

 


 


CITY OF WILDOMAR CITY COUNCIL  
AND WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT AGENDA 


 


MAY 12, 2021 
5:00 P.M. – REGULAR MEETING  


 


Council Chambers 
23873 Clinton Keith Road Ste 106 


Wildomar, CA 92595 
 


OR 
 


Join Zoom Meeting:  
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84801699357 


 
OR 


Dial in: 1 (669) 900 6833 | Webinar ID: 848 0169 9357  
 


The City Council/Cemetery District Meeting will be conducted in person and 
electronically via video teleconferencing pursuant to Governor Newsom’s 


Executive Orders N-25-20 and N-29-20. 
 


 
 


Dustin Nigg, Mayor/Chair, District 2 
Ben J. Benoit, Mayor Pro Tem/Vice Chair, District 1 
Bridgette Moore, Council Member/Trustee, District 4 
Joseph Morabito, Council Member/Trustee, District 3 
Marsha Swanson, Council Member/Trustee, District 5 


 
 


Gary Nordquist              Thomas D. Jex 
City Manager /General Manager         City Attorney/District Counsel 


 



https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84801699357
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The City of Wildomar encourages your participation in the meeting; however, 
to minimize the spread of the COVID-19 virus, this meeting is being 
conducted in person and via video and teleconferencing with the following 
options available for participating: 
 
1. You may view the Regular Session meeting live on the City of Wildomar’s 
website at http://www.cityofwildomar.org or on cable TV through Frontier Channel 
36 or AT&T channel 99. To view from the website, select the live stream link on 
the top of the front page. 
 
2. You may participate via the ZOOM Webinar Videoconferencing.  
 
3. You may participate in person; however, masks are required, and seating may 
be limited in order to accommodate the 6-foot recommended social distancing 
seating procedure.  
 
4. You may listen to the meeting on FM Radio Station 101.7 from your car in the 
Council Chambers Parking lot.  
 


Instructions for Electronic Participation  
 
Please Note: During the meeting all participants videos will be turned off 
during the entire meeting and you will be placed on Mute by the host. You 
will not be able to mute or unmute your lines manually. The host will unmute 
your line when you are called to speak.  
 
1. Log in or call into ZOOM via desktop/laptop, smartphone or telephone. You must 
download the ZOOM app to access the link from an Apple smartphone or IPAD. 
 
2. During Public Comment not on the Agenda and after each Agenda Item, the 
Mayor will announce Public Comment. If you would like to speak, please raise your 
hand virtually to be placed in the queue.  
 
3. When your name or the last 3 digits of your phone number are called, the host 
will unmute you. Public Comments will be limited to 3 minutes or such other time 
as the Council may provide.    
 
Directions to virtually raise hand on a DESKTOP/LAPTOP: 
• At the bottom of the list, please click on the grey “Raise Hand” button. 
 
Directions to virtually raise hand on a SMARTPHONE: 
• Look for the “Raise Hand” button on the screen and click the button. 
 



http://www.cityofwildomar.org/
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Directions to virtually raise hand on a TELEPHONE line only: 
• Dial *9 on your keypad to signal that you would like to comment. When the Host 
unmutes you, Dial *6 to unmute. 
 


Instructions for In Person Participation  
 
During Public Comment not on the Agenda and after each Agenda Item, the Mayor 
will announce Public Comment. If you would like to speak on that item, please line 
up on the marked spaces in the center of the Chambers. 
 
If you are listening to the meeting from your car, you may also line up in the Council 
Chambers to provide public comment in person. Mask and social distancing will 
be required.  
 
When it is your turn to speak, please state your name for the record. Public 
Comments are limited to 3 minutes or such other time as the Council may provide.  
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special 
assistance to participate in this meeting, you should contact the City Clerk’s Office 
at 951-677-7751 x210. 
 
The City of Wildomar thanks you in advance for taking all precautions to prevent 
spreading the COVID 19 virus.  
  
NOTICE: City Council meetings may be live-streamed, photographed and/or 
videotaped. Participation at the meeting constitutes consent by members of the 
public to the City’s and any third party’s use in any media, without compensation 
or further notice, of audio, video, and/or pictures of meeting attendees. 
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CALL TO ORDER – REGULAR SESSION - 5:00 P.M. 
 
 


ROLL CALL 
 
 
FLAG SALUTE 
 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
1. Lake Elsinore Unified School District Update 
2. Other City Recognitions/ Presentations 
 
 


DEPARTMENT REPORTS 
1. New Employee Recognition: Brian Hadley, Chief Building Official 
2. Police Department Update 
3. Fire Department Update 
4. Public Works Department Update  
 
 


PUBLIC COMMENTS 
This is the time when the Council receives general public comments regarding any 
items or matters within the jurisdiction that do not appear on the agenda.   
 
 


COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS 


1. Community events 
2. Regional events 
3. Chamber of Commerce 
4. Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) 
5. Riverside Conservation Authority (RCA) 
6. Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) 
7. League of California Cities 
8. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
9. Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) 
10. Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) 
11. South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
12. Southwest Community Financing Authority (Animal Shelter) 
13. Western Community Energy (WCE) 
14. Ad Hoc & Subcommittees 
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APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED 


The City Council to approve the agenda as it is herein presented, or, if it is the 
desire of the City Council, the agenda can be reordered, added to, or have items 
tabled at this time. 
 
 


1.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 


All matters listed under the Consent Calendar are considered routine and will be 
enacted by one roll call vote.  There will be no separate discussion of these items 
unless members of the Council, the Public, or Staff request to have specific items 
removed from the Consent Calendar for separate discussion and/or action. 
 
1.1 Reading of Ordinances 


RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council approve 
the reading by title only of all ordinances on this agenda. 
 


1.2 Minutes- March 10, 2021 Regular Meeting 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council approve 
the minutes as presented. 
 


1.3 Warrant and Payroll Registers 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council approve 
the following: 
  
1. Warrant Register dated 04-01-2021 in the amount of $170,663.83. 
2. Warrant Register dated 04-08-2021 in the amount of $568,417.21. 
3. Warrant Register dated 04-15-2021 in the amount of $294,574.34. 
4. Warrant Register dated 04-22-2021 in the amount of $57,036.07. 
5. Warrant Register dated 04-29-2021 in the amount of $108,177.34. 
6. Payroll Register dated 04-01-2021 in the amount of $134,823.75. 
   


1.4 Treasurer’s Report 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council approve 
the Treasurer’s Report for March 2021. 
 


1.5 2nd Reading of Ordinance No. 196 – MSHCP Fee Update 
RECOMMENDATION: Planning Commission recommends that the City 
Council adopt an Ordinance entitled: 
 


ORDINANCE NO. 196 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 


WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA AMENDING CHAPTER 3.42 OF THE 
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WILDOMAR MUNICIPAL CODE TO UPDATE THE LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT MITIGATION FEE FOR FUNDING THE 


PRESERVATION OF NATURAL ECOSYSTEMS IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MULTIPLE SPECIES 


HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN 
 


 
1.6 2nd Reading of Ordinance No. 197- User Fees 


RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council adopt 
an Ordinance entitled: 
 


ORDINANCE NO. 197 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 


WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING AND RESTATING ARTICLE II 
(FEE SCHEDULES) OF CHAPTER 3.44 (FEES) OF TITLE 3 (REVENUE 


AND FINANCE) OF THE WILDOMAR MUNCIPAL CODE, AND 
REPEALING SECTIONS 12.08.070, 17.284.030, 17.284.040, 17.284.050, 


and 17.284.060 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE, PERTAINING TO USER 
FEES. 


 
1.7 Faith Bible Church - Murrieta (PP17-0111)- On-site Public 


Improvement Agreement and Off-site Public Improvement Agreement 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council 
authorize the City Manager to execute the On-site Public Improvement 
Agreement and Off-site Public Improvement Agreement with Faith Bible 
Church - Murrieta. 
 


1.8 Use Permit for COVID-19 Testing and Vaccines 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council approve 
and authorize the City Manager to: 
 
1). Coordinate with the County of Riverside days and timeframe for COVID-
19 testing and vaccine services to be provided within the specified locations 
in Wildomar and; 
 
2). Sign the Use Permit for RUHS through CURATIVE to provide COVID-
19 testing and vaccinations. 
 


1.9 One Year Extension with Auditor-Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc. 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council 
authorize the City Manager to execute a one-year extension with Teaman, 
Ramirez & Smith, Inc.to perform professional audit services for the City of 
Wildomar for the year ending June 30, 2021. 
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1.10 Notice of Intent to hold a Public Hearing for placing liens on parcels 


with unpaid charges on trash collection services 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council provide 
a Notice of Intent to hold a Public Hearing on June 9, 2021, for placing liens 
on parcels with unpaid charges on trash collection services. 
 


1.11 Tract No. 32024 Lot 71, Monte Vista Ranch II - Grading Agreement and 
BMP Agreement 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council 
authorize the City Manager to execute the Grading Agreement and the BMP 
Agreement with Monte Vista Ranch II, LLC. 
 
 


2.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 


2.1 Authorization of Commercial and Roll-off Rate Adjustment for CR&R 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a 
Resolution entitled: 
 


RESOLUTION NO. 2021 - ___ 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, 


CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZING THE ADJUSTMENT OF COMMERCIAL 
AND ROLL-OFF SOLID WASTE COLLECTION AND 


TRANSPORTATION RATES AND THE ADOPTION OF A STATE 
COMPLIANCE FEETO CR&R COLLECTION SERVICES FOR THE 


PERIOD JULY 1, 2021 TO JUNE 30, 2022 
 


2.2 Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01: City Council review of a 
CEQA General Rule Exemption and a proposed amendment to Title 
17.12 of Wildomar Municipal Code to prohibit industrial hemp 
cultivation in the City 
RECOMMENDATION: Planning Commission recommends that the City 
Council Introduce and approve the first reading of an Ordinance entitled: 
 


ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 


WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA ADOPTING A GENERAL RULE EXEMPTION 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 15061(B)(3) OF THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA), AND APPROVING ZONING 


ORDINANCE AMENDMENT NO. 2021-01 AMENDING TITLE 17 
(ZONING) OF THE WILDOMAR MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADD SECTION 
17.12.060 PROHIBITING INDUSTRIAL HEMP CULTIVATION IN ALL 
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ZONING DISTRICTS 
 
 


3.0 GENERAL BUSINESS  


 
3.1 2021-2029 Housing/Safety Element Update Study Session - City 


Council study session to discuss the 2021/2029 draft Housing and 
Safety Elements 


 RECOMMENDATION: Planning Department recommends that the City 
Council receive public input on the 2021/2029 draft Housing Element and 
Safety Element and provide direction to Staff regarding any issues or 
changes. 


 
3.2 COVID-19 Update  


RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council take the 
following actions: 
 
1. Receive and file the COVID-19 update and provide direction as desired. 
 
2. Review and amend, repeal, or make no changes as desired to the 
following Resolution: 
 


RESOLUTION NO. 2020-25 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY WILDOMAR 


CONFIRMING DIRECTOR OF EMERGENCY SERVICES ORDER NO. E-
2020-01 TEMPORARILY SUSPENDING CERTAIN CITY 


ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES TO PROTECT BUSINESSES IN THE CITY 
OF WILDOMAR AND INCREASE HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 


 


 
CITY MANAGER REPORT 
 
 


FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 


Title- Councilmember-Anticipated Date 
1. SFR/MFR Parking Code Update - Moore – July 2021 
2. Graffiti Abatement- Morabito- June 2021 
3. False Fire Alarm – Morabito – June 2021 
 
 


ADJOURN THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
 



https://www.cityofwildomar.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=9894827&pageId=17667760
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In accordance with Government Code Section 54952.3, I, Janet 
Morales, City of Wildomar City Clerk, do hereby declare that the 
Board of Trustees will receive no compensation or stipend for 
the convening of the following regular meeting of the Wildomar 
Cemetery District. 
 
 
 


 


Dustin Nigg, Chair 
Ben J. Benoit, Vice Chair 
Bridgette Moore, Trustee 
Joseph Morabito, Trustee 
Marsha Swanson, Trustee 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Gary Nordquist               Thomas D. Jex 
General Manager              District Counsel 
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CALL TO ORDER THE WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT 
 
 


ROLL CALL 
 
 


PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
 


BOARD COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 


APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED 
The Board of Trustees to approve the agenda as it is herein presented, or if it is 
the desire of the Board, the agenda can be reordered at this time. 
 
 


4.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 


All matters listed under the Consent Calendar are considered routine and will be 
enacted by one roll call vote.  There will be no separate discussion of these items 
unless members of the Board, the Public, or Staff request that specific items are 
removed from the Consent Calendar for separate discussion and/or action. 
 
4.1 Minutes – April 14, 2021 Regular Meeting 


RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees 


approve the Minutes as presented. 
 
4.2 Warrant Register 


RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the recommends that the 
Board of Trustees approve the following: 
 
1. Warrant Register dated 04-01-2021 in the amount of $116.24. 
2. Warrant Register dated 04-08-2021 in the amount of $1,690.46. 
3. Warrant Register dated 04-15-2021 in the amount of $504.15. 
4. Warrant Register dated 04-29-2021 in the amount of $846.56. 
 


4.3 Treasurer’s Report 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees 
approve the Treasurer’s Report for March 2021. 
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4.4 Use Permit for COVID-19 Testing and Vaccines 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees 
approve and authorize the General Manager to: 
 
1). Coordinate with the County of Riverside days and timeframe for  
COVID-19 testing and vaccine services to be provided within the specified 
locations in Wildomar and; 
 
2). Sign the Use Permit for RUHS through CURATIVE to provide  
COVID-19 testing and vaccinations. 


 
 


5.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 There are no items scheduled. 
 
 


6.0 GENERAL BUSINESS 
 


6.1 Cemetery Fee Study Report 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees 
review the Cemetery Fee Study report and provide direction. 
 
 


GENERAL MANAGER REPORT 
 
 


FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 


 
 


ADJOURN THE WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT   
 
 
REPORTS:  All agenda items and reports are available for review at City Hall, 
23873 Clinton Keith Road and on the City’s website at the following address: 
http://www.cityofwildomar.org/government/agendas___minutes.  Any writings or 
documents provided to a majority of the City Council regarding any item on this 
agenda (other than writings legally exempt from public disclosure) will be made 
available by appointment for public inspection at City Hall during regular business 
hours.   
 
 
 



http://www.cityofwildomar.org/government/agendas___minutes
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If requested, the agenda and backup materials will be made available in 
appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 
202 of the Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132), and 
the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof. 


Any person that requires a disability-related modification or accommodation, 
including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in the public meeting, 
may request such modification, accommodation, aid or service by contacting the 
City Clerk either in person or by phone at 951-677-7751. 


I, Janet Morales, Wildomar City Clerk, do certify that within 72 hours of the meeting, 
a true and correct copy of this agenda was posted at Wildomar City Hall, 23873 
Clinton Keith Road; U.S. Post Office, 21392 Palomar Street; Wildomar Library, 
34303 Mission Trail Blvd; and on the City’s website at www.cityofwildomar.org. 


______________________________ 
Janet Morales 
City Clerk 
Dated: May 7, 2021 



http://www.cityofwildomar.org/





Agenda Item #1.2 


CITY OF WILDOMAR 
CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 


MARCH 10, 2021 


CALL TO ORDER – REGULAR SESSION - 5:00 P.M. 
The Regular meeting of March 10, 2021 of the Wildomar City Council was 
conducted electronically pursuant to the provisions of Governor’s Executive 
Orders N-25-20 and N-29-20 and was called to order by Mayor Nigg at 5:00 p.m. 
 
City Council Roll Call showed the following: 
 
Members in attendance: Council Member Moore, Morabito, Swanson, Mayor Pro 
Tem Benoit, Mayor Nigg 
 
Members absent: None 
 
Staff in attendance: City Manager Nordquist, Assistant City Manager York, City 
Attorney Jex, City Clerk Morales, Planning Director Bassi, Acting Administrative 
Services Director Howell, City Treasurer Riley, Economic Development Director 
Davidson, Intern II/Associate Engineer Luna and Parks, Community Services and 
Cemetery District Manager Torres. 
 
The flag salute was led by Mayor Nigg. 
 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
1. Mayor Nigg and Mayor Pro Tem Benoit presented a Retirement Proclamation 
to WRCOG Executive Director, Rick Bishop. 
 
 
DEPARTMENT REPORTS 
1. Associate Engineer Luna provided the Public Works Department Update.  
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
The following provided public comment on items not on the Agenda: Kenny Mayes, 
Mary Bacon, Myers, Janice H.  
 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS 
The City Council Members spoke regarding the various committees, commissions, 
and boards that they serve on locally and regionally and community events, 
including: 
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1. Community events 
2. Regional events 
3. Chamber of Commerce 
4. Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) 
5. Riverside Conservation Authority (RCA) 
6. Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) 
7. League of California Cities 
8. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
9. Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) 
10. Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) 
11. South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
12. Southwest Community Financing Authority (Animal Shelter) 
13. Western Community Energy (WCE) 
14. Ad Hoc & Subcommittees 
 
 
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED 
There were no changes to the Agenda as presented. 
 
 
1.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 
A MOTION was made by Mayor Pro Tem Benoit seconded by Councilmember 
Swanson to approve the Consent Calendar. 
 
MOTION carried 5-0, by the following vote: 
 
YEA:   Moore, Morabito, Swanson, Mayor Pro Tem Benoit, Mayor Nigg 
NAY:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None 
ABSENT:  None 
 
1.1 Reading of Ordinances 


Approved the reading by title only of all ordinances on this agenda. 
 


1.2 Minutes- January 13, 2021 Regular Meeting 
Approved the minutes as presented. 
 


1.3 Warrant and Payroll Registers 
Approved the following: 
  
1. Warrant Register dated 02-04-2021 in the amount of $1,345,417.66. 
2. Warrant Register dated 02-11-2021 in the amount of $55,760.24. 
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3. Warrant Register dated 02-18-2021 in the amount of $76,609.62. 
4. Warrant Register dated 02-25-2021 in the amount of $656,942.29. 
5. Payroll Register dated 03-01-2021 in the amount of $110,299.72. 
  


1.4 Treasurer’s Report 
Approved the Treasurer’s Report for January 2021. 
 


1.5 COVID-19 Personnel Policy Update 
Approved the updates and additions to the COVID- 19 Personnel Policy. 
 


1.6 Housing Element Annual HCD Progress Report for 2020: A report on 
the City’s progress in meeting its share of the Housing Element’s 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for calendar year 2020 
Received and filed this report and direct the Planning Director to submit the 
report to the State Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HCD). 
 


1.7 Notice of Completion - Pedestrian Countdown Head and Crosswalk 
Enhancement Project (CIP 041, Federal Project #HSIPL-5484(012))  
Adopted a Resolution entitled: 
 


RESOLUTION NO. 2021 - 06 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, 


CALIFORNIA, ACCEPTING THE PEDESTRIAN COUNTDOWN HEAD 
AND CROSSWALK ENHANCEMENT PROJECT (CIP 041, FEDERAL 
PROJECT #HSIPL-5484(012)) AS COMPLETE, AND AUTHORIZING 


STAFF TO PREPARE AND FILE THE NOTICE OF COMPLETION WITH 
THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY RECORDER 


 
1.8 Tract Map 36672 - Final Map Approval, Subdivision Improvement 


Agreements, Lien Agreements 
1. Adopted a Resolution entitled: 
 


RESOLUTION NO. 2021 - 07 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, 
CALIFORNIA, APPROVING THE FINAL MAP FOR TENTATIVE TRACT 
MAP 36672 AND AUTHORIZING CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE 


SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENT AND LIEN AGREEMENTS 
 
2. Authorized the City Engineer to accept off-site right-of-way dedications 
related to Tentative Tract Map 36672 and direct the City Clerk to transmit 
the accepted dedications to the County Recorder of the County of Riverside 
for filing. 
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1.9 Wildomar Mobility Plan – Southern California Association of 


Governments (SCAG) Go Human Demonstration Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 
Authorized the City Manager to sign the MOU Agreement with SCAG. 
 


1.10 FY 2019-20 Measure Z Oversight Advisory Committee Annual Report 
Received and filed the Measure Z Oversight Advisory Committee’s FY 
2019-20 Annual Report. 
 


2.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS 
  
2.1 Adopt a Resolution Authorizing the Abatement of all Weeds Declared 


as a Public Nuisance 
 
Mayor Nigg read the title. 
 
Mayor Nigg opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Assistant City Manager York presented the staff report. 
 
Myers presented public comment. 
 
There being no further testimony, Mayor Nigg closed the public hearing. 
 
A MOTION was made by Mayor Pro Tem Benoit seconded by 
Councilmember Morabito to adopt: 
 


RESOLUTION NO. 2021 - 08 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR 
AUTHORIZING THE ABATEMENT OF WEEDS AND/OR CAUSING THE 


REMOVAL OF RUBBISH, REFUSE OR DIRT DECLARED TO BE A 
PUBLIC NUISANCE, TO KEEP AN ACCOUNT OF THE COSTS OF 
ABATING SUCH NUISANCE, AND TO FILE SUCH ACCOUNT IN A 


REPORT AND ASSESSMENT LIST WITH THE CITY COUNCIL 
 


MOTION carried 5-0, by the following vote: 
 
YEA:  Moore, Morabito, Swanson, Mayor Pro Tem Benoit, Mayor Nigg 


 NAY:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None 
ABSENT:  None 
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2.2 Update to MSHCP Local Development Mitigation Fee 


 
Mayor Nigg read the title. 
 
Mayor Nigg opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Planning Director Bassi presented the staff report. 
 
Patrick Ellis, Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce, provided public 
comment against this item. 
 
A MOTION was made by Mayor Pro Tem Benoit seconded by 
Councilmember Swanson to continue this item to the April 14, 2021 City 
Council Meeting. 
 
MOTION carried 5-0, by the following vote: 
 
YEA:  Moore, Morabito, Swanson, Mayor Pro Tem Benoit, Mayor Nigg 


 NAY:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None 
ABSENT:  None 


 
 
3.0 GENERAL BUSINESS  


 
3.1 COVID-19 Update  
  


Mayor Nigg read the title. 
 
City Manager Nordquist and Community Services and Cemetery District 
Manager Torres presented the staff report. 
 
It was the consensus of the City Council to receive and file the COVID-19 
update. 


 
3.2 Fireworks Code Amendment Discussion (CM Morabito) 
  


Mayor Nigg read the title. 
 
Planning Director Bassi presented the staff report.  
 
Kenny Mayes, Monty Goddard and Don Saunders provided public 







  
City of Wildomar 


City Council Minutes 
March 10, 2021 


 


6 


  
 


comment. 
 
The City Council discussed amending Chapter 9.24 (Fireworks) of the 
Wildomar Municipal Code and provided direction to staff to monitor what the 
County of Riverside will doing to address fireworks; and to meet with Police 
and Fire to discuss additional enforcement during the July 4th weekend. 


 
3.3 City Hall Facility Lease-Tenth Amendment  
  


Mayor Nigg read the title. 
 
Acting Administrative Services Director Howell and City Manager Nordquist 
presented the staff report. 
 
Monty Goddard provided public comment.  
 
A MOTION was made by Mayor Pro Tem Benoit seconded by 
Councilmember Moore to approve and authorize the City Manager to sign 
the proposed Tenth Amendment to the City Hall Facility Lease. 
 
MOTION carried 4-0, by the following vote: 
 
YEA:   Moore, Swanson, Mayor Pro Tem Benoit, Mayor Nigg 


 NAY:   Morabito 
ABSTAIN:  None 
ABSENT:  None 


 
3.4 FY 2019-20 Measure AA Annual Report 
  


Mayor Nigg read the title. 
 
Community Services and Cemetery District Manager Torres presented the 
staff report. 


  
Don Saunders provided public comment. 
 
It was the consensus of the City Council to receive and file the FY 2019-20 
Annual Report for Measure AA from the Citizen’s Oversight Committee. 


 
 
CITY MANAGER REPORT 
City Manager Nordquist presented the staff report.  
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FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
There were no future agenda items added. 
 
 
ADJOURN THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
There being no further business, Mayor Nigg declared the meeting adjourned at 
6:53 p.m. in memory of Keith Ross. 
 
Submitted by:    Approved by: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ _______________________________ 
Janet Morales    Dustin Nigg 
City Clerk     Mayor 
 
 


 
 







  


CITY OF WILDOMAR CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #1.3 


  CONSENT CALENDAR  
 Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 
______________________________________________________________________  
 
TO:   Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  Robert Howell, Acting Administrative Services Director 
 
SUBJECT:  Warrant and Payroll Registers 
 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council approve the following: 
  


1. Warrant Register dated 04-01-2021 in the amount of $170,663.83. 
2. Warrant Register dated 04-08-2021 in the amount of $568,417.21. 
3. Warrant Register dated 04-15-2021 in the amount of $294,574.34. 
4. Warrant Register dated 04-22-2021 in the amount of $57,036.07. 
5. Warrant Register dated 04-29-2021 in the amount of $108,177.34. 
6. Payroll Register dated 04-01-2021 in the amount of $134,823.75. 


