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FROM: George W. Taylor       3 April 2011 
  34041 Harrow Hill Rd. 
  Wildomar, Ca. 92595-9296 
         (In the Farm). 
 
TO:  Wildomar City Planning Commission 
  23873 Clinton Keith Rd. 
  Wildomar, Ca. 92595 
 
SUBJECT: Input Regarding  The Golden Hills Residential Development. 
RE:  Agenda Item 3.1 
 
Honorable City Planning Commissioners: 
 
1.  On 16 March 2011,  a joint meeting between  this applicant , Mr. Bill Lo, and 
 the Farm Property Owners Association was convened at 10 AM.  Herein and after 
referred to as the FPOA. 
 
2. In attendance at this meeting were Mr. Bill Lo, his engineer, Rancho Land 
Associates representatives, Mr. Matthew Bassi, City Planning Director, Mr. Larry 
Markham, Markham Development Management Group, and seven FPOA 
Directors, of which I am a Director. 
 
3. The purpose of the meeting was to meet, greet, and discuss the proposed 
Golden Hills Residential Development, and to identify FPOA concerns, if any, 
regarding an impact of 314 conventionally (stick) built tract homes that would 
straddle Bundy Canyon Road, and abut the Farm Development to the north of our 
boundary. 
 
4. The FPOA was advised that there was an intention to build this tract under 
Riverside County Specific Plan 116 CW, Amendment # 3, or as revised, however 
it was mutually agreed that Mr. Lo's development was not interested in 
becoming any part of the Farm Development.  Likewise the FPOA Board of 
Directors advised Mr. Lo that the FPOA had no desire to annex the Golden Hills 
Residential Development into our community. We were told that 2013 was a 
tentative starting date for the development. 
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5. Mr. Markham led the majority of discussion for the proposed development 
answering our questions and gave a detailed description of lot sizes, type of 
homes, passive open areas, and possible costs per home.  Also, we were advised 
that Mr. Lo had submitted an application to the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water 
District (EVMWD) in order to obtain a "will serve" letter. 
 
6. Mr. Markham further described Tract features, in answer to FPOA Board 
questions.  A question of importance concerned the three passive green areas 
shown on the Tract illustration.  In response to this discussion, the FPOA asked 
about active recreation and suggested that since there appeared to be no other 
recreation planned, that Mr. Lo should be conditioned to put in a swimming pool 
and spa facilities so that  during  the hot summer weather,  his home buyers 
would not migrate to our nearby FPOA swimming pools to use them without 
any maintenance support being provided by the Golden Hills Tract 
Development.  
 
a. As an example: the earlier Tract 28416 straddling Bundy Canyon with its 
conditions of approval was originally assumed to become a part of The Farm 
under Specific Plan 116CW with amendments, and as such, because we had 
swimming pools 1 and 2 in close proximity to Bundy Canyon Road, the added  
population was expected to use these pools, and therefore, no active recreation 
was planned for the "to be annexed" part of our development. Because of the 
above assumptions, the conditions of approval were never changed and, NOW, 
they specifically do not fit the present situation. 
 
b. As an added hedge against crime, and possible Migration into our 
community, the FPOA requests that the developer of the Golden Hills 
Residential Development be conditioned to wall in the boundaries of his Tract. 
        
7. Reference is made to State Government Code 66477 the Quimby Act & County 
Ordinance 460, Section 10.35 Park & Recreation Fees and Dedications as was 
adopted, and may be modified by the city), this code and Ordinance requires a 
developer to collect fees as a part of  sales prices.  This Ordinance should  be 
reviewed if not presently accomplished, and made a part of the new proposed 
conditions of approval, as applicable to offset active recreation expense. 
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8.  Because Bundy Canyon is the only arterial between I-15 and I-215 and because 
it is heavily traveled especially during the morning and evening commute hours, 
and additionally because this new development will add to the volume of vehicles 
at any  given time, we suggested that this developer be conditioned to complete 
Bundy Canyon Road widening in his development area before this tract 
construction is started.  In our opinion, this requirement needs to become a 
condition of approval.  
 
9.  As indicated in Paragraph  6a above, The FPOA Board of Directors advised the 
attendees that the County Specific Plan with amendments (now up to #3), was 
written by the Riverside Planning Commission to assume that the Original Tract 
28416 previously proposed with Conditions of Approval would become a part of 
The Farm under Specific Plan 116 CW.   
As such, there are parts of the  present conditions of approval that that were 
written for this specific plan that will become inconsistent for this new 
development. As example:  "not becoming a part of the Farm Community"  
and/or,  not being  annexed into the Farm Mutual Water District,  should EVMWD 
become the water/ sewer  supplier, among others. 
 
