual MH GAS Aggregated 50 67024.3912 0.150545166 0.178743951 6.396317301 1.153291067 454.3218056 449.7785876 0.00185289 0.001647356


South Coast 2013 Annual MH DSL Aggregated 50 11634.48136 0.103371119 0.117681145 0.474480753 6.644154246 1040.800816 1030.392808 0.169292994 0.155749558


South Coast 2013 Annual Motor Coach DSL Aggregated 50 17663.11489 0.239026355 0.27211331 1.39405022 9.643469508 1605.541729 1589.486312 0.253312296 0.233047312


South Coast 2013 Annual OBUS GAS Aggregated 50 29291.30564 0.094545002 0.119197952 2.4547246 1.35908897 454.3217854 449.7785675 0.000550045 0.000503938


South Coast 2013 Annual SBUS GAS Aggregated 50 1605.767574 0.538412417 0.590254295 14.25787473 2.389505343 454.3217457 449.7785283 0.003307888 0.002859693


South Coast 2013 Annual SBUS DSL Aggregated 50 5146.608141 0.176897392 0.201384215 0.662110002 9.217156618 1044.112463 1033.671338 0.15453889 0.142175779


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 Ag DSL Aggregated 50 677.7918038 0.332664004 0.378712646 1.250890124 7.806990407 1046.652475 1036.18595 0.310300182 0.285476168


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 Public DSL Aggregated 50 10596.72358 0.037661887 0.042875191 0.170579573 7.599684922 1054.61566 1044.069504 0.033774853 0.031072865


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 CAIRP heavy DSL Aggregated 50 317.4696864 0.123547874 0.14064985 0.592426916 4.964858186 1036.951886 1026.582367 0.120827475 0.111161277


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 CAIRP small DSL Aggregated 50 1046.950075 0.121741849 0.138593828 0.617804522 3.489986378 1033.809478 1023.471384 0.126991036 0.116831753


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 OOS heavy DSL Aggregated 50 182.0119905 0.123547874 0.14064985 0.592426916 4.964858186 1036.951886 1026.582367 0.120827475 0.111161277


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 OOS small DSL Aggregated 50 600.238307 0.121741849 0.138593828 0.617804522 3.489986378 1033.809478 1023.471384 0.126991036 0.116831753


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 instate construction heavyDSL Aggregated 50 17047.5867 0.20562242 0.234085473 0.873997239 7.436807746 1039.20636 1028.814297 0.188641371 0.173550061


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 instate construction smallDSL Aggregated 50 45499.04609 0.165500618 0.188409855 0.784662325 4.98835844 1035.220981 1024.868771 0.173471635 0.159593904


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 instate heavy DSL Aggregated 50 96356.56828 0.198626282 0.226120902 0.847481916 7.108025581 1038.288389 1027.905505 0.181400021 0.16688802


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 instate small DSL Aggregated 50 263424.5977 0.157541374 0.179348862 0.749667276 4.682000346 1034.209286 1023.867194 0.163384598 0.150313831


South Coast 2013 Annual T6 utility DSL Aggregated 50 1925.533702 0.08833689 0.100564826 0.429345082 5.195632867 1035.18237 1024.830546 0.117959865 0.108523076


South Coast 2013 Annual T6TS GAS Aggregated 50 104474.3478 0.180866782 0.214727273 4.678580479 1.852525306 454.3218065 449.7785885 0.001103653 0.000989606


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 Ag DSL Aggregated 50 1459.557623 0.447499186 0.509443759 2.449929466 13.4587781 1618.078182 1601.8974 0.428735132 0.394436321


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 CAIRP DSL Aggregated 50 123397.1276 0.322600249 0.367255827 1.917293058 7.547206055 1601.856458 1585.837894 0.303254485 0.278994127


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 CAIRP constructionDSL Aggregated 50 10164.02455 0.327709626 0.373072463 1.947162071 7.719890872 1602.553252 1586.527719 0.309875995 0.285085915


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 NNOOS DSL Aggregated 50 138817.156 0.207402563 0.23611203 1.258035214 4.156529017 1591.098736 1575.187748 0.165202002 0.151985842


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 NOOS DSL Aggregated 50 44938.09825 0.300712114 0.342337851 1.800137898 7.547206055 1603.197289 1587.165316 0.281120761 0.2586311


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 other port DSL Aggregated 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 POAK DSL Aggregated 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 POLA DSL Aggregated 50 148198.783 0.238013981 0.270960799 1.447724744 7.273141717 1627.227641 1610.955365 0.094197566 0.086661761


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 Public DSL Aggregated 50 8329.29116 0.061050154 0.069500953 0.338404398 14.29833759 1639.956617 1623.557051 0.057594723 0.052987146


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 Single DSL Aggregated 50 66380.90495 0.287992254 0.327857259 1.556936626 11.13376908 1599.934185 1583.934843 0.254332471 0.233985873







South Coast 2013 Annual T7 single constructionDSL Aggregated 50 26292.99419 0.291914276 0.332322183 1.576505205 11.36336575 1600.453473 1584.448939 0.258877715 0.238167498


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 SWCV DSL Aggregated 50 22568.58832 0.084851439 0.096596905 0.477497208 12.91459149 1643.578849 1627.143061 0.074390983 0.068439705


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 tractor DSL Aggregated 50 174106.3905 0.41037901 0.467185265 2.283544059 10.81868248 1603.269622 1587.236926 0.367242147 0.337862775


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 tractor constructionDSL Aggregated 50 19603.37048 0.435113608 0.495343721 2.396733455 11.32705895 1602.775061 1586.747311 0.380988489 0.35050941


South Coast 2013 Annual T7 utility DSL Aggregated 50 977.2052239 0.164075365 0.186787313 0.905289276 10.09371382 1598.548371 1582.562887 0.187257409 0.172276816


South Coast 2013 Annual T7IS GAS Aggregated 50 21873.95553 0.470825247 0.552677953 22.55965834 5.203579871 454.3217679 449.7785502 0.000508525 0.00043716


South Coast 2013 Annual UBUS GAS Aggregated 50 5291.791929 0.689728855 0.743992404 10.49293923 3.947737901 454.3217996 449.7785816 0.001598681 0.001418298


South Coast 2013 Annual UBUS DSL Aggregated 50 21078.31482 0.36606097 0.416736061 1.536305814 15.82593154 2579.055101 2553.26455 0.154710041 0.142333249


South Coast 2013 Annual All Other Buses DSL Aggregated 50 20366.94639 0.223179327 0.254072675 0.909793312 7.603699051 1046.759692 1036.292095 0.216926216 0.199572119











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































RESOLUTION NO. 2013-3-1-Draft 
 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
RANCHO CALIFORNIA WATER DISTRICT, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING AN ADDENDUM TO 
THE SUPPLEMENTAL WATER SUPPLY PROGRAM 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE UPPER VALLE DE 
LOS CABALLOS RECHARGE BASIN IMPROVEMENTS 
(PROJECT NO. 10106) 


 


 WHEREAS, the Rancho California Water District (“District”) is organized and 
operates under the California Water District Law, Division 13 commencing with Section 
3400 of the California Water Code; and 


 WHEREAS, on August 31, 1984, the District adopted a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and approved the Supplemental Water Supply Program (“SWSP”) for the 
Valle de los Caballos (“VDC”) Recharge Basin; and 


 WHEREAS, minor technical changes to the SWSP are now proposed in the form 
of certain infrastructure improvements to the VDC Recharge Basin, which are needed to 
maintain the original vision and needs for the SWSP while providing updates and 
additional flexibility to address the changed design features of the SWSP VDC 
Recharge Basin (the “Project”); and 


 WHEREAS, Project specifically includes a new ‘low berm’ to segregate existing 
Basin U-2 (into Basin U-2W and Basin U-2E); re-grading of the existing Basin bottoms 
at Basins U-1, U-2, U-3, and U-5 to direct water closer to existing/proposed recovery 
wells; a new well pad for proposed (new) production Well No. 161; 1,000 feet of new 24” 
well discharge pipeline along the southerly side of existing Basin U-5; 1,000 feet of new 
36” raw water pipeline along easterly side of existing Basin U-5; four new raw water 
outlet structures at existing Basins U-2W, U-2E, U-3, and U-5; new Production Well No. 
161 (replacing existing Production Well No. 116); and equipping existing Productions 
Well No. 154 (collectively, the “improvements”); and 


 WHEREAS, all new improvements are contained within the limits of the existing 
Upper VDC Recharge Basin with all major access points being maintained; and 


 WHEREAS, District staff has determined that the Project is a “project” under the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) 
and must be evaluated to determine any possible environmental effects caused by the 
changes to the SWSP; and 


 WHEREAS, under State CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (b), an 
addendum to an adopted mitigated negative declaration may be prepared if only minor 
technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions in section 15162 
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calling for the preparation of a subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or 
negative declaration have occurred; and 


 WHEREAS, under State CEQA Guidelines sections 15162 and 15164, District 
staff has determined that the Project constitutes only minor technical changes to the 
SWSP and that none of the conditions requiring preparation of a subsequent EIR or 
negative declaration have occurred regarding the proposed changes to the SWSP and 
that preparation of an addendum to the Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted for the 
Project is appropriate; and 


 WHEREAS, District staff has prepared the attached Addendum to the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration ("Addendum") for the Project pursuant to CEQA, the State CEQA 
Guidelines, and the District’s local CEQA Guidelines; and [Corey:  Are you attaching the 
Addendum to this Resolution?  If not, you can just edit to delete the “attached” 
reference.  We already incorporated the Addendum by reference below.] 


 WHEREAS, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15164, subdivision (c), 
the Addendum is not required to be circulated for public review and can be included in 
or attached to the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration; and  


 WHEREAS, the Board of Directors has carefully reviewed the Addendum in 
connection with the 1984 Mitigated Negative Declaration and all other relevant 
information contained in the record regarding the Project.  The Board of Directors has 
determined that the changes addressed in the Addendum will not result in new 
significant environmental effects or substantially increase the severity of previously 
identified environmental effects of the SWSP; and 


 WHEREAS, the Board has determined that only minor technical changes or 
additions to the SWSP are necessary; and 


 WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have 
occurred. 


 NOW, THEREFORE, be it hereby resolved, determined, and ordered by the 
Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Rancho California Water District as follows: 


 SECTION 1.  Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act.  As the 
decision-making body for the Project, the Board has reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Addendum, the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and 
supporting documentation.  The Board finds that the Addendum contains a complete 
and accurate reporting of any environmental effects associated with the Project.  The 
Board further finds that the Addendum has been completed in compliance with CEQA, 
the State CEQA Guidelines, and the District's Local CEQA Guidelines.  The Board finds 
that the Addendum reflects the independent judgment of the Board. 


 







[Resolution No. 2013-3-1-Draft] 


3 
 


 


 SECTION 2.  Findings on Environmental Effects. 


(A) Based on the Addendum and all related information in the record as 
a whole, the Board finds that all environmental effects of the proposed changes to the 
SWSP are less than significant.  In addition, the Board finds that neither a subsequent 
negative declaration nor an environmental impact report is required by the Project under 
State CEQA Guidelines section 15162 pursuant to the following analysis and the 
analysis contained in the Addendum, which is fully incorporated herein by reference:  


(1) Does the Project propose substantial changes "which will 
require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects?"  The VDC Recharge Basin has 
already been developed and the area is highly disturbed.  New improvements and 
activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-2, re-grading existing 
basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet 
structures) would occur within the existing VDC Recharge Basin footprint and no new 
undeveloped land would be impacted.  Also, operational noise associated with the 
improvements would be minimal and primarily consist of noise associated with Well 
Nos. 154 and 161, which was identified and taken into account in the 1984 IS/MND and 
EA/FONSI.  Furthermore, the impacts of installation or construction contemplated by the 
proposed Upper VDC Recharge Basin improvements would be substantially the same 
as impacts that would result from development of the SWSP, and all potential impacts 
were sufficiently evaluated and mitigated in the 1984 IS/MND. 


No unmitigated significant effects were previously identified in the 
adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration, and there will be no new significant 
environmental effects nor any increase in any previously identified significant effects 
and no subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required. 


(2) Have "substantial changes occur[ed] with respect to the 
circumstances under which the [original] project is undertaken which will require major 
revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects?"  No unmitigated significant effects were previously 
identified in the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration.  New improvements and 
activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-2, re-grading existing 
basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet 
structures) would occur within the existing VDC Recharge Basin footprint and no new 
undeveloped land would be impacted.  No other changes have occurred with respect to 
the circumstances of the SWSP.  Therefore, there will be no new significant 
environmental effects nor any increase in any previously identified significant effects 
and no subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required. 







[Resolution No. 2013-3-1-Draft] 


4 
 


(3) Does "new information of substantial importance, which was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the 
time the previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration was 
adopted, show any of the following: 


(a) The project will have one or more significant effects not 
discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration?"  The VDC Recharge Basin has 
already been developed and is in an area that is highly disturbed.  New improvements 
and activities proposed (e.g. installation of a low berm within Basin U-2, re-grading 
existing basin bottoms, installation of a new well pad, installation of pipeline and outlet 
structures) would occur within the existing VDC Recharge Basin footprint and no new 
undeveloped land would be impacted.  There will be no new significant environmental 
effects nor any increase in any previously identified significant effects and no 
subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required. 


(b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially 
more severe than shown in the previous EIR?"  No unmitigated significant effects were 
previously identified in the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The Project will not 
result in an increase in environmental effects previously found to be less than 
significant, or otherwise. 


(c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be 
feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative?"  No unmitigated significant effects were previously 
identified in the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Mitigation measures were 
previously identified and adopted to reduce potential effects to a level of less than 
significant.  The Project will not result in significant environmental impacts and will 
implement the previously identified mitigation measures, to further reduce the 
significance of the impacts to an even lesser level of insignificance. 


(d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably 
different from those analyzed in the previous EIR [or negative declaration] would 
substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative?"  No unmitigated 
significant effects were previously identified in the adopted Mitigated Negative 
Declaration.  Mitigation measures were previously identified and adopted to reduce 
potential effects to a level of less than significant.  The Project will not result in 
significant environmental impacts and will implement the previously identified mitigation 
measures, to further reduce the significance of the impacts to an even lesser level of 
insignificance. 


   In light of the above analysis and stated conditions, no subsequent 
EIR or negative declaration is required. 
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(B) In addition, the Board finds that the Project satisfies the conditions 
described in State CEQA Guidelines section 15164; therefore, preparation of an 
addendum to the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate: 


(1) “An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be 
prepared if only minor technical changes or additions are necessary or none of the 
conditions described in section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or 
negative declaration have occurred."  To enhance the safety and reliability of deliveries 
within existing SWSP facilities, the District is proposing minor modifications to the 
SWSP previously approved in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  These include 
modifications at the Upper VDC Recharge Basins.  These improvements would ensure 
that they can be safely and reliably integrated into the SWSP.  The type and extent of 
construction activities and the operational characteristics of the modifications would not 
be substantially different from what was evaluated in the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for the SWSP.  Also, no overall increase in water use or overall increase in the amount 
of water being drawn from the groundwater basin would occur with the installation and 
operation of these design features. 


The Board finds that the Project includes only "minor technical 
changes or additions" to the SWSP pursuant to the conditions of section 15164.  [Corey: 
We recommend adding language here from LSA that says why the Project is only minor 
technical changes.] 


SECTION 3. Adoption of Addendum.  The Board approves and adopts the 
Addendum prepared for the Project. 


SECTION 4. Approval of the Changes to SWSP.  The Board approves the 
Project.  


SECTION 5. Notice of Determination.  The Board directs staff to file a Notice of 
Determination with the Riverside County Clerk within five (5) working days of adopting 
the Addendum and approving the Project. 


SECTION 6. Custodian of Records.  The documents and materials that 
constitute the record of proceedings on which these findings are based are located at 
the District’s offices.  The custodian for these records is the General Manager or his 
designee. 


SECTION 7. Signatures.  The President of the Board of Directors shall sign this 
Resolution and the Secretary of the Board of Directors shall attest thereto. 
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 ADOPTED, SIGNED AND APPROVED this 14th day of March 2013. 
 
 
 
 
       ________________________________ 
 Bennett R. Drake, President of the 


Board of Directors of the 
Rancho California Water District 


ATTEST: 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Kelli E. Garcia, Secretary of the  
Board of Directors of the 
Rancho California Water District







STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
)ss. 


COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE ) 
 
 


I, KELLI E. GARCIA, Secretary of the Board of Directors of the Rancho California 
Water District, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 2013-3-1-Draft was 
duly adopted by the Board of Directors of said District at a regular meeting thereof held 
on the 14th day of March 2013, and that it was so adopted by the following vote: 
 
  AYES: DIRECTORS: Corona, Drake, Herman, Hoagland, Plummer, 


Skumawitz, and Stewart 
 


NOES: DIRECTORS:  
 


ABSENT: DIRECTORS:  
 


ABSTAIN: DIRECTORS:  
 
 
 


 


Kelli E. Garcia, Secretary of the 
Board of Directors of the 
Rancho California Water District 


 
 
 
 
 
 
(SEAL) 







STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
)ss. 


COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE ) 
 
 


I, KELLI E. GARCIA, Secretary of the Board of Directors of the Rancho California 
Water District, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct 
copy of Resolution No. 2013-3-1-Draft of said Board, and that the same has not been 
amended or repealed. 
 
DATED: March 14, 2013 
 
 


 


Kelli E. Garcia, Secretary of the 
Board of Directors of the 
Rancho California Water District  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(SEAL) 
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Close Up Two


Close Up One
Close Up One Close Up Two Key Map
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Existing


Meter


Backflow Preventor


Valve


Reclaimed Water Meter
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1) Signage such as figure 1 will be placed at regular intervals as per RCWD requirements
2) Color coded spray head will be used such as those in figure 2
3) Valves will be color coded as shown in figure 3
4) Color coded tubing will be implemented such as the one shown in figure 4
5) Purple PVC pipe such as that shown in figure 5


Notes


Figure 1 Figure 2 Figure 3


Figure 4


Figure 1


Figure 5
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MEMORANDUM  
 
New Water Demand Offset Program (NWDOP) Data Collection and Estimate of Average 
Conversion Cost 
 
To:  Robert Avera, Project Manager  


Rancho California Water District 
  
From: Jim Rasmus, Project Manager  


 
Prepared By:  Shawnele Morelos, E.I.T. 
 James Strayer, P.E. 
 
Reviewed By:  Jim Rasmus, P.E., BCEE   
    
       
 


1.0 Introduction  


Rancho California Water District (District) hired Black & Veatch (B&V) to develop 
representative or typical costs to convert existing sites using potable water for non-potable 
landscape applications to use recycled water.  The District has an estimated supply of up to 500 
acre feet per year (AFY) of recycled water available for potential recycled water conversion 
sites.  The District has targeted initial sites for conversion, within the District’s service area, that 
currently utilize a designated domestic landscape meter and that are within 500 linear feet (ft) of 
the existing recycled water distribution facilities. The sites meeting initial criteria will be 
evaluated based on historical consumption, and grouped into typical site use categories.  Typical 
conversion cost factors will be developed by site use category, based on experience on similar 
projects and comparable cost data from other local agencies.  Typical conversion cost factors 
will be applied to the candidate sites to establish an estimate of average cost to convert per acre 
foot ($/AF). 
 