 
DISCUSSION: 
The City of Wildomar requires that the City Council audit payments of demands and direct 
the City Manager to issue checks. The Warrant and Payroll Registers are submitted for 
approval.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
These Warrant, Wire Transfer and Payroll Registers will have a budgetary impact in the 
amount and fiscal year noted in the recommendation section of this report.  These costs 
are included in the Fiscal Year 2020/21 Budget. 
 
 
Submitted by:      Approved by: 
Robert Howell      Gary Nordquist 
Acting Administrative Services Director             City Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Voucher List 04/01/2021    Voucher List 04/22/2021 
Voucher List 04/08/2021        Voucher List 04/29/2021 
Voucher List 04/15/2021    Payroll Register 05/01/2021  
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Voucher Date Vendor Invoice PO # Description/Account Amount


 213528 4/1/2021 000031  AFLAC, REMITTANCE PROCESSING, CENTER439880 FEBRUARY 2021 MEDICAL INSURANCE 


BENEFIT


 2,026.38


 2,026.38MARCH 2021 MEDICAL INSURANCE 


BENEFIT


838948


Total :  4,052.76


 213529 4/1/2021 000080  BURKE, WILLIAMS AND SORENSON,, LLP 265799 FEBRUARY 2021 LEGAL FEES  49,236.77


Total :  49,236.77


 213530 4/1/2021 000994  CFT NV DEVELOPMENTS, LLC 40121 APRIL 2021 CITY HALL MTHLY LEASE 


1029-K1


 43,052.18


Total :  43,052.18


 213531 4/1/2021 000037  DATA TICKET, INC. 122893 FEBRUARY 2021 DAILY CITE PROCESSING  150.00


 160.00FEBRUARY 2021 ONLINE/SSN CITATION 


PROCES


123228


Total :  310.00


 213532 4/1/2021 000058  DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 499953 FEBRUARY 2021 FINGERPRINT APPS  64.00


Total :  64.00


 213533 4/1/2021 000022  EDISON 20521 01/01/21-02/01/21 ELECTRIC CFD 2013-001  37.19


 3,215.6601/15/21-03/17/21 ELECTRIC31921A


 225.2402/12/21-03/16/21 ELECTRIC - CITY HALL31921B


 9.3502/18/21-03/19/21 ELECTRIC WILDOAR 


31160


32021


 20.6102/18/21-03/19/21 ELECTRIC 32975 WILLOW32221A


 64.5002/18/21-03/19/21 ELECTRIC 32975 WILLOW32221B


Total :  3,572.55


 213534 4/1/2021 000060  FEDEX 7-297-69354 FEDEX EXPRESS DELIVERY SVCS 2/25/21  90.84


Total :  90.84


 213535 4/1/2021 000941  FRONTIER 32221 03/22/21-04/21/21 FIOS INTERNET 


CHARGES


 175.98


Total :  175.98


 213536 4/1/2021 000272  INLAND URGENT CARE 64770 PRE-EMPLOYMENT TESTING  125.00


Total :  125.00







04/01/2021


Voucher List


City of Wildomar


2


 9:42:03AM


Page:


Bank code : wf


Voucher Date Vendor Invoice PO # Description/Account Amount


 213537 4/1/2021 001262  PEST OPTIONS INC 373141 WEED CONTROL - BASEBALL FIELD  325.00


Total :  325.00


 213538 4/1/2021 001244  PLATINUM BUSINESS SOLUTIONS, LLC 1072 02/20/21-03/05/21 ACCOUNTING 


CONTRACTUAL


 1,100.00


Total :  1,100.00


 213539 4/1/2021 001071  SHRED-IT USA 8181697026 CONTRACTUAL SHREDDING SVC (FEB 


PICK-UP)


 157.29


Total :  157.29


 213540 4/1/2021 001241  SIEMENS MOBILITY, INC. 5620031024 22101 LEMON STREETLIGHT POLE 


KNOCKDOWN


 7,020.72


Total :  7,020.72


 213541 4/1/2021 001422  SOLORIO, TRAVIS 32921 MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT 


02/27/21-03/26/21


 87.58


Total :  87.58


 213542 4/1/2021 001021  SPICER CONSULTING GROUP 764 FY 20/21 ANNUAL ADMIN LLMD89-1-C/CSA 


22,


 2,666.66


Total :  2,666.66


 213543 4/1/2021 000987  TEAMAN, RAMIREZ & SMITH INC, (TRS) 101187 CITY AUDIT SVC THROUGH 02/28/21 FY 


19/20


 25,400.00


 5,000.00PARKS/MEASURE Z AUDIT SVC THROUGH 


02/28/


101188


 5,000.00CEMETERY AUDIT SVC THROUGH 02/28/21 


FY 1


101191


 2,500.00MEASURE AA AUDIT SVC THROUGH 


02/28/21 FY


101192


Total :  37,900.00


 213544 4/1/2021 000918  TKE ENGINEERING INC 2021-151 CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/21  258.00


 828.00CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/21 CIP 


05


2021-155


 157.50CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/21/21-02/28/212021-156


 369.50CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-158


 1,646.50CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-159


 1,365.00CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-160


 195.00CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-161
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 213544 4/1/2021 (Continued)000918  TKE ENGINEERING INC


 5,050.50CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-162


 130.00CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-163


 1,187.50CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-164


 645.50CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-165


 4,303.50CONTRACTUAL SVC 02/01/21-02/28/212021-166


 4,590.00CONTRACTUAL SVC 01/01/21-02/28/212021-56


Total :  20,726.50


Bank total :  170,663.83 17 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 170,663.83Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 17
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 213548 4/8/2021 001002  ARCHITERRA DESIGN GROUP 28082 02/25/21-03/24/21 SITE INSPECTION  470.80


 750.0002/25/21-03/24/21 PLAN CHECK SVC - 1ST P28084


 250.0002/25/21-03/24/21 PLAN CHECK SVC - 1ST C28085


 2,968.7502/25/21-03/24/21 2ND CD28086


 500.0002/25/21-03/24/21 PLAN CHECK SVC - 3RD P28087


 187.5002/25/21-03/24/21 PLAN CHECK SVC - 


APPRO


28088


Total :  5,127.05


 213549 4/8/2021 001374  ASAP SERVICES 2801 SCRAPE & GRADE TO FILL RAIN RUTS 


INSIDE


 500.00


 375.00GRADE AROUND FIELD TO FILL RUTS FOR 


SAFE


2802


Total :  875.00


 213550 4/8/2021 000554  AT & T 32821 TELEPHONE LONG DISTANCE P/E 03/28/21  44.63


Total :  44.63


 213551 4/8/2021 001642  BSN SPORTS 303495299 REGENCY HERITAGE DEPT SUPPLIES  905.63


Total :  905.63


 213552 4/8/2021 001622  COMMERCIAL BUILDING MANAGEMENT, SERVICES INC68015 MARCH 2021 JANITORIAL SVC - PARKS  4,005.00


 1,800.00MARCH 2021 CITY HALL DISINFECT - 


COVID-1


68017


Total :  5,805.00


 213553 4/8/2021 001185  CORONA CLAY 12416 INFIELD MIX MATERIAL  660.00


Total :  660.00


 213554 4/8/2021 000035  COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, TLMA TL0000015716 JAN 2021 SLF COSTS FY20-21  373.93


 361.45FEB 2021 SLF COSTS FY20-21TL0000015752


Total :  735.38


 213555 4/8/2021 001338  DEANZA TERMITE & PEST CONTROL, INC120820A PEST CONTROL (12/08/20)  25.00


 25.00PEST CONTROL (02/26/21)558734A


 25.00PEST CONTROL (03/26/21)561651A


Total :  75.00


 213556 4/8/2021 000058  DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 500847 FEB 2021 POLICE BLOOD ALCOHOL  245.00
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(Continued) Total :  245.00 213556 4/8/2021 000058 000058  DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE


 213557 4/8/2021 000977  DIAMOND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 40521 FENCE PANELS - COVID-19  83.57


Total :  83.57


 213558 4/8/2021 001574  DOCUSIGN INC Q-00573468 ESIGNATURE ENTERPRISE PRO 


EDITION/SUPPOR


 4,758.00


Total :  4,758.00


 213559 4/8/2021 001222  FOBRO CONSULTING LLC 108 03/20/21-04/02/21 ACCOUNTING 


CONTRACTUAL


 3,355.00


Total :  3,355.00


 213560 4/8/2021 000016  INNOVATIVE DOCUMENT SOLUTIONS 228982 03/01/21-03/31/21 CONTRACT COPIER SVC 


MA


 644.88


Total :  644.88


 213561 4/8/2021 001046  MUNICIPAL CONSULTING SERVICES, LLC 40121 03/01/21-03/31/21 - PROJECT CONSULTANT  8,222.50


Total :  8,222.50


 213562 4/8/2021 000149  RIVERSIDE COUNTY EXECUTIVE, OFFICE2021-04WIL APRIL 2021-JUNE 2021 QTRLY ANIMAL 


SHELTE


 72,210.00


Total :  72,210.00


 213563 4/8/2021 000047  RIVERSIDE COUNTY, SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENTSH0000038669 CONTRACT LAW ENFORCEMENT 


THROUGH 02/10/2


 454,320.23


Total :  454,320.23


 213564 4/8/2021 001306  SOCIAL WORK ACTION GROUP 3312021 MARCH 2021 PROFESSIONAL SERVICE  8,880.00


Total :  8,880.00


 213565 4/8/2021 000919  STANTON, SHERRI 761205 REIMBURSEMENT FOR COVID TESTING  199.00


Total :  199.00


 213566 4/8/2021 000094  STAUFFERS LAWN EQUIPMENT 247262 BASEBALL FIELD DEPARTMENTAL 


SUPPLIES


 54.38


Total :  54.38


 213567 4/8/2021 000437  VERIZON WIRELESS 9876055510 03/23/21-04/22/21 DATA INTERNET 


CHARGES


 1,140.94


 76.0203/23/21-04/22/21 DATA INTERNET 


CHARGES


9876055511
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(Continued) Total :  1,216.96 213567 4/8/2021 000437 000437  VERIZON WIRELESS


Bank total :  568,417.21 20 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 568,417.21Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 20
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 213573 4/15/2021 001621  AVENU MUNISERVICES INV06-011179 SALES & USE TAX REPORT SYSTEM SUTA 


DIST


 12,742.13


 242.50SALES & USE TAX REPORT SYSTEM SUTA 


SVC T


INV06-11178


Total :  12,984.63


 213574 4/15/2021 000567  CALBO 13938 CALBO WEBSITE AD - CHIEF BLDG 


OFFICIAL


 525.00


Total :  525.00


 213575 4/15/2021 000209  COST RECOVERY SYSTEMS, INC. 2021-25 STATE MANDATE CLAIM PREP SVCS FY 


19/20,


 5,350.00


Total :  5,350.00


 213576 4/15/2021 001292  CRISP IMAGING 139315 CIP 044-3  37.63


Total :  37.63


 213577 4/15/2021 001643  FENCES4LESS.COM 53695A 0000322 COVID REQUIRED FENCING FOR EVENTS  3,123.87


Total :  3,123.87


 213578 4/15/2021 000685  GREAT AMERICA FINANCIAL SERVIC 29031246 CANON COLOR COPIER SYST. #25-1249376  214.24


Total :  214.24


 213579 4/15/2021 001512  HOPE, INC. 40621 REIMBURSEMENT 20/21 GRANT  6,561.45


Total :  6,561.45


 213580 4/15/2021 001644  IEPMA-HR INV-00600 01/01/21-01/01/22 MEMBERSHIP  45.00


Total :  45.00


 213581 4/15/2021 000072  INTERWEST CONSULTING GROUP 66816 JANUARY 2021 CONTRACTUAL SVC - CIP -  66,480.00


 134,324.89JANUARY 2021 CONTRACTUAL SVC -66847


Total :  200,804.89


 213582 4/15/2021 000795  NORDQUIST, GARY 40921 REIMBURSEMENT - PRINTER - WORK AT 


HOME -


 137.90


Total :  137.90


 213583 4/15/2021 000042  PV MAINTENANCE, INC. 005-240 MARCH 2021 CITYWIDE MAINTENANCE 


CONTRACT


 50,869.47
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 213583 4/15/2021 (Continued)000042  PV MAINTENANCE, INC.


 3,541.73MARCH 2021 STREET NAME SIGN 


REPLACEMENT


005-240A


Total :  54,411.20


 213584 4/15/2021 000186  RIGHTWAY 279350 04/01/21-04/28/21 PORTA/WASHSTN - 


WINDSO


 402.00


Total :  402.00


 213585 4/15/2021 001241  SIEMENS MOBILITY, INC. 5610261810 FEB 2021 TRAFFIC SIGNAL MAINTENANCE  1,494.50


 380.52FEB 2021 TRAFFIC SIGNAL RESPONSE 


CALL OU


5620031936


Total :  1,875.02


 213586 4/15/2021 001422  SOLORIO, TRAVIS 41221 REIMBURSE MILEAGE 03/27/21-04/09/21  25.52


Total :  25.52


 213587 4/15/2021 000790  SPARKLETTS 40321 CITY HALL DRINKING WATER THROUGH 


04/03/2


 28.52


Total :  28.52


 213588 4/15/2021 001258  SUNBELT RENTALS, INC. 109934313 COVID TESTING SITE PREP  501.14


 152.76MARNA OBRIEN EQUIPMENT RENTAL110017604-2


 356.42MARNA OBRIEN EQUIPMENT RENTAL110017904-1


 790.76PARK BASKETBALL COURTS EQUIPMENT 


RENTAL


110933410


 51.45COVID TEMP FENCE - MARNA OBRIEN 


FIELD RE


111356323


 522.54REGENCY HERITAGE EQUIPMENT RENTAL111549093


Total :  2,375.07


 213589 4/15/2021 000918  TKE ENGINEERING INC 2021-153 02/01/21 - 02/28/21 CONTRACTUAL SVCS 


CIP


 1,777.00


 1,609.5002/01/21 - 02/28/21 CONTRACTUAL SVCS 


CIP


2021-154


 751.5002/01/21 - 02/28/21 CONTRACTUAL SVCS 


CIP


2021-157


Total :  4,138.00


 213590 4/15/2021 000006  WELLS FARGO PAYMENT REMITTANCE, CENTER30121 PAYPAL PROFESSIONAL  25.00


 599.00VIMEO BUSINESS PRO30221
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 213590 4/15/2021 (Continued)000006  WELLS FARGO PAYMENT REMITTANCE, CENTER


 25.00FACEBOOK AD30521


 25.00FACEBOOK AD30621


 35.00FACEBOOK AD30721


 50.00FACEBOOK AD30821


 23.36LUNCH MEETING30821


 75.00FACEBOOK AD31021


 20.00MURRIETA CHAMBER31121


 75.00FACEBOOK AD31221


 9.99MARKETING PLATFORM31621


 5.99NEWSPAPER MEMBERSHIP31821


 44.89BANK FEESKD31721


Total :  1,013.23


 213591 4/15/2021 000006  WELLS FARGO PAYMENT REMITTANCE, CENTER22821 VIDEO HOSTING SOFTWARE  250.00


 42.17BANK FEESTR31721


Total :  292.17


 213592 4/15/2021 001645  YOURMEMBERSHIP.COM INC R4994790 ICC JOB POSTING - CHIEF BLDG OFFICIAL  229.00


Total :  229.00


Bank total :  294,574.34 20 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 294,574.34Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 20
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 213595 4/22/2021 000210  ALBERT A. WEBB ASSOCIATES 210928 COMMONS # HIDDEN SPRINGS MND  6,095.00


Total :  6,095.00


 213596 4/22/2021 000008  AT&T MOBILITY X04202021 04/13/21-05/12/21 COUNCIL MOBILE PHONE  57.00


Total :  57.00


 213597 4/22/2021 001577  BUSINESS & COMMUNITY SVCS, LIBRARY DIVISION2021-15 OCT, NOV, DEC 2020 DIF LIBRARY  7,233.55


Total :  7,233.55


 213598 4/22/2021 000785  CORELOGIC SOLUTIONS, LLC 82072557 MARCH 2021 CODE ENFORCEMENT 


SOFTWARE


 150.00


Total :  150.00


 213599 4/22/2021 000011  CR&R INC. 2595 03/01/21-03/31/21 STREET SWEEPER & 


BIKE


 603.08


 878.883/24/21 DUMP 40YD BOX & DISPOSAL FEE 


(2)


334270


 146.9404/01/21  3YD BOX - BASEBALL FIELD334294


 146.9404/01/21  3YD BOX - FIRE STATION #61334356


Total :  1,775.84


 213600 4/22/2021 000027  DIRECT TV 082317220X210413 04/12/21-05/11/21 CABLE SERVICES - CITY  160.99


Total :  160.99


 213601 4/22/2021 000022  EDISON 32321 02/12/21-03/16/21 ELECTRIC CFD2013-001 Z  46.16


 303.9501/28/21-03/19/21 ELECTRIC32421


 511.1301/28/21-03/25/21 ELECTRIC32721


 24.6103/01/21-03/25/21 ELECTRIC - BASEBALL FI33021A


 98.6803/01/21-03/25/21 ELECTRIC - 21400 PALOM33021B


 78.8103/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-133021C


 255.7103/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-0033021D


 157.6203/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-0033021F


 204.9103/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - WILDOMAR 


CI


33021G


 302.7303/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-0033021H


 51.1403/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-0033021I


 157.6303/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-0033021J


 290.3703/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-0033021K


 267.9603/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CFD 2013-0033021L
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 213601 4/22/2021 (Continued)000022  EDISON


 5,208.9603/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC33121A


 1,031.0802/16/21-03/20/21 ELECTRIC -33121B


 60.2403/01/21-03/26/21 ELECTRIC -33121C


 75.3503/01/21-03/25/21 ELECTRIC - 32637 


GRUWE


33121D


Total :  9,127.04


 213602 4/22/2021 000022  EDISON 33021E 03/01/21-04/01/21 ELECTRIC - CSA 103  46.51


Total :  46.51


 213603 4/22/2021 000012  ELSINORE VALLEY MUNICIPAL, WATER DISTRICT10970299 02/06/21-03/09/21 WATER ZONE 51 LOC 01  58.14


 35.8802/06/21-03/09/21 WATER ZONE 29 LOC 0210970355


 131.1702/06/21-03/09/21 WATER ZONE 71 LOC 0110970637


 79.0202/06/21-03/09/21 WATER 32637 GRUWELL -10970835


 1,212.6002/06/21-03/09/21 WATER MARNA OBRIEN10970916


 120.2501/09/21-03/12/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 7 M110975555


 316.2201/09/21-03/12/21 WATER HERITAGE PARK 


(A


10975568


 317.3202/10/21-03/13/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 25 


M1


10978641


 464.7202/10/21-03/13/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 25 


M2


10978642


 457.8202/10/21-03/13/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 24 


M1


10980410


 462.8602/10/21-03/13/21 WATER CFD 2013-1 ZONE10981579


 194.0602/10/21-03/13/21 WATER MALAGA 


GATEWAY P


10981740


 317.3202/13/21-03/16/21 WATER ZONE 42 LOC 01 


M


10982403


 176.6202/13/21-03/16/21 WATER ZONE 42 LOC 03 


M


10982655


 196.7202/13/21-03/16/21 WATER ZONE 42 LOC 02 


M


10982656


 141.3502/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 23 


M1


10985316


 61.2902/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 30 LOC 210985525


 73.2202/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 51 LOC 110985818


 232.3002/16/21-03/19/21 WATER BASEBALL FIELD10985984


 321.8302/16/21-03/19/21 WATER WINDSONG PARK10986024
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 213603 4/22/2021 (Continued)000012  ELSINORE VALLEY MUNICIPAL, WATER DISTRICT


 236.0402/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 29 


M1


10986533


 191.5002/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 29 


M2


10986611


 96.2702/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 30 LOC 110986614


 178.7802/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 42 &10986713


 106.1802/16/21-03/19/21 WATER 22450 1/2 


CERVER


10987109


 129.5202/16/21-03/19/21 WATER 22450 CERVERA10987350


 83.5502/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 49 


M1


109875565


 53.5502/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 62 - 2293310988446


 90.7702/16/21-03/19/21 WATER ZONE 67 - 


ARNNET


10988533


 81.9002/17/21-03/20/21 WATER ZONE 3 LOC 35 


M1


10989113


Total :  6,618.77


 213604 4/22/2021 001222  FOBRO CONSULTING LLC 109 04/03/21-04/16/21 ACCOUNTING 


CONTRACTUAL


 3,300.00


Total :  3,300.00


 213605 4/22/2021 000941  FRONTIER 40121A 04/01/21-04/30/21 OFFICE TELEPHONE 


CHARG


 402.22


 52.9304/01/21-04/30/21 OFFICE TELEPHONE 


CHARG


40121B


 53.5904/07/21-05/06/21 OFFICE TELEPHONE 


CHARG


40721


Total :  508.74


 213606 4/22/2021 000685  GREAT AMERICA FINANCIAL SERVIC 29076919 CANON COLOR COPIER SYST #13-1228588  214.24


 359.97CANON COLOR COPIER SYST 


#015-1472515


29104501


 214.24CANON COLOR COPIER SYST 


#003-1585799


29108563


Total :  788.45


 213607 4/22/2021 001647  LACHGAR, ABDURAHMAN 41421A REIMBURSE - PLANNING DEPT SUPPLIES 


#5949


 11.43
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 213607 4/22/2021 (Continued)001647  LACHGAR, ABDURAHMAN


 22.98REIMBURSE - PLANNING DEPT SUPPLIES 


#0727


41421B


Total :  34.41


 213608 4/22/2021 001393  SOCALGAS 41321 03/11/21-04/09/21 GAS - FIRE DEPT 32637  78.47


Total :  78.47


 213609 4/22/2021 001632  THE STANDARD INSURANCE COMPANY 40121DV APRIL 2021 DENTAL & VISION BENEFITS  1,611.52


Total :  1,611.52


 213610 4/22/2021 001495  TIME WARNER CABLE 2318040821 CABLE THROUGH 05/07/21 - FS61  5.32


Total :  5.32


 213611 4/22/2021 000873  VORTEX INDUSTRIES INC 05-1491333 FS61 BAY OVERHEAD DOOR REPAIRS  1,572.46


Total :  1,572.46


 213612 4/22/2021 000131  WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, RCA 42221 MARCH 2021 MSHCP MITIGATION FEES  17,872.00


Total :  17,872.00


Bank total :  57,036.07 18 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 57,036.07Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 18
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Bank code : wf


Voucher Date Vendor Invoice PO # Description/Account Amount


 213613 4/29/2021 000031  AFLAC, REMITTANCE PROCESSING, CENTER243049 APRIL 2021 MEDICAL INSURANCE BENEFIT  2,026.38


Total :  2,026.38


 213614 4/29/2021 000033  AMERICAN FORENSIC NURSES 74380 BLOOD DRAW (12)  660.00


 165.00BLOOD DRAW (3)74406


Total :  825.00


 213615 4/29/2021 000034  BIO-TOX LABORATORIES 40940 RC SHERIFF - LAB SERVICES  952.00


 1,378.00RC SHERIFF - LAB SERVICES40941


 92.00RC SHERIFF - LAB SERVICES40992


Total :  2,422.00


 213616 4/29/2021 000663  BUNDY CANYON SUPER STORAGE 50121 ANNUAL STORAGE UNIT RENTAL A7/C15 


(5/01/


 5,496.00


Total :  5,496.00


 213617 4/29/2021 000976  CITY OF LAKE ELSINORE 42821 JPA STUDY REIMBURSEMENT  12,770.68


Total :  12,770.68


 213618 4/29/2021 001648  COOL AIR SOLUTIONS HEATING AND, AIR CONDITIONING26263537 REPAIR SERVER ROOM A/C  478.00


Total :  478.00


 213619 4/29/2021 000035  COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, TLMA TL0000015799 MARCH 2021 SLF COSTS FY20-21  15,106.72


Total :  15,106.72


 213620 4/29/2021 000037  DATA TICKET, INC. 123562 MARCH 2021 ONLINE/SSN CITATION 


PROCESSIN


 169.00


 150.00MARCH 2021 DAILY CITE PROCESSING124111


Total :  319.00


 213621 4/29/2021 000800  DAVE BANG ASSOC., INC OF CA CA49846 WINDSONG PARK - BASKETBALL BOARD  237.80


Total :  237.80


 213622 4/29/2021 000501  DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND, FIRE PROTECTION1357378 07/01/20-06/30/21 WILDLAND FIRE 


PROTECTI


 36,835.56


Total :  36,835.56


 213623 4/29/2021 000058  DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 505344 MARCH 2021 FINGERPRINT APPS  81.00


Total :  81.00
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 213624 4/29/2021 001649  HILLSIDE HEATING & A/C INC 632495 REPAIR SERVER ROOM A/C  639.79


Total :  639.79


 213625 4/29/2021 001337  MPS SECURITY 0808-13450 0000293 WILDOMAR PARKS PATROL SVC - FY20/21 


AS D


 3,798.00


0000293  5,355.00WILDOMAR PARKS PATROL SVC - FY20/21 


AS D


0808-13554


Total :  9,153.00


 213626 4/29/2021 000048  MURRIETA LOCK AND SAFE, INC. 10036 REKEY & MASTER CITY HALL NEW SUITES 


- CO


 1,366.01


Total :  1,366.01


 213627 4/29/2021 001543  NPPW SERVICES 11110 0000314 COVID-19 REQUIRED CLEANING - 90 DAYS 


PAR


 1,218.07


0000314  696.04COVID-19 REQUIRED CLEANING - 90 DAYS 


PAR


11111


0000320  1,740.10COVID-19 REQUIRED CLEANING - 90 DAYS 


PAR


11112


Total :  3,654.21


 213628 4/29/2021 001262  PEST OPTIONS INC 373855 GOPHER CONTROL AT WINDSONG & 


MARNA OBRIE


 500.00


Total :  500.00


 213629 4/29/2021 001107  PLACEWORKS 74368 JAN 2021 CONTRACTUAL SVC - COUNTER  330.00


 100.00JAN 2021 CONTRACTUAL SVC - PROJECT 


RELAT


74373-BAL


 1,440.00JAN 2021 CONTRACTUAL SVC - MULTI 


FAMIY D


74411


Total :  1,870.00


 213630 4/29/2021 001241  SIEMENS MOBILITY, INC. 5610264789 MARCH 2021 TRAFFIC SIGNAL 


MAINTENANCE


 1,494.50


 1,694.00MARCH 2021 TRAFFIC SIGNAL RESPONSE 


CALL


5620031933


 7,664.32LEMON & CITRUS STL POLE & INSTALL5620034408


Total :  10,852.82


 213631 4/29/2021 001101  SIGNS BY TOMORROW 26640 SAFETY BARRIERS FOR COUNCIL 


CHAMBERS


 2,869.88
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(Continued) Total :  2,869.88 213631 4/29/2021 001101 001101  SIGNS BY TOMORROW


 213632 4/29/2021 001258  SUNBELT RENTALS, INC. 112568400 WINDSONG EQUIPMENT RENTAL - COVID  222.75


Total :  222.75


 213633 4/29/2021 000378  TEMECULA VALLEY PIPE & SUPPLY 608651 BASEBALL FIELD & CEMETERY SUPPLIES  46.06


 90.78MALAGA PARK609139


Total :  136.84


 213634 4/29/2021 000219  WESTERN FIRE CO., INC. 57937 FIRE EXTINGUISHER SERVICES (14)  234.90


Total :  234.90


 213635 4/29/2021 001650  WRIPMA-HR 00936 2021 WRIPMA-HR ANNUAL VIRTUAL 


CONFERENCE


 79.00


Total :  79.00


Bank total :  108,177.34 23 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 108,177.34Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 23







ACH Date Payee Description Amount


4/15/2021 Heartland Payroll 03/27/2021-04/09/2021 59,668.01$    


4/29/2021 Heartland Payroll 04/10/2021-04/23/2021 73,464.99


4/30/2021 Heartland Payroll 03/01/2021-03/31/2021 1,690.75


TOTAL 134,823.75$  


City of Wildomar


Payroll Warrant Register


5/1/2021







CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #1.4 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


 
TO:   Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  Robert Howell, City Treasurer 
 
SUBJECT:  Treasurer’s Report 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council approve the Treasurer’s Report for March 2021. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Attached is the Treasurer’s Report for Cash and Investments for the month of March 
2021. The City utilizes both the California State Treasurer’s Local Agency Investment 
Fund (LAIF) and the California Asset Management Program (CAMP) for its city 
investments. Utilizing the two investment programs allows the City to potentially increase 
the interest earned on the money held.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None. 
 