10. The FPOA provided a copy of these Tract 28416 Conditions of Approval to 
the City Planning Director with a request to have them re-written to fit the 
present day circumstances where there is to be no annexation to The Farm and 
to include a condition that requires the developer to construct active recreation 
within the Golden Hills Residential Development such as a swimming pool and 
spa, among others indicated in this letter.  
 
11.  The FPOA does not oppose the planned commercial development proposed 
as a part of the Golden Hills project, in fact welcomes it. Please note that the 
nearest shopping involves travel on Bundy Canyon Road either to Clinton Keith 
south on I-15, to Lake Elsinore North on I-15 or, additionally to the stores at the 
intersection of Scott Road and I-215.  Sundry and minor grocery items could be 
obtained by a short trek to this commercial area rather than to expend the fuel 
needed for an average 14 mile round trip to these other store locations for one or 
two small  items. 
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12.  The Farm has both banner signs and wagons placed at the entrances to The 
Farm Road and Harvest Way that need to remain in place. The developer of the   
Golden Hills Tract needs to align the roadways within the new tract so that they 
enter / exit directly onto Bundy Canyon and not intersect with either The Farm 
Road, and Harvest Way, as was originally planned for Tract 28416.  This action 
needs to be made a part of the conditions of approval.  
 
13. As examples:  The Farm has three entrances / exits.  They are "The Farm 
Road", "Harvest Way" and  "Harvest Way East". 
 
a. Previously the Tract Map had a street from Tract 28416 intersecting with the 
Farm Road just before the intersection with Bundy Canyon. Residents leaving or 
entering Tract 28416 impacted the Farm Road just before this major intersection. 
 
b. Previously the Tract 28416 Map also had some impact for traffic exiting and 
entering onto Harvest Way just prior to the Bundy Canyon major intersection. 
 
c.  The Harvest Way East Roadway presently is an undedicated fire road that is 
used by our residents on the east side of the Farm Community, that was to  
become developed and dedicated as a part of Tract 28416, and now 
presumably, the Golden Hills Residential Development.  As such, Farm residents 
entering and existing The Farm on this roadway had to travel through Tract 
28416 to reach Bundy Canyon Road. 
 
14. As a result of the above, the FPOA, further requests that the Tract Map for the 
Golden Hills Development Roadways be planned to alleviate the foreseen  
congestive and inappropriate traffic circulation problems as described above.  
 A requirement for this action should be made a condition of approval.  Discrete 
entry / exit  to Bundy Canyon  for the all streets, and especially the problem of 
Harvest Way East within the Golden Hills Development is an FPOA Concern.  
This action is necessary for safety reasons and to  retain the specific identity of 
both The Farm and the Golden Hills Development. 
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15. To recap, the FPOA is satisfied with the Golden Hills Residential Tract 
Development providing that, (1)  infrastructure requirements,  (2)  active 
recreation requirements , (3) street congestion and safety problem 
considerations,  (4) Farm Signs & Wagons, and (5) Boundary Walls are 
addressed, and all become a part of  a revision of the conditions of approval for 
this proposed development. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
George W. Taylor 
Wildmaar Resident in The Farm Property Owners Association Development. 
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Umbrell, Penny 041912-043 

 

 

 

 

 

 

VIA US MAIL & ELECTRONIC MAIL 

 

April 20, 2012 

 

Mr. Matthew Bassi, Planning Director 

City of Wildomar, Planning Department 

23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 201 

Wildomar, CA 92595 

mbassi@cityofwildomar.org 

 

 

Re: Public Comment – Planning Application No. 11-0261 

 

Dear Mr. Bassi, et al.: 

 

Our offices have been retained by Mrs. Umbrell for all matters that pertain to Planning 

Application No. 11-0261, which proposes to amend Specific Plan No. 116, change certain 

zoning designations, includes Tentative Tract Map No. 36388 (“Tentative Tract”) and realigns 

Bundy Canyon Road. As such, please direct all communication on the matter to our office and 

please also include our office on the various mailings that will undoubtedly go out as the matter 

progresses.  