This evaluation and the resulting estimate of average conversion costs will be used by the 
District in the development of the New Water Demand Offset Program (NWDOP).  The 
NWDOP will be used by the District to offset the costs to develop additional potable water 
supplies including the conversion of sites using potable water for existing non-potable landscape 
applications to use recycled water. 


1.1 Background/Data Collection 


The District serves the Temecula/Rancho California area, which includes the City of Temecula, 
portions of the City of Murrieta and unincorporated areas of southwest Riverside County.  The  
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District’s service area is bounded on the southwest by the Santa Ana Mountains and on the 
northeast by the Gavilan Hills. 
 
1.2 Existing Recycled Water Use Sites 
The District reviews, inspects and permits all recycled water use sites within its service area 
under the authority and supervision of the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) under 
the provisions of the California Code of Regulations, Title 22 (CCR Title 22). There are 
currently 286 existing recycled water use sites served by the District, a copy of the current 
recycled water use sites is included in Appendix A.  
 
1.3 Existing Dedicated Domestic Landscape Meters 
The existing sites within the District with the highest potential for conversion to recycled water 
are sites with dedicated domestic landscape meters (DL Meters).  The District has targeted sites 
with DL Meters within 500 linear ft of the existing recycled water distribution system. The 
District provided data on 845 sites with DL Meters, with a total combined historical consumption 
of 2,313 AFY.  A table of the Initial Sites provided by the District has been included in 
Appendix B. 


2.0 Initial Assessment 


The following subsections describe the method developed to further refine the sites with the 
highest potential for conversion to recycled water.  The resulting list of Candidate Sites will be 
used in the development of the estimated average conversion costs, described in later sections of 
this report.  A summary of the criteria used for the initial assessment is described below: 
  


1. Sites with existing DL Meters 
2. Proximity to existing recycled water facilities (within 500 linear ft) 
3. Identify sites with the highest historic consumption  
4. Identify and assign typical site use categories 
 


As described previously, the District’s existing customer base includes sites served by DL 
Meters.  By definition the DL Meter is a dedicated meter that serves potable water for non-
potable landscape use.  Sites utilizing DL Meters are prime candidates for conversion due to the 
relative low cost of conversion of the dedicated meter and downstream on-site facilities 
compared to the cost of conversion of sites with both domestic potable uses and non-potable uses 
and facilities.  
 
The list of Initial Sites provided by the District satisfies the first two criteria of the initial 
assessment, including DL meter sites within 500 linear feet of existing recycled water facilities, 
while the next criteria identify the sites with the highest historical consumption.  Generally, sites 
with a higher use are more economically feasible to convert.  The final criteria will require 
identifying and assigning the sites by site use category, based on similar site characteristics. Cost 
factors for each site use category will be developed in Sections 3 and 4.  The cost factors will 
then be applied to develop the total estimated costs and the estimated average conversion cost  
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per acre-foot per year.  This approach is intended to provide a practical and relevant planning 
level methodology, to identify the sites with the highest feasibility and related costs to be used by 
the District in the development of the NWDOP. 
 
2.1 Historical Consumption 
The Initial Sites provided by the District includes 845 sites with a combined historical 
consumption of 2,313 AFY.  As previously described, there are up to 500 AFY of recycled water 
supply available.  For the purposes of establishing a representative average conversion cost, the 
Initial Sites were sorted from highest to lowest with a combined total consumption of 750 AFY, 
establishing the list of Candidate Sites.  
 
2.2 Typical Site Use Categories 
The Candidate Sites identified in the previous section were reviewed for similar characteristics 
and assigned to a typical site use category.  The development of site use categories provides the 
ability to assess the feasibility of a group of individual sites for conversion and typical costs, 
based on their similar characteristics.  Conversely, unique sites that do not fit the typical site use 
category represent higher risk, and unknown costs. 
 
The development and grouping of sites by typical site use categories included review of 
customer information provided by the District and of available aerial imagery of each site to 
identify common or similar site characteristics. 
 
The typical site use categories identified include: Landscape Maintenance Districts (LMD), 
Property Owner’s Associations (POA), Residential Home Owner Associations (HOA), Schools, 
and Parks.  The following sections summarize each site use category. 
 
2.2.1 Landscape Maintenance District (LMD) 
Landscape Maintenance District (LMD) properties are typically landscaped areas limited to non-
potable landscape irrigation only, and are managed by a single entity.  Examples of LMD’s 
include medians, parkways or greenbelts.  LMD’s are usually not defined by a single parcel or 
property but can be “strips” along and between several parcels or properties, including slopes, 
easements, medians, etc.  LMD’s are typically the least complicated type of site due to the 
limited use non-potable landscape irrigation, only.  The following list identifies the common 
characteristics used for grouping the sites to the LMD site use category: 
 


 Site use limited to non-potable landscape irrigation 
 One or more DL Meters 
 Area may extend across several parcels or properties 
 Oversight and maintenance provided by a single municipal or professional private entity 
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2.2.2 Property Owner’s Association (POA) 
Property Owner’s Associations are typically properties managed by one entity or management 
group and may include single or multiple buildings or businesses, with common landscape 
irrigation served by one or more DL Meter.  The POA’s are primarily large retail/shopping or 
commercial areas on one or more parcels.  Although there are multiple entities within the POA, 
the landscape maintenance services are managed by one management company.  Institutional 
buildings and complexes have been included in this site use category due to similar 
characteristics.  The following list identifies the common characteristics used for grouping the 
sites to the POA site use category: 
 


 Single or multiple non-residential tenants and/or owners 
 One or more DL Meters 
 Limited hours of operation, limiting access to the public 
 Area may extend across several parcels or properties 


 
2.2.3 Residential Home Owner’s Association (HOA) 
Residential Home Owner’s Association (HOA) properties are similar to POA’s but for 
residential properties.  Typically, the HOA is responsible for the maintenance of all common 
landscaping and irrigation facilities and kept separate from privately owned and maintained front 
and back yards.  Some exceptions include situations where front yards of single family homes 
can be included in the HOA’s “common area” maintenance requirements. The common areas 
maintained by the HOA are typically served through one or more DL Meters separate from the 
potable water services to the residences. 
 
There are potential issues and complications associated with the conversion of residential HOA 
properties due to the difficulty in maintaining clear lines of separation between the common 
areas maintained by the HOA and the private facilities and use areas.  The assessment of 
feasibility and the associated costs of conversions for properties within this site use category are 
typically the most challenging due to the variations in configuration of common and private 
facilities.  The following common characteristics were used when determining and grouping sites 
in the HOA site use category: 
 


 Residential tenants and/or owners 
 One or more DL Meters 
 Unlimited public access  
 Close proximity of HOA common facilities to private residences and landscaping 
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2.2.4 Schools 
School properties typically include classroom and other facilities with minor landscaping and 
separate larger landscaped areas designated for recreation.  The recreation areas are usually 
served by one or more DL Meters, and may have some limited non-landscape irrigation use such 
as drinking fountains or snack areas for ball parks. The recreation areas are typically targeted for 
conversion to recycled water due to the high use for turf landscaping.  The recreation areas are 
typically maintained by staff dedicated to the maintenance of the landscape facilities.  The 
following common characteristics were used when determining and grouping sites in the School 
site use category: 
 


 Large separate “fenced” recreation areas or playing fields 
 One or more DL Meters 


 
2.2.5 Parks 
Parks are typically large open space areas with extensive landscaping maintained by a single 
jurisdiction.  Parks may include designated play areas, eating areas, and water drinking 
fountains.  Parks are usually served by one or more DL Meters.  Parks are typically maintained 
by staff dedicated to the maintenance of the landscape facilities.  The following characteristics 
were used when determining and grouping sites in the Park site use category: 
 


 Open space in a clearly defined area/lot 
 One or more DL Meters 
 Unrestricted public use/recreational facilities 


 
Examples of one sample site from each category with the associated meter, parcel area and 
assumed irrigated area are included as Appendix C. 
 
2.3 Candidate Sites 
The intent of the initial assessment is to establish a reasonable methodology to assess the Initial 
Sites for conversion, and develop the estimated average conversion cost as discussed in the next 
section of this report.    The list of Candidate Sites, identified by the initial assessment is shown 
in Table 2-1.  
 
Figure 2-1, shows the location of the Candidate Sites, identified by the Candidate Site No., 
included in Table 2-1. 
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Table 2-1  


Candidate Sites 


 
 


Candidate 
Site No.


Existing 
Meter No. Customer Name Site (Meter) Address Use Category


Historic 
Consumption 


(AFY)


1 70212791 HERITAGE MOBILEHOME ESTATES 31130 GENERAL KEARNY RD HOA 63.9


2 70076544 RANCHO MEADOWS HOA 44501 LA PAZ ST HOA 49.2


3 30067843 WESTSIDE BUSINESS CENTER POA ZEVO DR RECLAIMED POA 38.9


4 70091611 CAMDEN VINEYARDS 24323 JACKSON AVE HOA 36.8


5 70091610 CAMDEN VINEYARDS 24323 JACKSON AVE HOA 21.5


6 08770851 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC School 29.1


7 08770863 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC School 16.8


8 08770864 LOWE'S HOME IMP CENTER 40390 WINCHESTER RD POA 27.3


9 99916012 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING 41780 BUTTERFIELD STAGE RD LMD 24.1


10 99915975 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING 41780 BUTTERFIELD STAGE RD LMD 17.0


11 02003933 TVUSD ERLE STANLEY GARDNER MID SCHOOL 45125 VIA DEL CORONADO School 23.6


12 08770833 KIMCO REALTY CORP RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD LMD 23.1


13 70064655 VAIL CREEK ASSOC OVERLAND TR HOA 22.6


14 38512045 CITY OF MURRIETA NUTMEG ST Park 22.5


15 34686159 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASSOC BUSINESS PARK DR POA 22.0


16 1248392 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASSOC 43357 BUSINESS PARK DR POA 20.1


17 08185045 U S POST OFFICE 30777 RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD POA 20.1


18 70137362 INLAND PACIFIC PROP SVCS LLC WOLF STORE RD LMD 18.7


19 350067 WINCHESTER HIGHLANDS BUS PK 40625 COUNTY CENTER DR LMD 18.7


20 70042657 ARBA GROUP FACILITIES OPERATION 24100 MONROE AVE LMD 17.3


21 2375925 CAL-TRANS (RHWR) I-15 -EAST OF POA 16.7


22 1248378 NORTH JEFFERSON PARK-743011 27369 MADISON AVE POA 15.1


23 X1883421 FFF ENTERPRSES INC 41093 COUNTY CENTER DR POA 14.4


24 31947540 TVUSD REDHAWK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 32045 CAMINO SAN JOSE School 14.3


25 08639213 TVUSD PALOMA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 42940 VIA RAMI School 14.0


26 08688497 FAIRWAY AT REDHAWK TIBURCO DR HOA 13.7


27 35052958 COUNTRY CLUB VILLAS 38751 BEARS PAW DR HOA 13.6


28 04177625 TVUSD TEMECULA LUISENO ELEM SCHOOL WOLF VALLEY RD School 13.2


29 08174007 MEADOWVIEW HOMEOWNERS ASSOC 30200 AVENIDA VERDE HOA 13.2


30 35302834 ALBERTSONS, INC., SITE # 6753 MARGARITA RD POA 13.1


31 07363807 TVUSD SPARKMAN ELEM SCHOOL 43750 MARGARITA RD School 13.0


32 1123967 FAIRWAY ESTATES CHERRYWOOD DR HOA 12.8


33 35131347 HOME DEPOT #1028 32020 TEMECULA PKWY POA 12.5


34 1248381 NORTH JEFFERSON PARK 743011 27259 MADISON AVE POA 12.5


35 2738564 HOMETOWN BUFFET 40390 MARGARITA RD POA 12.4


36 1028254 WINCHESTER HIGHLANDS BUS PK 27100 YNEZ RD LMD 12.1


750Total
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3.0 Total Estimated Conversion Cost 


The previous section identifies the Candidate Sites based on an initial desktop assessment of sites 
including sites with DL Meters, proximity to existing recycled water facilities, highest use, and 
type of site (site use category). 
 
The total estimated conversion costs were developed based on available conversion construction 
cost data, applied generally by site use category, plus additional costs to account for minor off-
site improvements and administrative costs (design/review, permitting, inspection and testing). 
 
3.1 Conversion Construction Costs 
Multiple agencies were contacted regarding conversions. All agencies responded that conversion 
costs are highly variable and difficult to estimate. Quantitative data was obtained from the San 
Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), including actual and estimated conversion costs for 
29 customers served by three member agencies and Caltrans.  A summary of this data is shown 
in Appendix D. 
 
Figure 3-2 displays the average cost per AFY for different customer types from the SDCWA 
data. In general, areas having larger green spaces, such as parks and schools, are more 
economical to convert.  Areas with special conversion needs such as freeways and fire stations 
are less economical for conversions. 


Figure 3-2 
Conversion Construction Costs by Category 
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Figure 3-3 displays the conversion construction cost per AFY per site use category.  The 
demands utilized in the SDCWA data represent average demands over a three year period.    In 
general, the more demand that is converted, the less the cost is per AFY. However, the data also 
shows the variability of conversion costs.  In order to convey a general trend, sites with outlying 
data, i.e. fairgrounds, freeways, etc. were removed from the figure. 


 
Figure 3-3 


Conversion Construction Costs Based on Average Demands 


 
The conversion construction cost factors (CCC Factors) used for the derivation of the total 
estimated construction cost are based on the SDCWA data, and revised based on similar past 
project experience.  The SDCWA data combines the LMD, POA, and HOA conversion 
construction cost data without recognizing the relative differences in complexity, characteristic 
to each site use category.  The average cost of conversion for the LMD, POA and HOA from the 
SDCWA data is $7,500/AFY. 
 
Based on past similar experience, the conversion construction cost factors for the LMD, POA 
and HOA site use categories have been modified to reflect the relative complexities between the 
categories, as shown in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1 


Relative Conversion Complexities and Costs 
Site Use Category Complexity CCC Factor Difference from 


SDCWA Data 
LMD Low $7,000/AF -$500/AF 
POA Medium $7,500/AF None 
HOA High $8,000/AF +$500/AF 


 
The CCC Factors used to derive the total estimated construction costs are shown below in Table 
3-2.  


Table 3-2 
Conversion Construction Cost Factors 
Site Use Category Cost/AFY 


LMD $ 7,000 
POA $ 7,500 
HOA $ 8,000 


Schools $ 4,000 
Parks $ 4,000 


 


4.0 Estimated Average Conversion Cost 


The development of the estimated average conversion cost is derived from the average of the 
total estimated conversion costs.  Table 4-1 shows the conversion construction costs per site 
have been projected based on the site use category and CCC Factor for each site.  The sums of 
the site conversion construction costs include the soft cost contingencies for minor offsite 
improvements and administrative costs as the total estimated conversion cost. 
 
The development of the total estimated conversion cost includes the total estimated construction 
costs plus additional soft costs.  Soft costs have been added to the raw estimate of construction 
costs to account for contingencies of 10 percent and 35 percent for minor offsite improvements 
and administrative costs (design/review, permitting, inspection and testing), respectively.  These 
values have been developed based on similar project experience and discussions with the 
District. 







Rancho California Water District  B&V Project 166315 
DRAFT New Water Demand Offset Program  November 2009 
Data Collection and Estimate of Average Conversion Cost  (Updated December 2009) 


 


11 
 


 Table 4-1 
New Water Demand Offset Program (NWDOP) 


Total Estimated Conversion Costs and Estimated Average Conversion Cost 


Candidate Site 
No.


Existing 
Meter No. Customer Name Site (Meter) Address Use Category


Historic 
Consumption 


(AFY)
Conversion Unit 


Cost ($/AFY)


Estimated 
Construction 


Costs *
1 70212791 HERITAGE MOBILEHOME ESTATES 31130 GENERAL KEARNY RD HOA 63.9 8,000 511,200$                 
2 70076544 RANCHO MEADOWS HOA 44501 LA PAZ ST HOA 49.2 8,000 393,600$                 
3 30067843 WESTSIDE BUSINESS CENTER POA ZEVO DR RECLAIMED POA 38.9 7,500 291,800$                 
4 70091611 CAMDEN VINEYARDS 24323 JACKSON AVE HOA 36.8 8,000 294,400$                 
5 70091610 CAMDEN VINEYARDS 24323 JACKSON AVE HOA 21.5 8,000 172,000$                 
6 08770851 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC School 29.1 4,000 116,400$                 
7 08770863 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC School 16.8 4,000 67,200$                   
8 08770864 LOWE'S HOME IMP CENTER 40390 WINCHESTER RD POA 27.3 7,500 204,800$                 
9 99916012 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING 41780 BUTTERFIELD STAGE RD LMD 24.1 7,000 168,700$                 
10 99915975 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING 41780 BUTTERFIELD STAGE RD LMD 17.0 7,000 119,000$                 
11 02003933 TVUSD ERLE STANLEY GARDNER MID SCHOOL 45125 VIA DEL CORONADO School 23.6 4,000 94,400$                   
12 08770833 KIMCO REALTY CORP RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD LMD 23.1 7,000 161,700$                 
13 70064655 VAIL CREEK ASSOC OVERLAND TR HOA 22.6 8,000 180,800$                 
14 38512045 CITY OF MURRIETA NUTMEG ST Park 22.5 4,000 90,000$                   
15 34686159 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASSOC BUSINESS PARK DR POA 22.0 7,500 165,000$                 
16 1248392 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASSOC 43357 BUSINESS PARK DR POA 20.1 7,500 150,800$                 
17 08185045 U S POST OFFICE 30777 RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD POA 20.1 7,500 150,800$                 
18 70137362 INLAND PACIFIC PROP SVCS LLC WOLF STORE RD LMD 18.7 7,000 130,900$                 
19 350067 WINCHESTER HIGHLANDS BUS PK 40625 COUNTY CENTER DR LMD 18.7 7,000 130,900$                 
20 70042657 ARBA GROUP FACILITIES OPERATION 24100 MONROE AVE LMD 17.3 7,000 121,100$                 
21 2375925 CAL-TRANS (RHWR) I-15 -EAST OF POA 16.7 7,500 125,300$                 
22 1248378 NORTH JEFFERSON PARK-743011 27369 MADISON AVE POA 15.1 7,500 113,300$                 
23 X1883421 FFF ENTERPRSES INC 41093 COUNTY CENTER DR POA 14.4 7,500 108,000$                 
24 31947540 TVUSD REDHAWK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 32045 CAMINO SAN JOSE School 14.3 4,000 57,200$                   
25 08639213 TVUSD PALOMA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 42940 VIA RAMI School 14.0 4,000 56,000$                   
26 08688497 FAIRWAY AT REDHAWK TIBURCO DR HOA 13.7 8,000 109,600$                 
27 35052958 COUNTRY CLUB VILLAS 38751 BEARS PAW DR HOA 13.6 8,000 108,800$                 
28 04177625 TVUSD TEMECULA LUISENO ELEM SCHOOL WOLF VALLEY RD School 13.2 4,000 52,800$                   
29 08174007 MEADOWVIEW HOMEOWNERS ASSOC 30200 AVENIDA VERDE HOA 13.2 8,000 105,600$                 
30 35302834 ALBERTSONS, INC., SITE # 6753 MARGARITA RD POA 13.1 7,500 98,300$                   
31 07363807 TVUSD SPARKMAN ELEM SCHOOL 43750 MARGARITA RD School 13.0 4,000 52,000$                   
32 1123967 FAIRWAY ESTATES CHERRYWOOD DR HOA 12.8 8,000 102,400$                 
33 35131347 HOME DEPOT #1028 32020 TEMECULA PKWY POA 12.5 7,500 93,800$                   
34 1248381 NORTH JEFFERSON PARK 743011 27259 MADISON AVE POA 12.5 7,500 93,800$                   
35 2738564 HOMETOWN BUFFET 40390 MARGARITA RD POA 12.4 7,500 93,000$                   
36 1028254 WINCHESTER HIGHLANDS BUS PK 27100 YNEZ RD LMD 12.1 7,000 84,700$                   


5,170,100$              
517,000$                 


5,687,100$              


1,990,500$              


7,677,600$              
Total Estimated Conversion Costs


Notes:


5. All Estimated Construction Costs are rounded to the nearest hundred dollars.


3. The conversion unit cost factors were developed from experience on other similar projects, including estimated and actual cost data obtained from the SDCWA.
4. The basis of the determination of the Estimated Average Conversion Cost per Acre-ft, includes a sampling of sites with a combined total of 750 acre-ft, which is 1.5 times the estimated available supply of 500 acre-ft.