 
Submitted by:      Approved by: 
Robert Howell      Gary Nordquist 
City Treasurer      City Manager   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Treasurer’s Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 


 







BEGINNING + (-) ENDING
FUND ACCOUNT INSTITUTION BALANCE DEPOSITS WITHDRAWALS BALANCE RATE


All All WELLS FARGO # 7,290,359.49  $ 1,996,568.35 (2,548,495.95)  $ 6,738,431.89 0.000%


TOTAL  $ 7,290,359.49  $ 1,996,568.35  $ (2,548,495.95)  $ 6,738,431.89


PERCENT
OF DAYS STATED


FUND BOOK VALUE FACE VALUE MARKET VALUE PORTFOLIO TO MAT. RATE


All  $ 3,655,558.59  $ 3,655,558.59  $ 3,655,558.59 100.00% 0 0.357%
All  $ 5,591,486.26  $ 5,591,486.26  $ 5,591,486.26 100.00% 0 0.080%


TOTAL  $ 9,247,044.85  $ 9,247,044.85  $ 9,247,044.85 100.00%


CITY $ 15,985,476.74


(-)
+ WITHDRAWALS/


BEGINNING DEPOSITS/ SALES/ ENDING STATED
FUND BALANCE PURCHASES MATURITIES BALANCE RATE


All  $ 3,655,558.59  $ 0.00  $ 0.00  $ 3,655,558.59 0.357%
All  $ 5,591,089.22  $ 397.04  $ 0.00  $ 5,591,486.26 0.080%


TOTAL  $ 9,246,647.81  $ 397.04  $ 0.00  $ 9,247,044.85


 


Robert Howell
Robert Howell
City Treasurer


Date


5/5/2021


In compliance with the California Code Section 53646, as City Treasurer for the City of Wildomar, I hereby certify that sufficient investment liquidity and anticipated revenues 
are available to meet the City's expenditure requirements for the next six months, and that all investments are in compliance with the City's Statement of Investment Policy.


I also certify that this report reflects all Government Agency pooled investments and all of the City's Bank Balances.


CITY CASH


ISSUER


CALIFORNIA ASSET MANAGEMENT PROGRAM


CALIFORNIA ASSET MANAGEMENT PROGRAM


CITY INVESTMENT (Continued)


LOCAL AGENCY INVESTMENT FUND


LOCAL AGENCY INVESTMENT FUNDS


ISSUER


CITY OF WILDOMAR
TREASURER'S REPORT FOR


CASH AND INVESTMENT PORTFOLIO
March 2021


TOTAL CASH AND INVESTMENT


CITY INVESTMENT







CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #1.5 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Matthew Bassi, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: 2nd Reading of Ordinance No. 196 – MSHCP Fee Update 


STAFF REPORT 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Planning Commission recommends that the City Council adopt an Ordinance entitled: 


 
ORDINANCE NO. 196 


AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA AMENDING CHAPTER 3.42 OF 


THE WILDOMAR MUNICIPAL CODE TO UPDATE THE 
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT MITIGATION FEE FOR FUNDING 


THE PRESERVATION OF NATURAL ECOSYSTEMS IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY 


MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN 


DISCUSSION: 
The City Council approved the first reading of Ordinance No. 196 at the April 14, 2021 
City Council meeting.  At this time, it would be appropriate for the City Council to adopt 
Ordinance No. 196 as presented. 


Respectfully Submitted,    Reviewed By, 
Gary Nordquist     Thomas D. Jex 
City Manager      City Attorney 


ATTACHMENT: 
A. Ordinance No. 196 


 
  







ATTACHMENT A 
 


Ordinance No. 196 
 







ORDINANCE NO. 196 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA AMENDING CHAPTER 3.42 OF 
THE WILDOMAR MUNICIPAL CODE TO UPDATE THE 
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT MITIGATION FEE FOR FUNDING 
THE PRESERVATION OF NATURAL ECOSYSTEMS IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION 
PLAN 


WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Wildomar (“City”) finds that the 
ecosystems of the City and western Riverside County, and the vegetation communities 
and sensitive species they support are fragile, irreplaceable resources that are vital to the 
general welfare of all residents; 


WHEREAS, these vegetation communities and natural areas contain habitat value 
which contributes to the City’s and the region’s environmental resources; 


WHEREAS, special protections for these vegetation communities and natural 
areas are being established to prevent future endangerment of the plant and animal 
species that are dependent upon them; 


WHEREAS, adoption and implementation of this Ordinance will help to enable the 
City to achieve the conservation goals set forth in the Western Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (“MSHCP”), adopted by the City Council upon 
incorporation, to implement the associated Implementing Agreement executed by the City 
Council on July 1, 2008, and to preserve the ability of affected property owners to make 
reasonable use of their land consistent with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), 
the Federal Endangered Species Act (“FESA”), the California Endangered Species Act 
(“CESA”), the California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (“NCCP Act”), 
and other applicable laws; 


WHEREAS, the purpose and intent of this Ordinance is to update the Local 
Development Mitigation Fee to assist in the maintenance of biological diversity and the 
natural ecosystem processes that support this diversity; the protection of vegetation 
communities and natural areas within the City and western Riverside County which are 
known to support threatened, endangered, or key sensitive populations of plant and 
wildlife species; the maintenance of economic development within the City by providing 
a streamlined regulatory process from which development can proceed in an orderly 
process; and the protection of the existing character of the City and the region through 
the implementation of a system of reserves which will provide for permanent open space, 
community edges, and habitat conservation for species covered by the MSHCP; 


WHEREAS, the findings set forth herein are based on the MSHCP and the 2020 
Nexus Study, and the estimated implementation costs of the MSHCP as set forth in the 
2020 Nexus Study, a copy of which is on file in the City Clerk’s office; 







WHEREAS, The Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 
(“RCA”) has prepared an updated nexus study entitled “WESTERN RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN NEXUS FEE STUDY 
UPDATE” (2020 Nexus Study”) pursuant to California Government code sections 66000 
et seq. for the purpose of updating the Local Development Mitigation Fee (“LDMF”). On 
December 7, 2020, the RCA Board of Directors reviewed the 2020 Nexus Study and 
directed RCA Permittees to adopt this updated MSHCP fee ordinance. 


WHEREAS, pursuant to Article 11, Section 7 of the California Constitution, the City 
is authorized to enact measures that protect the health, safety, and welfare of its citizens; 


WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code sections 66000 et seq., the City is 
empowered to impose fees and other exactions to provide necessary funding and public 
facilities required to mitigate the negative effect of new development projects; 


WHEREAS, upon incorporation the City Council took action on the MSHCP and 
the associated Implementing Agreement and adopted the original LDMF, and made 
appropriate findings pursuant to CEQA; 


 WHEREAS, the levying of LDMF has been reviewed by the City and staff in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the State CEQA 
Guidelines and it has been determined that the adoption of this ordinance is exempt from 
CEQA pursuant to Section 21080(b)(8) of the California Public Resources Code and 
Sections 15273 and 15378(b)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines; and 


WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code sections 66016, 66017, and 66018, 
the City has: (a) made available to the public, at least ten (10) days prior to its public 
hearing, data indicating the estimated cost required to provide the facilities and 
infrastructure for which these development fees are levied and the revenue sources 
anticipated to provide those facilities and infrastructure; (b) mailed notice at least fourteen 
(14) days prior to this meeting to all interested parties that have requested notice of new 
or increased development fees; and (c) held a duly noticed, regularly scheduled public 
hearing at which oral and written testimony was received regarding the proposed fees. 


THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR HEREBY DOES ORDAIN 
AS FOLLOWS:  
 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 3.42.  Chapter 3.42 of the Wildomar 
Municipal Code is hereby amended and restated in its entirety to read as follows: 
 
3.42.010 Findings 
3.42.020 Administrative Responsibility 
3.42.030 Definitions 
3.42.040 Local Development Mitigation and Local Infrastructure Fee. 
3.42.050 Imposition of the Local Development Mitigation Fee. 
3.42.060 Payment of the Local Development Mitigation Fee 
3.42.070 Refunds. 







3.42.080 Accounting And Disbursement Of Collected Local Development Mitigation Fees. 
3.42.090 Exemptions 
3.42.100 Fee Credits 
3.42.010.  Findings.   
 
The City Council finds and determines as follows: 
 
A. The preservation of vegetation communities and natural areas within the City and 
western Riverside County which support species covered by the MSHCP is necessary to 
protect and promote the health, safety, and welfare of all the citizens of the City by 
reducing the adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of urbanization and 
development and providing for permanent conservation of habitat for species covered by 
the MSHCP. 
 
B. It is necessary to update certain development impact fees to ensure that all new 
development within the City pays its fair share of the costs of acquiring and preserving 
vegetation communities and natural areas within the City and the region which are known 
to support plant and wildlife species covered by the MSHCP. 
 
C. A proper funding source to pay the costs associated with mitigating the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts of development to the natural ecosystems within the City 
and the region, as identified in the MSHCP, is a development impact fee for residential, 
commercial, and industrial development. The amount of the fee is determined by the 
nature and extent of the impacts from the development to the identified natural 
ecosystems and or the relative cost of mitigating such impacts. 


 
D. The MSHCP and the 2020 Nexus Study, a copy of which is on file in the City Clerk’s 
office, provides a basis for the imposition of development impact fees on new 
construction.  
 
E. The use of the development impact fees to mitigate the impacts to the City’s and 
the region’s natural ecosystems is reasonably related to the type and extent of impacts 
caused by development within the City. 
 
F. The costs of funding the proper mitigation of natural ecosystems and biological 
resources impacted by development within the City and the region are apportioned 
relative to the type and extent of impacts caused by the development. 
 
G. The facts and evidence provided to the City establish that there is a reasonable 
relationship between the need for preserving the natural ecosystems in the City and the 
region, as defined in the MSHCP, and the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to such 
natural ecosystems and biological resources created by the types of development on 
which the fee will be imposed, and that there is a reasonable relationship between the 
fee’s use and the types of development for which the fee is charged. This reasonable 
relationship is described in more detail in the MSHCP and the 2020 Nexus Study. 
 







H. The cost estimates for mitigating the impact of development on the City’s and the 
region’s natural ecosystem and biological resources, as set forth in the MSHCP, are 
reasonable and will not exceed the reasonably estimated total of these costs. 


 
I. The fee set forth herein does not reflect the entire cost of the lands which need to 
be acquired in order to implement the MSHCP and mitigate the impact caused by new 
development. Additional revenues will be required from other sources. The City Council 
finds that the benefit to each development project is greater than the amount of the fee to 
be paid by the project. 
 
J. The fees collected pursuant to this Ordinance shall be used to finance the 
acquisition and perpetual conservation of the natural ecosystems and certain 
improvements necessary to implement the goals and objectives of the MSHCP. 
 
Section 3.42.050 Administrative Responsibility. 
 
The RCA is hereby reaffirmed as the Administrator of this Ordinance. The RCA is hereby 
authorized to receive all fees generated from the Local Development Mitigation Fee within 
the City, and to invest, account for, and expend such fees in accordance with the 
provisions of the MSHCP, this Ordinance, and the MSHCP Mitigation Fee Implementation 
Manual. The detailed administrative procedures concerning the implementation of this 
Ordinance shall be contained in the MSHCP Mitigation Fee Implementation Manual 
adopted by the RCA Board December 7, 2020 and as may be amended from time to time. 
The RCA Board of Directors may adopt a policy that will allow the City to authorize the 
RCA to calculate the fees due and collect those amounts directly from property owners. 
If such a policy is adopted, it will be included in the MSHCP Mitigation Fee Implementation 
Manual. 
 
3.42.030  Definitions 
 
As used in this Ordinance, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
 


“Accessory Dwelling Unit” means an accessory dwelling unit as defined by 
California Government Code section 65852.2(j)(1), or as defined in any successor statute. 


 
“City” means the City of Wildomar, California. 


 
“City Council” means the City Council of the City of Wildomar, California. 


 
“Credit” means a credit allowed pursuant to Section 3.42.100 of this Ordinance, 


which may be applied against the development impact fee paid. 
 
 “Development” means a human-created change to improved or unimproved real 
estate, including buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, filing, grading, paving, 
excavating, and drilling. 
 







“Development Project” or “Project” means any project undertaken for the purpose 
of development pursuant to the issuance of a building permit by the City pursuant to all 
applicable ordinances, regulations, and rules of the City and state law. 
 


“Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit” means a junior accessory dwelling unit as defined 
by California Government Code section 65852.22(h)(1), or as defined in any successor 
statute. 


 
“Local Development Mitigation Fee” or “Fee” means the development impact fee 


imposed pursuant to the provisions of this Ordinance. 
 


“Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan” or “MSHCP” means the Western 
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, adopted by the City 
Council upon incorporation. 
 


“MSHCP Conservation Area” has the same meaning and intent as such term is 
defined and utilized in the MSHCP. 
 


“Ordinance” means this Chapter 3.42 of the Wildomar Municipal Code. 
 


“Project Area” means the area, measured in acres, within the Development Project 
including, without limitation, any areas to be developed as a condition of the Development 
Project. Except as otherwise provided herein, the Project Area is the area upon which the 
project will be assessed the Local Development Mitigation Fee. See the MSHCP 
Mitigation Fee Implementation Manual for additional guidance for calculating the Project 
Area. 
 


“Revenue” or “Revenues” means any funds received by the City pursuant to the 
provisions of this Ordinance for the purpose of defraying all or a portion of the cost of 
acquiring and preserving vegetation communities and natural areas within the City and 
the region which are known to support threatened, endangered, or key sensitive 
populations of plant and wildlife species. 
 


“Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority” or “RCA” means the 
governing body established pursuant to the MSHCP that is delegated the authority to 
oversee and implement the provisions of the MSHCP. 


 
Any capitalized term not otherwise defined herein shall carry the same meaning 


and definition as that term is used and defined in the MSHCP. 
 
  







3.42.040 Local Development Mitigation and Local Infrastructure Fee. 
 
A. Adoption of Local Development Mitigation Fee Schedule. The City Council shall 
adopt an applicable Local Development Mitigation Fee schedule provided by the RCA 
through a separate resolution, which may be amended from time to time.   


 
B. Public Projects. The City is required to mitigate the impacts of Public Projects 
pursuant to the MSHCP and the MSHCP Implementing Agreement. The definition of 
Public Project and the method for mitigating Public Projects will be set forth in the MSHCP 
Mitigation Fee Implementation Manual. 


  
C. Periodic Fee Adjustment.  The Local Development Mitigation Fee schedule set 
forth in the fee resolution referenced above may be periodically reviewed and the 
amounts adjusted as set forth in the MSHCP Mitigation Fee Implementation Manual. 


 
D. Automatic Annual Fee Adjustment.  In addition to the Periodic Fee Adjustment 
mentioned above, the RCA shall provide the City with an automatic annual fee adjustment 
for the Local Development Mitigation Fee established by this Ordinance as set forth in the 
MSHCP Mitigation Fee Implementation Manual. 
 
3.42.050 Imposition of the Local Development Mitigation Fee. 


 
A. The Local Development Mitigation Fee will be paid no later than at the 
issuance of a building permit. Notwithstanding any other provision of the City’s 
Municipal Code, no building permit shall be issued for any Development Project 
unless the Local Development Mitigation Fee applicable to such Development 
Project has been paid. The amount of the Fee shall be calculated in accordance 
with the MSHCP Mitigation Fee Implementation Manual. 
 
B. In lieu of the payment of the Local Development Mitigation Fee as provided 
above, the Fee for a Development may be paid through a Community Facilities 
District, provided that such arrangement is approved by the RCA in writing. 


 
3.42.060 Payment of the Local Development Mitigation Fee. 
 
A. The Local Development Mitigation Fee shall be paid in full in accordance with 
applicable law.  
 
B. The Local Development Mitigation Fee required to be paid under this Ordinance 
shall be the fee in effect at the time the permit is issued for which the Local Development 
Mitigation Fee is assessed; provided, however, that Housing Development Projects as 
defined by California Government Code section 65589.5(h)(2) may be entitled to pay the 
fee in effect at the time of the preliminary application was submitted. 
 
C. Notwithstanding anything in the City’s Municipal Code, or any other written 
documentation to the contrary, the Local Development Mitigation Fee shall be paid 







whether or not the Development Project is subject to conditions of approval by the City 
imposing the requirement to pay the fee. 
 
D. If all or part of the Development Project is sold prior to payment of the Local 
Development Mitigation Fee, the Project shall continue to be subject to the requirement 
to pay the fee as provided herein. 


 
E. The fee title owner(s) of the Property is responsible for the payment of the Local 
Development Mitigation Fee.   
 
3.42.070 Refunds. 
 
Under certain circumstances, such as double payment, expiration of a building permit, or 
fee miscalculation due to clerical error, an applicant may be entitled to a refund. Refunds 
will be reimbursed by the end of the fiscal year on a first come, first served basis, 
depending upon the net revenue stream. Refunds will only be considered reimbursable if 
requested within 3 years of the original LDMF payment. In all cases, the applicant must 
promptly submit a refund request with proof of LDMF payment to the RCA if RCA collected 
the LDMF, or if collected by a local jurisdiction, the refund request shall be submitted to 
that local jurisdiction, which will subsequently forward the request to RCA for verification, 
review, and possible action. 
 


1. Expiration Of Building Permits - If a building permit should expire, is revoked, or 
is voluntarily surrendered and is, therefore voided and no construction or improvement of 
land has commenced, then the applicant may be entitled to a refund of the LDMF 
collected which was paid as a condition of approval, less administration costs. Any refund 
must be requested within three (3) years of the original payment. The applicant shall pay 
the current LDMF in effect at the time in full if s/he reapplies for the permit. 
 


2. Double Payments – on occasion due to a clerical error, a developer has paid all 
or a portion of the required LDMF for project twice. In such cases, a refund of the double 
payment may be required. 
 


3. Balance Due – when LDMF is incorrectly calculated due to City clerical error, it 
is the City’s responsibility to remit the balance due to RCA. The error must be discovered 
within three (3) years of the original payment for the City to be held accountable. The 
amount due can be remitted through alternate methods agreed to by the RCA Executive 
Committee. If first approved through RCA staff in writing, the calculation is not subject to 
additional review. 
 
3.42.080 Accounting And Disbursement Of Collected Local Development Mitigation 
Fees. 


 
A. All fees paid pursuant to this Ordinance shall be deposited, invested, accounted 
for, and expended in accordance with Section 66006 of the Government Code and all 
other applicable provisions of law. 







 
B. Subject to the provisions of this section, all fees collected pursuant to this 
Ordinance shall be remitted to the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation 
Authority at least quarterly. 
 
C. In the resolution mentioned in Section 3.42.040.A, the City may also add an 
additional cost to the Local Development Mitigation Fee schedule to cover the costs of 
collecting the fees from project proponents. Any amounts collected by the City shall not 
reduce the amount collected and remitted to the RCA under this Ordinance. 
 
3.42.090 Exemptions.  
 
The following types of construction shall be exempt from the provisions of this Ordinance: 
 
A. Reconstruction or improvements that were damaged or destroyed by fire or other 
natural causes, provided that the reconstruction or improvements do not result in 
additional usable square footage. 


 
B. Rehabilitation or remodeling to an existing Development Project, provided that the 
rehabilitation or remodeling does not result in additional usable square footage. 


 
C. Accessory Dwelling Units, but only to the extent such fee is exempted under state 
law. 


 
D. Junior Accessory Dwelling Units, but only to the extent such fee is exempted under 
state law. 


 
E. Existing structures where the use is changed from an existing permitted use to a 
different permitted use, provided that no additional improvements are constructed and 
does not result in additional usable square footage.  


 
F. Certain Agricultural Operations as allowed by the MSHCP, as amended. 


 
G. Vesting Tentative Tract Maps entered into pursuant to Government Code section 
66452 et seq. (also, Government Code section 66498.1 et seq.) and Development 
Projects which are the subject of a development agreement entered into pursuant to 
Government Code section 65864 et seq., prior to the effective date of Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 810.2, wherein the imposition of new fees are expressly prohibited, 
provided that if the term of such a vesting map or development agreement is extended 
by amendment or by any other manner after the effective date of Riverside County 
Ordinance No. 810.2, the MSHCP Fee shall be imposed.   


 
H. Except as exempted above, all projects are required to make a mitigation payment/ 
contribution and where no mitigation payment process is specified, the project will pay 
the updated per acre mitigation fee.   
 







 
3.42.100 Fee Credits.  
 
Any Local Development Mitigation Fee credit that may be applicable to a Development 
Project shall be determined by the City and approved by the RCA. All Fee Credits shall 
comply with the resolutions, ordinances, Implementing Agreement, and policies of the 
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority including, without limitation, 
the MSHCP Mitigation Fee Implementation Manual.” 
 
SECTION 2. SEVERABILITY. 


If any section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this 
Ordinance is, for any reason, held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any 
court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
portions of this Ordinance.  The City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted 
this Ordinance, and each section, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or 
portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, 
subdivisions, sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions thereof be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional. 


 
SECTION 3. CEQA FINDINGS. 


The City Council hereby finds that in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines the adoption of this Ordinance is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 
21080(b)(8) of the California Public Resources Code and Sections 15273 and 
15378(b)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 


 
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 


This Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 2021.  
 
SECTION 5. PUBLICATION. 