 

It is our understanding, from the City’s website, and the Notice of Preparation, that the 30-day 

public review and comment period commenced on Monday, March 5, 2012 and concluded on 

Friday, April 6, 2012.  With that said, it has been brought to our attention that the maps and other  

information necessary to make reasonably informed comments was not available until after the 

commencement date. For that reason, we respectfully request that you consider this Public 

Comment as timely filed despite the technical passing of the comment period deadline.  

 

First and foremost, we want to thank the City for its participation in the Planning Application 

and review process. We know that the City has a vested interest in ensuring its residents’ 

concerns are reviewed thoroughly and addressed adequately. And for that we want to express our 

gratitude to the City for its involvement in the Planning Applicaion. 

 

With that said, and after reviewing in detail the Phasing Map and the Tentative Tract No. 36388, 

my client does have some very serious concerns about the Planning Application. We trust the 

City will address her concerns timely and adequately.  
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In short, it appears that the Planning Application does not adequately take into account the effect 

that the potential downstream flow of waters will have on the properties located north of Bundy 

Canyon Road. The Planning Application is based on improper map assumptions, which 

ultimately and improperly makes my client’s property a catch basin itself. If the plan is approved 

in its current stage, my client’s property will necessarily be damaged and become unusable. For 

that reason, changes to the flow of water must be reconsidered as discussed more thoroughly 

below. 

 

The Planning Application Mistakenly Presumes The True Course of the Blue Line Stream Flows 

East of Palm and Over My Client’s Parcel 

 

According to Sheets 4 & 5, of the Tentative Tract, the natural flow of water (“Blue Line 

Stream”) enters between Lot No. 117 and 118 (See Sheet No. 4). The Blue Line Stream is then 

diverted into a drain path that winds down to Lot S Detention Basis and then over to Lot O 

Detention Basin. From Lot O Detention Basin, it appears a 72” conduit will cause the diverted 

Blue Line Stream to be reconnected to what the Tentative Track presumes is the current flow of 

that Blue Line Stream (See Lot N on Sheet 4).  

 

This presumption is based on an inaccurate mapping of the Blue Line Stream flow and will 

ultimately cause a substantial amount of water to flow over my client’s property necessarily 

making it unusable and creating substantial harm.  

 

To be specific, my client’s property is located at 24550 Bundy Canyon Rd., Wildomar, CA 

92595. The identifying parcel number is 361-224-008. Attached hereto, and made a part hereof 

by reference as Exhibit A, is a copy the Riverside County GIS map that shows my client’s parcel 

in relation to the Blue Line Stream. 

 

As you can see from Exhibit 1, the true flow of the Blue Line Stream has two forks and creates 

what looks like a “Wishbone” shape. The western fork actually crosses Bundy Canyon Road to 

the west of Palm Avenue. By crossing on the west side of Palm Avenue, it is clear that the Blue 

Line Stream completely bypasses my clients parcel.  

 

To make this point more clear, attached hereto, and made a part hereof by reference as Exhibit B, 

is a copy the same Riverside County GIS map showing my client’s parcel, but without the 

geographic land image. From Exhibit B, you can also clearly see that the Blue Line Stream flows 

west of my client’s parcel. 

 

Attached hereto, and made a part hereof by reference as Exhibit C, is a copy the USGS map that 

also maps the Blue Line Stream in relation to my client’s parcel. From Exhibit C, you can see 

again that the Blue Line Stream completely bypasses my client’s parcel.
1
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 It has been brought to my attention that the City may have a map of the relevant area tending to show a somewhat 

different flow of the Blue Line Stream. It is noteworthy that the City’s map of the Blue Line Stream conflicts with 

both that provided the County of Riverside and the United Stated Geological Survey Map; hence the developer may 

be operating off of a flawed map and therefore this concern must be addressed at the outset. 



 

 

Additionally, and as discussed more thoroughly below, the three Exhibits also show clearly that 

there is no other natural flow of water mapped except the Blue Line Stream. As to the Blue Line 

Stream, it is also clear that the eastern fork crosses Bundy Canyon Road well east of Club 

Dr./Harvest Way.  

 

Conversely, the Tentative Tract tends to show the Blue Line Stream as flowing directly over my 

client’s parcel. In fact, the Tentative Tract presumes that the 72” conduit from Lot O Detention 

Basin merely re-connects to the Blue Line Stream at a natural flow point. This, as the attached 

Exhibits demonstrate, however, is not correct. As such, the diversion of the Blue Line Stream 

will actually create an unnatural flow of water over my client’s parcel necessarily causing 

damage and making the western portion of her parcel unusable. 