2. Historic meter consumption per RCWD, year 2008, landscape meter records.


1. The candidate sites have been identified for sampling purposes only and are not considered actual conversion sites at this time.  The selection of the actual conversion sites will require additional detailed efforts, beyond the scope of 
this Report.


10,200$                   


Total Estimated Conversion Cost for 750 AFY


Subtotal Estimated Construction Costs
Contingency Offsite Facilities (10%)


Additional Estimated Costs for Design, Review, Permitting,
Inspection and Testing @ 35% of Total Estimated Construction Costs


Total Estimated Construction Costs


Estimated Average Conversion Cost ($/AFY) = 750 AFY
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As shown in Table 4-1, the estimated average conversion cost is $10,200/AF. 


 
This initial assessment and estimated average conversion cost has been developed for use by the 
District in the development of the NWDOP to offset the cost of developing additional potable 
water supplies to meet continued development.  This assessment is suitable for planning 
purposes; however, as the District continues to develop this program, additional investigation 
and efforts beyond the scope of this report will be required to further assess the feasibility and 
actual costs of conversions.  In summary, key efforts will likely include: assessment of the 
validity of demand data; planning of future capital projects for minor extensions; customer 
outreach and education; design of conversions; and implementation of appropriate conversions. 
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Appendix A
RCWD Existing Recycled Water Users


Number Name Address Street City
1 Murrieta Pony League Ballfield 41450 Adams Ave Murrieta


2 Bear Creek Golf Course Clinton Keith Rd Murrieta


3 Corona Ranch 33320 Temecula Parkway Temecula


4 Temecula Creek Golf 44501 Rainbow Canyon Rd. Temecula


5 McMillian Redhawk LLC Redhawk Parkway 3 Lake Temecula


7 Redhawk Community Redhawk Parkway Temecula


8 Redhawk Community Paseo Parallon Temecula


9 Redhawk Community Via Cordova Temecula


10 Redhawk Community Wolf Valley Road Temecula


11 Redhawk Community Via Almazan Temecula


12 Redhawk Community Paseo Parallon Temecula


13 City of Temecula Camino San Jose Temecula


14 Redhawk Community Via Saltio Temecula


15 Redhawk Community Wolf Valley Road Temecula


16 Redhawk Community Camino Caramargo Temecula


17 Redhawk Community Wolf Valley Road Temecula


18 City of Temecula Overland Drive Temecula


19 City of Temecula Overland Drive Temecula


20 Redhawk Community Caminito Avila Temecula


21 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


22 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


23 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


24 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


25 City of Temecula 32528 Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


26 City of Temecula 32540 Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


27 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Pkwy & Cinon Temecula


28 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


29 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


30 City of Temecula 32672 Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


31 City of Temecula 32920 Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


32 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Pkwy & Mill Run Temecula


33 City of Temecula 33160 Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


34 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Pkwy & Camino Temecula


35 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


36 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


37 City of Temecula Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


38 Temecula United Methodist Church 42690 Margarita Rd. Temecula


39 Cole Creek Pump Station & Reservoir Magnolia Ave Murrietta


41 El Chimisal Reservoir 34695 El Mirador Temecula


44 General Kearny Reservoir 31000 Rancho California Rd Temecula


46 Redhawk Community Redhawk Parkway Temecula


47 Rancho California Water District 26266 Washington Ave. Murrieta
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48 Citizens Coalition Westside Diaz Road Temecula


50 TVUSD Chaparral High School 27215 Nicolas Rd Temecula


51 City of Temecula 44295 Redhawk Parkway Temecula


52 City of Temecula Margarita Road Temecula


53 TVUSD James L. Day Middle School 40775 Campos Verdes Temecula


59 TVUSD Temecula Valley High School 31555 Rancho Vista Road Temecula


60 Westside Business Center Winchester Road Temecula


61 Westside Business Center Winchester Temecula


62 Westside Business Center Zevo Drive Temecula


66 Margarita Road Sports Park Margarita Rd Temecula


67 Long Canyon Creek Park N. General Kearney Rd Temecula


68 City of Temecula N. General Kearney Rd Temecula


69 City of Temecula Margarita Rd. Temecula


70 City of Temecula Margarita Road Temecula


71 Diaz Super Storage 41906 Remington Temecula


73 Rancho California Water District 42135 Winchester Temecula


74 Rancho California Water District 42135 Winchester Temecula


75 Paloma Del Sol 32099 De Portola Rd Temecula


76 Paloma Del Sol 32099 De Portola Rd. Temecula


78 Scott's Temecula Operations 42375 Remington Ave Temecula


79 Westside Business Center 42225 Remington Temecula


80 Temeku Hills Golf Club 41687 Temeku Drive Temecula


81 Murrieta Valley USD Thompson Middle 42400 Nighthawk Murrieta


82 Margarita Medical Condo Development N. General Kearny Rd. Temecula


86 Redhawk Community Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


89 Southwest Soccer Club Diaz Rd. Temecula


90 Southwest Traders Inc. 27565 Diaz Rd. Temecula


91 City of Temecula 3966 Date St. Temecula


92 Harveston Community 40381 Margarita Rd. Temecula


93 Harveston Community 28756 Lakeview Rd. Temecula


94 City of Temecula 40233 Village Rd. Temecula


95 City of Temecula 28699 Harveston Dr. Temecula


96 City of Temecula 28757 Harveston Dr. Temecula


97 City of Temecula 39817 Harveston Dr. Temecula


102 California Oaks Golf Course 40603 Colony Drive Murrieta


106 City of Temecula 39666 Date Street Temecula


107 Harveston Community Association 40253 Margarita Rd Temecula


108 City of Temecula 40009 Margarita Rd. Temecula


109 Harveston Community Association 40156 Village Rd. Temecula


111 City of Temecula 40353 Margarita Temecula


115 Murrietta Valley High School Nighthawk Way Murrietta


116 Rancho California Water District 26266 Washington Murrieta


117 Linfield Christian School 31950 Pauba Rd. Temecula


118 RCWD Stonewood Calle Rambla Orienta Murrieta
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119 City of Temecula 40372 Village Rd. Temecula


120 City of Temecula 28582 Harveston Dr. Temecula


121 Redhawk Parkway 45299 Redhawk Parkway Temecula


122 Redhawk Parkway 45050 Vail Ranch Parkway Temecula


123 CSA 143 MH Riverside County Morgan Hill Dr. Temecula


124 CSA 1432 MH Riverside County EDA Morgan Hill Dr. Temecula


125 Jason Fleenor 42335 Gold Cup Lane Murrietta


126 Beverley Barrow 42311 Gold Cup Lane Murrieta


127 Eun Ku 42338 Gold Cup Lane Murrieta


129 Robertson Ready Mix 26190 Adams Ave. Murrieta


130 Jacqueline Vemulapalli 42314 Gold Cup Lane Murrieta


131 City of Temecula 28686 Harveston Dr. Temeculs


134 Alesco Jefferson Business Park 25811 Adams Ave. Murrieta


135 Rancho Community Church Rancho Community Way Temecula


136 John B. Ewels 26260 Adams Murrieta


139 Alesco Jefferson Business Park 25811 Adams Ave. Murrieta


140 Jim & Ann Gilroy 25791 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


141 James Hundley 25827 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


142 Linda Sharples 25863 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


143 Jim Palmer 25881 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


144 Ike Garner 25884 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


145 Maria Nagy 25866 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


146 Trey Gibbs 25848 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


147 Sam Miceli 25830 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


148 Thaddeus Koniniec 25812 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


149 Joan Anderson 25794 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


150 Joan Anderson 25776 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


151 Erik Cobb 25740 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


152 Harveston Community 28587 Harveston Dr. Temecula


154 AI-TI Phimmasone 42275 War Admiral Lane Murrieta


155 Marian Guerra 25678 Long Acres Way Murrieta


156 Joe Nanci 25660 Long Acres Way Murrieta


157 Lisa Nanci 42249 War Admiral Lane Murrieta


158 Wynfield HOA Association Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


159 Wynfield HOA Association 25901 Fig Street Murrieta


160 Jeff Sayegh 25701 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


161 Charles Yang 25719 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


162 Lorie Schmitz 25737 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


163 Mathew & Tina Sholtz 25755 Bay Meadows Way Murrieta


164 Linda Maietta 25689 Long Acres Way Murrieta


165 Mirna Arenas 42272 War Admiral Lane Murrieta


166 Marion Chapman 25684 Long Acres Way Murrieta


167 Jamie Medlin 25716 Long Acres Way Murrieta


168 Keith Rowland 25770 Long Acres Way Murrieta
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169 Rodrigo Sanchez 25788 Long Acres Way Murrieta


170 Roman & Jory Ledman 25824 Long Acres Way Murrieta


171 Betti Banks 25842 Long Acres Way Murrieta


173 Kip Inc. 25740 Washington Ave Murrieta


174 CIty of Temecula 45538 Redwood Road Temecula


175 City Of Temecula Redwood Dr. Temecula


176 City of Temecula 26016 Ynez Road Temecula


177 City of Temecula 26018 Ynez Road Temecula


178 Superior Ready Mix 26165 Adams Ave Murrieta


179 Rancho Community Church Rancho Community Way Temecula


180 Rancho Community Church Rancho Community Way Temecula


181 Wynfield HOA Association Meadowlark Murrieta


182 City of Temecula 45683 Wolf Creek Drive North Temecula


183 City Of Temecula 31804 Wolf Valley Road Temecula


184 City of Temecula Wolf Creek Drive North Temecula


185 City of Temecula Wolf Creek Drive North Temecula


186 Luis Dcarpio 42569 Morring Dew Ct. Murrieta


187 Josh Hill 42416 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


188 Nicole Furman 26230 Sage Grass Ct. Murrieta


189 Janette Moore 26252 Sage Grass Ct. Murrieta


190 Frank Marron 26274 Sage Grass Ct. Murrieta


191 William & Lydia Seers 26287 Sage Grass Ct. Murrieta


192 Cheryl Hart 26243 Sage Grass Ct. Murrieta


193 Sabrina Cadez 42554 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


194 Ken Tipton 42600 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


195 Bradley Donovan 42646 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


196 Terri Bennin 42692 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


197 Rebecca Pulsipher 42738 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


198 Ali Sharin 42715 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


199 Marjory Carson 42669 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


200 Carmela R Loelkes 26177 Whispering Creek Murrieta


201 Kevin & Krista Hatfield 26155 Whispering Creek Murrieta


202 Stephen Bowles 26164 Whispering Creek Murrieta


203 Miquel F Orozco 26186 Whispering Creek Murrieta


204 Elvira Tieden 42623 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


205 Vicki Walker 42577 Meadowlark Ridge Murrieta


206 Baljinder Spicer 42516 Morning Dew Ct. Murrieta


207 Sumeet gadi 42582 Morning Dew Ct. Murrieta


208 Elsia & Gerardo Salcedo 42547 Morning Dew Ct. Murrieta


209 Catherine Yuchno 42525 Morning Dew Ct. Murrieta


210 Jeff Voss 42503 Morning Dew Ct. Murrieta


211 RCP Block & Brick 25725 Jefferson Ave Murrieta


212 HWY 79 Super Storage 31524 Rancho Pueblo Rd. Temecula


213 Lennar Homes 40375 Date St. Temecula
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214 City of Temecula Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