The City Clerk is authorized and directed to cause this Ordinance to be published 
within fifteen (15) days after its passage in a newspaper of general circulation and 
circulated within the City in accordance with Government Code Section 36933(a) or, to 
cause this Ordinance to be published in the manner required by law using the alternative 
summary and posting procedure authorized under Government Code Section 36933(c). 


 PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of May, 2021. 
 
 
 


_____________________ 
Dustin Nigg  
Mayor 


 
 
 







 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   ATTEST: 
 
 
 
____________________________  ___________________________ 
Thomas D. Jex     Janet Morales 
City Attorney      City Clerk 
 
 
 
 







CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #1.6 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


 


TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Robert Howell, Acting Administrative Services Director 
 
SUBJECT: 2nd Reading of Ordinance No. 197- User Fees 


STAFF REPORT 


RECOMMENDATION: 
The staff recommends that the City Council adopt an Ordinance entitled: 


 
ORDINANCE NO. 197 


AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, 
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING AND RESTATING ARTICLE II (FEE 
SCHEDULES) OF CHAPTER 3.44 (FEES) OF TITLE 3 (REVENUE AND 
FINANCE) OF THE WILDOMAR MUNCIPAL CODE, AND REPEALING 
SECTIONS 12.08.070, 17.284.030, 17.284.040, 17.284.050, and 
17.284.060 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE, PERTAINING TO USER FEES. 


DISCUSSION: 
The City Council approved the first reading of Ordinance No. 197 at the April 14, 2021 
City Council meeting pertaining to User Fees.  At this time, it would be appropriate for the 
City Council to adopt Ordinance No. 197 as presented. 


Respectfully Submitted,    Reviewed By, 
Robert Howell     Thomas D. Jex 
Acting Administrative Services Director  City Attorney 


ATTACHMENT: 
A. Ordinance No. 197 


  







ATTACHMENT A 
 


Ordinance No. 197 
for User Fees 


 
 
 
 







ORDINANCE NO. 197 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, 
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING AND RESTATING ARTICLE II (FEE SCHEDULES) OF 
CHAPTER 3.44 (FEES) OF TITLE 3 (REVENUE AND FINANCE) OF THE WILDOMAR 
MUNCIPAL CODE, AND REPEALING SECTIONS 12.08.070, 17.284.030, 17.284.040, 
17.284.050, and 17.284.060 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE, PERTAINING TO USER 
FEES. 
 
WHEREAS, on July 1st, 2008, the City of Wildomar incorporated and the City Council 
adopted the County of Riverside Code as the City’s Municipal Code, which includes 
several code sections establishing user fee amounts; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City has the authority to impose fees, charges, and rates under its 
police powers under California Constitution Article XI section 7; and, 
 
WHEREAS, City staff has completed a user fee study to determine the costs incurred 
when providing services to persons for private benefit and proposes that the City 
Council adopt the new fees by resolution, rather than by ordinance, to streamline the 
process for future fee updates; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend the Municipal Code to eliminate specific 
fee amounts and authorize those fees to be established by resolution of the City 
Council. 
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Wildomar does ordain as follows:  
 
SECTION 1. Article II of Title 3, Chapter 3.44 of the Wildomar Municipal Code is hereby 
amended and restated in its entirety to read as follows:  
 
3.44.210 Planning and Land use fees. 
 
• The City may charge fees for the following items. The fees shall be established by 


resolution of the City Council. 
 


1. Appeals to Planning Commission or City Council 
2. Change of Zone 
3. Conditional Use Permit (General) 
4. Conditional Use Permit (Mobile home Park) 
5. Conditional Use Permit (Recreational Vehicle Park) 
6. Extension of Time—Commercial WECS and Variances 
7. Extension of Time—Conditional Use Permits 
8. Extension of Time—Public Use Permits 
9. General Plan Amendment 
10. General Plan Amendment—Circulation Element 
11. Revised Permits Which Do Not Require a Public Hearing 
12. Revised Permits Which Require a Public Hearing 







13. Zoning Compliance Letters  


14. Plot Plan Which is Exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) 
15. Plot Plan Which Is Exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and Is Not Reviewed by any Governmental Agencies other than the 
Planning Department 
16. Plot Plan Which Is Not Exempt from the California Environmental Quality 
(CEQA) 
17. Public Use Permit 
18. Second Unit Permit 
19. Setback Adjustment 
20. Specific Plan 
21. Specific Plan Amendment 
22. Specific Plan—Road Specific Plan 
23. Substantial Conformance for Permits under Section 17.228 of the Zoning 
Ordinance 
24. Substantial Conformance for Specific Plans 
25. Temporary Permit Not to Exceed Six Months (TUP) 
26. Variance Filed Simultaneously with an Application for a Land Division, 
Conditional Use Permit, Commercial WECS Permit or Plot Plan 
27. Variance Filed Alone 
28. Accessory WECS 
29. Commercial WECS Permit 
30. WECS Noise Study 
31. Large Family Day Care Home 
32. Hazardous Waste Facility Siting Permit 
33. Kennels and Catteries Processed Under Section 17.236 of the Zoning 
Ordinance (Class I—IV) 
34. Temporary Outdoor Event on City Property 


35. Temporary Outdoor Event on Private Property 
36. Regularly Scheduled Event Exempt from the CEQA 
37. Regularly Scheduled Event 
38. Substantial Conformance for Commercial and Accessory WECS Permits 
39. Title 17 Zoning Consistency Determination 
40. Verification of Pre-Existing Nonconforming Use 
41. Extension of Pre-Existing Nonconforming Use 
42. Transportation Department Plan Check for any Application under Title 17 
which Requires Road Work Design or Improvements not Otherwise Provided 
for under Title 17 
43. Preapplication Review 







44.  Environmental review of projects under the California Environmental 
Quality Act; Including Negative Declarations, Mitigated Negative Declarations, 
and Environmental Impact Reports  
45. Agricultural preserve and land conservation contract establishment, 
enlargement, diminishment, disestablishment or nonrenewal 


46. Review of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions Required by Conditions 
of Development Permit 
47. Alquist Priolo Act – Geological Report Approvals and Waivers 
48. LAFCO (Local Agency Formation Commission) Applications  
49. Certificate of Historical Appropriateness Appeals 
50. Crowing Fowl 
51. Noise Ordinance Exemptions Requests 
52. Development Agreements 
53. Research and Archival Search for Planning Records  


•  
3.44.220 Flood hazard area fees. 
 
The City may charge fees for the following items, which shall be established by 
resolution of the City Council: 
 
1. Application Involving Land Which Lies Within the Boundaries of a flood 
hazard area under WMC 15.96 
2. Applications for an Appeal or Variance under WMC 15.96.070 


 
3.44.230 Subdivision fees. 
 
The City may charge fees for the following items related to the division of land, which 
shall be established by resolution of the City Council: 
 


1. Multifamily Residential Tracts 
a. Tentative Statutory Condominium Subdivision Map Filing (Sewers) 
b. Tentative Statutory Condominium Subdivision Map Filing (Unsewered)  
c. Revised Statutory Condominium Subdivision Map Filing (Within Two Years of 
Original Approval) 


2. Parcel Maps 
a. Tentative Commercial or Industrial Parcel Maps (Sewers)  
b. Commercial or Industrial Parcel Map (Unsewered) 
c. Tentative Residential Parcel Map with Waiver of Final Map  
d. Tentative Residential Parcel Map Without Waiver of Final Map 
e. Revised Parcel Map Filing (Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Parcel Maps 
Within Two Years of Original Approval) 







f. Revised Parcel Map Filing (Commercial and Industrial Parcel Maps After Two 
Years of Original Approval) 


g. Revised Residential Parcel Map Filing (After Two Years of Original Approval) 


3. Single-Family Residential Tracts 


a. Tentative Subdivision Map Not in the R-2, R-4 or R-6 Zone (Sewers) 
b. Tentative Subdivision Map in the R-2, R-4 or R-6 Zone (Sewered) 
c. Tentative Subdivision Map Not in the R-2, R-4 or R-6 Zone (Unsewered) 
d. Revised Tentative Subdivision Map (Within Two Years of Original Approval) 
e. Revised Subdivision Map (After Two Years of Original Approval) 
4. Vesting Tentative Map  
a. Vesting Statutory Condominium Subdivision Map Filing 
b. Vesting Tentative Parcel Map 
c. Vesting Tentative Single-Family Residential Tract 


5. Appeals (Subdivision) 
6. Appeals Extension of Time  
7. Conditioned Certificate of Land Division Compliance (Fee per Parcel)  
8. Unconditioned Certificate of Land Division Compliance (Fee per Parcel) 
9. Certificate of Land Division Compliance with Waiver of Final Parcel Map 
(Fee per Parcel) 
10. Extension of Time (Subdivision)  
11. Extension of Time (Parcel Map) 
12. Land Division Maps (Tracts and Parcels)  
13. Lot Line Adjustment 
14. Minor Change (Subdivision)  
15. Minor Change (Parcel Map) 
16. Parcel Mergers 


17. Reversion to Acreage  
18. Amendment of Final Map  
a. Statutory Condominium Subdivisions and Single-Family Residential Tracts 
b. Parcel Maps  
19. Certificate of Correction (No Street Name Checking) 


 


20. Certificate of Correction (With Street Name Checking) 
21. Street Acceptance for Unnamed Easements (Non-Maintained) 
22. Requests for Extension of Time to Complete Off-Site Improvements 
23. Requests for One-Year Maintenance Agreement 


 







24. Final Statutory Condominium Subdivision Map Filing 
25. Final Parcel Map Filing 
26. Final Subdivision Map Filing 
27. Plan Review and Processing for On and Off-Site Improvements 
28. Field Inspection for On and Off-Site Improvements 
29. Close-Out of On and Off-Site Improvement Permits 
30. Survey Reviews and Field Inspections 


 


31. Flood Control Special Studies 
 


32. Center Line Profile Plan Check  


33. Certificate of Compliance for Subdivision Maps  


34. Community Facilities District Annexation Costs 
 


35. Water Quality Management Plan  
 
3.44.240 Surface mining fees. 
 
The City may charge fees for implementing the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 
1975 as listed below, which shall be established by resolution of the City Council: 
1. Surface Mining Permit 
2. Reclamation Plans Submitted for Vested Operations Conducted After 
January 1, 1976 


3. Appeal of Planning Commission Decision 


4. Special Inspection Permit 
5. Substantial Conformance 


6. Revised Permit 
 
3.44.250 Tree removal fees. 
 
The City may charge a fee for a tree removal permit under Section 12.08.050 of this 
Code, which shall be established by resolution of the City Council. 
 
3.44.260 Historic preservation fees. 
 
The City may charge fees for the establishment of historic preservation districts under 
Chapter 15.88 of the Code, which shall be established by resolution of the City Council. 
 
3.44.270 Fees for highway vacation and property dedication. 
 
The City may charge fees for the acceptance of property offered for dedication and the 
vacation of streets and highways, which shall be established by resolution of the City 
Council. 







 
3.44.280 Fees for excavations and encroachments 
 
The City may charge fees for excavation and encroachment permits under Chapter 
12.08 and Chapter 17.284 of this Code, which shall be established by resolution of the 
City Council. 
 
SECTION 2.  Section 12.8.070 of the Wildomar Municipal Code regarding fees for 
excavations and encroachments on city streets is hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION 3.  Sections 17.284.030, 17.284.040, 17.284.050, 17.284.060 of the 
Wildomar Municipal Code regarding fees for encroachments are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall be effective on July 1st, 2021, which is more than 30 
days after its final passage. 
 
SECTION 5. The City Clerk is authorized and directed to cause this Ordinance to be 
published within fifteen (15) days after its passage in a newspaper of general circulation 
and circulated within the City in accordance with Government Code Chapter 36933(a) 
or, to cause this Ordinance to be published in the manner required by law using the 
alternative summary and posting procedure authorized under Government Code 
Chapter 39633(c). 
 
SECTION 6. If any part of this Ordinance, is held to be invalid for any reason, such 
decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portion of this Ordinance, and this 
City Council hereby declares that it would have passed the remainder of the Ordinance 
if such invalid portion thereof had been deleted. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED on the 12th day of May, 2021.  
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Dustin Nigg 
       Mayor 
 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Thomas D. Jex     Janet Morales 
City Attorney                City Clerk 







CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #1.7 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Dan York, Assistant City Manager 
 
PREPARED: Emily Stadnik, Land Development Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Faith Bible Church - Murrieta (PP17-0111)- On-site Public Improvement 


Agreement and Off-site Public Improvement Agreement  
 


STAFF REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council authorize the City Manager to execute the On-
site Public Improvement Agreement and Off-site Public Improvement Agreement with 
Faith Bible Church - Murrieta. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Faith Bible Church - Murrieta Project (CUP No. 17-0111) (Project) is an approved 
Conditional Use Permit for commercial purposes located east of Interstate 15, northwest 
of Depasquale Road and north of Glazebrook Road within the City of Wildomar. The 
Project was approved by the City’s Planning Commission on July 10, 2019 to establish a 
27,489 square-foot church (1,030 seats), that includes a 16,486 square-foot children’s 
ministry building, and an 18,024 square-foot gymnasium to be constructed over seven (7) 
phases, including on-site and off-site improvements.  An aerial image of the project site 
and the surrounding area is provided in Attachment A and the project site plan is provided 
in Attachment B.  The grading and improvement plans for this project have been approved 
by the City.  On the April 19, 2021 special meeting, the City Council authorized the City 
Manager to execute the Grading Agreement and BMP Facilities Agreements for CFD 
maintained BMPs and privately maintained BMPs for this project. 
 
An aerial image of the project location is included in Attachment A and a copy of the 
approved site plan is included in Attachment B. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Public Improvement Agreements 
In order to complete on-site and off-site public improvements, the Developer is required 
to enter into an On-site Public Improvement Agreement and an Off-site Public 
Improvement Agreement (Attachments C and D respectively) with the City. The 
agreements identify the Developer’s obligations to the City in performing and completing 
the construction for on-site and off-site public improvements. The agreements also 
provide the City with bonds to ensure the Developer will fulfill his/her obligations and 







secure improvements. If the Developer fails to fulfill these obligations, the bonds will 
provide a mechanism for the City to ensure that the construction site is brought to a safe 
and acceptable condition. The security amounts are based on the original Developer’s 
engineer’s construction cost estimates for the Public Improvements.  
 
Staff is requesting that the City Council authorize the City Manager to execute the Onsite 
Public Improvement Agreement and Offsite Public Improvement Agreement. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
There are no fiscal impacts to the City at this time. All costs related to this process are 
covered by developer deposits. When the project is constructed, the City will be 
responsible for the maintenance of the public improvements after acceptance.  The 
developer will be annexing into the Community Facilities District (CFD) Services to offset 
some of the City’s maintenance costs. In compliance with the City’s NPDES/MS4 Permit, 
the City will be required to perform inspections of the BMPs for the project during the 
lifetime of the development and also receive and/or process verifications from the 
landowner indicating that the BMPs are being maintained. These inspections and 
processing activities are not paid for by the landowner or through the CFD and require 
that the City use its own funds from the ‘General Fund – Stormwater’ account. If the 
landowner(s) fails to maintain any BMPs that they are required to maintain and the City 
expends funds to maintain the BMPs to ensure the City’s MS4/Storm Drain System is 
protected, the BMP Agreement obligates the landowner to pay the City for all associated 
costs incurred. 
 
Submitted by:      Approved by: 
Daniel A. York      Gary Nordquist 
Assistant City Manager,     City Manager 
Public Works Director/City Engineer 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 


A. Aerial Photo of the Faith Bible Church Project Location 
B. Faith Bible Church Site Plan 
C. On-site Public Improvement Agreement and On-site Construction Cost Estimate 
D. Off-site Public Improvement Agreement and Off-site Construction Cost Estimate 







ATTACHMENT A 
 


 
 
 
 


Aerial Image of Project Site (Project Site Highlighted in Yellow) 
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1 PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT 


NO FEE DOCUMENT 
Government Code §6103 
RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 


CITY OF WILDOMAR 
23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 201 
Wildomar, CA  92595 
Attn: City Clerk  


The Above Space For Recorder’s 
Use Only 


 Project Name:  Faith Bible Church - Murrieta 
    Project Address:  23580 Glazebrook Road 
    APN:  376-410-002 & 376-410-024 
   Project No.:  19-0179 


ONSITE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT 


This Onsite Public Improvement Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into this 12th day 
of May, 2021 by and between the City of Wildomar, a California municipal corporation 
(“City”) and Faith Bible Church - Murrieta, a California nonprofit corporation, 
(“Principal”).  City and Principal may be individual or collectively referred to as a “party” 
or the “parties” to this Agreement. 


RECITALS 


A. Principal owns the real property located at APN 376-410-002 and APN
376-410-024, in the City of Wildomar, California, which is more particularly described in
Exhibit “A” to this Agreement (“Property”).


B. Principal has applied for and obtained certain development approvals from
the City to develop the Property.  The development approvals and City ordinances 
require Principal to construct certain public improvements and dedicate those public 
improvements to the City after construction is complete. 


C. This Agreement memorializes the understanding between the parties
regarding the terms and conditions under which Principal will construct and City will 
accept the required public improvements. 


OPERATIVE PROVISIONS 


NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants 
made by the parties and contained here and other consideration, the value and 
adequacy of which are hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 


1. Construction of Improvements.  The Principal agrees to construct and
install on the Property, at the Principal’s own cost and expense, the public 
improvements shown on the improvement plans submitted by Principal and approved 
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by the City as referenced and contained within this Public Improvement Agreement 
(“Required Improvements”).Prior to commencing any work, Principal shall, at its sole 
cost and expense, obtain all necessary permits and approvals and give all necessary 
and incidental notices required for the lawful construction of the Required Improvements 
and performance of Principal’s obligations under this Agreement.  The Required 
Improvements shall be constructed in accordance with all approved maps, plans, 
specifications, standard drawings, and special amendments thereto on file with City, as 
well as all applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, regulations, codes, 
standards, and other requirements applicable at the time work is actually commenced.  
Principal shall complete the construction of the Required Improvements within twelve 
months of the date of this Agreement. 


a. Standard of Performance.  Principal and its contractors, if any, shall 
perform all work required to construct the Required Improvements under this Agreement 
in a skillful and workmanlike manner, and consistent with the standards generally 
recognized as being employed by professionals in the same discipline in the State of 
California.  Principal represents and maintains that it or its contractors shall be skilled in 
the professional calling necessary to perform the work.  Principal warrants that all of its 
employees and contractors shall have sufficient skill and experience to perform the work 
assigned to them, and that they shall have all licenses, permits, qualifications and 
approvals of whatever nature that are legally required to perform the work, and that 
such licenses, permits, qualifications and approvals shall be maintained throughout the 
term of this Agreement. 


b. Alterations to Improvements.  All work shall be done and 
improvements made and completed as shown on approved plans and specifications, 
and any subsequent alterations thereto.  If during the course of construction and 
installation of the Required Improvements it is determined that the public interest 
requires alterations in the Required Improvements, Developer shall undertake such 
design and construction changes as may be reasonably required by City.  Any and all 
alterations in the plans and specifications and the Required Improvements to be 
completed may be accomplished without giving prior notice thereof to Developer’s 
surety for this Agreement. 


c. Fees and Charges.  Principal shall, at its sole cost and expense, 
pay all fees, charges, and taxes arising out of construction of the Required 
Improvements, including, but not limited to, all plan check, design review, engineering, 
inspection, and other service fees, and any impact or connection fees established by 
City ordinance, resolution, regulation, or policy, or as established by City or as required 
by other governmental agencies having jurisdiction over the Required Improvements. 


2. Commencement of Work.  The Principal shall notify the City Engineer of 
the commencement of work on the Required Improvements. 


3. Completion of Improvements.  Upon satisfactory completion of all 
Required Improvements as determined by the City Engineer or his or her designee 
(hereafter the “City Engineer”), Principal shall offer to dedicate the Required 
Improvements to the City, and City agrees to accept that offer of dedication in 
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accordance with its policies and procedures and the terms of this Agreement.   


4. Title to Required Improvements.  The City shall not accept the Required 
Improvements unless they are constructed in conformity with the approved plans and 
specifications, approved modifications, if any, the approved final or parcel map, and City 
Improvement Standards and Specifications, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
Until such time as the Required Improvements are accepted by the City, Principal shall 
retain title and shall be responsible for, and bear the risk of loss to, any of the 
improvements constructed or installed.  Title to and ownership of the Required 
Improvements shall vest absolutely in the City upon completion and acceptance in 
writing of such Required Improvements by City.  The City shall not accept the Required 
Improvements unless title to the Required Improvements is entirely free from lien.  Prior 
to acceptance, Principal shall supply the City with appropriate lien releases, at no cost 
to and in a form acceptable to the City. 


a. Developer’s Notice of Completion.  Upon the acceptance of the 
Required Improvements by City, Principal shall file with the Recorder’s Office of the 
County of Riverside a notice of completion for the accepted Required Improvements in 
accordance with Article 2 of Chapter 4 of Title 2 of Part 6 of Division 4 of the Civil Code, 
at which time the accepted Required Improvements shall become the sole and 
exclusive property of City without payment therefor. 


b. City Acceptance of Public Improvements.  Issuance by City of 
occupancy permits for any buildings or structures located on the Property shall not be 
construed in any manner to constitute City’s acceptance or approval of any Required 
Improvements.   


c. Developer’s Obligation to Provide As-Built or Record Drawings.  
Notwithstanding the foregoing, City may not accept any Required Improvements unless 
and until Principal provides one (1) set of “as-built” or record drawings or plans to the 
City Engineer for all such Required Improvements.  The drawings shall be certified and 
shall reflect the condition of the Required Improvements as constructed, with all 
changes incorporated therein. 


5. Extension of Time to Complete Improvements. 


a. The City Engineer may extend the date for completing the Required 
Improvements. Extensions shall be granted only upon a showing of good cause by the 
Principal.  The City Engineer shall be the sole and final judge as to whether good cause 
has been shown. 


 
b. Requests for extension of the completion date shall be in writing 


and delivered to the City Engineer in the manner hereinafter specified for service of 
notices.  An extension of time, if any, shall be granted only in writing, and an oral 
extension shall not be valid or binding on the City. 


 
c. In the event the City Engineer extends the time of completion of the 


Required Improvements, such extension may be granted without notice by the City to 
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the Principal’s surety and shall in no way release any guarantee or security given by the 
Principal pursuant to this Agreement, or relieve or release those providing an 
improvement security pursuant to this Agreement.  The surety or sureties, if any, in 
executing the securities shall be deemed to have expressly agreed to any such 
extension of time. 


 
d. In granting any extension of time, the City may require new or 


amended improvement security to reflect increases in the estimated costs of 
constructing the Required Improvements or impose other conditions to protect its 
interests and ensure the timely completion of the Required Improvements. 


 
6. Inspection.  Principal shall at all times maintain proper facilities and safe 


access for inspection of the Required Improvements by City and to the shops wherein 
any work is in preparation.  Upon completion of the work, the Principal may request a 
final inspection by the City Engineer or his designee.  If the City Engineer or the 
designated representative determines that the work has been completed in accordance 
with this Agreement, then the City Engineer shall certify the completion of the Required 
Improvements to the City.  No improvements shall be finally accepted unless all aspects 
of the work have been inspected and determined to have been completed in 
accordance with the Improvement Plans and City standards.  Principal shall bear all 
costs of plan check, inspection and certification. 


7. Maintenance of Improvements.  City shall not be responsible or liable for 
the maintenance or care of the Required Improvements until City formally approves and 
accepts them in accordance with its policies and procedures.  City shall exercise no 
control over the Required Improvements until approved and accepted.  Any use by any 
person of the Required Improvements, or any portion thereof, shall be at the sole and 
exclusive risk of the Principal at all times prior to City’s acceptance of the Required 
Improvements.  Principal shall maintain all the Required Improvements in a state of 
good repair until they are completed by Principal and approved and accepted by City, 
and until the security for the performance of this Agreement is released.  Maintenance 
shall include, but shall not be limited to, repair of pavement, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, 
signals, parkways, water mains, and sewers; maintaining all landscaping in a vigorous 
and thriving condition reasonably acceptable to City; removal of debris from sewers and 
storm drains; and sweeping, repairing, and maintaining in good and safe condition all 
streets and street improvements.  It shall be Principal’s responsibility to initiate all 
maintenance work, but if it shall fail to do so, it shall promptly perform such maintenance 
work when notified to do so by City.  If Principal fails to properly prosecute its 
maintenance obligation under this section, City may do all work necessary for such 
maintenance and the cost thereof shall be the responsibility of Principal and its surety 
under this Agreement.  City shall not be responsible or liable for any damages or injury 
of any nature in any way related to or caused by the Required Improvements or their 
condition prior to acceptance.  Until final acceptance of the Required Improvements, 
Principal shall give good and adequate warning to the public of each and every 
dangerous condition existing on the Property, and will take reasonable actions to protect 
the public from such dangerous conditions. 