 

Moreover, the 72” conduit, which purports to re-connect to the improper natural location of the 

Blue Line Stream, will actually increase the flow of the diverted waters making the harm even 

more substantial.
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This inevitability must be taken into account prior to any Plan approval by the City and before 

any Phase is developed. My client is open to discussing the matter more fully and in fact she has 

retained a civil engineer to assist in the matter. The “fix” in actuality is not that difficult and we 

would be happy to discuss with the City various options in this regard. 

 

The Planning Application Improperly Diverts New Water Flow Over the Eastern Part of My 

Client’s Property 

 

As you can also see from Exhibits A, B, & C, the Eastern fork of the Blue Line Stream flows 

well east of Club Dr. It appears that the Tentative Tract continues that eastern fork flow via 

another 72” conduit under Bundy Canyon Road.  

 

With that said, according to Sheet No. 5, it appears that a new flow of water will be diverted 

between Lot Nos. 141 and 142 (See Sheet No. 5). That new water flow will then be diverted to 

follow G Street and connect to follow Harvest Way/Club Dr.. From there, it appears to flow out 

of a 36” conduit on the other side of Bundy Canyon Road.  

 

The outlet effectively causes new and additional waters to be released directly onto my client’s 

eastern portion of her property. This new water diversion will necessarily cause damage and 

make my client’s eastern portion of her property unusable.
3
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 An inspection of the site will show that currently there is a conduit no larger than 36”. With that said, the conduit 

now in place is not properly located and the City may be responsible for changing its location without going through 

the proper channels/approval. The net effective result of the current wrongful diversion creates a trespass and 

improperly altered the natural flow of water thereby implicating the Department of Fish and Game’s exercise of 

jurisdiction. Increasing the diameter to 72” will exacerbate the issues and harm associated therewith and my office 

has been retained to address this additional issue as well.  
3
 Currently my client uses the eastern portion of her property for horse raising and training. The risks of West Nile 

Viruses, and other diseases, associated with stagnant water and horse waste must be addressed. Moreover, should 

water flow through the property and carry with it the obvious contaminates, other potential environmental risks will 

naturally flow therefrom and must be considered.  



 

 

We Request The City To Perform A More Substantive Investigation And Impact Report As The 

Effect The Proposed Plan Will Have On  Properties Located North Of Bundy Canyon Road 

 

It is clear from the Tentative Tract that substantial planning has been conducted to account for 

the affected land south of Bundy Canyon Road. It is equally clear, however, that inadequate 

planning has been performed for properties north of Bundy Canyon Road. In fact, the Sheets that 

make up the Tentative Tract, almost entirely omit from the map the northern properties as though 

it is assumed they are not impacted by the Proposed Plan.  

 

As discussed more thoroughly above, my client in particular will be uniquely and individually 

harmed by the Proposed Plan. The increased amount on the western portion of my client’s 

property
4
, coupled with the new flow of water on the eastern portion of my client’s property, 

effectively guarantees substantial harm and makes my client’s property unusable. For those 

reasons and others, my client respectfully requests the City to consider the points raised by this 

Public Comment.  

 

Additionally, there remains the outstanding issue of the current wrongful diversion of the Blue 

Line Stream onto my client’s property. Knowing that this Public Comment is not necessarily the 

proper forum to address such an issue, we ask that the City contact our office to discuss this 

unique issue individually. The issue was nonetheless raised herein because the Proposed Plan 

and Tentative Tract have naturally made the concern relevant because the current Proposed Plan 

incorporates the improperly mapped Blue Line Stream. As such, in hopes of reaching a global 

resolution for all parties concerned, please contact my office to discuss the matter more fully.   

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Robert Thompson, Esq. of  

Thompson & Associates 

152 South Harvard St. 

Hemet, CA 92543 

P: 951.925.3808 

F: 951.925.3239 

 

cc: Penny Umbrell, Daniel Umbrell, and Andrea Umbrell 
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 The current flow onto the western portion of my client’s property is, as discussed in the body of this 

correspondence, wrongful. It amounts to a diversion of the natural flow of the Blue Line Stream. The example of 

increased flow is not meant as a concession to accepting continued flow onto the property, but merely meant to be 

illustrative of the concern only.  
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