215 City of Temecula Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


216 City of Temecula Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


217 City of Temecula Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


218 City of Temecula Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


219 City of Temecula Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


220 Winchester Highlands Business 28439 Equity Dr. Temecula


221 City of Temecula Highway 79 S (Median) Temecula


222 City of Temecula Wolf Valley Rd (Median) Temecula


223 Rancho Pueblo I LLC Rancho Pueblo Temecula


224 Rancho Pueblo I LLC Rancho Pueblo Rd Temecula


225 Rancho Pueblo I LLC 31560 Rancho Pueblo Rd Temecula


226 City of Temecula Highway 79 S (Median) Temecula


227 Legacy Corporate Center 41995 Remington Ave Temecula


228 Dr Horton America's Builder 45805 Loma Linda Rd Temecula


229 City of Temecula Diaz Road Temecula


230 City Of Temecula Diaz Road Temecula


231 City of Temecula Redhawk Parkway (Median) Temecula


232 City of Temecula (Median) Redhawk Parkway Temecula


233 City of Temecula (Median) Redhawk Parkway Temecula


235 ADC Jefferson Business Park, LLC 25843 Jefferson Ave Murrieta


236 City of Temecula 27407 Diaz Road Temecula


237 City of Temecula 27991 Diaz Road Temecula


238 City Of Murrieta Via Alisol Murrieta


239 Professional Hospital Supply 42500 Winchester Road Temecula
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Number METER NO CUSTOMER NAME SERVICE ADDRESS USAGE (AFY) APN
1 70212791 HERITAGE MOBILEHOME ES 31130 GENERAL KEARNY RD 63.93 953050036
2 70076544 RANCHO MEADOWS HOA RANCHO MEAD 44501 LA PAZ ST 49.21 922241004
3 30067843 WESTSIDE BUSINESS CENTER POA ZEVO DR RECLAIMED 38.93 909370006
4 70091611 CAMDEN VINEYARDS 24323 JACKSON AVE 36.78 949090034
5 8025239 CALIFORNIA OAKS GOLF COURSE JACKSON AVE 35.87 947650028
6 08770851 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC 29.11 951030055
7 08770864 LOWE'S HIC 40390 WINCHESTER RD 27.34 910330011
8 99916012 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING 41780 BUTTERFIELD STAGE R 24.10 951040016
9 02003933 TVUSD ERLE STANLEY GARDNER MID 45125 VIA DEL CORONADO 23.56 961020008
10 08770833 KIMCO REALTY CORP RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD 23.07 921700015
11 70064655 VAIL CREEK ASSOC OVERLAND TR 22.58 960323039
12 38512045 CITY OF MURRIETA NUTMEG ST 22.55 947650008
13 34686159 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASS BUSINESS PARK DR 21.98 921020085
14 70091610 CAMDEN VINEYARDS 24323 JACKSON AVE 21.53 949090034
15 08185045 U S POST OFFICE 30777 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 20.15 954020007
16 1248392 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASS 43357 BUSINESS PARK DR 20.08 921710014
17 70137362 INLAND PACIFIC PROP SVCS LLC WOLF STORE RD 18.73 960020063
18 350067 WINCHESTER HIGHLANDS BUS PK 40625 COUNTY CENTER DR 18.70 910110048
19 70042657 ARBA GROUP FACILITIES OPERATIO 24100 MONROE AVE 17.31 949090039
20 99915975 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING 41780 BUTTERFIELD STAGE R 16.99 951040016
21 08770863 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC 16.85 951030055
22 2375925 CAL-TRANS (RHWR) I-15 -EAST OF 16.66 922210045
23 08688517 REDHAWK PARKWAY SELF SERVE CAR 31955 VIA RIO TEMECULA RD 15.15 961080026
24 1248378 NORTH JEFFERSON PARK-743011 27369 MADISON AVE 15.09 910262006
25 X1883421 FFF ENTERPRSES INC 41093 COUNTY CENTER DR 14.39 910110041
26 31947540 TVUSD REDHAWK ELEMENTARY SCHOO 32045 CAMINO SAN JOSE 14.28 961230017
27 08639213 TVUSD PALOMA ELEMENTARY 42940 VIA RAMI 13.96 955020003
28 08688497 FAIRWAY AT REDHAWK TIBURCO DR 13.71 962300055
29 35052958 COUNTRY CLUB VILLAS 38751 BEARS PAW DR 13.61 904343007
30 04177625 TVUSD TEMECULA LUISENO ELEMENT WOLF VALLEY RD 13.24 962010007
31 08174007 MEADOWVIEW HOMEOWNERS ASSOC 30200 AVENIDA VERDE 13.23 921152005
32 35302834 ALBERTSONS, INC., SITE # 6753 MARGARITA RD 13.10 959090002
33 07363807 TVUSD SPARKMAN ELEMENTARY SCHO 43750 MARGARITA RD 13.00 959390001
34 1123967 FAIRWAY ESTATES CHERRYWOOD DR 12.78 904351058
35 35131347 HOME DEPOT #1028 32020 TEMECULA PKWY 12.49 959390005
36 1248381 NORTH JEFFERSON PARK 743011 27259 MADISON AVE 12.47 910272011
37 2738564 HOMETOWN BUFFET 40390 MARGARITA RD 12.44 910330014
38 1028254 WINCHESTER HIGHLANDS BUS PK 27100 YNEZ RD 12.07 910110041
39 08688483 NEW PLAN EXCEL REALTY TRUST IN TEMECULA PKWY 11.56 961080007
40 35131354 ALBERTSON'S #6753 MARGARITA RD 11.37 959090005
41 2355124 INLAND PACIFIC PROPERTY SERVIC WINCHESTER RD 11.31 910470015
42 3421892 SQUARE ONE DEVELOPMENT TEMECULA PKWY 11.29 960020044
43 1341262 HOSPITALITY CAR WASH 40495 WINCHESTER RD 11.27 910290014
44 34045545 CAL-TRANS (RHWR) I-15 -WEST OF 11.01 922210061
45 1123974 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL 27040 YNEZ RD 10.93 910110048
46 3376864 NUMBER 2PC, LLC ATTN: CHARLES MARGARITA RD 10.93 910470027
47 34551783 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 3-4 10.82 944220001
48 4907154 CITY OF MURRIETA HAYES AVE 10.80 904050045
49 2615944 REDHAWK HAND CARWASH 44260 APIS RD 10.43 960020026
50 34551791 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 7 10.24 944220001
51 34026280 RANCHO CALIF CORP PK ASSOC 27111 YNEZ RD 10.14 910271008
52 35033526 HOPE LUTHERN CHURCH 29141 VALLEJO AVE 10.14 922170011
53 35131344 CITY OF TEMECULA WOLF VALLEY RD 10.08 962010007
54 4268493 FRONT ST SERVICE STATION, LP 44987 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 10.05 922210057
55 08770860 MARGARITA SUMMIT APTS VENTANA 42200 MARGARITA RD 9.86 954020006
56 09133995 THE RETREAT ASSOC BEAR VIEW CIR 9.85 904334023
57 08770925 LOWE'S HIC 40390 WINCHESTER RD 9.76 910330011
58 30069626 CALAVO PACKING HOUSE 28410 VINCENT MORAGA DR 9.69 921281018
59 1248393 NORTH JEFFERSON PARK-743011 41325 BUECKING 9.64 910272017
60 35131372 CITY OF MURRIETA MURRIETA CREEK DR 9.58 904712029
61 33276838 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENTS LLC TEMECULA PKWY 9.55 961410028
62 35010075 PASEO DEL SOL VIA MONTALBAN 9.51 959361023
63 33484265 SOUTHWEST TRADERS 27711 DIAZ RD 9.34 921030002
64 1485 RANCHO WEST APTS 28680 PUJOL ST C & E 9.29 922061022
65 2566645 MILGARD MANUFACTURING INC 26879 DIAZ RD 9.20 909370031
66 08770858 MARGARITA SUMMIT APTS VENTANA 42200 MARGARITA RD 9.09 954020006
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Number METER NO CUSTOMER NAME SERVICE ADDRESS USAGE (AFY) APN
67 4739631 SUPERIOR READY MIX 26165 ADAMS AVE 8.92 909060013
68 4339402 CITY OF TEMECULA S-20 32810 SAN JUAN CT 8.77 965130041
69 035739 MURRIETA VALLEY USD VIA MORENO 8.49 904100051
70 34826024 MARGARITA SUMMIT APTS VENTANA 42200 MARGARITA RD 8.16 954020006
71 33276780 RANCHO PUEBLO MASTER ASSOC RANCHO PUEBLO RD 8.16 959070026
72 1140780 THE COLONY COLONY DR 8.14 947650020
73 35162437 CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATT 44650 LA PAZ ST 8.13 922331036
74 001474 MURRIETA VALLEY USD VIA MORENO 8.13 904100051
75 1098650 TEMECULA HIGHLANDS LLC 40935 & 40945 COUNTY CENT 8.10 910110086
76 2162224 THE COLONY 40387 COLONY DR 8.06 947640016
77 2658830 RANCHO WEST APTS 28680 PUJOL ST F 8.05 922061022
78 3376856 CITY OF MURRIETA KENNEMER DR 8.02 904680036
79 09133912 DIAZ ROAD PROPERTIES LLC 27731 DIAZ RD 8.01 921030001
80 1082524 HANSA HOSPITALITY INC 28980 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 7.98 922120009
81 08688474 TEMECULA CREEK LLC TEMECULA PKWY 7.97 961080021
82 08688481 KOHL'S DEPARTMENT STORE SITE # 32085 TEMECULA PKWY 7.91 960010043
83 1061552 RANCHO WEST APTS 28680 PUJOL ST 7.84 922061022
84 08771069 CHARDONNAY HILLS HOA COUR CITRAN 7.75 953482068
85 08688484 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32155 TEMECULA PKWY 7.67 960010045
86 34551792 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 16-17 7.65 944220001
87 34551788 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 13 7.62 944220001
88 2375881 DMP PROPERTIES WINCHESTER RD 7.48 920080001
89 35162430 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 20-21 7.47 944220001
90 99155436 CITY OF MURRIETA CLINTON KEITH RD 7.43 904381024
91 09133966 JHK INC. DBA RAINBOW SERVICE S 30535 TEMECULA PKWY 7.36 961410018
92 33276825 REDHAWK COMMUNITY ASSOC REDHAWK PKY 7.35 962052016
93 08688491 FAIRWAY AT REDHAWK VANOWEN LN 7.25 962290043
94 08770857 MARGARITA SUMMIT APTS VENTANA 42200 MARGARITA RD 7.20 954020006
95 33964639 E.M.W.D. 28749 DIAZ RD 7.17 921740002
96 871758 RANCHO WEST APTS 28680 PUJOL ST 7.13 922061022
97 1154 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL 27040 YNEZ RD 7.07 910110048
98 1886046 PROFESSIONAL HOSPITAL SUPPLY 42000 ZEVO DR 6.91 909370006
99 08770865 MARGARITA SUMMIT APTS VENTANA 42200 MARGARITA RD 6.74 954020006