8. Superintendence by Principal.  Principal shall require each contractor and 
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subcontractor to have a competent foreman on the job at all times when that contractor 
or subcontractor, or any employee or agent thereof, is performing work on the Required 
Improvements.  In addition, Principal shall maintain an office with a telephone and 
Principal or a person authorized to make decisions and to act for Principal in Principal’s 
absence shall be available on the job site within three (3) hours of being called at such 
office by the City during the hours of 9:00 A.M. through 5:00 P.M., Monday through 
Friday, or any other day or time when work is being performed on the Required 
Improvements. 


9. Injury to Public Improvements, Public Property or Public Utilities Facilities.  
Principal shall replace or repair, or have replaced or repaired, all public improvements, 
public utility facilities, and surveying or subdivision monuments which are destroyed or 
damaged in the performance of any work under this Agreement.  Principal shall bear the 
entire cost of replacement or repairs of any and all public or private utility property 
damaged or destroyed in the performance of any work done under this Agreement, 
whether such property is owned by the United States or any agency thereof, or the 
State of California, or any agency or political subdivision thereof, or by the City or any 
public or private utility corporation or by any combination of such owners.  Any repair or 
replacement shall be to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 


10. Warranty.  If, within a period of one year after final acceptance by the City 
of the Required Improvements, any improvement or part of any improvement furnished 
and/or installed or constructed, or caused to be installed or constructed by Principal, or 
any of the work done under this Agreement materially fails to fulfill any of the 
requirements of this Agreement or the specifications referred to herein, Principal shall 
without delay and without any cost to City, repair, replace or reconstruct any defective 
or otherwise unsatisfactory part or parts of the improvements.  If the Principal fails to act 
promptly or in accordance with this requirement, or if the exigencies of the situation 
require repairs or replacements to be made before the Principal can be notified, then 
the City may, at its option, make the necessary repairs or replacements or perform the 
necessary work, and Principal shall pay to City the actual cost of such repairs plus 
fifteen percent (15%) within thirty (30) days of the date of billing for such work by City.  
As to any Required Improvements which have been repaired, replaced, or 
reconstructed during the Warranty, Principal and its surety hereby agree to extend the 
Warranty for an additional one (1) year period following City’s acceptance of the 
repaired, replaced, or reconstructed Required Improvements.  Nothing herein shall 
relieve Principal from any other liability it may have under federal, state, or local law to 
repair, replace, or reconstruct any Required Improvement following expiration of the 
Warranty or any extension thereof.  Principal’s warranty obligation under this section 
shall survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement. 


11. Defense, Indemnification and Hold Harmless.  Principal shall defend, 
indemnify, and hold harmless City, its elected officials, officers, employees, and agents 
from any and all actual or alleged claims, demands, causes of action, liability, loss, 
damage, or injury, to property or persons, including wrongful death, whether imposed by 
a court of law or by administrative action of any federal, state, or local governmental 
body or agency, arising out of or incident to any acts, omissions, negligence, or willful 
misconduct of Principal, its personnel, employees, agents, or contractors in connection 
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with or arising out of construction or maintenance of the Required Improvements, or 
performance of this Agreement.  This indemnification includes, without limitation, the 
payment of all penalties, fines, judgments, awards, decrees, attorneys’ fees, and related 
costs or expenses, and the reimbursement of City, its elected officials, officers, 
employees, and/or agents for all legal expenses and costs incurred by each of them.  
This indemnification excludes only such portion of any claim, demand, cause of action, 
liability, loss, damage, penalty, fine, or injury, to property or persons, including wrongful 
death, which is caused solely and exclusively by the gross negligence or willful 
misconduct of City as determined by a court or administrative body of competent 
jurisdiction.  Principal’s obligation to indemnify City shall survive the expiration or 
termination of this Agreement, and shall not be restricted to insurance proceeds, if any, 
received by City, its elected officials, officers, employees, or agents. 


12. Security.   


a. Required Security.  Concurrently with the execution of this 
Agreement, the Principal shall furnish the City with: 


(1) Faithful Performance Security.  Principal shall provide faithful 
performance security to secure faithful performance of this Agreement (“faithful 
performance” security).  This security shall be in the amount of one hundred percent 
(100%) of the total estimated cost of the Required Improvements, as determined by the 
City Engineer, which total cost is in the amount of  $1,704,500.00 (One Million Seven 
Hundred Four Thousand Five Hundred and No/100 Dollars). 


(2) Payment Security.  Principal shall also provide payment 
security to secure payment to the contractors, subcontractors, laborers, material men, 
and other persons furnishing labor, materials, or equipment for the work (“payment 
security”).  This security shall be in the amount of fifty percent (50%) of the total 
estimated cost of the Required Improvements, as determined by the City Engineer, 
which total cost is in the amount of $852,250.00 (Eight Hundred Fifty-Two Thousand 
Two Hundred Fifty and No/100 Dollars), and shall secure the obligations set forth in 
Title 1 (commencing with Section 8000) through Title 3 (commencing with Section 9000) 
of Part 6 of Division 4 of the Civil Code of the State of California. 


(3) Guarantee and Warranty Security.  Principal shall also file 
with this Agreement a “guarantee and warranty security” in the amount of ten percent 
(10%) of the total estimated cost of the Required Improvements, as determined by the 
City Engineer, which total cost is in the amount of $170,450.00 (One Hundred Seventy 
Thousand Four Hundred Fifty and No/100 Dollars) to guarantee and warrant the 
Required Improvements for a period of one year following their completion and 
acceptance against any defective work or labor done, or defective materials furnished. 


(4) Monument Security.  Principal shall also file with this 
Agreement a “monument security” in the amount of one hundred percent (100%) of the 
total estimated cost of the installation of survey monuments, as determined by the City 
Engineer, which total cost is in the amount of  Not Applicable (   and No/100 Dollars), to 
guarantee and secure the placement of such monuments. 
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b. Additional Requirements.   


(1) Any bonds submitted as security pursuant to this section 
shall be furnished by companies who are authorized and licensed by the Insurance 
Commissioner of the State of California as “admitted surety insurers,” to act as surety 
upon bonds and undertakings.  The company shall maintain in this State at least one 
office for the conduct of its business.  Bonds must be approved by the City.  The 
premiums for said bonds shall be paid by Principal.   


(2) The bonds shall be furnished on the forms enclosed 
following this Agreement and shall be satisfactory to the City.     


(3) The surety (or sureties) shall furnish reports as to the 
financial conditions from time to time as requested by the City.   


(4) Alternative forms of security will be allowed upon approval of 
the City Engineer and shall be approved as to form by the City Attorney.  All required 
securities shall be in a form approved by the City Attorney. 


(5) No change, alteration, or addition to the terms of this 
Agreement or the plans and specifications incorporated herein shall in any manner 
affect the obligation of the sureties. 


(6) The securities shall be irrevocable, shall not be limited as to 
time (except as to the one-year guarantee and warranty period) and shall provide that 
they may be released, in whole or part, only upon the written approval of the City 
Engineer and as provided in this Agreement.  All securities provided pursuant to this 
Agreement shall expressly obligate the surety for any extension of time authorized by 
the City for Principal’s completion of the Required Improvements, whether or not the 
surety is given notice of such an extension by the City. 


(7) The Attorney-in-Fact (resident agent) who executes the 
securities on behalf of the surety company must attach a copy of his/her Power of 
Attorney as evidence of his authority.  A notary shall acknowledge the power as of the 
date of the execution of the surety bond that it covers. 


c. Principal’s Liability.  While no action of Principal shall be required in 
order for City to realize on its security under any security instrument, Principal agrees to 
cooperate with City to facilitate City’s realization under any security instrument, and to 
take no action to prevent City from such realization under any Security instrument.  
Notwithstanding the giving of any security instrument or the subsequent expiration of 
any security instrument or any failure by any surety or financial institution to perform its 
obligations with respect thereto, Principal shall be personally liable for performance 
under this Agreement and for payment of the cost of the labor and materials for the 
improvements required to be constructed or installed hereby and shall, within ten (10) 
days after written demand therefor, deliver to City such substitute security as City shall 
require satisfying the requirements in this Section 12. 
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d. Release of Security. 


(1) Guarantee and Warranty Security.  Any unused portion of 
the guarantee and warranty security may be released one year after acceptance of the 
Required Improvements by the City.  The amount to be released shall first be reduced 
by the amount deemed necessary by the City to correct any defects in the Required 
Improvements that are known or believed by the City to exist at the end of the 
guarantee and warranty period. Any unreleased portion of the guarantee and warranty 
security shall remain in full force and effect unless and until the City notifies Principal in 
writing that the necessary repairs have been made to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer and that the warranty period has been successfully completed. 


(2) Payment Security.  The payment security may be released 
thirty-five (35) days after passage of the time within which claims of lien are required to 
be recorded pursuant to Article 2 of Chapter 4 of Title 2 of Part 6 of Division 4 of the 
Civil Code (commencing with Section 8410), but in no event shall such security be 
released prior to one hundred and twenty (120) days after acceptance of the Required 
Improvements by the City.  The amount to be released shall first be reduced by the total 
of all claims on which an action has been filed and notice thereof given in writing to the 
City.  City expressly may require the surety not to release the amount of security 
deemed necessary by City to assure payment of reasonable expenses and fees, 
including reasonable attorney’s fees. 


(3) Faithful Performance Security.  The faithful performance 
security may be released upon acceptance of the Required Improvements by the City. 


(4) Monument Security.  The monument security may be 
released by written authorization of the City Engineer after all required monuments are 
accepted by the City Engineer, and City has received written acknowledgment of 
payment in full from the engineer or surveyor who set the monuments. 


13. Insurance. 


a. Types; Amounts.  Developer shall procure and maintain, and shall 
require its contractors to procure and maintain, during construction of any Public 
Improvement pursuant to this Agreement, insurance of the types and in the amounts 
described below.  If any of the Required Insurance contains a general aggregate limit, 
such insurance shall apply separately to this Agreement or be no less than two times 
the specified occurrence limit.  


(1) General Liability.  Developer and its contractors shall 
procure and maintain Commercial General Liability Insurance no less broad than 
Insurance Services Office (ISO) form CG 00 01 or equivalent form, with a combined 
single limit of not less than $3,000,000 per occurrence for bodily injury, personal injury, 
and property damage. The General Aggregate shall be twice the occurrence limit or 
shall apply separately to each project. If Developer maintains higher limits than the 
specified minimum limits, City requires and shall be entitled to coverage for the higher 
limits maintained by Developer. The General Liability policy shall not contain a 







 9 PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT 


 


Contractors' Warranty or other similar language which eliminates or restricts insurance 
because of a subcontractor's failure to carry specific insurance or to supply evidence of 
such insurance 


(2) Business Automobile Liability.  Developer and its 
contractors shall procure and maintain business automobile liability insurance, or 
equivalent form, with a combined single limit of not less than $1,000,000 per 
occurrence.  Such insurance shall include coverage for the ownership, operation, 
maintenance, use, loading, or unloading of any vehicle owned, hired, and non owned by 
the insured or for which the insured is responsible. 


(3) Workers’ Compensation.  Developer and its contractors 
shall procure and maintain workers’ compensation insurance with limits as required by 
the Labor Code of the State of California and  Employers Liability with limits of 
$1,000,000 per Accident; $1,000,000 Disease per employee; $1,000,000 Disease per 
policy at all times during which insured retains employees. 


(4) Professional Liability.  For any consultant or other 
professional who will engineer or design the Public Improvements, liability insurance for 
errors and omissions with limits not less than $1,000,000 per claim. Such insurance 
shall be endorsed to include contractual liability.  Coverage applicable to the work 
performed under this agreement shall be continued for five (5) years after completion of 
the work . Such continuation coverage may be provided by one of the following: (1) 
renewal of the existing policy; (2) an extended reporting period endorsement; or (3) 
replacement insurance with a retroactive date no later than the commencement of the 
work under this agreement. 


(5) Pollution Liability. Minimum Limits: $1,000,000 per 
Pollution Incident; $1,000,000 Aggregate; Coverage shall apply to pollution incidents at 
or from any location at which Developer and its contractors are performing work under 
this agreement. Any deductible or self-insured retention shall be shown on the 
Certificate of Insurance.  If the deductible or self-insured retention exceeds $25,000 it 
shall be approved in advance by the City.  Developer and its contractors are responsible 
for any deductible or self-insured retention and shall fund it upon the City’s written 
request, regardless of whether Developer and its contractors have a claim against the 
insurance or are named as a party in any action involving the City. The City, its elected 
officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers shall be endorsed as an additional 
insured for liability arising out of ongoing and completed operations by or on behalf of 
the Developer and its contractors.  Additional insured status shall continue for one (1) 
year after completion of the work. The insurance provided to the additional insureds 
shall apply on a primary and non-contributory basis with respect to any insurance or 
self-insurance program maintained by them. If the insurance is on a Claims-Made basis, 
the retroactive date shall be no later than the commencement of work. The insurance 
shall be continued for one (1) year after completion of the work.  If the insurance is on a 
Claims-Made basis, the continuation coverage may be provided by: (a) renewal of the 
existing policy; (b) an extended reporting period endorsement; or (c) replacement 
insurance with a retroactive date no later than the commencement of the work. 
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b. Deductibles.  Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be 
declared to and approved by City.  At the option of City, either: (a) the insurer shall 
reduce or eliminate such deductibles or self-insured retentions as respects City, its 
elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers; or (b) Developer and its 
contractors shall provide a financial guarantee satisfactory to City guaranteeing 
payment of losses and related investigation costs, claims, and administrative and 
defense expenses. 


c. Additional Insured; Separation of Insureds.  The Required 
Insurance (except Workers’ Compensation and Professional Liability) shall name City, 
its elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers as additional insureds 
with respect to work performed by or on behalf of Developer or its contractors, including 
materials, parts, or equipment furnished in connection therewith City shall be endorsed 
as an additional insured for liability arising out of ongoing and completed operations by 
or on behalf of the contractor. City shall continue to be an additional insured for 
completed operations for (1) year after completion of the work.   The policy shall cover 
inter-insured suits and include a “Separation of Insureds” or “severability” clause which 
treats each insured separately and shall contain no special limitations on the scope of 
its protection to City, its elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers. 


d. Primary Insurance; Waiver of Subrogation.  The General 
Liability Insurance provided to the additional insured shall be primary to, and non 
contributory with, any insurance or self insurance program maintained by the City, its 
elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers.  All policies for the 
Required Insurance shall provide that the insurance company waives all right of 
recovery by way of subrogation against City, its elected officials, officers, employees, 
agents and volunteers. 


e. Certificates; Verification.  Developer and its contractors shall 
furnish City with original certificates of insurance and endorsements effecting coverage 
for the Required Insurance.  The certificates and endorsements for each insurance 
policy shall be signed by a person authorized by that insurer to bind coverage on its 
behalf.  All certificates and endorsements must be received and approved by City 
before work pursuant to this Agreement can begin.  City reserves the right to require 
complete, certified copies of all required insurance policies, at any time. 


f. Term; Cancellation Notice.  Developer and its contractors shall 
maintain the Required Insurance for the term of this Agreement and shall replace any 
certificate, policy, or endorsement which will expire prior to that date. Developer shall 
provide immediate written notice if (1) any of the required insurance policies is 
terminated; (2) the limits of any of the required polices are reduced; (3) or the deductible 
or self insured retention is increased.  In the event of any cancellation or reduction in 
coverage or limits of any insurance, Developer shall forthwith obtain and submit proof of 
substitute insurance.  Should Developer fail to immediately procure other insurance, as 
specified, to substitute for any canceled policy, the City may procure such insurance at 
Developer’s sole cost and expense. 
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g. Insurer Rating.  Unless approved in writing by City, all Required
Insurance shall placed with insurers licensed to do business in the State of California 
and with a current A.M. Best rating of at least A:VIII. 


14. Principal Not Agent of City.  Neither Principal nor any of Principal’s agents,
contractors, or subcontractors are or shall be considered to be agents of the City in 
connection with the performance of Principal’s obligations under this Agreement. 


15. Default; Notice; Remedies.


a. Notice.  If Principal neglects, refuses, or fails to fulfill or timely
complete any obligation, term, or condition of this Agreement, or if City determines there 
is a violation of any federal, state, or local law, ordinance, regulation, code, standard, or 
other requirement, City may at any time thereafter declare Principal to be in default or 
violation of this Agreement and make written demand upon Principal or its surety, or 
both, to immediately remedy the default or violation.  Principal shall commence the work 
required to remedy the default or violation within ten (10) days of the written demand 
from the City.  If the default or violation constitutes an immediate threat to the public 
health, safety, or welfare, City may provide the demand verbally, and Principal shall 
commence the required work within twenty-four (24) hours thereof.  Immediately upon 
City’s issuance of the demand to remedy the default, Principal and its surety shall be 
liable to City for all costs of construction and installation of the Required Improvements 
and all other administrative costs expenses as provided for in Section 9.0 of this 
Agreement. 


b. Failure to Remedy; City Action.  If the work required to remedy the
noticed default or violation is not diligently prosecuted to a substantial completion 
acceptable to City within a reasonable time designated by the City, City may complete 
all remaining work, arrange for the completion of all remaining work, and/or conduct 
such remedial activity as in its sole and absolute discretion it believes is required to 
remedy the default or violation.  All such work or remedial activity shall be at the sole 
and absolute cost, expense, and liability of Principal and its surety, without the necessity 
of giving any further notice to Principal or surety.  City’s right to take such actions shall 
in no way be limited by the fact that Principal or its surety may have constructed any, or 
none of the required or agreed upon Required Improvements at the time of City’s 
demand for performance.  In the event City elects to complete or arrange for completion 
of the remaining work and improvements, City may require all work by Principal or its 
surety to cease in order to allow adequate coordination by City.  Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, if conditions precedent for reversion to acreage can be met and if the 
interests of City will not be prejudiced thereby, City may also process a reversion to 
acreage and thereafter recover from Principal or its surety the full cost and expense 
incurred. 


c. Other Remedies.  No action by City pursuant this section shall
prohibit City from exercising any other right or pursuing any other legal or equitable 
remedy available under this Agreement or any federal, state, or local law.  City may 
exercise its rights and remedies independently or cumulatively, and City may pursue 
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inconsistent remedies.  City may institute an action for damages, injunctive relief, or 
specific performance. 


16. Notices.  All notices required under this Agreement shall be in writing, and
delivered in person or sent by registered or certified mail, postage prepaid. 


Notices required to be given to City shall be addressed as follows: 


City Engineer 
CITY OF WILDOMAR 
23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 201 
Wildomar, CA  92595 
(951) 677-7751


Notices required to be given to Principal shall be addressed as follows: 


Faith Bible Church - Murrieta 
23811 Washington Avenue 
Suite #C110-313 
Murrieta, CA 92562 
(951) 200-3173


17. Authority to Execute.  Each of the signatories hereto represents and
warrants that he or she is competent and authorized to enter into this Agreement on 
behalf of the Party for whom he or she purports to sign. Each Party hereto agrees to 
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the other Parties hereto against all claims, suits, 
actions, and demands, including necessary expenses of investigation and reasonable 
attorneys' fees and costs, arising out of claims that its signatory was not competent or 
so authorized to execute this Agreement. 


18. Attorney’s Fees. If any arbitration, lawsuit, or other legal action or
proceeding is brought by one Party against the other Party in connection with this 
Agreement, the prevailing party, whether by final judgment or arbitration award, shall be 
entitled to and recover from the other party all attorney’s fees and costs.  Any judgment, 
order, or award entered in such legal action or proceeding shall contain a specific 
provision providing for the recovery of attorney’s fees and costs. 


19. Assignment.  Principal shall not assign, hypothecate, or transfer, either
directly or by operation of law, this Agreement or any interest herein without prior written 
consent of City.  Any attempt to do so shall be null and void, and any assignee, 
hypothecatee, or transferee shall acquire no right or interest by reason of such 
attempted assignment, hypothecation, or transfer.  Unless specifically stated to the 
contrary in City’s written consent, any assignment, hypothecation, or transfer shall not 
release or discharge Developer from any duty or responsibility under this Agreement. 


20. Compliance with Laws.  Principal, its agents, employees, contractors, and
subcontractors shall comply with all federal, state and local laws in the performance of 
the work required by this Agreement including, but not limited to, obtaining all applicable 
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permits and licenses. 


21. Waiver.  City’s failure to insist upon strict compliance with any provision of 
this Agreement or to exercise any right or privilege provided herein, or City’s waiver of 
any breach of this Agreement, shall not relieve Principal of any of its obligations under 
this Agreement, whether of the same or similar type.  The foregoing shall be true 
whether City’s actions are intentional or unintentional.  Principal agrees to waive, as a 
defense, counterclaim or set off, any and all defects, irregularities or deficiencies in the 
authorization, execution or performance of the Required Improvements or this 
Agreement, as well as the laws, rules, regulations, ordinances or resolutions of City with 
regards to the authorization, execution or performance of the Required Improvements or 
this Agreement. 


22. No Vesting of Rights.  Entering into this Agreement shall not be construed 
to vest Principal’s rights with respect to any change in any zoning or building law or 
ordinance. 


23. Approvals by City; Amendment.  No amendment to or modification of this 
Agreement shall be valid unless made in writing and approved by the Principal and by 
the City. The Parties agree that the requirement for written modifications cannot be 
waived and that any attempted waiver shall be void. The City’s City Manager may, but is 
not required to, make minor amendments not affecting substantive terms without further 
authorization from the City Council. The City Council hereby authorizes the City 
Manager to execute any such amendments as required by this Agreement or that do not 
otherwise reduce City’s rights under this Agreement.  All other amendments shall be 
approved by the City Council.  


24. Construction and Interpretation.  It is agreed and acknowledged by 
Principal that the provisions of this Agreement have been arrived at through negotiation, 
and that Principal has had a full and fair opportunity to revise the provisions of this 
Agreement and to have such provisions reviewed by legal counsel.  Therefore, the 
normal rule of construction that any ambiguities are to be resolved against the drafting 
party shall not apply in construing or interpreting this Agreement. 


25. Successors and Assigns -- Covenant Running With the Land.  This 
Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and be binding upon, the successors and 
assigns of the respective parties.  The Agreement shall be recorded in the Office of the 
Recorder of Riverside County and shall constitute a covenant running with the land and 
an equitable servitude upon the subject property. 


26. Actions.  Any action by any party to this Agreement, or any action 
concerning a security furnished pursuant thereto, shall be brought in the appropriate 
court of competent jurisdiction within the County of Riverside, State of California, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law which may provide that such action may be 
brought in some other location.  The law governing this Agreement is the law of the 
State of California. 


27. Integration.  This Agreement is an integrated agreement.  It supersedes all 
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prior negotiations, representations, or agreements, either written or oral. 


28. Construction; References; Captions.  It being agreed the Parties or their
agents have participated in the preparation of this Agreement, the language of this 
Agreement shall be construed simply, according to its fair meaning, and not strictly for 
or against any Party.  Any term referencing time, days, or period for performance shall 
be deemed calendar days and not work days.  All references to Principal include all 
personnel, employees, agents, and subcontractors of Principal, except as otherwise 
specified in this Agreement.  All references to City include its elected officials, officers, 
employees, agents, and volunteers except as otherwise specified in this Agreement.  
The captions of the various articles and paragraphs are for convenience and ease of 
reference only, and do not define, limit, augment, or describe the scope, content, or 
intent of this Agreement. 


29. Severability.  If any provision in this Agreement is held by a court of
competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining provisions 
shall continue in full force without being impaired. 


30. Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in counterpart originals,
which taken together, shall constitute one and the same instrument. 


31. Effective Date of Agreement.  This Agreement shall not become effective
until the date it has been formally approved by the City and executed by the appropriate 
authorities of City and Principal. 


32. Relationship Between The Parties.  The Parties hereby mutually agree
that neither this Agreement, nor any other related entitlement, permit, nor approval 
issued by City for the Property shall operate to create the relationship of partnership, 
joint venture, or agency between City and Principal.  Principal’s contractors and 
subcontractors are exclusively and solely under the control and dominion of Principal.  
Nothing herein shall be deemed to make Principal or its contractors an agent or 
contractor of City. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as follows: 
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CITY OF WILDOMAR 


Gary Nordquist 
City Manager 


PRINCIPAL: 


Name:  
Title: 


Name:  
Title: 


ATTEST: 


___________________________ 
Janet Morales 
City Clerk 


APPROVED AS TO FORM 


___________________________ 
Thomas D. Jex 
City Attorney 


NOTE: SIGNATURES SHALL BE DULY NOTARIZED, AND APPROPRIATE ATTESTATIONS 
SHALL BE INCLUDED AS MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE BYLAWS, ARTICLES OF 
INCORPORATION, OR OTHER RULES OR REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO T BUSINESS 
ENTITY. 
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EXHIBIT “A” 


LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY


That certain real property described as APN 376-410-024 and APN 376-410-002 as recorded by 
deed in the land records of Riverside County, California, Deed Book2383 Page 250, and Book 44 
of Parcel Maps Page 51, respectively
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EXHIBIT “B” 


SURETY BONDS AND OTHER SECURITY 
 


As evidence of understanding the provisions contained in this Agreement, and of the 
Principal’s intent to comply with same, the Principal has submitted the below described 
security in the amounts required by this Agreement, and has affixed the appropriate 
signatures thereto: 


 


PERFORMANCE SECURITY: $ 1,704,500.00 


Surety:   


Attorney-in-
fact: 


  


Address:   


   


   


   
   
PAYMENT SECURITY: $         852,250.00 


Surety:   


Attorney-in-
fact: 


  


Address:   


   


   


   
   
MONUMENT SECURITY: $ NOT APPLICABLE 


Amount deposited per Cash Receipt 
No. 