100 2988567 CANYON CAHAN VAIL LLC BUTTERFIELD STAGE RD LSCP 6.66 960030018
101 08770861 MARGARITA SUMMIT APTS VENTANA 42200 MARGARITA RD 6.65 954020006
102 4025666 CANYON CAHAN VAIL LLC 33175 TEMECULA PKWY 6.62 960030019
103 08688463 TEMECULA CREEK VILLAGE TEMECULA PKWY 6.52 961450010
104 09133937 CHEVRON USA INC 31669 TEMECULA PKWY 6.51 961080006
105 4025648 RALPHS GROCERY CO 33145 TEMECULA PKWY 6.49 960030022
106 33276765 REDHAWK COMMUNITY ASSOC REDHAWK PKY 6.42 962132016
107 33276783 RANCHO PUEBLO MASTER ASSOC RANCHO PUEBLO RD 6.40 959070026
108 35010070 PACIFIC COSTANZO - TEMECULA MARGARITA RD C 6.32 959090005
109 3347888 LEE SAWH 43040 MARGARITA RD 6.25 955150027
110 34035901 C.L. PHARRIS READY MIX 29065 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 6.20 922110007
111 34162435 HOME DEPOT #1028 32020 TEMECULA PKWY 6.16 959390005
112 3376852 DIVERSIFIED INVESTMENT COMPANY MARGARITA RD 6.06 910470035
113 1886050 PROFESSIONAL HOSPITAL SUPPLY 42000 ZEVO DR 5.99 909370006
114 35052633 RANCHO WEST APTS 28680 PUJOL ST 5.95 922061022
115 33202998 CITY OF TEMECULA WOLF CREEK DR S 5.88 962010007
116 08771376 S A SABA 41309 AVENIDA BIONA 5.84 943090019
117 34162446 TED & ALEX ZONOS 43053 MARGARITA RD 5.83 945110003
118 1561953 CITY OF TEMECULA S-16 DE PORTOLA RD 5.80 965350023
119 08688489 FAIRWAY AT REDHAWK 32919 RHINE AVE 5.76 962280042
120 4739663 REAL MEX RESTAURANTS 40517 MARGARITA RD 5.72 910470033
121 09133949 UP0550 WALMART STORE #2708 32225 TEMECULA PKWY 5.72 960010047
122 1248420 WINCO FOODS INC 40435 WINCHESTER RD 5.71 910290016
123 30067842 WESTSIDE BUSINESS CENTRAL POA WINCHESTER RD RECLAIMED 5.64 909310012
124 984736 RANCHO CA BSNS CTR 1 WINCHESTER RD 5.64 909270013
125 33276830 CITY OF TEMECULA P-29 WOLF CREEK DR S 5.61 962010007
126 08770862 CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST LATTER- 29657 N GENERAL KEARNY RD 5.58 921810006
127 1801049 SYLVIA VIDES UPFRONT LLC 28381 VINCENT MORAGA DR 5.58 921281021
128 X1248396 PRECISION PHOTOGRAPHY 27941 DIAZ RD 5.53 921040003
129 32780560 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENT LLC TEMECULA PKWY 5.34 961410028
130 1028229 MOORE BUSINESS FORMS 40610 COUNTY CENTER DR 5.34 910110047
131 1657541 CITY OF MURRIETA 24117 JACKSON AVE 5.33 949090039
132 33203005 CITY OF TEMECULA P-29 WOLF CREEK DR S 5.25 962010007
133 33276794 CITY OF TEMECULA VAIL RANCH PKY N 5.23 960322032
134 3376888 REMINGTON BUSINESS CENTER 42164 REMINGTON AVE 5.23 909371014
135 70137363 INLAND PACIFIC PROP SVC LLC APIS RD 5.18 960020063
136 2658788 SYMPHONY WINCHESTER LLC 40405 WINCHESTER RD 5.17 920080001
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137 1098649 WINCHESTER FINANCIAL CENTER 41877 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 5.13 909281020
138 53144 FAIRWAY ESTATES ABERDEEN DR 5.12 904351022
139 1029572 RANCHO CREEK APARTMENTS 28464 FELIX VALDEZ RD 5.09 922051005
140 1335768 A.I.M.S. 41673 CORNING PL 5.08 909300058
141 4053788 EXXON MOBIL 33615 TEMECULA PKWY 5.06 960030017
142 2422162 DMP PROPERTIES 40335 WINCHESTER RD 5.04 920080004
143 09134010 KIMCO REALTY CORP RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD M 4.89 921700016
144 34825999 TENSION ENVELOPE CORP 40750 COUNTY CENTER DR 4.77 910110046
145 1123973 DAVID WOHLSTADTER 28465 FELIX VALDEZ RD 4.71 922052027
146 08639210 79 SOUTH MEDICAL PLAZA LLC 31720 TEMECULA PKWY 4.64 959080019
147 350351 CITY OF MURRIETA 23856 CADENZA 4.63 949372012
148 33787912 CITY OF TEMECULA S-13 VIA DEL CORONADO 4.59 961020008
149 4025660 CANYON CAHAN VAIL LLC 33195 TEMECULA PKWY 4.56 960030021
150 08688508 WALMART STORE #2708 32225 TEMECULA PKWY 4.54 960010047
151 35162426 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 8 4.52 944220001
152 1087455 CITY OF TEMECULA F-4 28870 28880 28910 PUJOL S 4.47 922061022
153 08688438 NEW PLAN REALTY TRUST INC C/O 31805 TEMECULA PKWY 4.46 961080011
154 08639187 CITY OF MURRIETA TRAIL BLAZE PASS 4.45 904090031
155 1053625 RANCHO CA BUSINESS CTR ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 4.42 909282006
156 08771014 CHRIST THE VINE LUTHERAN CHURC 29581 N GENERAL KEARNY RD 4.38 921830035
157 1098660 VINTAGE PROPERTY MGMT 26109 26111 27111 YNEZ RD 4.38 910271003
158 1098657 VINTAGE PROPERTY MGMT 26109 26111 27111 YNEZ RD 4.35 910271003
159 33276851 BUTTERFIELD STATION 32965 TEMECULA PKWY 4.35 960030025
160 1883423 MCDONALD'S 40465 WINCHESTER RD 4.35 910290015
161 08688454 STATER BROTHERS #138 31813 TEMECULA PKWY 4.35 961080010
162 1178231 TEMECULA COMMERCE CENTER 28822 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 4.33 922093003
163 2375927 CITY OF TEMECULA F-7 28379 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 4.31 921280014
164 08188343 MISSION VILLAGE PUJOL ST 4.30 922054023
165 08688514 TESORO REFINING & MARKETING CO 44260 REDHAWK PKY 4.30 960010001
166 35162423 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 22-23 4.29 944220001
167 1248394 NELSON & NELSON PROP. 41740 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 4.27 909282007
168 99174477 MISSION VILLAGE 6TH ST 4.23 922054023
169 3406251 ISLANDS RESTAURANTS LP 40497 MARGARITA RD 4.22 910470031
170 08688509 TACO BELL 31677 TEMECULA PKWY 4.22 961080005
171 1178272 CITY OF MURRIETA 26364 ADAMS AVE 4.21 909300061
172 1561969 CITY OF TEMECULA S-16 DE PORTOLA RD 4.20 965350023
173 989257 FAIRWAY ESTATES CHERRYWOOD DR 4.19 904351022
174 08025303 R.C.W.D. MARGARITA RD MARSHALL RES 4.16 954020005
175 57761695 41831 MCALBY CT LLC 41831 MCALBY CT 4.02 909070070
176 33624028 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENTS LLC 31069 TEMECULA PKWY 4.02 961410046
177 1886043 PROFESSIONAL HOSPITAL SUPPLY 42000 ZEVO DR 4.01 909370006
178 2281921 INLAND PACIFIC PROPERTY SERVIC 40468 WINCHESTER RD 4.01 910470015
179 1140770 COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE CLINTON KEITH RD 4.00 904080007
180 09133977 PANDA EXPRESS #834 32095 TEMECULA PKWY 4.00 960010026
181 99173874 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC 3.95 951030055
182 2335132 ROADWAY INN 28718 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 3.90 922072022
183 35134700 DOMENIGONI - BARTON PROPERTIES 44535 BEDFORD CT B 3.85 922210045
184 3406243 OLD TOWN DINING LLC 28699 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 3.76 922046028
185 35131352 CITY OF TEMECULA WOLF VALLEY RD 3.74 962010007
186 2339607 CITY OF MURRIETA 41735 CHERRY ST 3.69 909380014
187 09133981 IN-N-OUT BURGER 30697 TEMECULA PKWY 3.68 961410009
188 30067841 CITY OF TEMECULA 79 S MEDIAN P TEMECULA PKWY 3.65 961410028
189 60271622 CITY OF MURRIETA CLINTON KEITH RD 3.64 904343044
190 3321799 CSA 143 MH RIVERSIDE COUNTY ED 44844 MORGAN HILL DR 3.61 966362012
191 29078706 SERGIO M SANCHEZ 28495 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 3.60 922026008
192 610571 TEMECULA WEST LLC FELIX VALDEZ RD 3.60 921280003
193 08688471 REDHAWK COMMUNITY ASSOC ANASAZI DR 3.56 962142026
194 1098631 TEMECULA HIGHLANDS LLC 40935 COUNTY CENTER DR 3.56 910110086
195 1323982 WINCO FOODS INC 40435 WINCHESTER RD 3.55 910290016
196 1178298 COUNTRY CLUB VILLAS MUIRFIELD DR 3.53 904343044
197 2162246 VAIL RANCH SELF STORAGE INC 43980 MAHLON VAIL RD 3.48 960330017
198 80023266 CITY OF MURRIETA JOAQUIN OR ID3 VIA ALISOL 3.47 904100005
199 4204670 REDHAWK MEDICAL CENTER C/O CDM 44274 GEORGE CUSHMAN CT 3.44 960020042
200 35010067 COVENANT GROUP 7 LP 31720 TEMECULA PKWY 3.42 959080020
201 08689848 SO BAY CABLE CORP 42033 RIO NEDO (PCL 13,14 3.40 909252012
202 03116808 SQUARE ONE DEVELOPMENT 32605 TEMECULA PKWY 3.39 960020044
203 08688507 IHOP 32135 TEMECULA PKWY 3.37 960010024
204 08771015 HOMETOWN BUFFET 40390 MARGARITA RD LSCP 3.36 910330014
205 33276762 REDHAWK COMMUNITY ASSOC CAMINITO AVILA 3.35 962132015
206 34551782 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 14-15 3.31 944220001
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207 1178300 JST REAL ESTATE INC 28860 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 3.23 922094002
208 3120053 KINDERCARD 301724 40295 WINCHESTER RD 3.22 920080019
209 989291 SOSSI PALANJIAN SLP ENTERPRISE 41984 RIO NEDO 3.22 909254001
210 33203002 CITY OF TEMECULA WOLF CREEK DR S 3.20 962010007
211 34240244 ALTURA CREDIT UNION 44575 AVENIDA DE MISSIONE 3.19 961290001
212 2615946 CHRISTINE CUCCIA 28145 JEFFERSON AVE 3.18 921060016
213 3406240 THE COLONY AVENIDA FLORITA 3.17 947650018
214 29177858 SOUTHERN CALIF MOVING 42180 ZEVO DR 3.14 909360035
215 1191190 TEMECULA COMMERCE CENTER 28822 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 3.14 922093003
216 1178233 BEAR CREEK GOLF SKY HIGH DR MAINT BLDG 3.14 904020082
217 11036 SOUTH CREEK MALL 28780 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 3.13 922091003
218 08770946 KIMCO REALTY CORP. RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD #M 3.12 921700016
219 1435429 ISOMEDIX INC 43425 BUSINESS PARK DR 3.12 921020077
220 34825261 RAMONA TIRE INC 31955 VIA RIO TEMECULA RD 3.11 961080026
221 35162429 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 18-19 3.05 944220001
222 34551772 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 24-25 3.04 944220001
223 35551787 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 5-6 3.02 944220001
224 350503 U-STORE IT RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD 3.01 921281019
225 350289 WESTERN EAGLE FOUNDATION 28075 DIAZ RD 3.00 921040028
226 3376865 DIVERSIFIED INVESTMENT COMPANY 45073 MARGARITA RD 2.96 910470035
227 08688523 AFTER HOURS PRODUCTIONS 31883 VIA RIO TEMECULA RD 2.95 961080023
228 35010068 PROFESSIONAL HOSPITAL SUPPLY 42000 ZEVO DR 2.94 909370006
229 2658782 #835 DEL TACO 40375 WINCHESTER RD 2.91 920080008
230 08688460 KIMCO REALTY CORPORATION RANCHO CALIFORNIA RD #K 2.90 921700004
231 33535823 INTENSE CYCLES INC 42380 RIO NEDO 2.90 909254015
232 91112420 VINTAGE PROPERTY MGMT 26109 26111 27111 YNEZ RD 2.88 910271003
233 1098627 TEMECULA HIGHLANDS LLC 40935 & 40945 COUNTY CENT 2.87 910110086
234 1123966 THE COLONY COLONY DR 2.82 947650028
235 08688467 NEW PLAN EXCEL REALTY TRUST IN 31821-29 TEMECULA PKWY 2.82 961080009
236 3344064 WOLF STORE SUB ASSOC 32481 TEMECULA PKWY 2.81 960020060
237 2988570 MURRIETA VALLEY U.S.D. 41870 MCALBY CT 2.80 909070065
238 35162425 MORNING RIDGE APARTMENTS 30660 MILKY WAY DR 11-12 2.77 944220001
239 18082836 GGG PARTNERSHIP LLP 28481 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 2.76 921281011
240 08689791 JAMES HUNDLEY 42346 RIO NEDO 2.75 909254009
241 08639185 BERNARD KARCHER INV 44515 BEDFORD CT 2.72 922210050
242 17840493 VENADERO PROPERTIES AVENIDA ALVARADO 2.71 909252025
243 X350198 DON MANDERSCHEID VINCENT MORAGA DR 2.71 921280001
244 3344084 SWANGER FAMILY LLC 32481 TEMECULA PKWY 2.65 960020060
245 99037156 MISSION VILLAGE APTS 28559 PUJOL ST 2.64 922054021
246 4268491 MILGARD MANUFACTURING INC 26879 DIAZ RD 2.62 909370031
247 350122 RANCHO CREEK APTS 28464 FELIX VALDEZ RD 2.61 922051005
248 3368427 ALVAREZ PROPERTIES 28545 FELIX VALDEZ RD 2.61 921281006
249 18784866 REDHAWK COMMUNITY ASSOC CRESTVIEW DR 2.59 962051016
250 1098654 COASTLINE EQUITY INC 41715 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 2.58 909281023
251 34551789 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 9-10 2.55 944220001
252 1248395 TENSION ENVELOPE CORP 40750 COUNTY CENTER DR 2.54 910110046
253 1053621 MICHAEL COLEMAN 28073 DIAZ RD 2.50 921040023
254 33276789 REDHAWK COMMUNITY ASSOC REDHAWK PKY 2.48 961080026
255 33344709 BRSC LLC 43810 BUTTERFIELD STAGE R 2.48 966010012
256 34196407 KIP INC. 25740 WASHINGTON AVE 2.47 909060074
257 4907155 RCP BLOCK & BRICK 25725 JEFFERSON AVE 2.46 909060004
258 29177856 CHERRY COMMERCE CTR LLC NEAR 26891 JEFFERSON AVE 2.44 909352020
259 08688450 JACK IN THE BOX SITE 003391 32055 TEMECULA PKWY 2.43 960010001
260 29287827 SIGGY'S RESTAURANT 31970 TEMECULA PKWY 2.41 959090003
261 1036758 MISSION VILLAGE APTS 28485 PUJOL ST 2.40 922054023
262 30003280 VENADERO PROPERTIES RIO NEDO 2.35 909252025
263 4025665 FOREMOST CARMEL MTN LTD 43015 BUSINESS PARK DR 2.35 921020061
264 35131345 WOLF CREEK MAINT. CORP WOLF VALLEY RD 2.34 962010007
265 0876688 ADELPHIA #982 TIME WARNER CABL 30925 LA SERENA WAY 2.33 953050017
266 1029586 MISSION VILLAGE APTS 28497 PUJOL ST 2.33 922054023
267 3406239 WKS RESTAURANT CORP 32481 TEMECULA PKWY 2.32 960020055
268 35010365 DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 27851 DIAZ RD 2.30 921040034
269 4232010 WGA BEL VILLAGGIO, LP ATTN: MR 41257 MARGARITA RD 2.29 921830002
270 4053783 LONGS DRUG STORES 40365 WINCHESTER RD LSCP 2.27 920080020
271 350169 ALVAREZ PROPERTIES 28373 FELIX VALDEZ RD 2.26 921281005
272 2355105 COST PLUS WORLD MARKET 40456 WINCHESTER RD 2.24 910470003
273 2086868 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL 26090 YNEZ RD 2.21 910110042
274 57084962 WINCHESTER RORIPAUGH CONDO DEV 40285 WINCHESTER RD 2.17 920080005
275 U426991 IGLESIA DEL VALLE DE TEMECULA 28639 PUJOL ST 2.17 922054012
276 35303524 MOBIL OIL CORP-RSC 44520 BEDFORD CT 2.16 922210041
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277 1140832 RAFAEL CHAVEZ 29000 OLD TOWN FRONT ST A 2.15 922120008
278 34551781 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 1-2 2.15 944220001
279 09133957 MCDONALD'S #20164 31853 TEMECULA PKWY 2.14 961080007
280 29231517 STORAGE EXPRESS TEMECULA 42189 WINCHESTER RD 2.13 909310074
281 33276782 CITY OF TEMECULA ATTN: TCSD TEMECULA PKWY 2.11 960020063
282 08688447 APPLE SO CAL LLC 32175 TEMECULA PKWY 2.10 960010025
283 35162442 TED & ALEX ZONOS 43053 MARGARITA RD 2.09 945110003
284 34001688 EXCEL RENTAL CENTER 28115 DEL RIO RD 2.08 921060022
285 1883409 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL 40761 COUNTY CENTER DR 2.07 910110039
286 350252 CITY OF TEMECULA 27415 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE W 2.06 921480008
287 34825856 LSMS INVESTMENTS LLC 43040 MARGARITA RD 2.05 955150027
288 4053900 B & J LLC CARLS JR RESTAURANT 33125 TEMECULA PKWY 2.01 960030016
289 2375882 INLAND PACIFIC PROPERTY SERVIC 40452 WINCHESTER RD 2.01 910470002
290 35505255 SOUTH CREEK MALL 28780 OLD TOWN FRONT ST A 2.00 922091003
291 4053908 JS AUTO ENTERPRISE INC 43191 RANCHO WAY 1.99 921040042
292 35010085 PACIFIC CONSTANZO MARGARITA RD B 1.99 959090004
293 07363808 TVUSD SPARKMAN ELEMENTARY SCHO 43750 MARGARITA RD 1.99 959390001
294 4400243 41840 MCALBY CT LLC 41840 MCALBY CT 1.97 909070071
295 02002700 TVUSD REDHAWK ELEMENTARY SCHOO 32045 CAMINO SAN JOSE 1.97 961230017
296 T339678 TEMECULA STAMPEDE 28721 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.96 922073025
297 35052869 VALERIE KAMINSKAS 28936 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.95 922120012
298 30067839 HWY 79 SUPER STORAGE 31524 RANCHO PUEBLO RD 1.94 959070024
299 U430591 SKS INLAND OIL CO. INC AVENIDA ALVARADO 1.93 909251001
300 2375929 ENGLAND FAMILY MORTUARY 27135 MADISON AVE 1.91 910262006
301 U407344 PAULEY EQUIPMENT CO 28374 FELIX VALDEZ RD 1.91 921280004
302 1244168 ENTERPRISE SOUTH BUILDING 41860 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE S 1.91 909270012
303 901045 CHEMICON INTERNATIONAL 28835 SINGLE OAK DR 1.91 921020040
304 3376887 CHICK-FIL-A 40531 MARGARITA RD 1.89 910470035
305 70177952 C.L. PHARRIS READY MIX 29065 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.88 922110007
306 57104156 GUARANTY FEDERAL BANK RC99073 40440 MARGARITA RD 1.87 910330013
307 1092651 MOORE BUSINESS FORMS 40610 COUNTY CENTER DR 1.85 910110047
308 29266012 MURRIETA MINI STORAGE INC 41605 ELM ST 1.85 909060049
309 19052967 DIAZ INDUSTRIAL PARTNERSHIP 28071 DIAZ RD 1.83 921040045
310 3421889 RCM CAPITAL PARTNERS LLC 28459 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.82 922026033
311 4053907 QUAID TEMECULA HARLEY DAVIDSON 28964 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.81 922120010
312 56488088 ALVAREZ PROPERTIES 43040 RANCHO WAY 1.81 921040018
313 35131350 REDHAWK PAVILION 44066, 44054, 44060 MARGA 1.80 959050006
314 08025374 JAMES D STAVRAKIS 26672 MARGARITA RD BUILDI 1.80 913280044
315 08688457 MULBERRY - SITE #303072 31935 VIA RIO TEMECULA RD 1.79 961080025
316 X528841 ALFRED HEINZELMANN 43135 BLACKDEER LOOP 1.77 921030014
317 08689812 PEP BOYS STORE #800 40605 WINCHESTER RD 1.76 910290009
318 V527721 RICHARDS FAMILY TRUST 28450 FELIX VALDEZ RD 1.74 921280012
319 34825979 WHITE CAP CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY 28065 DIAZ RD 1.72 921040007
320 U464270 ELECTRO SUPPORT SYSTEMS 42136 SARAH WAY 1.72 921030037
321 08771309 MEADOWVIEW HOMEOWNERS ASSOC 30200 AVENIDA VERDE 1.72 921810003
322 U429573 ECI CREEKSIDE TEXACO 29115 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.72 922110029
323 08627733 PLAZA DEL RIO 28991 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.71 922110038
324 U436283 JST REAL ESTATE SERVICES 41890 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE S 1.71 909270013
325 35010065 RANCHO MADERA HOA 45589 CAMINITO AVILA 1.70 962132015
326 33787922 CITY OF TEMECULA 32211 WOLF VALLEY RD 1.69 962580091
327 33964328 DOMENIGONI - BARTON PROPERTIES 44535 BEDFORD CT A 1.69 922210045
328 2988563 41810 MCALBY CT LLC 41810 MCALBY CT 1.68 909070073
329 09133980 DEL TACO #763 30607 TEMECULA PKWY 1.67 961410015
330 3344055 WOLF STORE SUB ASSOC 32481 TEMECULA PKWY 1.67 960020060
331 4739953 CITY OF TEMECULA 42902 BUTTERFIELD STAGE R 1.67 965172008
332 08688444 NEW PLAN EXCEL REALTY TRUST IN 31845 TEMECULA PKWY 1.67 961080008
333 29112110 ELWELL BUILDING 28441 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 1.66 921281012
334 Z508850 EDGE DEVELOPMENT 42116 WINCHESTER RD 1.62 909310010
335 989275 PLAZA DEL RIO 28991 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.61 922110038
336 U430592 JOE POLZIN 43122 VIA DOS PICOS 1.60 921040013
337 3321785 COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION TEMECULA 33534 FOX RD 1.60 965172008
338 1561963 T.C.B. INC 29105 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.59 922110030
339 19146317 STRINGERS 42210 ZEVO DR 1.59 909360034
340 17404948 F A C I M 41397 BUECKING DR 1.58 910272021
341 989309 CHURCHILL PLAZA,LLC 28924 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.58 922120013
342 18099895 MICKE SANTORO 42396 RIO NEDO 1.55 909254014
343 2355098 WINCHESTER MARKET PLACE, LP 40665 WINCHESTER RD 1.55 910290006
344 1104422 D & R INDUSTRIAL PARK 42274 RIO NEDO 2 1.55 909254008
345 34208746 HARRIS MARSHALL & ERICSON LLC 42232 RIO NEDO 1.54 909254007
346 04177624 TVUSD TEMECULA LUISENO ELEMENT WOLF VALLEY RD 1.52 962010007
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347 Z539080 A HEINZELMANN 43020 BLACKDEER LOOP 1.50 921030007
348 1140843 B V PROPERTIES 27250 MADISON AVE 1.48 910272004
349 09035930 CITY OF TEMECULA OVERLAND DR 1.47 960320001
350 1561957 FEDERAL EXPRESS 27260 JEFFERSON AVE 1.46 910272032
351 989300 LBV INVESTMENTS 42188 RIO NEDO 1.45 909254006
352 Z508830 JMS / CHRISTIE 42024 AVENIDA ALVARADO 1.44 909252002
353 33787909 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENTS LLC 31045 TEMECULA PKWY 1.43 961410028
354 08689863 R.C.W.D. N. MARSHALL RES MARGARITA 1.43 954020005
355 350470 RYAN FAMILY TRUST 28121 JEFFERSON AVE 1.41 921060017
356 08639207 TVUSD PALOMA ELEMENTARY 42940 VIA RAMI 1.41 955020003
357 34686143 J WANKIER 42088 RIO NEDO 1.41 909254012
358 35010086 DR FAROOQ AHMAD 31205 PAUBA RD A 1.41 945110002
359 57378262 DOWNS ENERGY 27985 DIAZ RD 1.39 921040041
360 34686168 BSW RANCH 28069 DIAZ RD 1.39 921040043
361 350158 LINDA MARCOTTE & KEN CARTER 42011 AVENIDA ALVARADO 1.37 909251002
362 30068254 SUPERIOR READY MIX 26165 ADAMS AVE 1.37 909060013
363 Z530288 OUTDOOR CHANNEL HOLDINGS 43455 BUSINESS PARK DR B 1.36 921020081
364 Z510331 ADVANCE DISPLAY TECHNOLOGIES I 42230 ZEVO DR 1.36 909360033
365 3368435 GOSPEL RECORDINGS INC 41823 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 1.34 909281003
366 1561955 LEONARDS CARPET SERVICE 41797 N ENTERPRISE CIR 1.33 909281004
367 33787916 MARGARITA DEVELOPMENT 43920 MARGARITA RD 1.32 959050012
368 4907161 JEFFERSON PARTNERS C/O GRANT G 41900 WINCHESTER RD 1.28 909310076
369 V537369 TEMECULA MASONIC CENTER, INC. 27895 DIAZ RD 1.28 921040010
370 29112116 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE LLC 27463 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE W 1.27 921480071
371 17371778 A HEINZELMANN 43064 BLACKDEER LOOP 1.25 921030008
372 X056536 CAL-TRANS (RHWR) WINCHESTER RD 1.25 910271004
373 34825262 NEW PLAN EXCEL REALTY TRUST IN TEMECULA PKWY 1.24 961080007
374 U412732 JACK VILLANO BALDARAY CIR 1.24 921281014
375 33535941 DONALD DIGBY VIA RIO TEMECULA 1.23 961080026
376 2649781 LOWE'S HIC 40390 WINCHESTER RD 1.23 910330011
377 08689790 TEMECULA VALLEY WINERY MGMT 27495 DIAZ RD 1.21 921030018
378 29527579 TALON SPORT 42044 WINCHESTER RD 1.21 909310007
379 V527722 WON YOO 27431 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE W 1.20 921480009
380 08689784 CITY OF TEMECULA P-4 AVENIDA DE LA REINA 1.19 954082027
381 350507 D L MARTIN 28404 FELIX VALDEZ RD 1.19 921280006
382 2375879 DMP PROPERTIES WINCHESTER RD 1.17 920080001
383 34696989 TEMECULA CREEK LLC LAND GRANT 31725 TEMECULA PKWY 1.14 961080021
384 56488081 NATIONAL PROCESS IND 42250 BALDARAY CIR 1.13 921281017
385 U401368 ALPINE GROUP 43094 VIA DOS PICOS 1.13 921040012
386 X350240 BEAR CREEK MASTER ASSOC 22740 BEAR CREEK DR S 1.12 904334012
387 08771028 INLAND PACIFIC PROPERTY SERVIC MARGARITA RD 1.11 910470015
388 3344076 TEMECULA WOLF LLC 32483 TEMECULA PKWY 1.11 960020060
389 35052764 ALVAREZ PROPERTIES 43124 RANCHO WAY 1.10 921040020
390 17371774 A HEINZELMANN 43114 BLACKDEER LOOP 1.09 921030009
391 03022951 TVUSD ERLE STANLEY GARDNER MID LOMA LINDA RD 1.09 961020008
392 4400140 WGA BEL VILLAGGIO, LP ATTN: MR 41269 MARGARITA RD 1.08 921830003
393 4739652 MERIT MOVING SYSTEMS 42235 WINCHESTER RD 1.07 909310075
394 2738565 MURRIETA VALLEY USD VIA ALISOL 1.06 904100051
395 350108 PLAZA DEL RIO 28999 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 1.06 922110038
396 34945384 LOWE'S HIC 40390 WINCHESTER RD 1.05 910330011
397 2738568 MURRIETA VALLEY USD VIA ALISOL 1.04 904100051
398 29195544 CYNDY MILLER 42092 WINCHESTER RD 1.03 909310009
399 08688513 WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK 32105 TEMECULA PKWY 1.02 960010023
400 33624031 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENTS LLC 31165 TEMECULA PKWY 1.02 961410030
401 33964799 SOUTH CREEK MALL 28780 OLD TOWN FRONT ST C 1.01 922091003
402 1092603 A HEINZELMANN 43162 BLACKDEER LOOP 1.00 921030010
403 2060998 ALLEN ORR - NAPA AUTO PARTS 41457 SANBORN AVE 0.99 910272030
404 29195594 MUFFLERS WEST 43119 VIA DOS PICOS 0.98 921040031
405 4053774 CANYON CAHAN VAIL LLC 33215 TEMECULA PKWY 0.98 960030022
406 350043 PETROLANE GAS SVC LTD 41830 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE S 0.97 909270034
407 19650543 MISSION VILLAGE APTS 28534 PUJOL ST 0.95 922054022
408 32432029 RCP BLOCK & BRICK 25725 JEFFERSON AVE 0.95 909060004
409 X504298 ALVAREZ PROPERTIES 43084 RANCHO WAY 0.95 921040019
410 08688522 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32065 TEMECULA PKWY 0.94 960010022
411 X528838 MICRO CRYSTAL TECH INC 43095 BLACKDEER LOOP 0.93 921030015
412 57104241 AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL MFG SERVIC 26374 ADAMS AVE 0.93 909300061
413 17617957 CITY OF TEMECULA DEPARTMENT OF 32364 OVERLAND TR 0.93 960320007
414 18959666 WOLF STORE SUB ASSOC 32481 TEMECULA PKWY 0.93 960020060
415 35052421 PRIMECO INC. 28377 FELIX VALDEZ RD 0.91 921281004
416 3398333 CITY OF MURRIETA HAYES ST 0.89 904050045
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417 08688511 KOHL'S DEPARTMENT STORE SITE # 32085 TEMECULA PKWY 0.87 960010043
418 957822 SOUTH CREEK MALL 28780 OLD TOWN FRONT ST B 0.84 922091003
419 99154523 MCCALLS COUNTRY CANNING INC 41735 CHERRY ST 0.83 909380014
420 09133929 LONGS DRUG STORE 30640 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.83 921700015
421 33787924 NORTH ISLAND CREDIT UNION 32435 TEMECULA PKWY 0.82 960020060
422 34376075 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL CORP YNEZ RD 0.82 910110042
423 32154714 CANDIDE PETROL RANCHO PUEBLO RD 0.82 959070028
424 4053779 LONGS DRUG STORES 40365 WINCHESTER RD 0.81 920080020
425 29527608 KEVIN R BROWN ESQ 27247 MADISON AVE 0.81 910272012
426 U429269 CRAIG MAJEWSKI 28418 FELIX VALDEZ RD 0.81 921280007
427 1222282 MADISON AVENUE ASSOCIATES 27230 MADISON AVE 0.76 910272003
428 08639174 CORNERSTONE PROPANE L.P. 42046 RIO NEDO 0.76 909254002
429 4232033 KD ASSOCIATES II 41555 CHERRY ST 0.75 909380022
430 19650690 MISSION VILLAGE APTS 28535 PUJOL ST 0.74 922054022
431 X528823 MANSKE PROPERTIES 28950 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.74 922120011
432 34001668 R.C.W.D. WELL 216 MARGARITA RD 0.73 945050015
433 19650673 RCM CAPITAL PARTNERS LLC 28465 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.73 922026029
434 56328071 CITY OF TEMECULA MARGARITA RD 0.72 945110003
435 Z539109 ECI 29115 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.72 922110029
436 19146388 MEADOWVIEW HOMEOWNERS ASSOC GENERAL KEARNY RD 0.70 921810004
437 34825996 CITY OF TEMECULA M-5 MARGARITA RD 0.70 959090005
438 4232011 WGA BEL VILLAGGIO, LP ATTN: MR N GENERAL KEARNY RD 0.70 921830001
439 2767353 BEAR CREEK MASTER ASSOC KENNEMER DR LSCP 0.69 904680036
440 350311 BRANDEL MASONRY SUPPLIES 42368 RIO NEDO 0.68 909254010
441 972574 JNC LLC 28403 FELIX VALDEZ RD 0.67 921281003
442 33787910 WOODCREST ACE HARDWARE INC DBA 30733 TEMECULA PKWY 0.67 961410034
443 33344728 OFFICE MAX #1362 32909 TEMECULA PKWY 0.67 960030042
444 3120056 ACCEL CONNECTORS INC 42020 WINCHESTER RD 0.67 909310006
445 3344079 KARPOS LLC 32459 TEMECULA PKWY 0.66 960020060
446 34736466 GAROCO INC DBA CAR SHOW 28971 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.64 922110027
447 99142314 CHERRY COMMERCE CENTER LLC 26901 JEFFERSON AVE 0.63 909352019
448 1053626 EVERGREEN VENTURES, INC. 28900 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.62 922120014
449 09133976 STEIN MART STORE #220 31781 TEMECULA PKWY 0.62 961080021
450 34697079 BECKY'S PIZZA INC 32195 TEMECULA PKWY 0.60 960010026
451 29527619 HABITAT FOR HUMANITY INLAND VA 27479 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE W 0.59 921480012
452 17626944 FOREMOST CARMEL MTN LTD 43391 BUSINESS PARK DR 0.57 921020061
453 08688437 KIMCO REALTY CORP. 30650 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.57 921700016
454 08688512 MARSHALL'S #615 32155 TEMECULA PKWY 0.57 960010045
455 33787923 CITY OF TEMECULA 32211 WOLF VALLEY RD 0.56 962580091
456 35162427 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 11-12 0.56 944220001
457 Z530310 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE LLC 27447 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE W 0.56 921480070
458 U436017 THOMPSON MAGNETIC INC 42255 BALDARAY CIR 0.56 921281016
459 33344715 BUTTERFIELD STATION 32965 TEMECULA PKWY 0.55 960030025
460 29417226 SCP POOLS 41675 CHERRY ST 0.55 909380012
461 99154469 WESTERN TELCOM DEVELOPMENT INC 41715 CHERRY ST 0.54 909380013
462 17626971 E.M.W.D. 1ST ST 0.53 922100035
463 29784779 GOSPEL RECORDINGS INC 41823 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.52 909281003
464 32034769 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL 40761 COUNTY CENTER DR 0.52 910110039
465 V543454 RYAN FAMILY TRUST 28165 JEFFERSON AVE B 0.51 921060016
466 92570313 MICHAEL COLEMAN 43062 VIA DOS PICOS 0.51 921040011
467 34825264 KIMCO REALTY TEMECULA PKWY 0.50 960010001
468 1098636 COASTLINE EQUITY INC 41769 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.48 909281024
469 34296323 LUNDY PARK STORAGE 42041 AVENIDA ALVARADO 0.48 909251003
470 19586382 MARISELA MOTTOLA 42221 6TH ST 0.47 922052027
471 19867857 B V PROPERTIES 27250 MADISON AVE 0.47 910272004
472 19586364 CITY OF MURRIETA MURRIETA CREEK DR LSCP 0.46 904620027
473 09134008 KIMCO REALTY CORP 30630 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.45 921700015
474 08771328 KIMCO REALTY CORPORATION 30690 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.43 921700005
475 09133951 ROSS STORES INC #639 32155 TEMECULA PKWY 0.43 960010045
476 33071164 CNC MANUFACTURING 42158 SARAH WAY 0.42 921030035
477 34697078 HOLLYWOOD ENTERTAINMENT CORP 32095 TEMECULA PKWY 0.41 960010026
478 33787903 SQUARE ONE DEVELOPMENT 32655 TEMECULA PKWY 0.41 960020050
479 34697073 TVUSD TEMECULA LUISENO ELEMENT ELM PL 0.41 962010007