  Date:  
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NO FEE DOCUMENT 
Government Code §6103 
RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 


CITY OF WILDOMAR 
23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 201 
Wildomar, CA  92595 
Attn: City Clerk  


The Above Space For Recorder’s 
Use Only 


 Project Name:  Faith Bible Church - Murrieta 
    Project Address:  23580 Glazebrook Road 
    APN:  376-410-002 & 376-410-024 
   Project No.:  19-0179 


OFFSITE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT 


This Offsite Public Improvement Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into this 12th day 
of May, 2021 by and between the City of Wildomar, a California municipal corporation 
(“City”) and Faith Bible Church - Murrieta, a California nonprofit corporation, 
(“Principal”).  City and Principal may be individual or collectively referred to as a “party” 
or the “parties” to this Agreement. 


RECITALS 


A. Principal owns the real property located at APN 376-410-002 and APN
376-410-024, in the City of Wildomar, California, which is more particularly described in
Exhibit “A” to this Agreement (“Property”).


B. Principal has applied for and obtained certain development approvals from
the City to develop the Property.  The development approvals and City ordinances 
require Principal to construct certain public improvements and dedicate those public 
improvements to the City after construction is complete. 


C. This Agreement memorializes the understanding between the parties
regarding the terms and conditions under which Principal will construct and City will 
accept the required public improvements. 


OPERATIVE PROVISIONS 


NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants 
made by the parties and contained here and other consideration, the value and 
adequacy of which are hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows: 


1. Construction of Improvements.  The Principal agrees to construct and
install on the Property, at the Principal’s own cost and expense, the public 
improvements shown on the improvement plans submitted by Principal and approved 
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by the City as referenced and contained within this Public Improvement Agreement 
(“Required Improvements”).Prior to commencing any work, Principal shall, at its sole 
cost and expense, obtain all necessary permits and approvals and give all necessary 
and incidental notices required for the lawful construction of the Required Improvements 
and performance of Principal’s obligations under this Agreement.  The Required 
Improvements shall be constructed in accordance with all approved maps, plans, 
specifications, standard drawings, and special amendments thereto on file with City, as 
well as all applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, regulations, codes, 
standards, and other requirements applicable at the time work is actually commenced.  
Principal shall complete the construction of the Required Improvements within twelve 
months of the date of this Agreement. 


a. Standard of Performance.  Principal and its contractors, if any, shall 
perform all work required to construct the Required Improvements under this Agreement 
in a skillful and workmanlike manner, and consistent with the standards generally 
recognized as being employed by professionals in the same discipline in the State of 
California.  Principal represents and maintains that it or its contractors shall be skilled in 
the professional calling necessary to perform the work.  Principal warrants that all of its 
employees and contractors shall have sufficient skill and experience to perform the work 
assigned to them, and that they shall have all licenses, permits, qualifications and 
approvals of whatever nature that are legally required to perform the work, and that 
such licenses, permits, qualifications and approvals shall be maintained throughout the 
term of this Agreement. 


b. Alterations to Improvements.  All work shall be done and 
improvements made and completed as shown on approved plans and specifications, 
and any subsequent alterations thereto.  If during the course of construction and 
installation of the Required Improvements it is determined that the public interest 
requires alterations in the Required Improvements, Developer shall undertake such 
design and construction changes as may be reasonably required by City.  Any and all 
alterations in the plans and specifications and the Required Improvements to be 
completed may be accomplished without giving prior notice thereof to Developer’s 
surety for this Agreement. 


c. Fees and Charges.  Principal shall, at its sole cost and expense, 
pay all fees, charges, and taxes arising out of construction of the Required 
Improvements, including, but not limited to, all plan check, design review, engineering, 
inspection, and other service fees, and any impact or connection fees established by 
City ordinance, resolution, regulation, or policy, or as established by City or as required 
by other governmental agencies having jurisdiction over the Required Improvements. 


2. Commencement of Work.  The Principal shall notify the City Engineer of 
the commencement of work on the Required Improvements. 


3. Completion of Improvements.  Upon satisfactory completion of all 
Required Improvements as determined by the City Engineer or his or her designee 
(hereafter the “City Engineer”), Principal shall offer to dedicate the Required 
Improvements to the City, and City agrees to accept that offer of dedication in 
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accordance with its policies and procedures and the terms of this Agreement.   


4. Title to Required Improvements.  The City shall not accept the Required 
Improvements unless they are constructed in conformity with the approved plans and 
specifications, approved modifications, if any, the approved final or parcel map, and City 
Improvement Standards and Specifications, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
Until such time as the Required Improvements are accepted by the City, Principal shall 
retain title and shall be responsible for, and bear the risk of loss to, any of the 
improvements constructed or installed.  Title to and ownership of the Required 
Improvements shall vest absolutely in the City upon completion and acceptance in 
writing of such Required Improvements by City.  The City shall not accept the Required 
Improvements unless title to the Required Improvements is entirely free from lien.  Prior 
to acceptance, Principal shall supply the City with appropriate lien releases, at no cost 
to and in a form acceptable to the City. 


a. Developer’s Notice of Completion.  Upon the acceptance of the 
Required Improvements by City, Principal shall file with the Recorder’s Office of the 
County of Riverside a notice of completion for the accepted Required Improvements in 
accordance with Article 2 of Chapter 4 of Title 2 of Part 6 of Division 4 of the Civil Code, 
at which time the accepted Required Improvements shall become the sole and 
exclusive property of City without payment therefor. 


b. City Acceptance of Public Improvements.  Issuance by City of 
occupancy permits for any buildings or structures located on the Property shall not be 
construed in any manner to constitute City’s acceptance or approval of any Required 
Improvements.   


c. Developer’s Obligation to Provide As-Built or Record Drawings.  
Notwithstanding the foregoing, City may not accept any Required Improvements unless 
and until Principal provides one (1) set of “as-built” or record drawings or plans to the 
City Engineer for all such Required Improvements.  The drawings shall be certified and 
shall reflect the condition of the Required Improvements as constructed, with all 
changes incorporated therein. 


5. Extension of Time to Complete Improvements. 


a. The City Engineer may extend the date for completing the Required 
Improvements. Extensions shall be granted only upon a showing of good cause by the 
Principal.  The City Engineer shall be the sole and final judge as to whether good cause 
has been shown. 


 
b. Requests for extension of the completion date shall be in writing 


and delivered to the City Engineer in the manner hereinafter specified for service of 
notices.  An extension of time, if any, shall be granted only in writing, and an oral 
extension shall not be valid or binding on the City. 


 
c. In the event the City Engineer extends the time of completion of the 


Required Improvements, such extension may be granted without notice by the City to 
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the Principal’s surety and shall in no way release any guarantee or security given by the 
Principal pursuant to this Agreement, or relieve or release those providing an 
improvement security pursuant to this Agreement.  The surety or sureties, if any, in 
executing the securities shall be deemed to have expressly agreed to any such 
extension of time. 


 
d. In granting any extension of time, the City may require new or 


amended improvement security to reflect increases in the estimated costs of 
constructing the Required Improvements or impose other conditions to protect its 
interests and ensure the timely completion of the Required Improvements. 


 
6. Inspection.  Principal shall at all times maintain proper facilities and safe 


access for inspection of the Required Improvements by City and to the shops wherein 
any work is in preparation.  Upon completion of the work, the Principal may request a 
final inspection by the City Engineer or his designee.  If the City Engineer or the 
designated representative determines that the work has been completed in accordance 
with this Agreement, then the City Engineer shall certify the completion of the Required 
Improvements to the City.  No improvements shall be finally accepted unless all aspects 
of the work have been inspected and determined to have been completed in 
accordance with the Improvement Plans and City standards.  Principal shall bear all 
costs of plan check, inspection and certification. 


7. Maintenance of Improvements.  City shall not be responsible or liable for 
the maintenance or care of the Required Improvements until City formally approves and 
accepts them in accordance with its policies and procedures.  City shall exercise no 
control over the Required Improvements until approved and accepted.  Any use by any 
person of the Required Improvements, or any portion thereof, shall be at the sole and 
exclusive risk of the Principal at all times prior to City’s acceptance of the Required 
Improvements.  Principal shall maintain all the Required Improvements in a state of 
good repair until they are completed by Principal and approved and accepted by City, 
and until the security for the performance of this Agreement is released.  Maintenance 
shall include, but shall not be limited to, repair of pavement, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, 
signals, parkways, water mains, and sewers; maintaining all landscaping in a vigorous 
and thriving condition reasonably acceptable to City; removal of debris from sewers and 
storm drains; and sweeping, repairing, and maintaining in good and safe condition all 
streets and street improvements.  It shall be Principal’s responsibility to initiate all 
maintenance work, but if it shall fail to do so, it shall promptly perform such maintenance 
work when notified to do so by City.  If Principal fails to properly prosecute its 
maintenance obligation under this section, City may do all work necessary for such 
maintenance and the cost thereof shall be the responsibility of Principal and its surety 
under this Agreement.  City shall not be responsible or liable for any damages or injury 
of any nature in any way related to or caused by the Required Improvements or their 
condition prior to acceptance.  Until final acceptance of the Required Improvements, 
Principal shall give good and adequate warning to the public of each and every 
dangerous condition existing on the Property, and will take reasonable actions to protect 
the public from such dangerous conditions. 


8. Superintendence by Principal.  Principal shall require each contractor and 
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subcontractor to have a competent foreman on the job at all times when that contractor 
or subcontractor, or any employee or agent thereof, is performing work on the Required 
Improvements.  In addition, Principal shall maintain an office with a telephone and 
Principal or a person authorized to make decisions and to act for Principal in Principal’s 
absence shall be available on the job site within three (3) hours of being called at such 
office by the City during the hours of 9:00 A.M. through 5:00 P.M., Monday through 
Friday, or any other day or time when work is being performed on the Required 
Improvements. 


9. Injury to Public Improvements, Public Property or Public Utilities Facilities.  
Principal shall replace or repair, or have replaced or repaired, all public improvements, 
public utility facilities, and surveying or subdivision monuments which are destroyed or 
damaged in the performance of any work under this Agreement.  Principal shall bear the 
entire cost of replacement or repairs of any and all public or private utility property 
damaged or destroyed in the performance of any work done under this Agreement, 
whether such property is owned by the United States or any agency thereof, or the 
State of California, or any agency or political subdivision thereof, or by the City or any 
public or private utility corporation or by any combination of such owners.  Any repair or 
replacement shall be to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 


10. Warranty.  If, within a period of one year after final acceptance by the City 
of the Required Improvements, any improvement or part of any improvement furnished 
and/or installed or constructed, or caused to be installed or constructed by Principal, or 
any of the work done under this Agreement materially fails to fulfill any of the 
requirements of this Agreement or the specifications referred to herein, Principal shall 
without delay and without any cost to City, repair, replace or reconstruct any defective 
or otherwise unsatisfactory part or parts of the improvements.  If the Principal fails to act 
promptly or in accordance with this requirement, or if the exigencies of the situation 
require repairs or replacements to be made before the Principal can be notified, then 
the City may, at its option, make the necessary repairs or replacements or perform the 
necessary work, and Principal shall pay to City the actual cost of such repairs plus 
fifteen percent (15%) within thirty (30) days of the date of billing for such work by City.  
As to any Required Improvements which have been repaired, replaced, or 
reconstructed during the Warranty, Principal and its surety hereby agree to extend the 
Warranty for an additional one (1) year period following City’s acceptance of the 
repaired, replaced, or reconstructed Required Improvements.  Nothing herein shall 
relieve Principal from any other liability it may have under federal, state, or local law to 
repair, replace, or reconstruct any Required Improvement following expiration of the 
Warranty or any extension thereof.  Principal’s warranty obligation under this section 
shall survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement. 


11. Defense, Indemnification and Hold Harmless.  Principal shall defend, 
indemnify, and hold harmless City, its elected officials, officers, employees, and agents 
from any and all actual or alleged claims, demands, causes of action, liability, loss, 
damage, or injury, to property or persons, including wrongful death, whether imposed by 
a court of law or by administrative action of any federal, state, or local governmental 
body or agency, arising out of or incident to any acts, omissions, negligence, or willful 
misconduct of Principal, its personnel, employees, agents, or contractors in connection 
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with or arising out of construction or maintenance of the Required Improvements, or 
performance of this Agreement.  This indemnification includes, without limitation, the 
payment of all penalties, fines, judgments, awards, decrees, attorneys’ fees, and related 
costs or expenses, and the reimbursement of City, its elected officials, officers, 
employees, and/or agents for all legal expenses and costs incurred by each of them.  
This indemnification excludes only such portion of any claim, demand, cause of action, 
liability, loss, damage, penalty, fine, or injury, to property or persons, including wrongful 
death, which is caused solely and exclusively by the gross negligence or willful 
misconduct of City as determined by a court or administrative body of competent 
jurisdiction.  Principal’s obligation to indemnify City shall survive the expiration or 
termination of this Agreement, and shall not be restricted to insurance proceeds, if any, 
received by City, its elected officials, officers, employees, or agents. 


12. Security.   


a. Required Security.  Concurrently with the execution of this 
Agreement, the Principal shall furnish the City with: 


(1) Faithful Performance Security.  Principal shall provide faithful 
performance security to secure faithful performance of this Agreement (“faithful 
performance” security).  This security shall be in the amount of one hundred percent 
(100%) of the total estimated cost of the Required Improvements, as determined by the 
City Engineer, which total cost is in the amount of  $192,500.00 (One Hundred Ninety- 
Two Thousand Five Hundred and No/100 Dollars). 


(2) Payment Security.  Principal shall also provide payment 
security to secure payment to the contractors, subcontractors, laborers, material men, 
and other persons furnishing labor, materials, or equipment for the work (“payment 
security”).  This security shall be in the amount of fifty percent (50%) of the total 
estimated cost of the Required Improvements, as determined by the City Engineer, 
which total cost is in the amount of $96,250.00 (Ninety-Six Thousand Two Hundred 
Fifty     and No/100 Dollars), and shall secure the obligations set forth in Title 1 
(commencing with Section 8000) through Title 3 (commencing with Section 9000) of 
Part 6 of Division 4 of the Civil Code of the State of California. 


(3) Guarantee and Warranty Security.  Principal shall also file 
with this Agreement a “guarantee and warranty security” in the amount of ten percent 
(10%) of the total estimated cost of the Required Improvements, as determined by the 
City Engineer, which total cost is in the amount of $19,250.00 (Nineteen Thousand 
Two Hundred Fifty and No/100 Dollars) to guarantee and warrant the Required 
Improvements for a period of one year following their completion and acceptance 
against any defective work or labor done, or defective materials furnished. 


(4) Monument Security.  Principal shall also file with this 
Agreement a “monument security” in the amount of one hundred percent (100%) of the 
total estimated cost of the installation of survey monuments, as determined by the City 
Engineer, which total cost is in the amount of  Not Applicable (  and No/100 Dollars), to 
guarantee and secure the placement of such monuments. 
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b. Additional Requirements.   


(1) Any bonds submitted as security pursuant to this section 
shall be furnished by companies who are authorized and licensed by the Insurance 
Commissioner of the State of California as “admitted surety insurers,” to act as surety 
upon bonds and undertakings.  The company shall maintain in this State at least one 
office for the conduct of its business.  Bonds must be approved by the City.  The 
premiums for said bonds shall be paid by Principal.   


(2) The bonds shall be furnished on the forms enclosed 
following this Agreement and shall be satisfactory to the City.     


(3) The surety (or sureties) shall furnish reports as to the 
financial conditions from time to time as requested by the City.   


(4) Alternative forms of security will be allowed upon approval of 
the City Engineer and shall be approved as to form by the City Attorney.  All required 
securities shall be in a form approved by the City Attorney. 


(5) No change, alteration, or addition to the terms of this 
Agreement or the plans and specifications incorporated herein shall in any manner 
affect the obligation of the sureties. 


(6) The securities shall be irrevocable, shall not be limited as to 
time (except as to the one-year guarantee and warranty period) and shall provide that 
they may be released, in whole or part, only upon the written approval of the City 
Engineer and as provided in this Agreement.  All securities provided pursuant to this 
Agreement shall expressly obligate the surety for any extension of time authorized by 
the City for Principal’s completion of the Required Improvements, whether or not the 
surety is given notice of such an extension by the City. 


(7) The Attorney-in-Fact (resident agent) who executes the 
securities on behalf of the surety company must attach a copy of his/her Power of 
Attorney as evidence of his authority.  A notary shall acknowledge the power as of the 
date of the execution of the surety bond that it covers. 


c. Principal’s Liability.  While no action of Principal shall be required in 
order for City to realize on its security under any security instrument, Principal agrees to 
cooperate with City to facilitate City’s realization under any security instrument, and to 
take no action to prevent City from such realization under any Security instrument.  
Notwithstanding the giving of any security instrument or the subsequent expiration of 
any security instrument or any failure by any surety or financial institution to perform its 
obligations with respect thereto, Principal shall be personally liable for performance 
under this Agreement and for payment of the cost of the labor and materials for the 
improvements required to be constructed or installed hereby and shall, within ten (10) 
days after written demand therefor, deliver to City such substitute security as City shall 
require satisfying the requirements in this Section 12. 
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d. Release of Security. 


(1) Guarantee and Warranty Security.  Any unused portion of 
the guarantee and warranty security may be released one year after acceptance of the 
Required Improvements by the City.  The amount to be released shall first be reduced 
by the amount deemed necessary by the City to correct any defects in the Required 
Improvements that are known or believed by the City to exist at the end of the 
guarantee and warranty period. Any unreleased portion of the guarantee and warranty 
security shall remain in full force and effect unless and until the City notifies Principal in 
writing that the necessary repairs have been made to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer and that the warranty period has been successfully completed. 


(2) Payment Security.  The payment security may be released 
thirty-five (35) days after passage of the time within which claims of lien are required to 
be recorded pursuant to Article 2 of Chapter 4 of Title 2 of Part 6 of Division 4 of the 
Civil Code (commencing with Section 8410), but in no event shall such security be 
released prior to one hundred and twenty (120) days after acceptance of the Required 
Improvements by the City.  The amount to be released shall first be reduced by the total 
of all claims on which an action has been filed and notice thereof given in writing to the 
City.  City expressly may require the surety not to release the amount of security 
deemed necessary by City to assure payment of reasonable expenses and fees, 
including reasonable attorney’s fees. 


(3) Faithful Performance Security.  The faithful performance 
security may be released upon acceptance of the Required Improvements by the City. 


(4) Monument Security.  The monument security may be 
released by written authorization of the City Engineer after all required monuments are 
accepted by the City Engineer, and City has received written acknowledgment of 
payment in full from the engineer or surveyor who set the monuments. 


13. Insurance. 


a. Types; Amounts.  Developer shall procure and maintain, and shall 
require its contractors to procure and maintain, during construction of any Public 
Improvement pursuant to this Agreement, insurance of the types and in the amounts 
described below.  If any of the Required Insurance contains a general aggregate limit, 
such insurance shall apply separately to this Agreement or be no less than two times 
the specified occurrence limit.  


(1) General Liability.  Developer and its contractors shall 
procure and maintain Commercial General Liability Insurance no less broad than 
Insurance Services Office (ISO) form CG 00 01 or equivalent form, with a combined 
single limit of not less than $3,000,000 per occurrence for bodily injury, personal injury, 
and property damage. The General Aggregate shall be twice the occurrence limit or 
shall apply separately to each project. If Developer maintains higher limits than the 
specified minimum limits, City requires and shall be entitled to coverage for the higher 
limits maintained by Developer. The General Liability policy shall not contain a 
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Contractors' Warranty or other similar language which eliminates or restricts insurance 
because of a subcontractor's failure to carry specific insurance or to supply evidence of 
such insurance 


(2) Business Automobile Liability.  Developer and its 
contractors shall procure and maintain business automobile liability insurance, or 
equivalent form, with a combined single limit of not less than $1,000,000 per 
occurrence.  Such insurance shall include coverage for the ownership, operation, 
maintenance, use, loading, or unloading of any vehicle owned, hired, and non owned by 
the insured or for which the insured is responsible. 


(3) Workers’ Compensation.  Developer and its contractors 
shall procure and maintain workers’ compensation insurance with limits as required by 
the Labor Code of the State of California and  Employers Liability with limits of 
$1,000,000 per Accident; $1,000,000 Disease per employee; $1,000,000 Disease per 
policy at all times during which insured retains employees. 


(4) Professional Liability.  For any consultant or other 
professional who will engineer or design the Public Improvements, liability insurance for 
errors and omissions with limits not less than $1,000,000 per claim. Such insurance 
shall be endorsed to include contractual liability.  Coverage applicable to the work 
performed under this agreement shall be continued for five (5) years after completion of 
the work . Such continuation coverage may be provided by one of the following: (1) 
renewal of the existing policy; (2) an extended reporting period endorsement; or (3) 
replacement insurance with a retroactive date no later than the commencement of the 
work under this agreement. 


(5) Pollution Liability. Minimum Limits: $1,000,000 per 
Pollution Incident; $1,000,000 Aggregate; Coverage shall apply to pollution incidents at 
or from any location at which Developer and its contractors are performing work under 
this agreement. Any deductible or self-insured retention shall be shown on the 
Certificate of Insurance.  If the deductible or self-insured retention exceeds $25,000 it 
shall be approved in advance by the City.  Developer and its contractors are responsible 
for any deductible or self-insured retention and shall fund it upon the City’s written 
request, regardless of whether Developer and its contractors have a claim against the 
insurance or are named as a party in any action involving the City. The City, its elected 
officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers shall be endorsed as an additional 
insured for liability arising out of ongoing and completed operations by or on behalf of 
the Developer and its contractors.  Additional insured status shall continue for one (1) 
year after completion of the work. The insurance provided to the additional insureds 
shall apply on a primary and non-contributory basis with respect to any insurance or 
self-insurance program maintained by them. If the insurance is on a Claims-Made basis, 
the retroactive date shall be no later than the commencement of work. The insurance 
shall be continued for one (1) year after completion of the work.  If the insurance is on a 
Claims-Made basis, the continuation coverage may be provided by: (a) renewal of the 
existing policy; (b) an extended reporting period endorsement; or (c) replacement 
insurance with a retroactive date no later than the commencement of the work. 
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b. Deductibles.  Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be 
declared to and approved by City.  At the option of City, either: (a) the insurer shall 
reduce or eliminate such deductibles or self-insured retentions as respects City, its 
elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers; or (b) Developer and its 
contractors shall provide a financial guarantee satisfactory to City guaranteeing 
payment of losses and related investigation costs, claims, and administrative and 
defense expenses. 


c. Additional Insured; Separation of Insureds.  The Required 
Insurance (except Workers’ Compensation and Professional Liability) shall name City, 
its elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers as additional insureds 
with respect to work performed by or on behalf of Developer or its contractors, including 
materials, parts, or equipment furnished in connection therewith City shall be endorsed 
as an additional insured for liability arising out of ongoing and completed operations by 
or on behalf of the contractor. City shall continue to be an additional insured for 
completed operations for (1) year after completion of the work.   The policy shall cover 
inter-insured suits and include a “Separation of Insureds” or “severability” clause which 
treats each insured separately and shall contain no special limitations on the scope of 
its protection to City, its elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers. 


d. Primary Insurance; Waiver of Subrogation.  The General 
Liability Insurance provided to the additional insured shall be primary to, and non 
contributory with, any insurance or self insurance program maintained by the City, its 
elected officials, officers, employees, agents, and volunteers.  All policies for the 
Required Insurance shall provide that the insurance company waives all right of 
recovery by way of subrogation against City, its elected officials, officers, employees, 
agents and volunteers. 


e. Certificates; Verification.  Developer and its contractors shall 
furnish City with original certificates of insurance and endorsements effecting coverage 
for the Required Insurance.  The certificates and endorsements for each insurance 
policy shall be signed by a person authorized by that insurer to bind coverage on its 
behalf.  All certificates and endorsements must be received and approved by City 
before work pursuant to this Agreement can begin.  City reserves the right to require 
complete, certified copies of all required insurance policies, at any time. 


f. Term; Cancellation Notice.  Developer and its contractors shall 
maintain the Required Insurance for the term of this Agreement and shall replace any 
certificate, policy, or endorsement which will expire prior to that date. Developer shall 
provide immediate written notice if (1) any of the required insurance policies is 
terminated; (2) the limits of any of the required polices are reduced; (3) or the deductible 
or self insured retention is increased.  In the event of any cancellation or reduction in 
coverage or limits of any insurance, Developer shall forthwith obtain and submit proof of 
substitute insurance.  Should Developer fail to immediately procure other insurance, as 
specified, to substitute for any canceled policy, the City may procure such insurance at 
Developer’s sole cost and expense. 
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g. Insurer Rating.  Unless approved in writing by City, all Required 
Insurance shall placed with insurers licensed to do business in the State of California 
and with a current A.M. Best rating of at least A:VIII. 