480 51712191 FFF ENTERPRISES INC COUNTY CENTER DR 0.41 910110041
481 29342837 TENSION ENVELOPE CORP 40750 COUNTY CENTER DR C 0.41 910110046
482 08150253 SISTERS OF THE COMPANY OF MARY AVENIDA LESTONNAC 0.41 951030055
483 33964330 MULBERRY 303072 31935 VIA RIO TEMECULA RD 0.41 961080025
484 08150402 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL CORP 26090 YNEZ RD 0.41 910110042
485 32478896 MERIT MOVING SYSTEMS 42235 WINCHESTER RD 0.41 909310075
486 55215768 MILGARD MANUFACTURING INC DENDY PKY 0.41 909370031
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487 19591177 REMINGTON BUSINESS CTR 42006 REMINGTON AVE 0.41 909370013
488 34403965 TVUSD ERLE STANLEY GARDNER MID LOMA LINDA RD 0.41 961020008
489 34697071 COVENANT GROUP 7 LP 31720 TEMECULA PKWY 0.41 959080020
490 35010106 CENTRAL STATION STATION LP 44239 MARGARITA RD 0.41 959080017
491 33624024 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENTS LLC 31093 TEMECULA PKWY 0.41 961410048
492 30067838 WESTSIDE BUSINESS CENTER POA WINCHESTER RD RECLAIMED 0.39 909310074
493 S351497 DAN'S FEED & SEED INC 41065 1ST ST 0.38 922075001
494 35162452 TED & ALEX ZONOS 43049 MARGARITA RD 0.37 945110003
495 99013041 GOODMAN DISTRIBUTION INC 41670 REAGAN WAY 0.37 909380004
496 19650689 CITY OF TEMECULA F-6 OTS SIDE 28699 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.36 922046028
497 18470376 WM 15 PARTNERS LP 40395 WINCHESTER RD 0.36 920080023
498 2355104 SPORTS CHALET 40432 WINCHESTER RD 0.36 910470002
499 33149706 DISCOUNT TIRE COMPANY C/O FACI 30661 TEMECULA PKWY 0.36 961410032
500 17626943 FOREMOST CARMEL MTN LTD 43397 BUSINESS PARK DR 0.35 921020061
501 19650687 MISSION VILLAGE APTS 28545 PUJOL ST 0.35 922054022
502 33535865 SOUTH CREEK MALL 28780 OLD TOWN FRONT ST D 0.34 922091003
503 08688516 TEMECULA CREEK LLC 31741 TEMECULA PKWY 0.34 961080022
504 35162470 TED & ALEX ZONOS 43057 MARGARITA RD 0.33 945110003
505 34697075 SUBMARINA 32065 TEMECULA PKWY 0.32 960010022
506 Z522630 RCM CAPITAL PARTNERS LLC 28455 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.31 922026033
507 08688458 NEW PLAN EXCEL REALTY TRUST IN 31837 TEMECULA PKWY 0.31 961080009
508 34376074 TEMECULA CREEK LLC TEMECULA PKWY 0.30 961080022
509 99013044 POOL & ELECTRICAL PRODUCTS INC 41610 REAGAN WAY 0.30 909380006
510 3120055 CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATT 29657 N GENERAL KEARNY RD 0.30 921810006
511 18780872 TMC THE MATE COMPANY 42148 SARAH WAY 0.28 921030036
512 56340788 EXPRESS PIPE AND SUPPLY 41579 CHERRY ST BLDG B 0.28 909380020
513 08688485 KOHL'S DEPARTMENT STORE SITE 1 32085 TEMECULA PKWY 0.28 960010043
514 34001707 KIP INC. 25740 WASHINGTON AVE 0.28 909060074
515 34697076 GREAT CLIPS FOR HAIR #8138 32065 TEMECULA PKWY 0.27 960010022
516 08540268 REDHAWK TIRE STORE C/O L & M T 44092 MARGARITA RD 0.26 959090007
517 08150182 U S POST OFFICE 30777 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.26 954020007
518 54610573 TEMECULA WINNELSON 41740 REAGAN WAY 0.26 909380002
519 46309581 MURRIETA VALLEY USD VIA ALISOL 0.26 904100051
520 08242638 HOPE LUTHERAN CHURCH VALLEJO AVE 0.26 922170011
521 35134691 ALBERTSONS, INC., SITE # 6753 MARGARITA RD 0.26 959090002
522 33344710 BEST BUY STORES LP 32937 TEMECULA PKWY 0.26 960030043
523 17627002 SAN DIEGO NATIONAL BANK 31990 TEMECULA PKWY 0.25 959390006
524 18997672 CITY OF TEMECULA M-8 MARGARITA RD 0.23 920080001
525 08688449 WALMART STORE #2708 GARDEN CEN 32225 TEMECULA PKWY 0.23 960010047
526 18338365 FERGUSON ENTERPRISES 43244 RANCHO WAY 0.23 921040022
527 99013049 TEMECULA WINNELSON 41740 REAGAN WAY 0.22 909380002
528 35052489 U-STORE IT 28401 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.22 921281019
529 33656565 WELLS FARGO BANK N A 32881 TEMECULA PKWY 0.21 960030040
530 33344729 BUTTERFIELD STATION 32909 TEMECULA PKWY 0.21 960030042
531 99013047 CARRIER SALES & DIST 41710 REAGAN WAY 0.21 909380003
532 33344707 RANCHO PUEBLO BLDG F POA 31493 RANCHO PUEBLO RD 0.21 959071014
533 08771371 R.C.W.D. 31690 RCWD P.S. RANCHO CA 0.21 953150038
534 56340786 MARSHMAN CONSTRUCTION INC 41601 CHERRY STREET BLDG 0.21 909380015
535 34697084 FAMOUS FOOTWEAR #2306 32155 TEMECULA PKWY 0.20 960010045
536 1209159 MADISON AVENUE ASSOCIATES 27230 MADISON AVE 0.20 910272003
537 18784830 GTE - 457305B 40680 LA COLIMA RD 0.20 919051010
538 17404470 ROGER MEYER 41630 REAGAN WAY 0.20 909380005
539 18959634 RAMONA TIRE 40385 WINCHESTER RD 0.20 920080007
540 33344726 LONGS DRUG STORE STORE #297 31021 TEMECULA PKWY 0.19 922200009
541 3104348 CVS STORE # 08896-01 33205 TEMECULA PKWY 0.19 960030018
542 33803571 R.C.W.D. WINCHESTER PUMP STN MARGARITA RD 0.19 920090002
543 99013046 P&H IND 41570 REAGAN WAY 0.18 909380008
544 08627752 PLAZA DEL RIO 28999 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.18 922110038
545 99142315 CHERRY COMMERCE CTR LLC 26891 JEFFERSON AVE 0.17 909352020
546 99013042 HUB CONST SPEC INC 41550 REAGAN WAY 0.17 909380009
547 3369037 COLDWELL BANKER 32675 TEMECULA PKWY 0.16 960020045
548 34697066 REDHAWK PAVILION LLC 44060 MARGARITA RD 0.16 959050006
549 34825265 DR SAMAAN 31685 TEMECULA PKWY 0.15 961080003
550 34697074 ALTURA CREDIT UNION 44575 AVENIDA DE MISSIONE 0.15 961290001
551 34697064 REDHAWK PAVILION LLC 44060 MARGARITA RD 0.15 959050006
552 08651434 KIMCO REALTY CORPORATION 30640 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.15 921700015
553 32744703 IN-N-OUT BURGERS 30697 TEMECULA PKWY 0.15 960010045
554 33052812 JHK INC DBA RAINBOW SERVICE ST 30535 TEMECULA PKWY 0.15 961410018
555 09133950 NEW PLAN EXCEL 31757 TEMECULA PKWY 0.15 961080022
556 33787902 GUARANTY BANK -11841 31117 TEMECULA PKWY 0.14 961410046
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557 35302875 JOSEPH ERRICO 30753 DE PORTOLA RD 0.13 959040017
558 1263001 E.M.W.D. 27900 DIAZ RD 0.13 909120044
559 17404847 CITY OF MURRIETA VIA ALISOL 0.13 904722011
560 17626945 FOREMOST CARMEL MTN LTD 43379 BUSINESS PARK DR 0.12 921020061
561 33624026 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENTS LLC 31141 TEMECULA PKWY 0.11 961410048
562 32432021 KIP INC. 25740 WASHINGTON AVE 0.11 909060074
563 08688515 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32155 TEMECULA PKWY 0.11 960010045
564 08688445 SAN DIEGO COUNTY CREDIT UNION 31693 TEMECULA PKWY 0.11 961080001
565 34685913 EZ LUBE 30625 TEMECULA PKWY 0.10 961410014
566 08687660 R.C.W.D. CLINTON KEITH RD RES. 0.08 904080003
567 33344718 DR CANDIDE PETROL 31537 RANCHO PUEBLO RD 0.08 959070028
568 33656582 TEMECULA CREEK LLC C/O LAND GR 31789 TEMECULA PKWY 0.08 961080021
569 4232007 WGA BEL VILLAGGIO, LP ATTN: MR 41273 MARGARITA RD 0.08 921830004
570 34826017 BANK OF AMERICA PMY PREP AREA 31934 TEMECULA PKWY 0.08 959090001
571 33787904 SQUARE ONE DEVELOPMENT 32705 TEMECULA PKWY 0.08 960020049
572 7028854 ALVAREZ PROPERTIES 43136 RANCHO WAY 0.08 921040021
573 34249116 FIRST BANK 30715 TEMECULA PKWY 0.08 961410010
574 Z539091 AUTOZONE STORE #5936 40345 WINCHESTER RD 0.08 920080009
575 34696981 MISSION OAKS NATIONAL BANK 31709 TEMECULA PKWY 0.07 961080004
576 08627754 PLAZA DEL RIO 28999 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.07 922110038
577 09133944 NEW PLAN EXCEL 31773 TEMECULA PKWY 0.07 961080022
578 34403879 VAIL RANCH COUNTRY GLEN WAY 0.06 961080002
579 605889 IN CARE OF CUSHMAN AND WAKEFIE 28999 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.06 922110038
580 34697077 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32065 TEMECULA PKWY 0.06 960010022
581 34376046 FIRST BANK 30715 TEMECULA PKWY 0.06 961410010
582 35304037 R.C.W.D. 43880 BUTTERFIELD STAGE R 0.06 966010001
583 34825980 ALFRED HEINZELMANN 43015 BLACKDEER LOOP 0.06 921030042
584 3104353 CHRIST THE VINE LUTHERAN CHURC 29581 N GENERAL KEARNY RD 0.05 921830035
585 4739962 SALVESEN INC C/O LA-Z-BOY 40551 MARGARITA RD 0.05 910470036
586 08627755 PLAZA DEL RIO 28991 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.05 922110038
587 4739653 MERIT MOVING SYSTEMS 42235 WINCHESTER RD 0.04 909310075
588 34403955 TVUSD ERLE STANLEY GARDNER MID LOMA LINDA RD 0.03 961020008
589 34696988 TEMECULA CREEK LLC 31733 TEMECULA PKWY 0.03 961080022
590 08770830 HWY 79 SUPER STORAGE 31524 RANCHO PUEBLO RD 0.03 959070024
591 35162438 EXPRESS TIRE CO INC 44092 MARGARITA RD 0.03 959090007
592 34825933 TARBELL REALTORS 31749 TEMECULA PKWY 0.02 961080022
593 35134629 SIERRA HOUSING CONSTRUCTION IN 41730 REAGAN WAY 0.02 909380001
594 3369035 SQUARE ONE DEVELOPMENT TEMECULA PKWY 0.02 960020045
595 42733275 J WANKIER FAMILY TRUST RIO NEDO 0.01 909254012
596 35303522 EXPRESS TIRE CO INC 44092 MARGARITA RD 0.01 959090007
597 35302846 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32075 TEMECULA PKWY 0.01 960010043
598 33787908 SQUARE ONE DEVELOPMENT 32625 TEMECULA PKWY 0.01 960020051
599 18607476 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASS 43455 BUSINESS PARK DR 0.01 921020077
600 35134646 TED ZONOS 43057 MARGARITA RD 0.01 945110003
601 3344087 VELO CORINTHIANS LP 32467 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020060
602 08688598 NEW PLAN EXCEL 31765 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080022
603 17904305 BEAR CREEK GUARD HOUSE 22773 GRAND AVE 0.00 904680036
604 33787901 SQUARE ONE DEVELOPMENT 32785 WOLF STORE RD 0.00 960020048
605 08688501 NEW PLAN EXCEL 31701 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080002
606 34601991 ALFRED HEINZELMANN 43015 BLACKDEER LOOP 0.00 921030042
607 35131339 JAMES D STAVRAKIS 26672 MARGARITA RD BUILDI 0.00 913280044
608 32505388 CITY OF MURRIETA VIN SANTO LN 0.00 904050045
609 18997597 DISCOUNT TIRE COMPANY WINCHESTER RD 0.00 961410032
610 33960014 ENTERPRISE SOUTH BUILDING 41860 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE S 0.00 909270012
611 34376049 CITY OF TEMECULA WOLF CREEK FI 32211 WOLF VALLEY RD 0.00 962580091
612 34825956 COPPERFIELD INVESTMENT & DEV C VALLEJO AVE 0.00 922170012
613 Z539070 MISSION VILLAGE APTS 28555 PUJOL ST 0.00 922054022
614 91112501 SOUTHWEST TRADERS 27711 DIAZ RD 0.00 921030002
615 08150397 VAIL RANCH COUNTRY GLEN WAY 0.00 961080002
616 34403878 VAIL RANCH COUNTRY GLEN WAY 0.00 961080002
617 17448848 REDHAWK MEDICAL CENTER C/O CDM 44274 GEORGE CUSHMAN CT 0.00 960020042
618 1144068 JOAQUIN RANCH FACILITI CLINTON KEITH RD 0.00 904080007
619 35134642 31990 HWY 79 LLC JAIME SIREBRE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 959390006
620 35302842 MORNING RIDGE LLC 30660 MILKY WAY DR 17 0.00 944220001
621 08150476 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING BUTTERFIELD STAGE RD 0.00 951040018
622 08150256 MBK TEMECULA LLC DBA STERLING BUTTERFIELD STAGE RD 0.00 951040018
623 19650538 RIVERBANK VILLAGE APARTMENTS 28500 PUJOL ST 0.00 922053044
624 34699402 R.C.W.D. MARGARITA RD 0.00 954020005
625 34697083 C/O IHOP #834 MR STAX INC 32135 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960010024
626 29467483 KEVIN BROWN ATTORNEY AT LAW 27247 MADISON AVE 0.00 910272012
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627 1187696 MADISON AVENUE ASSOCIATES 27230 MADISON AVE 0.00 910272003
628 Y507757 NAPA AUTO PARTS 41457 SANBORN AVE 0.00 910272030
629 9183569 PRECISION PHOTOGRAPHY 27941 DIAZ RD 0.00 921040003
630 1187695 B V PROPERTIES 27250 MADISON AVE 0.00 910272004
631 34697067 TVUSD TEMECULA LUISENO ELEMENT WOLF CREEK NORTH 0.00 962010007
632 35134705 RCM CAPITAL PARTNERS LLC 28465 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922026029
633 908078 TEMECULA STAMPEDE 28721 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922073025
634 56328106 TEMECULA STAMPEDE 28721 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922073025
635 35134643 MARGARITA DEVELOPMENT LLC 43980 MARGARITA RD 0.00 959050012
636 34697070 MARGARITA DEVELOPMENT LLC 43980 MARGARITA RD 0.00 959050012
637 35303882 TEMECULA CREEK LLC TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080021
638 35303885 TEMECULA CREEK LLC C/O LAND GR TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080021
639 34403877 TEMECULA CREEK LLC 31725 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080021
640 19080941 NEW PLAN EXCEL TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080022
641 Z522425 ENGLAND FAMILY MORTUARY 27135 MADISON AVE 0.00 910262006
642 33959977 ALFRED HEINZELMANN BLACKDEER LOOP 0.00 921030014
643 54696997 ALFRED HEINZELMANN BLACKDEER LOOP 0.00 921030015
644 08025382 ALFRED HEINZELMANN 43015 BLACKDEER LOOP 0.00 921030042
645 08651433 KIMCO REALTY CORPORATION 30690 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.00 921700005
646 08651431 KIMCO REALTY CORPORATION 30680 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.00 921700016
647 08651446 KIMCO REALTY CORPORATION 30630 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.00 921700015
648 1115487 HABITAT FOR HUMANITY INLAND VA 27479 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE W 0.00 921480012
649 1125778 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE LLC 27447 ENTERPRISE CIR 0.00 921480071
650 1162073 RANPAC ENGINEERING 27431 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE W 0.00 921480009
651 1138018 CITY OF TEMECULA 27415 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.00 921480008
652 18034712 INTENSE CYCLE INC 42380 RIO NEDO 0.00 909254006
653 Y516454 TEMECULA VALLEY WINERY MANAGEM 27495 DIAZ RD 0.00 921030018
654 X528901 RANCHO CALIF BUSINESS PARK ASS RANCHO WAY 0.00 921710014
655 34403966 FEDERAL EXPRESS 27260 JEFFERSON AVE 0.00 910272032
656 08622241 DMP PROPERTIES MARGARITA RD 0.00 920080003
657 53940480 DMP PROPERTIES MARGARITA RD 0.00 920080004
658 54610555 DMP PROPERTIES MARGARITA RD 0.00 920080003
659 29216836 MURRIETA MINI STORAGE INC 41605 ELM ST 0.00 909060049
660 8712166 BEAR CREEK GOLF CLUB INC CLINTON KEITH RD RESERVOI 0.00 904080003
661 19628112 RANCHO COMMUNITY CHURCH RANCHO PUEBLO RD 0.00 959070018
662 T362570 ISOMEDIX 43425 BUSINESS PARK DR 0.00 921020077
663 35134621 CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATT 44650 LA PAZ ST 0.00 922331036
664 43553886 VAIL RANCH SELF STORAGE INC 43980 MAHLON VAIL RD 0.00 960330017
665 43553941 VAIL RANCH SELF STORAGE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960330017
666 29258238 VRT SQUARE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020044
667 29216814 VRT SQUARE 32675 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020045
668 29119133 VRT SQUARE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020046
669 29258226 VRT SQUARE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020047
670 29119245 VRT SQUARE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020048
671 29216736 VRT SQUARE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020049
672 19781666 VRT SQUARE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020050
673 29258280 VRT SQUARE TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020051
674 35303582 DEPORTOLA PROFESSIONAL MARGARITA RD 0.00 959050011
675 68567968 DATE PLAZA MARGARITA RD 0.00 913280033
676 35131332 JAMES D STAVRAKIS 26684 MARGARITA RD BUILDI 0.00 913280044
677 35131334 JAMES D STAVRAKIS 26696 MARGARITA RD BUILDI 0.00 913280044
678 67140091 JAMES D STAVRAKIS 26684 MARGARITA RD BUILDI 0.00 913280033
679 68567970 JAMES D STAVRAKIS 26696 MARGARITA RD BUILDI 0.00 913280044
680 1276116 WESTERN EAGLE FOUNDATION 28075 DIAZ RD 6 0.00 921040028
681 42733274 SO BAY CABLE CORP 42033 RIO NEDO 0.00 909252012
682 1091946 LBV INVESTMENTS 42188 RIO NEDO 0.00 909254006
683 18099739 MICKE SANTORO 42396 RIO NEDO 0.00 909254014
684 804661 HARRIS MARSHALL & ERICSON LLC 42232 RIO NEDO 0.00 909254007
685 42733267 D & R INDUSTRIAL PARK 42274 RIO NEDO 2 0.00 909254008
686 Y507774 JAMES HUNDLEY 42346 RIO NEDO 0.00 909254009
687 76148872 JMS / CHRISTIE 42024 AVENIDA ALVARADO 0.00 909252002
688 18342181 PLAZA DEL RIO 28991 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922110038
689 73148911 VENADERO PROP OWNER ASSOC 41976 AVENIDA ALVARADO 0.00 909252025
690 1115620 WINCHESTER FINANCIAL CENTER 41877 ENTERPRISE CIR 0.00 909281020
691 1115419 WINCHESTER FINANCIAL CENTER 41877 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.00 909281020
692 17960438 QUAID TEMECULA HARLEY - DAVIDS 28964 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922120010
693 08540266 COASTLINE EQUITY INC 41715 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.00 909281023
694 08687641 COASTLINE EQUITY INC 41743 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.00 909281023
695 08150254 COASTLINE EQUITY INC 41769 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.00 909281023
696 48388998 LEONARD & MARJORIE NAGEL 41797 ENTERPRISE CIRCLE N 0.00 909281004
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697 Z522621 T.C.B. INC 29105 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922110030
698 20889902 LINDA MARCOTTE & KEN CARTER 42011 AVENIDA ALVARADO 0.00 909251002
699 29783534 HANSA HOSPITALITY INC 28980 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922120009
700 55977831 CHERRY COMMERCE CTR LLC JEFFERSON AVE B 0.00 909352024
701 32762930 EL TORITO RESTAURANTS INC 40517 MARGARITA RD 0.00 910470033
702 55977837 CHERRY COMMERCE CTR LLC CHERRY ST C 0.00 909352024
703 32315822 LA Z BOY FURNITURE GALLERY SAL 40551 MARGARITA RD 0.00 910470036
704 55605504 WINDSHIELD PROS JEFFERSON AVE 0.00 909352024
705 60410680 WGA BEL VILLAGGIO, LP ATTN: MR 41273 MARGARITA RD 0.00 921830004
706 60410691 WGA BEL VILLAGGIO, LP ATTN: MR 41257 MARGARITA RD 0.00 921830002
707 10892524 WINCHESTER RORIPAUGH CONDOS 40285 WINCHESTER RD DC 0.00 920080005
708 19721386 ISLANDS RESTAURANTS LP 40497 MARGARITA RD 0.00 910470031
709 18697829 CHICK-FIL-A 40531 MARGARITA RD 0.00 910470035
710 29048020 DIVERSIFIED INVESTMENT CO 40573 MARGARITA RD 0.00 910470035
711 19400943 KARPOS LLC 32459 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020060
712 19445502 TEMECULA WOLF LLC TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020060
713 19627829 VELO CORINTHIANS - LP 32467 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020060
714 19627797 SWANGER FAMILY LLC WOLF STORE RD 0.00 960020060
715 18296270 NORTH ISLAND CREDIT UNION TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960020060
716 29342729 VEASEY FAMILY PARTNERS 32832 WOLF STORE RD 0.00 960330011
717 33535991 LHT PARTNERSHIP 28879 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922100036
718 216277 RICHARD GABRIEL OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922100042
719 55202051 AFFIRMED HOUSING GROUP - MISSI PUJOL ST 0.00 922054021
720 08540270 EXCEL 31821 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080009
721 08540271 EXCEL 31837 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080009
722 7127329 C/O JERRY R MORTER WESTERN EAG 28075 DIAZ RD 0.00 921040028
723 610576 WINCHESTER HILLS I 27111 YNEZ RD 0.00 910271003
724 08771182 LOWE'S HIC 40390 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 910330011
725 08150287 INLAND PACIFIC PROPERTY SERVIC WINCHESTER RD 0.00 910470003
726 350029 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL 27125 EQUITY DR 0.00 910110048
727 09415548 GUARANTY FEDERAL BANK RC99073 40440 MARGARITA RD DC 0.00 910330013
728 09415551 HOMETOWN BUFFET 40390 MARGARITA RD DC 0.00 910330014
729 08150409 CHANNELL COMMERCIAL 26040 YNEZ RD 0.00 910110048
730 932406 FFF ENTERPRISES INC 41093 COUNTY CENTER DR 0.00 910110041
731 11760364 RALPHS GROCERY CO 33145 TEMECULA PKWY DC 0.00 960030022
732 10900947 CANYON CAHAN VAIL LLC 33175 TEMECULA PKWY DC 0.00 960030019
733 33964271 CANYON CAHAN VAIL LLC 33195 TEMECULA PKWY DC 0.00 960030021
734 99881390 CANYON CAHAN VAIL LLC 33215 TEMECULA PKWY DC 0.00 960030022
735 29342834 CVS STORE # 08896-01 33205 TEMECULA PKWY DC 0.00 960030018
736 33193898 BUTTERFIELD STATION 32965 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960030025
737 32424707 BUTTERFIELD STATION 32909 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960030042
738 33262156 BEST BUY STORES LP 32937 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960030043
739 10761041 DMP PROPERTIES WINCHESTER RD 0.00 920080007
740 33964244 SYMPHONY WINCHESTER LLC MARGARITA RD 0.00 920080001
741 11808146 LONGS DRUG STORE 40365 WINCHESTER RD DC 0.00 920080020
742 35134962 KINDERCARE LEARNING CTR #30172 40295 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 920080015
743 18038830 WM 15 PARTNERS LP 40315 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 920080023
744 18469663 WM 15 PARTNERS LP WINCHESTER RD 0.00 920080020
745 29119190 OLD TOWN DINING LLC 28699 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922046028
746 35302831 TVUSD SPARKMAN ELEMENTARY SCHO 43750 MARGARITA RD 0.00 959390001
747 35134613 TVUSD SPARKMAN ELEMENTARY SCHO 32225 PIO PICO RD 0.00 959390001
748 34945279 R.C.W.D. MONITORING WELL 495 LOMA 0.00 961450004
749 10879429 AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL MFG SERVIC 26374 ADAMS AVE DC 0.00 909300061
750 33964263 41831 MCALBY CT LLC 41831 MCALBY CT 0.00 909070070
751 92570190 A.I.M.S. 41673 CORNING PL 0.00 909300058
752 58169240 41810 MCALBY CT LLC 41810 MCALBY CT DC 0.00 909070073
753 17226930 MURRIETA VALLEY U.S.D. 41870 MCALBY CT DC 0.00 909070065
754 18099737 DIAZ INDUSTRIAL PARTNERSHIP DIAZ RD 0.00 921040045
755 91112407 CITY OF TEMECULA F-4 28870 28880 28910 PUJOL S 0.00 922061022
756 46556861 BOYS & GIRLS CLUB 28816 PUJOL ST 0.00 922100006
757 43822699 REDHAWK INDUSTRIAL TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960330004
758 33827147 WELLS FARGO BANK 32881 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960030040
759 35303875 SIERRA HOUSING CONSTRUCTION IN 41730 REAGAN WAY 0.00 909380001
760 33964242 CARRIER SALES & DIST 41710 REAGAN WAY 0.00 909380003
761 54745676 GOODMAN DISTRIBUTION INC. 41670 REAGAN WAY 0.00 909380004
762 54685719 ROGER MEYER 41630 REAGAN WAY 0.00 909380005
763 54745701 POOL & ELECTRICAL PRODUCTS INC 41610 REAGAN WAY 0.00 909380006
764 29265643 P&H IND 41570 REAGAN WAY 0.00 909380008
765 54606398 HUB CONST SPEC INC 41550 REAGAN WAY 0.00 909380009
766 55523952 SCP POOLS 41675 CHERRY ST 0.00 909380012
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767 45019017 WESTERN TELCOM DEVELOPMENT INC 41715 CHERRY ST 0.00 909380013
768 33964240 MCCALLS COUNTRY CANNING INC 41735 CHERRY ST 0.00 909380014
769 09415585 CHRIST THE VINE LUTHERAN CHURC 29581 N GENERAL KEARNY RD 0.00 921830035
770 09415586 CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST-LATTER 29657 N GENERAL KEARNY RD 0.00 921810006
771 33535868 WHITE CAP CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY 28065 DIAZ RD 0.00 921040023
772 33964650 CYNDY MILLER WINCHESTER RD 0.00 909310009
773 33262096 PARK PLACE 41975 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 909310076
774 44427401 EDGE DEVELOPMENT 42116 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 909310010
775 17616812 SOUTHERN CALIF MOVING 42180 ZEVO DR 0.00 909360035
776 18697767 STRINGERS 42210 ZEVO DR 0.00 909360034
777 33341740 CITY OF TEMECULA REDHAWK PKY 0.00 962261039
778 33341739 CITY OF TEMECULA REDHAWK PKY 0.00 962052016
779 34826005 WESTSIDE BUSINESS CENTER POA WINCHESTER RD 0.00 909310012
780 08622311 PROFESSIONAL HOSPITAL SUPPLY ZEVO DR 0.00 909370006
781 35134626 PROFESSIONAL HOSPITAL SUPPLY ZEVO DR 0.00 909370006
782 43989778 DOMENIGONI BARTON PROPERTIES 42230 ZEVO DR 0.00 909360033
783 17830933 ACCEL CONNECTORS INC 42020 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 909310006
784 29376506 TALON SPORT 42044 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 909310007
785 Z541396 DAVID WOHLSTADTER 28465 FELIX VALDEZ RD 0.00 922052027
786 894251 D L MARTIN 28404 FELIX VALDEZ RD 0.00 921280006
787 603579 RICHARDS FAMILY TRUST 28450 FELIX VALDEZ RD 0.00 921280008
788 605894 NATIONAL PROCESS IND 42250 BALDARAY CIR 0.00 921281017
789 1144536 JNC LLC 28403 FELIX VALDEZ RD 0.00 921281003
790 573322 CALAVO PACKING HOUSE 28410 VINCENT MORAGA DR 0.00 921281018
791 563185 U-STORE IT 28401 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.00 921281019
792 1115993 ELWELL BUILDING 28441 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.00 921281012
793 34403951 GGG PARTNERSHIP LLP 28481 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R 0.00 921281011
794 35134649 TED ZONOS PAUBA RD 0.00 945110003
795 34736576 CALIFORNIA OAKS GOLF COURSE JACKSON AVE 0.00 947650018
796 1137994 THE COLONY 40710 AVENIDA FLORITA 0.00 947650021
797 29910960 THE COLONY COLONY DR 0.00 947650021
798 35134628 DR FAROOQ AHMAD 31205 PAUBA RD A 0.00 945110002
799 92564894 TEMECULA HIGHLANDS LLC 40945 COUNTY CENTER DR 0.00 910110086
800 THE COLONY AVENIDA FLORITA 0.00 947650018
801 18056275 SYLVIA VIDES UPFRONT LLC 28381 VINCENT MORAGA DR 0.00 921281021
802 08687647 SUPERIOR READY MIX CONCRETE 26265 ADAMS AVE 0.00 909060013
803 34403967 TVUSD REDHAWK ELEMENTARY SCHOO 32045 CAMINO SAN JOSE 0.00 961230017
804 33959978 BEAR CREEK GOLF SKY HIGH DR 0.00 904020082
805 11886342 JS AUTO ENTERPRISE INC 43191 RANCHO WAY 0.00 921040042
806 1115585 MANSKE PROPERTIES 28950 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922120011
807 54161719 WINCHESTER MARKET PLACE, LP 40705 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 910290006
808 92550477 WINCO FOODS INC 40435 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 910290016
809 51428731 MCDONALD'S WINCHESTER RD 0.00 910290015
810 18099722 PEP BOYS STORE #800 WINCHESTER RD 0.00 910290009
811 08171660 TEMECULA SENIOR LIVING,LLC 45100 PECHANGA PKY 0.00 961450012
812 19627894 STORAGE EXPRESS TEMECULA WINCHESTER RD 0.00 909310074
813 56449752 ALVAREZ REAL ESTATE MGT CORP 43040 RANCHO WAY DC 0.00 921040018
814 34403952 FOREMOST CARMEL MTN LTD 43379 43385 43391 43397 B 0.00 921020061
815 11804682 FOREMOST CARMEL MTN LTD 43379 43385 43391 43397 R 0.00 921020061
816 35303883 EXCEL 31845 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080008
817 34376045 EXCEL 31805 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080009
818 35303884 STATER BROTHERS #138 31813 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080010
819 08540273 MCDONALD'S TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961080007
820 34697080 79 SOUTH MEDICAL PLAZA LLC 31720 TEMECULA PKWY DC 0.00 959080019
821 651867 RAJCIC BROTHERS PART 28860 OLD TOWN FRONT ST 0.00 922094002
822 34697085 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32155 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960010045
823 35134687 SIGGY'S RESTAURANT MARGARITA RD 0.00 959090003
824 35134674 PACIFIC COSTANZO-TEMECULA MARGARITA RD 0.00 959090002
825 35134652 BANK OF AMERICA PMY PREP AREA MARGARITA RD 0.00 959090001
826 35134654 PACIFIC COSTANZO-TEMECULA MARGARITA RD 0.00 959090005
827 19721407 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32075 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960010043
828 35134638 HOME DEPOT STORE 1028 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 959390005
829 34697082 KIMCO REALTY CORP 32195 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960010026
830 34376047 APPLE SO CAL LLC 32135 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960010024
831 29784632 HWY 79 SUPER STORAGE RANCHO PUEBLO RD 0.00 959070019
832 33964668 CNC MANUFACTURING 42158 SARAH WAY 0.00 921030035
833 08540265 RON HILL 42148 SARAH WAY 0.00 921030036
834 34159518 WOODCREST ACE HARDWARE INC DBA 30715 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961410010
835 32744694 TEMECULA CREEK INVESTMENT LLC TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961410028
836 33003139 DISCOUNT TIRE COMPANY C/O FACI 30661 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 961410032
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837 08025897 M & D DEVELOPMENT, LLC 28000 DIAZ RD 0.00 921040040
838 35134984 TVUSD PALOMA ELEMENTARY 42940 VIA RAMI 0.00 955020003
839 35134623 MOBIL OIL CORP - RSC 44520 BEDFORD CT 0.00 922210041
840 10761043 K D & ASSOCIATES 41561 CHERRY ST DC 0.00 909380015
841 33964360 MUFFLERS WEST & BRAKES 43119 VIA DOS PICOS 0.00 921040031
842 76148936 DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 27851 DIAZ RD 0.00 921040034
843 10761042 CHERRY ST. BUSINESS PARK POA 41601 CHERRY ST 0.00 909380015
844 32089348 RCM CAPITAL PARTNERS LLC 28459 FRONT ST 0.00 922026033
845 34697081 WALMART STORE #2708 32225 TEMECULA PKWY 0.00 960010047
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Appendix D 
Conversion Cost Data Sorted by Category 