14. Principal Not Agent of City.  Neither Principal nor any of Principal’s agents, 
contractors, or subcontractors are or shall be considered to be agents of the City in 
connection with the performance of Principal’s obligations under this Agreement. 


15. Default; Notice; Remedies. 


a. Notice.  If Principal neglects, refuses, or fails to fulfill or timely 
complete any obligation, term, or condition of this Agreement, or if City determines there 
is a violation of any federal, state, or local law, ordinance, regulation, code, standard, or 
other requirement, City may at any time thereafter declare Principal to be in default or 
violation of this Agreement and make written demand upon Principal or its surety, or 
both, to immediately remedy the default or violation.  Principal shall commence the work 
required to remedy the default or violation within ten (10) days of the written demand 
from the City.  If the default or violation constitutes an immediate threat to the public 
health, safety, or welfare, City may provide the demand verbally, and Principal shall 
commence the required work within twenty-four (24) hours thereof.  Immediately upon 
City’s issuance of the demand to remedy the default, Principal and its surety shall be 
liable to City for all costs of construction and installation of the Required Improvements 
and all other administrative costs expenses as provided for in Section 9.0 of this 
Agreement. 


b. Failure to Remedy; City Action.  If the work required to remedy the 
noticed default or violation is not diligently prosecuted to a substantial completion 
acceptable to City within a reasonable time designated by the City, City may complete 
all remaining work, arrange for the completion of all remaining work, and/or conduct 
such remedial activity as in its sole and absolute discretion it believes is required to 
remedy the default or violation.  All such work or remedial activity shall be at the sole 
and absolute cost, expense, and liability of Principal and its surety, without the necessity 
of giving any further notice to Principal or surety.  City’s right to take such actions shall 
in no way be limited by the fact that Principal or its surety may have constructed any, or 
none of the required or agreed upon Required Improvements at the time of City’s 
demand for performance.  In the event City elects to complete or arrange for completion 
of the remaining work and improvements, City may require all work by Principal or its 
surety to cease in order to allow adequate coordination by City.  Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, if conditions precedent for reversion to acreage can be met and if the 
interests of City will not be prejudiced thereby, City may also process a reversion to 
acreage and thereafter recover from Principal or its surety the full cost and expense 
incurred. 


c. Other Remedies.  No action by City pursuant this section shall 
prohibit City from exercising any other right or pursuing any other legal or equitable 
remedy available under this Agreement or any federal, state, or local law.  City may 
exercise its rights and remedies independently or cumulatively, and City may pursue 
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inconsistent remedies.  City may institute an action for damages, injunctive relief, or 
specific performance. 


16. Notices.  All notices required under this Agreement shall be in writing, and 
delivered in person or sent by registered or certified mail, postage prepaid. 


Notices required to be given to City shall be addressed as follows: 


City Engineer 
CITY OF WILDOMAR 
23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 201 
Wildomar, CA  92595 
(951) 677-7751 
 


Notices required to be given to Principal shall be addressed as follows: 


Faith Bible Church - Murrieta 
23811 Washington Avenue 
Suite #C110-313 
Murrieta, CA 92562 
(951) 200-3173 


 
17. Authority to Execute.  Each of the signatories hereto represents and 


warrants that he or she is competent and authorized to enter into this Agreement on 
behalf of the Party for whom he or she purports to sign. Each Party hereto agrees to 
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the other Parties hereto against all claims, suits, 
actions, and demands, including necessary expenses of investigation and reasonable 
attorneys' fees and costs, arising out of claims that its signatory was not competent or 
so authorized to execute this Agreement. 
 


18. Attorney’s Fees. If any arbitration, lawsuit, or other legal action or 
proceeding is brought by one Party against the other Party in connection with this 
Agreement, the prevailing party, whether by final judgment or arbitration award, shall be 
entitled to and recover from the other party all attorney’s fees and costs.  Any judgment, 
order, or award entered in such legal action or proceeding shall contain a specific 
provision providing for the recovery of attorney’s fees and costs. 
 


19. Assignment.  Principal shall not assign, hypothecate, or transfer, either 
directly or by operation of law, this Agreement or any interest herein without prior written 
consent of City.  Any attempt to do so shall be null and void, and any assignee, 
hypothecatee, or transferee shall acquire no right or interest by reason of such 
attempted assignment, hypothecation, or transfer.  Unless specifically stated to the 
contrary in City’s written consent, any assignment, hypothecation, or transfer shall not 
release or discharge Developer from any duty or responsibility under this Agreement. 


20. Compliance with Laws.  Principal, its agents, employees, contractors, and 
subcontractors shall comply with all federal, state and local laws in the performance of 
the work required by this Agreement including, but not limited to, obtaining all applicable 
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permits and licenses. 


21. Waiver.  City’s failure to insist upon strict compliance with any provision of 
this Agreement or to exercise any right or privilege provided herein, or City’s waiver of 
any breach of this Agreement, shall not relieve Principal of any of its obligations under 
this Agreement, whether of the same or similar type.  The foregoing shall be true 
whether City’s actions are intentional or unintentional.  Principal agrees to waive, as a 
defense, counterclaim or set off, any and all defects, irregularities or deficiencies in the 
authorization, execution or performance of the Required Improvements or this 
Agreement, as well as the laws, rules, regulations, ordinances or resolutions of City with 
regards to the authorization, execution or performance of the Required Improvements or 
this Agreement. 


22. No Vesting of Rights.  Entering into this Agreement shall not be construed 
to vest Principal’s rights with respect to any change in any zoning or building law or 
ordinance. 


23. Approvals by City; Amendment.  No amendment to or modification of this 
Agreement shall be valid unless made in writing and approved by the Principal and by 
the City. The Parties agree that the requirement for written modifications cannot be 
waived and that any attempted waiver shall be void. The City’s City Manager may, but is 
not required to, make minor amendments not affecting substantive terms without further 
authorization from the City Council. The City Council hereby authorizes the City 
Manager to execute any such amendments as required by this Agreement or that do not 
otherwise reduce City’s rights under this Agreement.  All other amendments shall be 
approved by the City Council.  


24. Construction and Interpretation.  It is agreed and acknowledged by 
Principal that the provisions of this Agreement have been arrived at through negotiation, 
and that Principal has had a full and fair opportunity to revise the provisions of this 
Agreement and to have such provisions reviewed by legal counsel.  Therefore, the 
normal rule of construction that any ambiguities are to be resolved against the drafting 
party shall not apply in construing or interpreting this Agreement. 


25. Successors and Assigns -- Covenant Running With the Land.  This 
Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and be binding upon, the successors and 
assigns of the respective parties.  The Agreement shall be recorded in the Office of the 
Recorder of Riverside County and shall constitute a covenant running with the land and 
an equitable servitude upon the subject property. 


26. Actions.  Any action by any party to this Agreement, or any action 
concerning a security furnished pursuant thereto, shall be brought in the appropriate 
court of competent jurisdiction within the County of Riverside, State of California, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law which may provide that such action may be 
brought in some other location.  The law governing this Agreement is the law of the 
State of California. 


27. Integration.  This Agreement is an integrated agreement.  It supersedes all 
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prior negotiations, representations, or agreements, either written or oral. 


28. Construction; References; Captions.  It being agreed the Parties or their 
agents have participated in the preparation of this Agreement, the language of this 
Agreement shall be construed simply, according to its fair meaning, and not strictly for 
or against any Party.  Any term referencing time, days, or period for performance shall 
be deemed calendar days and not work days.  All references to Principal include all 
personnel, employees, agents, and subcontractors of Principal, except as otherwise 
specified in this Agreement.  All references to City include its elected officials, officers, 
employees, agents, and volunteers except as otherwise specified in this Agreement.  
The captions of the various articles and paragraphs are for convenience and ease of 
reference only, and do not define, limit, augment, or describe the scope, content, or 
intent of this Agreement. 


29. Severability.  If any provision in this Agreement is held by a court of 
competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining provisions 
shall continue in full force without being impaired. 


30. Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in counterpart originals, 
which taken together, shall constitute one and the same instrument. 


31. Effective Date of Agreement.  This Agreement shall not become effective 
until the date it has been formally approved by the City and executed by the appropriate 
authorities of City and Principal. 


32. Relationship Between The Parties.  The Parties hereby mutually agree 
that neither this Agreement, nor any other related entitlement, permit, nor approval 
issued by City for the Property shall operate to create the relationship of partnership, 
joint venture, or agency between City and Principal.  Principal’s contractors and 
subcontractors are exclusively and solely under the control and dominion of Principal.  
Nothing herein shall be deemed to make Principal or its contractors an agent or 
contractor of City. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as follows:  
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CITY OF WILDOMAR 
 
 
 
       
Gary Nordquist 
City Manager 
 
 
PRINCIPAL: 
 
 
 
      
 


Name:       
Title:      


 
      
 


Name:       
Title:      


ATTEST: 


___________________________ 
Janet Morales 
City Clerk 


APPROVED AS TO FORM 


___________________________ 
Thomas D. Jex 
City Attorney 
 
NOTE: SIGNATURES SHALL BE DULY NOTARIZED, AND APPROPRIATE ATTESTATIONS 
SHALL BE INCLUDED AS MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE BYLAWS, ARTICLES OF 
INCORPORATION, OR OTHER RULES OR REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO T BUSINESS 
ENTITY. 
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EXHIBIT “A” 


LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY


That certain real property described as APN 376-410-024 and APN 376-410-002 as recorded by
deed in the land records of Riverside County, California, Deed Book2383 Page 250, and Book 44
of Parcel Maps Page 51, respectively
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EXHIBIT “B” 


SURETY BONDS AND OTHER SECURITY 
 


As evidence of understanding the provisions contained in this Agreement, and of the 
Principal’s intent to comply with same, the Principal has submitted the below described 
security in the amounts required by this Agreement, and has affixed the appropriate 
signatures thereto: 


 


PERFORMANCE SECURITY: $ 192,500.00 


Surety:   


Attorney-in-
fact: 


  


Address:   


   


   


   
   
PAYMENT SECURITY: $ 9696,2      96,250.00   


Surety:   


Attorney-in-
fact: 


  


Address:   


   


   


   
   
MONUMENT SECURITY: $ NOT APPLICABLE 


Amount deposited per Cash Receipt 
No. 


  Date:  


 







CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #1.8  


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Daniel Torres, Parks, Community Services and Cemetery District Manager 
  
SUBJECT: Use Permit for COVID-19 Testing and Vaccines 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 


RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends that the City Council approve and authorize the City Manager to: 
 


1). Coordinate with the County of Riverside days and timeframe for COVID-19 
testing and vaccine services to be provided within the specified locations in 
Wildomar and; 


 
2). Sign the Use Permit for RUHS through CURATIVE to provide COVID-19 


testing and vaccinations. 
 
BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION: 
The Riverside University Health System had entered in an agreement with CURATIVE to 
provide COVID-19 testing services within the County of Riverside. RUHS had requested 
that the County of Riverside to locate and host sites throughout Riverside County. The 
County had determined the City of Wildomar as a location to fulfill the agreement. On 
January 13, 2021, the City Council authorized the City Manager to sign a Use Permit that 
permitted RUHS through CURATIVE to provide testing at the Wildomar Little League 
Parking Lot with Marna O’Brien Park as a possible secondary location. The testing site 
was held every Monday from 8:30 am to 3:30 pm from February 1st – April 30th by 
registration only through the CURATIVE website. The County had expressed an interest 
to extend the Use Permit to continue providing testing within the City of Wildomar. 
 
On April 28,2021, the County had presented the City of Wildomar staff an updated Use 
Permit that would extend the testing site at the Wildomar Little League Parking Lot 
through July 31, 2021. Along with COVID-19 testing service this site will now also facilitate 
vaccine distribution.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
CURATIVE staff conducts all services per their agreement with the RUHS. City staff 
manages the unlocking and locking of gates to the site parking lot during normal business 
hours. If additional staff hours are needed to fulfil these services, COVID relief funds will 
be used to cover the cost. 







 
Submitted by: Approved by: 
Daniel Torres Gary Nordquist 
Parks, Community Services  City Manager 
and Cemetery District Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
COVID-19 Use Permit - City of Wildomar - Curative - AATF 



























  


 
 


CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item#1.9 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
 Meeting Date:  May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:   Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  Robert Howell, Acting Administrative Services Director 
 
PREPARED BY: James R. Riley, Project Consultant 
  
SUBJECT:  One Year Extension with Auditor-Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc. 


 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Staff recommends that the City Council authorize the City Manager to execute a one-year 
extension with Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc.to perform professional audit services for 
the City of Wildomar for the year ending June 30, 2021. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The City and Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc entered into an agreement for professional 
audit services on May 11, 2016. The original terms of the agreement were for three 
years, with an option for a two-year extension. These terms were met, including the two-
year extension, with the agreement ending with the June 30, 2020 fiscal year audit. 
 
The City would like to extend this agreement for one additional year. Normally, a 
Request for Proposal (RFP) would have been issued around January 2021 for 
professional auditing services. However, because of the COVID-19 pandemic, staff is 
recommending an additional one-year extension during this transition back to normal 
operations. An RFP for professional auditing will be issued in January 2022 for future 
services.  
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
The compensation for the services associated with the Agreement and the one-year 
extension will be included in the fiscal year 2021-22 proposed budget in the various 
appropriate funds. 
 
 
Submitted by:         Approved by: 
Robert Howell        Gary Nordquist 
Acting Administrative Services Director     City Manager 
 
 
 







  
 


 
 


ATTACHMENTS: 
1. First Amendment to Agreement with Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc. 
2. Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc. proposal for services 







 


FIRST AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES BETWEEN CITY OF 
WILDOMAR AND TEAMAN, RAMIREZ & SMITH, INC. 


 
This First Amendment to Agreement for Services between City of Wildomar and 


Teaman, Ramirez and Smith, Inc., CPAs (“First Amendment”), which is dated May 12, 2021 
(“Effective Date”) is hereby entered into by and between the CITY OF WILDOMAR, a California 
general law city (“City”), and Teaman, Ramirez and Smith, Inc., CPAs (“Service Provider”) as 
follows: 


 
RECITALS 


 
A. City and Service Provider entered into an Agreement for Services (“Agreement”) 


dated May 11, 2016. 
 


B. The City and Service Provider desire to amend their Agreement to revise Section 
1. Term of Agreement from “the option of extending the engagement for an additional two years, 
commencing on May 11, 2016” to from “the option of extending the engagement for an 
additional three years, commencing on May 11, 2016 and ending with the fiscal year 2021-22 
audit.” 


 
OPERATIVE PROVISIONS 


 


NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises made and recited herein, the 
parties do hereby enter into this First Amendment which modifies and amends the 
Agreement as follows: 


 
AMENDMENT. The Agreement is hereby modified and amended as follows: 


 
1. Section 1. Term of Agreement. This section of the Agreement is hereby 


replaced as follows: 
 Subject to the provisions of Section 20 “Termination of Agreement” of this 
Agreement, the Term of this Agreement is until the completion of all audit services for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2021. 
2. Section 4. Compensation and method of payment.  Exhibit “B” of the Original 


Agreement is hereby amended to include the cost proposal attached to this amendment. 
 


GENERAL PROVISIONS. 
 


3. Remainder Unchanged. Except as specifically modified and amended in this 
First Amendment, the Agreement remains in full force and effect and binding upon the parties. 


 
4. Integration. This First Amendment constitutes the entire understanding and 


agreement of the parties and supersedes all negotiations or previous agreements between the 
parties with respect to all or any part of the transaction discussed in this First Amendment. 


5. Applicable Law. The laws of the State of California shall govern the interpretation 
and enforcement of this First Amendment. 


 
6. References. All references to the Agreement include all their respective terms 







 


and provisions. All defined terms utilized in this First Amendment have the same meaning as 
provided in the Agreement, unless expressly stated to the contrary in this First Amendment. 


 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this First Amendment to the 


Agreement on the date and year first written above. 
 


THE CITY OF WILDOMAR TEAMAN, RAMIREZ & SMITH, INC. 
 
 


By:   By:    
Gary Nordquist Richard A. Teaman 
City Manager President 
 Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc. 
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ATTEST: 


 
 


 


Janet Morales, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM 


 
 
 
 


 


Thomas D. Jex, City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







     


Richard A. Teaman, CPA  David M. Ramirez, CPA  Javier H. Carrillo, CPA  Bryan Daugherty, CPA  Joshua Calhoun, CPA 
4201 Brockton Ave  Suite 100 Riverside CA 92501  951.274.9500  951.274.7828 FAX www.trscpas.com 


 


 











  


 
CITY OF WILDOMAR - CITY COUNCIL 


Agenda Item #1.10 
      CONSENT CALENDAR 


 Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Robert Howell, Acting Administrative Services Director 
  James R. Riley, Project Consultant 
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to hold a Public Hearing for placing liens on parcels with 


unpaid charges on trash collection services 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council provide a Notice of Intent to hold a Public Hearing 
on June 9, 2021, for placing liens on parcels with unpaid charges on trash collection 
services. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
On March 23, 2011, the City Council adopted Resolution 2011-18 to establish special 
assessments and liens against parcels of land for unpaid and delinquent charges for trash 
collection services.  Under the agreement with Waste Management and CR&R, the City 
has agreed to annually lien property for residential trash hauling service charges 
delinquent from the previous calendar year.  The waste haulers mailed out notices to all 
affected property owners of record. The City Council shall adopt a resolution affirming the 
report on the delinquent accounts for collection on the property tax rolls and to hold a 
Public Hearing on June 9, 2021.  
 
Currently, the delinquent charges of Waste Management total 272 parcels in the amount 
of $110,638.32.  Delinquent charges of CR&R total 282 parcels in the amount of 
$96,048.67.  The total amount of delinquent charges total is $206,686.99.  By the time of 
the Public Hearing date, the amount to be placed on the tax rolls will be a lesser amount, 
due to payments being made to the delinquent accounts.   
 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
After collection of the special assessment and remittance of those assessments to the 
waste hauler, the City shall receive its proportionate share of the franchise fee for the 
respective amount. 
 
Submitted by:      Approved by: 
Robert Howell      Gary Nordquist 
Acting Administrative Services Director   City Manager  
 
Attachments: 
1.) Waste Management – Listing of delinquent charges by parcel 







  
 


  


2.) CR&R – Listing of delinquent charges by parcel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







WILDOMAR Tax Roll Listing 2021 WILDOMAR Column Tota 110,638.32                  
Customers with Invoice Item Dates in 2020 2021 Customer Co 272
Waste Management