Conversion Cost 
Agency Type of Use Average AFY 


FY05 - FY07 Actual Estimated 
$/AFY 


  


City of Carlsbad Commercial 5   $10,000  $         2,000  
SEJPA Fairground 177   $35,000  $            198  
City of San Diego Fire station 2   $50,000  $        25,424  


City of San Diego Fire station 2   $30,000  $        19,523  


Caltrans Freeway 4   $425,000  $        98,077  
Caltrans Freeway 26   $280,000  $        10,909  
Caltrans Freeway 20 $241,480    $        11,876  
Caltrans Freeway 23 $110,315    $         4,728  


City of San Diego Golf course/miltary 
base 97 $2,472,000    $        25,485  


City of San Diego MAD/LMD/HOA 6   $107,000  $        17,166  
City of San Diego MAD/LMD/HOA 22   $90,000  $         4,103  
City of San Diego MAD/LMD/HOA 20   $50,000  $         2,542  
City of San Diego MAD/LMD/HOA 4   $50,000  $        11,538  
City of San Diego MAD/LMD/HOA 7   $25,000  $         3,394  
City of San Diego Park 38   $151,962  $         3,964  
City of San Diego Park 25   $100,783  $         4,031  
City of San Diego Park 10   $80,121  $         8,012  
City of San Diego Park 7   $50,000  $         6,726  
City of San Diego Park 39   $50,000  $         1,294  
City of Carlsbad Park 29   $35,000  $         1,207  
City of San Diego Park 5   $35,000  $         6,402  
SEJPA Park 5   $10,000  $         2,000  
SEJPA Park 10 $45,680    $         4,568  
City of San Diego Park 30 $44,783    $         1,493  
City of Carlsbad Park  26   $40,000  $         1,538  
SEJPA School 12   $22,000  $         1,833  
SEJPA School 15   $18,000  $         1,200  
SEJPA School 1   $8,500  $         7,083  
EMWD All Sites  $5,000 $          5,000 
      
Notes:      
- Conversion costs are highly variable. The averages above are based on limited data. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING RECE'IVED 
Rancho California Water District . . ..' 


California Friendly Landscape Program SEP 0~ 2012 


RCWD 
. 	Rancho California Water District C'RCWD") offers a Turf Replacement Incentive 


Program ("Program") to its direct retail water customers. RCWD's Program is funded by 
Metropolitan Water District ("MWD") conservation credits tlu'ough the Western 
Municipal Water District ("WMWD"). RCWD, WMWD, and MWD rilay be collectively 
referred to as "Funding Partners." By signing below and participating in the Program, the 
undersigned RCWD customer and property owner Rainbow Canyon Village HOA 
("Pmticipant") agrees to the applicable policies of the Funding Partners m1d all of the 
provisions outlined below. 


PRE-CONVERSION ELIGIBILITY 


1. 	 Authorization to Proceed: Before removing any turf, the following items must be 

submitted to RCWD: a) At least three photos of the area (Palticipant grants the 

Funding Partners, full license to use all submitted photos for purposes relating to the 

PrograI11); b) Scope of WorkiTimeline Breakdown; c) Proposal Price Breakdown; d) 

Project Summary; e) This signed Customer Pmticipation Agreement. In addition, an 

on-site pre-inspection by an authorized representative of RCWD is required unless a 

detailed site plan, acceptable to RCWD in its sole discretion, is submitted. Participant 

may not proceed with the removal of existing turf until it receives authorization from 

RCWD. Proceeding with a project prior to receiving authorization from RCWD will 

make the conversion ineligible for any program rebate or incentive. 



2. 	 Participant Eligibility: Participant agrees that slhe meets all of the following 

eligibility criteria for the Program: 



./' The property receives water service directly from RCWD. 


SCOPE OF WORKITIMELINE BREAKDOWN 


3. Schedule of Work 

Begin of Construction: As soon as possible after contract award 

Completion of Construction: December 15,2012 



1) Grow and Kill (1st to 4tb Week) Spray turf areas to be removed along spray to 

take affect and perfornl a true grow and kill over the course of 3-4 weeks. Grading 

of trail and prep work for new mow curbs to fit in new design of trail 



2) Install Mow Curb (1 st to 2nd Week) Install new 6x6 mow curb to delineate areas 

of new trail. 
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3) Trail Re-grade Improvement (1st to 2nd Week) Orade trail and install DO and 
grade to enhance aesthetic appeal. Install decorative boulders to enhance design 
per plan. 


4) Install New Drip System (2 0d to 31"d Week) Install new drip irrigation to be 
planting location. Drip is to be in line design with low flow application. Built 
fi·om the valve out with pressure regulator and filter. 


5) Convert Existing Irrigation (2nd to 6th Week) Convert existing irrigation to high 
efficiency heads 570 PRX XP with check valves on low heads with Precision 
Nozzles to increase ilTigation performance. Installed with head to head coverage 
as specified. 


. 6) Install Plantings (6 th to 7th Week) Install plantings; Nine hundred and seventy 
. . (1100) shrubs to be submitted legend utilizing California friendly landscape 


plants. Omitting shrubs and trees per MWD guidelines. 


7) Install New Controller Cabinet (6 th Week) Install new controller cabinet with 
homeowner based controller to allow the public to view operation. 


8) 	Hydroseed Remaining Turf (7th Week): Hydroseed remaining turf to warm 
season tUlf in order to reduce water consumption as specified. 


9) Install Infrastructure for Recycled (8th Week): Install basic infrastructure for 
recycled by extending mainline and conduit for wires to POC by the street. 


4. Site Visit: The Contractor shall visit the site, examine and verify existing and proposed 
conditions under which their work must be conducted before submitting the proposal. 


5. 	Construction Staging: Area for construction staging shall be available at the easement 
as specified. 


6. 	Taxes: All proposals in original Contract Work, and for all other work there under, 
shall include all applicable taxes, including social security, unemployment, and any 
. other taxes specific(illy levied on the work or on wages by local city, state, or federal 
government, except real property taxes on the site. Proposals shall also include all 
premiums, assessments and other like payments, charges, and costs incidental to the 
work covered by the· Contract Documents. 


7. Utilities: The Contractor shall notify 	Dig Alert 72 hours in advance and prior to any 
excavation. The Contractor will be liable for any damages to utilities. 
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8. 	 Clean-up: The Contractor shall include all costs associated with clean-up resulting 
tl'om their work perfonned. All clean up shall be completed in a timely maImer. Any 
clean up not completed will be directly charged to the Contractor. 


9. 	Guarantee: The Contractor shall include a minimum one-year warranty period on all 
work, free of defects in materials and workmanship, for the entire project from date of 
acceptance of installation at the Contractor's expense. 


10. Timelines: 
Project- Rebate reservations are valid for 120 days. Projects are subject to an onsite 
pre-inspection and post-inspection by the Funding Partners, and/or their approved 
agents to determine compliance with Progran1 Requirements. This agreement 
terminates 120 days after execution or upon incentive payment, which ever comes 
first. All Participant obligations, including properly executed covenant documents, 
must be fulfilled within the 120-day. This Program ends January 2015 so all projects 
must be completed and submitted to RCWD by Januruy 2013. 


Payments- Payment will be divided into (3) three installments of $53,382.25 
following the completion of the following phases: 
Phase 1- Grow, kill, mow cmb installation, trail re-grade will be completed 
approximately within week 1-3 of project. Payment (1) one in the amount of 


,,$53,382.25 will be due upon completion and invoicing. 
Phase 2- Install drip system, irrigation conversion will be completed approximately 
within week 4-6 of project. Payment (2) two in the an10unt of $53,382.25 will be due 


. upon completion and invoicing. 
Phase 3- Plant installation, controller cabinet installation, Hydro seed, and 
Infrastructure for Recycle installation will be completed approximately within week 
7-8. Payment (3) three in the amount of $53,382.26 will be due upon completion and 
invoicing. 


PROJECT SUMMARY/OBJECTIVE 


11. The Program objective is two fold; 	1) Install California Friendly landscape materials 
including high efficiency irrigation devices/o(Selected Home Owner Association 
common area; 2) provide community residents a learning opportunity to foster 
landscape change through education of water efficient plants and smart irrigation . 
systems. 


Rainbow Valley HOA landscaped common area is an easement of Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California (MWD) and is part of Rainbow Canyon Village 
HOA's 23-year old conm1Unity. On a daily base, over one hundred community 
residents including neighboring tenants utilize the pathway for walking, jogging, 
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bicycle riding and other related activities. It was designed with a utility trail that 
serpentines the length of the easement. 


The landscaping is basic, consisting of predominantly all turf covering MWD's utility 
easement that is set between the backyard propelty fence lines of the Rainbow 
Canyon Village ROA residents. The easement starts at Pechanga Pkwy and crosses 
Clubhouse drive and ends at the Temecula Creek lIm Golf Comse. The current 
landscaped area covers a 218,638 square feet area, which is ilTigated by an outdated 
and . inefficient in'igation system. Adams Landscaping, Inc. who cmrently maintains 
the conmlon area conducted a Water Audit and Area Report to evaluate and report on 
ilTigation system efficiency and performance. This information was used to provide 
an analysis on potential water savings by converting the irrigation system to rhicro 
spray or point somce emitters; renovating the turf area to lower water usage 
California Friendly plant materials; improving the layout of the irrigation system to 
maximize the area covered. Reconunendations from the water audit are based on data 
collections, including water pressure tests, catch can tests and site inspections. 


Under the CUlTent conditions, to maintain ideal cool season turf grass, the property 
would require being over watered by 26,247 units a year. By converting the tmf areas 
to low water use planters in conjunction with a drip emission system rated at .90, and 
designing the remaining turf to optimize the overhead irrigation to at least .65, the 
property could effectively reduce the total propelty water requirement by 26,828 units 
placing the property 581 units under Tier 1 budget for the year. 


The landscape conversion is as follows: 


./ 	Convert 169,342 square feet of the 222,973 feet of turf area to low California 
Friendly plant palette. Incorporate point somce emitter system . 


./ 	Expand pathway to 15 feet wide, which will cover 31,680 square feet of 
landscaped area . 


./ 	Renovate remaining 53,631 square feet of turf and improve the irrigation 
efficiency to .65 or better. 


The total cost of the conversion proposed is $160,146.76. The cost to be offset 
by MWD ($46,902) and RCWD ($50,000) and ($l3,000) from member 
agencies and the balance paid by Rainbow Canyon Village ROA ($50,244.76) 
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PROGRAM TERMS AND CONDITIONS 


12. 	Incentive Amounts and Limits: Reservations are issued on a first come, first served 
basis. Checks will only be issued to the contractor performing work. Project Funding: 
$50,000 from RCWD, $13,000 member agency, and 46,902 from MWD, and 
$50,244.76 from Rainbow Canyon Village ROA 


13. 	 Requirements to Sustain Conversion: Areas within the Project Boundaries must 
remain in compliance with all Program conditions for a minimum of five (5) year,s. 
Inspection may be conducted by the Funding Partners and/or their approved agents at 
reasonable times during this minimum period to verify compliance. If this 
requirement is violated, the Palticipant may be required to refund all or a pOltion of 
the rebate. This requirement is void upon the sale of the property. 


14. 	Other Responsibilities of the Applicant: RCWD enforces only the conditions in this 
agreement. Customer is responsible for complying with all laws, bylaws, ordinances, 
policies codes and covenants that may apply. Quality and appearance of the area 
within or outside the Project Boundary is the responsibility of Customer. Rebates may 
be considered taxable income. RCWD is not responsible for any taxes that may be 
imposed as a result of the receipt of any rebate. 


DISCLAIMER 


15. Disclaimer. The Funding Paltners make no representation or warTanty to contracted 
services or products that may be installed within Project Boundar), areas as a result of 
participation in this program. Removal of turf and installation of water efficient 
devices does not guarantee reduced water use. This Participation Agreement is to 
facilitate the exchange of a financial incentive (rebate) only. 


By patticipating in the Program, Participant waives and releases all Funding Partners 
arld their respective contractors atld agents from any and all claims and causes of 
action ar-ising out of the removal of turf and/or the purchase, installation or use of 
devices and materials in connection with this Program. Any claim Participant may 
have based upon any defect or failure of performance of a contracted service or 
device purchased by Participants should be pursued with the contractor or 
marlUfacttirer/ distributor. 


The Program Funding Partners only enforce the terms and conditions of the Program. 
Participant is responsible for complying with all applicable laws, codes, policies, 
ordinances, covenants, conditions, and restrictions that may apply_Quality and 
appearance of all landscaping on the Palticipant's propelty, both within and outside 
the Project Boundary, IS the responsibility of the Participant 
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Rainbow MWD Easement Improvments w/basic infrastructure of recycled 


Trail improvments 


Regrade trail $19,504.17 
Install Concrete Header $17,987.00 $37,491.17 


Redesign of planters 


Install 24 Decorative Boulders $3,200.00 
Install Concrete Header $9,512.00 
Install 1100 shrubs $20,785.00 
Wood mulch $31,350.00 
Install Drip $19,665.30 
Grow and kill $5,080.00 $89,592.30 


Convert existing irrigation 


Parts I labor $18,444.00 
hydroseed burmuda grass $5,465.00 $23,909.00 


Design drawings 


drafting services 


Story Board wi brochures 
Story Board 


Installation of benches 


(4) benches 
Installation of plant signs 


signs $1,187.29 $1,187.29 


Controller I enclosure 


Climate Logic w/enclosure $1,787.00 . $1,787.00 


Recycled water conversion 


remove backflow $0.00 
extend mainline $1,690.00 
install wires in conduit to new POC location $4,490.00 
RCWD Fees $0.00 
Signage $0.00 
Plan design feasibility study etc $0.00 
recycled decals $0.00 
coverage test $0.00 
id tags $0,00 


6" rotors $0.00 $6,180.00 


$160,146.76 


RCWD Funding $50,000.00 


Member Agancy Funding $13,000.00 


MWD Rebate Funding $46,902.00 


Total $109,902.00 


HOA Responsibility 
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The undersigned, as Bidder, declares that he has familiarized himself with the project as 
outlined in the attached bid specifications, has visited the site and familiarized himself 
with the conditions that may affect the cost of the work. The Contractor proposes and 
agrees that if his proposal is accepted, he will contract with RCWD and Rainbow Canyon 
Village HOA, in a form mutually acceptable to both parties, to complete the project. The 
Contractor agrees to fumish all labor, tools, equipment, materials, facilities and 
supervision to perform all work specified and prescribed for the Rainbow Canyon Village 
HOA, including incidental work (such as clean up, removal and proper disposal of all 
debris). 


The Contractor shall provide prices and unit prices for the work. Said prices and unit 
prices shall include all charges for costs of each item, including, but not limited to, all 
associated expenses, supervision, taxes, insurance, overhead and profit. Said unit prices 
shall be applicable to the pricing of additions to or deletions from the work estimated as 
shown on the drawings or called for in the specifications. The unit pricing shall not be 
adjusted unless authorized in writing by Owner, and if determined to be necessary, said 
unit prices shall be practically related to the determination of such additional unit prices 
as may be justified. 


By signing below, Participant agrees that he/she has read and agrees to comply with the 
Program terms and conditions, as well as all Federal, State and local codes, including 
covenants, ordinances, conditions and restrictions, as applicable. 


~fAul~ <:J/1 t!VJI'2-
Rainbow Canyon Villa e HOA Date 


'7/SId.J.)I~
Date 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2012-5-4 


RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
RANCHO CALIFORNIA WATER DISTRICT, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING A LABOR 
COMPLIANCE PROGRAM 


WHEREAS, the Rancho California Water District (RCWD/District) is organized 
and operates under authority of the California Water District Law, Division 13, 
commencing with Section 34000 of the California Water Code; and 


WHEREAS, the District has applied for and been awarded Proposition 84 funding 
for public works projects to enhance the reliability of water resources; and 


WHEREAS, Public Contract Code 75075 requires an awarding body· of 
construction contracts for public works projects that are financed in any part from funds 
made available pursuant to Proposition 84 to adopt and enforce, or contract with a third 
party to enforce, a labor compliance program (LCP) pursuant to subdivision (b) of Labor 
Code Section 1771.5 for application to that public works project; and 


WHEREAS, the District is required to obtain approval of the LCP from the 
California Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) for applicable Proposition 84 
projects; and 


WHEREAS, the District may utilize the services of an LCP consulting firm, to 
execute the services of the District's DIR-approved LCP. 


NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby resolved by the Board of Directors of the 
Rancho California Water District as follows: 


Section 1. The District. has established a Labor Compliance Program geared 
to monitor and enforce contractors' compliance with California labor and apprenticeship 
laws for its public works construction projects funded in any part by Proposition 84. 


Section 2. The Board approves the Labor Compliance Program and directs 
District staff to seek approval from the California Department of Industrial Relations. 


Section 3. That, once approved by the California Department· of Industrial 
Relations, the District intends to contract with a Labor Compliance Program consulting 
firm to execute the services of the District's Labor Compliance Program. 







esident of the 
oard of Director f the 


ADOPTED, SIGNED, AND APPROVED this 17th day of May 2012. 


Rancho California Water District 


ATTEST: 


[Resolution No. 2012-5-4J 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
)ss. 


COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE ) 


I, KELLI E. GARCIA, Secretary of the Board of Directors of the Rancho California 
Water District, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 2012-5-4 was duly 
adopted by the Board of Directors of said District at an adjourned regular meeting 
thereof held on the 17th day of May 2012, and that it was so adopted by the following 
vote: 


AYES: DIRECTORS: Corona, Drake, Herman, Plummer, Skumawitz, 
and Stewart 


NOES: DIRECTORS: Hoagland 


ABSENT: DIRECTORS: None 


ABSTAIN: DIRECTORS: None 


retary of the 
Board of Directo of the 
Rancho California Water District 







STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
)ss. 


COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE ) 


I, KELLI E. GARCIA, Secretary of the Board of Directors of the Rancho California 
Water District, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct 
copy of Resolution No. 2012-5-4 of said Board, and that the same has not been 
amended or repealed. 


DATED: May 17, 2012 


IIi . Garcia, Secr a of the 
Boa d of Directors 0 t e 
Rancho California Water District 


(SEAL) 
























































































































