Parcel No NAME HOUSE# STREET CITY ST ZIPCOD OwnerName MailAddress MailCityState Mail Zip Total TR  CUSTOMER# 
361041019 GARCIA, ALFRED (OWNR)  24020 ACACIA ST WILDOMAR CA 92584 GARCIA ALFRED MARIANO LIVING TRUST 24020 ACACIA ST MENIFEE CA 92584 485.22 239636
361043001 RODRIGUEZ, NORMA  24131 ACACIA ST WILDOMAR CA 92584 OLAN ARGERIA O 24145 ACACIA ST MENIFEE CA 92584 134.02 241426
361043002 OLAN, EDNER  24145 ACACIA ST WILDOMAR CA 92584 OLAN ARGERIA O 24145 ACACIA ST MENIFEE CA 92584 495.62 243107
361072002 RAMIREZ, MARIAH  24405 MANZANITA RD MENIFEE CA 92584-911FLORES ARACELY 24405 MANZANITA ST MENIFEE CA 92584 79.02 245902
361074009 RAYMOND, CHRIS  24365 YUCCA ST WILDOMAR CA 92584-914ADAMS JERRY D 24365 YUCCA ST MENIFEE CA 92584 495.62 235810
361081013 RAMIREZ, ENOC  24090 MAGNOLIA RD WILDOMAR CA 92584-980RAMIREZ ENOC 24090 MAGNOLIA ST MENIFEE CA 92584 549.84 242804
361083007 GUTIERREZ, CLAUDIA AND FELIPE  24195 MAGNOLIA RD WILDOMAR CA 92584-928REYES FELIPE ANGEL 24195 MAGNOLIA ST SUN CITY CA 92586 464.2 242613
361083008 HERZOG, MAE  24225 MAGNOLIA ST WILDOMAR CA 92584-972HERZOG MAE O P O BOX 337 SUN CITY CA 92586 226.88 63450
361092013 KING, JEFFREY  24420 MAGNOLIA RD MENIFEE CA 92584 FAMILY TRUST OF KING JEFFREY S DTD 7/6/2020 24420 MAGNOLIA ST MENIFEE CA 92584 318.56 245988
361113007 DUPUIS, BEVERLY  24450 ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92584 DUPUIS BEVERLEY 24450 ORANGE ST MENIFEE CA 92584 407.4 62545
361124026 RAMOS, JESSICA YOLANDA  24432 ORANGE ST MENIFEE CA 92584-976RAMOS JESSICA 24432 ORANGE ST MENIFEE CA 92584 637.1 244871
361153019 DIAZ, MARIA  32908 GREENWOOD DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 GAYTON MARIA DIAZ DELEON 32908 GREENWOOD ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 242777
361153031 VEGA, JAIME LUNA AND LISA  32921 RHINEHART AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595-874LUNA JAIME 32921 RHINEHART AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 275.6 196887
361154018 DESROCHERS, DANG  32935 PALM AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595-873DESROCHERS DANG THI P O BOX 4171 CRESTLINE CA 92325 888.36 108353
361154026 SOTO, RAMON  32924 RHINEHART AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595-874SOTO AGUSTIN A 32924 RHINEHART AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 565.26 61165
361162009 VELASCO, JOSE  24715 ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92584 SOLIS GREGORIO 3168 1/2 FLOWER ST HUNTINGTON PARK CA 90255 452.58 244031
361162021 ANDREWS, ROBERT (RENT)  24650 FIR ST WILDOMAR CA 92584-947MONTOYA RICHARD F 1995 MAYFLOWER PL APT 3 HEMET CA 92544 1202.38 239892
361172017 GARCIA, LUCIANO (OWNR)  24950 FIR ST WILDOMAR CA 92584-902GARCIA LUCIANO 24950  FIR ST MENIFEE CA 92584 625.92 59201
361173016 BICOY, LAURA  24960 KAGEL ST MENIFEE CA 92584-971CLARKE JOSHUA 24960 KAGEL ST MENIFEE CA 92584 309.56 245822
361203022 BANUELOS, SILVIA (RENT)  24666 BETHEL ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-872BANUELOS SILVIA 24666 BETHEL ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 453.2 168103
361205003 MOLINA, BERTHA  24589 BETHEL ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-872WALLAN JOYCE JAN P O BOX 69 REDDICK FL 32686 569.54 237318
361205019 LIPPINCOTT, GEORGE UNIT B (OWN  24550 RAYMOND ST UNIT B WILDOMAR CA 92595-670WALLAN JOYCE JAN P O BOX 69 REDDICK FL 32686 495.62 240174
361206008 ARBOLIDA, LOUIS  32890 CLUB AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595-872ARBOLIDA LOUIS 32890 CLUB AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 485.22 82142
361222008 SINGHKLON, DEBRA  24695 RAYMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-818LAKEVIEW LOAN SERVICING 3637 SENTARA WAY VIRGINIA BEACH VA 23452 181.4 242931
361222021 BALLARD, LINDA AND FRANK  24675 RAYMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-818BALLARD FRANK HOWARD 24675 RAYMOND ST LAKE ELSINORE CA 92532 152.12 181849
361236015 STOKES, LADD (OWNR)  24890 LEICESTER ST UNIT A WILDOMAR CA 92584-981STOKES WILLIAM LADD 774 ST ROUTE 208 YERINGTON NV 89447 57.28 239645
361238005 MUSIA, SAM  24831 LEICESTER ST WILDOMAR CA 92584-914MUSIA SAM ANTHONY II P O BOX 422 WILDOMAR CA 92595 489.56 195628
361238009 JEWETT, FLOYD  24766 BUNDY CANYON RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-871JEWETT FLOYD 6124 HAROLD ST RIVERSIDE CA 92503 495.62 101669
362180020 MIRANDA, MICHAEL  25361 LA ESTRELLA RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-866MIRANDA MICHAEL JOHN 25060 HANCOCK AVE 103-164 MURRIETA CA 92562 495.62 241331
362180034 BUNN, STEVEN  25550 CATT RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-861GERARD LUC PATRICK 1338 E FALLBROOK ST FALLBROOK CA 92028 629.52 201824
362190007 PENNINGTON, DANIEL  33610 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-911PENNINGTON DANIEL R 33610 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 451.96 219463
362190012 SIMPSON, AMY  33510 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-911CRAIG JAMES RAY 33510 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 121.56 244162
362190015 BRYANT, ELAINE  33456 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-911BRYANT ELAINE L 33456 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 223.28 201836
362201013 PADILLA, JEFFREY (OWNR)  33601 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-945PADILLA JEFFREY 33601 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 524.6 48662
362202004 SAVALA, EVA  33570 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-911SAVALA LOLITA AILEEN 28039 SCOTT RD STE D191 MURRIETA CA 92563 625.92 150681
362202007 BENJAMIN, DAVID  33415 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-911BUSCH CHRISTINA M 33415 HAYFIELD CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 957.14 213290
362212010 MADARIAGA, NANCY  33466 BARLEY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-943MADARIAGA NANCY CHRISTINE ESTATE OF 33466 BARLEY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 629.52 197105
362212014 WHENNEN, KATHY  33512 BARLEY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-944WHENNEN KATHY 33512 BARLEY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 444.8 114275
362223002 SIGGINS, DENNIS  33386 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-915SIGGINS ALICE A 33386 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 718.26 244500
362231004 KEATS, JENNIFER  33260 HOMESTEAD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-916PIERCE DIMITRI 33260 HOMESTEAD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 434.38 243777
362232004 DEVEAU, CYNTHIA (OWNR)  33090 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-916DEVEAU CINTIA 33090 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 347.96 244757
362240027 RESTAD, KIM (OWNR)  35690 IODINE SPRINGS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-971RESTAD BRUCE E 35690 IODINE SPRINGS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 75.02 200534
362250026 RODRIGUEZ, ANA (RENT)  35775 IODINE SPRINGS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-862MARIMINA 4030 BIRCH ST #100 NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660 197.14 242299
362261012 OBRIEN, RAY  24370 COMBINE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-885OBRIEN RAY 24370 COMBINE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 485.22 45239
362263013 ZIMMERER, WILLIAM AND JULIE  33514 HAYLOFT RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-884ZIMMERER WILLIAM 33522 SEAWIND CT DANA POINT CA 92629 478.56 243820
362263019 SCHOSSOW, MICHELLE  33461 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-884SCHOSSOW MICHELLE 33461 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 228.28 243524
362263027 RAMIREZ,JUAN  33551 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-884MISKAM TRUST DATED 8/6/2018 43720 TENAJA RD MURRIETA CA 92562 269 244690
362272008 KAMAUC, TRAVIS  24571 CORNSTALK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-886KAMAUF TRAVIS 24571 CORNSTALK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 467.08 245360
362273003 MURRAY, ASTRID (OWNR)  33608 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-887RAUS RANDY 33608 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 426.56 62259
362301005 PINA, SHAWNA (RENT)  33715 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-945JIN GUO WEI 30817 LA RAY LN WINCHESTER CA 92596 78.28 245910
362302018 RINCON ,ERICK  24360 CITRUS HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-885RINCON ERICK 24360 CITRUS HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 144.96 243098
362310004 MICHALSKI, MISTY  33570 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-889MICHALSKI MISTY L 33570 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 129.16 242442
362311003 SHAFER, AMBER  33673 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-888SHAFER AMBER LYNN 33673 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 489.56 240856
362311017 SCHOUWEILER, MIKE (OWNR)  33613 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-887SCHOUWEILER MIKE 33613 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 311.8 239826
362320011 HERDZINA, KATHY  33808 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-888HERDZINA KATHY 33808 PLOWSHARE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 68.3 225239
362330014 WINTERS, JUSTIN  33927 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-887WINTERS JUSTIN 33927 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 464.2 243078
362331001 ROLLINS, KIMBERLY (OWNR)  33910 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-887ROLLINS KIMBERLY STACEY 33910 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 635.68 240276
362331019 JONES, MARY JANE  33863 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-912JONES MATTHEW 33863 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 147.72 194057
362331020 VENTURA, GUADALUPE  33855 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-912VENTURA JUAN JOSE 33855 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 637.1 243939
362340007 TUCKER, TOM (OWNR)  33722 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-887TUCKER NANCY CAROL 33722 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 397.38 238302
362340015 JEFFERSON, JEREMEY  33826 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-887JEFFERSON JEREMY IAN 33826 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 489.56 203619
362340016 LEVASSEUR, BONNIE  33838 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-887LEVASSEUR BONNIE L 33838 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 459.06 243396
362341009 PAYNE, SHELBY  33727 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-886PAYNE CODY WILLIAM 33727 WINDMILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 243004
362351005 BEACH, JOSEPH F  34238 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-938BEACH JOSEPH F 34238 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 243279
362351011 ROSS, SANDRA  34326 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-937PRICE WALTER 34326 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 329 245871
362352003 LAMPREPHT, ALEXANDER  34289 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-936LAMPRECHT ALEXANDER SASHA 34289 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 260.7 245022
362360019 LOERA, JOSEPH (OWNR)  34040 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-929LOERA JOSEPH F 34040 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 294.8 238189
362360025 MORENO, NATHAN R AND ELIZABETH  34126 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-929MORENO NATHAN R 34126 HARROW HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 243278
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362382020 ARBISO, JACQUELINE  34012 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-915ARBISO JACLYN C 34012 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 163.34 242973
362382026 HARDIN, AARON (OWNR)  33960 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-915HARDIN AARON 33960 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 212.14 242956
362391004 REESE, DINA  34554 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-929GRILLI GLORIA 34554 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 242193
362392002 ROBBINS, KEIRRI (OWNR)  34220 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-913ROBBINS KYLE M 34220 HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 637.1 239974
362393010 LAVALLE, DEBBIE (RENT)  34452 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-929VITTORIA NATHANIEL 34450 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 569.54 238787
362401007 NEZZER, KATHY (OWNR)  34219 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-912NEZZER DAVID A 34219 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 637.1 238313
362401028 GRIFFEN, KRISTIAN (OWNR)  34331 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-912GRIFFEN MONA 34331 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 273.68 246043
362401029 ELLIS, CYNTHIA  34319 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-912LIVINGSTON EDWARD D ESTATE OF 34319 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 244944
362402005 KOZIE, DANE  34268 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-913KOZIE DANE 34268 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 79.3 245363
362410003 REYES, RENE AND JENNIFER  34730 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-929COPE GENEVA LIVING TRUST DATED 8/20/2020 28333 VALLEY BOULEVARD # 1021 MENIFEE CA 92586 228.28 242087
362410006 KREUTZER, JASON  34698 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-929KREUTZER JASON D 34698 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 233.28 245139
362421001 CHUN, YOUNG  34339 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-912SHIN MI SON 34339 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 444.38 244068
362421005 JESSUP, JOHN (OWNR)  34379 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-912JESSUP JOHN T 34379 OLIVE GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 240171
362421019 REYNOLDS, ALVIN L  34613 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-923KOHL REYNOLDS STEPHANIE HELEN 34613 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 453.52 61766
362422007 FALVEY, LINA  24860 SPLIT RAIL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-926FALVEY LINA L 24860 SPLIT RAIL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 134.02 245320
362422010 VOSBURG, CLIFF (OWNR)  24824 SPLIT RAIL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-926SMP REALTY HOLDINGS INC 40960 CALIFORNIA OAKS RD # 327 MURRIETA CA 92562 443.06 241386
362461002 GEISSINGER, ROBERT AND HULL, B  34783 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-928HULL BRITTANY GRACE 34783 THE FARM RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 320.3 245258
362472012 SOPKO, BREANNA  33233 MILL POND DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-817WINDERL SHANDELL S 33233 MILL POND DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 243678
362474003 GONZALEZ, OMAR (OWNR)  33350 MILL POND DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-818GONZALEZ OMAR 33350 MILL POND DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 238894
362475006 SYKES, JODANA  33415 FURROW CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-817SYKES JODANA MICHELLE 33415 FURROW CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 471.02 245303
362477002 SHOTT, ROBERT  33452 HARVEST WAY E WILDOMAR CA 92595-871SHOTT ROBERT LEE 33452 E HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 464.2 241600
362477004 TOVAR, JESSICA MARIE  33422 HARVEST WAY E WILDOMAR CA 92595-871TOVAR JESSICA M 33422 E HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 245199
362481004 MICHAEL O'HALLORAN  33463 MILL POND DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-884OHALLORAN MARIE T 33463 MILL POND DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 241450
362482006 NILES, DEBORAH  33461 FURROW CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-817BARKER ROBERTA ANN FAMILY TRUST DATED 08/1033461 FURROW CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 485.22 105936
362482009 DELANEY, DENNIS AND JILL  33426 CALICO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-818DELANEY DENNIS MICHAEL 33426 CALICO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 459.8 62366
362482032 GARCIA, JAIME D (OWNR)  24778 CORNSTALK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-889GARCIA IVAN DANIEL 24778 CORNSTALK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 427.86 211362
362482037 PIRAINO, DENA  24844 CORNSTALK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-889PIRAINO DENA M P O BOX 807 PLACENTIA CA 92871 495.62 240853
362486003 ORTEGA, LISA  24783 CORNSTALK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-889ORTEGA LUIS 24783 CORNSTALK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 243147
362502001 ARNAO, EVAN  33322 HIDDEN HOLLOW DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-870ARNAO EVAN 33322 HIDDEN HOLLOW DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 245.06 245728
362502005 NELSON, STEFANI (RENT)  33362 HIDDEN HOLLOW DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-870WILLIAMS ANITA MARCIEL 34150 HARROW HILL WILDOMAR CA 92595 129 9468
362512045 NIGG, DUSTIN (OWNR)  35211 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595-798NIGG DUSTIN A 35211 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 165.62 244370
362514004 ROUPE, KRISTEN  35188 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595-799ROUPE KERSTEN U 35188 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 319.2 172120
362521003 MUNOZ, DAVID (OWNR)  35293 EL DIAMANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-786MUNOZ DAVID PAUL 35293 EL DIAMANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 179 244306
362522001 CLACK, CHERRI (OWNR)  35239 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595-798CLACK ARNLOD WAYNE 35239 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 240453
362522003 DUNNCLIFFE, JUDY  35267 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595-798DUNNICLIFFE DAVID J 35267 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 101560
362522009 VIZZI, JILLIAN AND CARL (OWNR)  24138 BRILLANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-787VIZZI CARL A 24138 BRILLANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 129.02 242418
362522012 JOYNER, EMILY (OWNR)  24096 BRILLANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-787JOYNER EMILY S 24096 BRILLANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 244449
362522022 GOLDEN, CHARLES (OWNR)  24075 SAFIRO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-786GOLDEN CHARLES W 24075 SAFIRO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 498.5 240230
362523015 NUNEZ, YVETTE (OWNR)  35320 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595-798NUNEZ JONATHAN 35320 PORTOLA PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 129.02 244637
362532008 MARTY, MICHAEL (OWNR)  35440 ORO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-771MARTY ERIC J 35440 ORO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 211.66 241377
362533005 WICKHAM, SHIRLEY  24042 SENNA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-783KISLING PAULINE M 24042 SENNA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 262.66 227774
362541007 MORAN, RENEE (OWNR)  24345 SENNA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-782MORAN GARY F 24345 SENNA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 647.34 243491
362542013 GENOUS, SAMUEL L AND NATALIE L  24364 SENNA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-797GENOUS SAMUEL LENDALE 24364 SENNA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 241316
362542021 STEINER, LINDA AND KEVIN (OWNR  24385 BRILLANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-782STEINER KEVIN 24385 BRILLANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 306.18 241007
362550005 MOUNTAIN, KIMBERLY  24348 BRILLANTE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-782HYUN DANIEL 214 SOUTH H ST LOMPOC CA 93436 466.32 245618
362550015 LEAHY, VERONICA  24285 TOPACIO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-772LEAHY DENNIS P 24285TOPACIOCT WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 106912
362550043 CASTILLO, VILLAMOR  24344 VERONA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-787CASTILLO DULCE S 24344 VERONA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 111256
362550045 GREEN, MARIA  24316 VERONA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-787FU JUDY M 2301 LAKE TERRACE DR CHINO HILLS CA 91709 134.02 244296
362570017 SPORCICH, STEPHANIE (OWNR)  35674 ROSEDOWN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-797SPORCICH NICHOLAS R 35674 ROSEDOWN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 372.82 241157
362570022 GRASSMEIER, DAN AND RACHELLE (  24980 GREENHOUSE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-797GRASSMEIER DANIEL 24980 GREENHOUSE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 243.32 241510
362581006 FIFIELD, JESSICA  35697 COUNTRY PARK DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-784KAIL JOSEPH 35697 COUNTRY PARK DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 134.02 107459
362581011 PAVLINCH, INGE  35637 COUNTRY PARK DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-784PAVLINCH INGEBORG H 35637 COUNTRY PARK DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 219.92 178205
362583008 BRAVO, CELIA  35772 COUNTRY PARK DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-784BRAVO ADRIAN 35772 COUNTRY PARK DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 128.28 245766
362583013 WATKINS, CASSANI  35751 CREST MEADOW DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-787WATKINS FREDERICK ERON 35751 CREST MEADOW DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 137.72 244594
362590020 GIBSON, STEPHANIE  35440 MEADOW PARK CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-773MENDIVIL JOE LARA 35440 MEADOW PARK CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 118812
362600008 OAKLEY, JUSTIN AND BERTHA (OWN  24923 LITTLE BOOK CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-775OAKLEY JUSTIN 24923 LITTLE BOOK CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 242074
362600035 BOSWELL, DAMIAN ADN ANDREA  24839 KENTMAN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-776UKWU CHARLIE O 24839 KENTMAN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 463.92 245617
362600040 GAETA, ERICA (OWNR)  24779 KENTMAN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-776GAETA PAUL MARC 24779 KENTMAN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 311.9 246006
362610021 CHAVEZ, REFUGIO (OWNR)  25350 CHESTERFIELD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-774CHAVEZ REFUGIO M 25350 CHESTERFIELD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 241258
362611001 PETERS II, JAMES L (OWNR)  25403 CHESTERFIELD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-774HARGROVE SAMUEL E 25403 CHESTERFIELD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 243146
362611013 HAMMAD, HASAN (RENT)  35882 COVINGTON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-773GARCIA GERARDO 1401 LITTLE ELM TR UNIT 118 CEDAR PARK TX 78613 305.24 244818
362611016 PAULSON, MATT A AND PAULINA M  35885 CAMELOT CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-773PAULSON MATT A 35885 CAMELOT CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 238919
362630009 EUSTACE, TIMOTHY (OWNR)  24898 RAINBARREL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-766EUSTACE TIMOTHY 24898 RAINBARREL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 240183
362630010 HELTON, JENNIFER  24906 RAINBARREL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-766HELTON KEVIN A 24906 RAINBARREL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 489.56 223179
362632001 BROUGHTON, BRYAN WAYNE  33656 HARVEST WAY E WILDOMAR CA 92595-889SHIELDS HEATHER 33656 E HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 410.1 243741
362642015 LEPE, ALVARO (OWNR)  33762 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-766MEZA VIRGINIA 33762 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 92.32 245936
362643004 CICLEMENTE, MARY  33728 HARVEST WAY E WILDOMAR CA 92595-766VEAL TYRONE 33728 HARVEST WAY EAST WILDOMAR CA 92595 629.52 213270
362651007 CRITCHFIELD, WILLIAM  24981 MANDARIN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-767CRITCHFIELD WILLIAM 24981 MANDARIN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 625.92 226671
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362651015 NANNI, ANDREA AND DARRYL (OWNR  33890 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-767NANNI DARRYL 33890 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 647.34 238685
362651017 ARBUTHNOT, WILLIAM J AND MISHA  33906 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-767ARBUTHNOT WILLIAM J P O BOX 214 LAKE ELSINORE CA 92531 495.62 243831
362651019 CASAS, ISMAEL  33922 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-767MUSURLIAN KAREN 33922 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 637.1 243692
362651025 PAYNE, CHRISTOPHER  33970 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-767PAYNE CHRISTOPHER 33970 WAGON TRAIN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 626.1 242880
362661015 NIXON, CEDRIC  24940 BUTTERCHURN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-838NIXON CEDRIC ARMANI 24940 BUTTERCHURN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 369.16 245416
362661018 STEPHSON, KEVIN  33880 HARVEST WAY E WILDOMAR CA 92595-767NIGG DUSTIN 33880 E HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 89.82 244747
362661019 SCHMITTEL, LORI (OWNR)  33872 HARVEST WAY E WILDOMAR CA 92595-767SCHMITTEL LORI A 33872 E HARVEST WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 128.82 246297
362663015 RADLINSKI, JAMES  33929 APPLECART CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-941US BANK TRUST NATL ASSN 33929 APPLECART CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 129.02 241150
362663023 NARCISO, JOSEPH  24820 BUTTERCHURN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-838NARCISO JOSEPH L 24820 BUTTERCHURN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 322.56 193479
362672010 LEWIS, MARGARET AND WILLIAM  35890 BUTCHART ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-763LEWIS MARGARET 35890 BUTCHART ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 612 245305
362680003 NAJIM, PETER (OWNR)  35967 COUNTRY PARK DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-764GROUP XIII PROP 4900 SANTA ANITA AVE # 2c EL MONTE CA 91731 252.16 235558
362681026 ALLEN,JUSTINA AND ROBERT (OWNR  25189 WOLCOTT CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-762ALLEN ROBERT 25189 WOLCOTT CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 228.28 244336
362681038 ROBERSON, MELVIN  35919 BUTCHART ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-763ROBERSON MELVIN L 35919 BUTCHART ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 499.8 197422
362691016 SJOSTROM, SARA  25571 VIA SARAH WILDOMAR CA 92595-740SJOSTROM MATTHEW LEE 25571 VIA SARAH WILDOMAR CA 92595 313.8 241031
362700004 WANG, DEWEN (RENT)  25830 VIA SARAH WILDOMAR CA 92595-740GAO WEN LING 25830 VIA SARAH WILDOMAR CA 92595 434.38 245233
362701002 HURTADO, DANIELLE  25856 VIA SARAH WILDOMAR CA 92595-740CASTRO ROBERT JR 25856 VIA SARAH WILDOMAR CA 92595 76.82 245600
362701008 CHATLOS, RICHARD (OWNR)  35664 WINKLER ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-740CHATLOS RICHARD 35664 WINKLER ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 243625
362720002 JOHNSON, TIA SHAY (RENT)  25130 PORTICA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-752TOOTOONCHI ARASH 25130 PORTICA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 190.52 245967
362720005 CAMPELL, KYLE  25088 PORTICA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-752CHOI KYUNAM 25088 PORTICA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 154.28 246250
362720010 AYALA, ANGELA (OWNR)  25121 PORTICA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-752AYALA MARIO ANTONIO 25121 PORTICA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 228.28 244980
362720016 TURNER, GERRI  35597 CROSSROADS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-752TURNER LAWRENCE 35597 CROSSROADS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.66 227149
362721017 GRANT, ASHLEY (OWNR)  25111 CEDAR RIDGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-753WILKERSON MARTIN DALE 2148 BELLWOOD CIR CORONA CA 92882 329 242387
362722015 ROSS, JOHN AND DANIELLA  35536 CROSSROADS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-752ROSS JOHN A 35536 CROSSROADS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 139.36 216860
362730022 MOORE, BARBARA (OWNR)  35660 CAPISTRANO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-694PALMER KENNETH J 35660 CAPISTRANO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 245086
362731009 MARES, AUTUMN (OWNR)  24038 MONTECITO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-694MARES KIEL C 24038 MONTECITO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 228.28 244806
362731017 CHANKHOUR, FADI  35669 CAPISTRANO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-694CHANKHOUR HANA 35669 CAPISTRANO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 228.28 245373
365170051 VO, STEVEN  32769 OLIVE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-777VO STEVEN K 32769 OLIVE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 434.38 244887
365250046 LOMELI, MARIO  23800 CLOUDBURST RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-835LOMELI MARIO A 20642 HUNTER  ST PERRIS CA 92570 109 242953
365250049 MOREHART, KORI  23132 CRAB HOLLOW CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-835MOREHART ROGER LYTLE 23132 CRAB HOLLOW CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 344.76 245078
365270079 CAMBRIDGE, RONALD L AND VICKI  32035 ELSINORE HEIGHTS DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-791CAMBRIDGE RONALD L 32035 ELSINORE HEIGHTS DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 241333
366120016 ALLEN, DONNA  33065 SHERI LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-820JACKSON JOSEPH GENE 33065 SHERI LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 499.8 193252
366190010 DELATORRE, MARIA  33571 PLEASANT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-810DELATORRE ISMAEL 35662 WOSHKA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 499.8 219662
366190047 BOHANNON, JAMES (OWNR)  33599 ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-810BOHANNON JAMES KELLY 23226 UPTON DR RICHLAND MO 65556 977.52 243260
366230007 BURDICK, SHELTON AND STEPHANIE  22470 LOST RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-838BURDICK SHELTON W 22470 LOST RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 479.06 235351
366230031 HAYES, WILLIAM (OWNR)  33175 VIA MARGARITA WILDOMAR CA 92595-820HAYES WILLIAM A 33175 VIA MARGARITA ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 647.34 240323
366240014 FRANKS, DIANA  22491 LOST RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-838FRANKS DIANA L 22491 LOST RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 567.84 46647
366260002 GARCIA, TIFFANY  22065 LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-838GARCIA JUAN 22065 LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 478.24 245486
366260030 WILLIAMSON, SOPHIA (OWNR)  22083 LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-838WILLIAMSON ANDREW 22083 LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 647.34 238495
366260050 RODRIGUEZ, CHRIS (OWNR)  33600 ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-810ROSSETTI ANTHONY 635 E AMERICAN AVE BEAUMONT CA 92223 834.64 239680
366270005 ALVAREZ, JONATHAN (OWNR)  22090 VALLEY TER WILDOMAR CA 92595-811ALVAREZ JONATHAN 22090 VALLEY TERRACE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 545.08 244267
366270034 MOLLICA, ANN MARIE (OWNR)  22120 WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-812MOLLICA ANN 22120  WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 228.28 238837
366280008 ALDONADO, REGINA  33803 PARADISE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-777WATKINS LINDA 33803 PARADISE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 649.1 245587
366300035 SELLERS, ANDREW AND JEANNINE  35720 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-816SELLERS ANDREW JAMES 35720 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.36 41107
366342006 MACKENZIE, KEITH AND WANDA  21891 VICTORIAN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-821MACKENZIE KEITH 21891 VICTORIAN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 635.84 154791
366351004 KNIGHT, STANLEY  22146 WOODCREEK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-824KNIGHT HILDA F 811 OAK LN SONOMA CA 95476 496.66 62323
366351006 URBAN, LEILA  22166 WOODCREEK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-824PIERCE JON 1042 BRABCREST SANTA ANA CA 92705 118.7 244230
366352010 VALER, MARTHA  33222 WILLOW TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-822VALER MARTHA 33222 WILLOW TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 499.8 200227
366362011 ZUIDERVELD, DAVID  33421 MAPLE TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-839ZUIDERVELD DAVID 33421 MAPLE TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 329 244611
366371003 PANEK, EVIE  22035 WOODCREEK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-823PANEK RANDALL M 22035 WOODCREEK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 785.84 116274
366372001 GONZALEZ, ALEJANDRO (OWNR)  33286 WILLOW TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-822GONZALEZ ALEJANDRO F 33286 WILLOW TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 56.56 244772
366372002 ROSA, CHRISTOPHER (OWNR)  33306 WILLOW TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-822ROSA CHRISTOPHER 33306 WILLOW TREE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 243854
366372005 VASQUEZ, BRITTANY (OWNR)  33311 WINDTREE AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595-823WOLFE COLLEEN T 33311 WINDTREE AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 450.14 245045
366373009 BROWN, DONNA  22159 WINDTREE AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595-822BROWN DONNA KAY 22159 WINDTREE AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 660.1 65347
366401001 BASKETT, DON (OWNR)  33737 POINTE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-831BASKETT DON C 33737 POINTE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 241345
366401004 GUY, MICHAEL (RENT)  33716 POINTE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-831GUY MICHAEL RYAN 33716 POINTE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 404.68 238464
366402005 OSOWSKI, STEVEN (OWNR)  33678 CHERRY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-849OSOWSKI STEVEN 33678 CHERRY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 243834
366402014 SALGADO , ELIZABETH AND FRANCI  33705 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-834SALGADO FRANCISCO DANIEL 33705 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 148.24 242955
366402017 THYSELL, DONALD AND PAULA  33669 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-834THYSELL DONALD J 3369 VIEW CREST WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.66 67906
366403002 CLAY, RON  33670 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-834CLAY RONALD A 33670 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.66 61252
366411002 SONORA, SHEREE (OWNR)  33881 BARRENGO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-847SONORA SHERRIE A 33881 BARRENGO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 497.18 245053
366411004 MCLEAN, KEISHA  33893 BARRENGO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-847MCLEAN KEISHA 33893 BARRENGO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 358.96 245565
366411011 NOBEL, JERRY  33961 BARRENGO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-848NOBLE JERRY A 33961 BARRENGO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 612.54 224376
366412001 SIMPSON, BETTY  22598 ELBOW CREEK TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595-849FOWLER DON L 22598 ELBOW CREEK TR WILDOMAR CA 92595 635.84 60555
366412008 BREWER, DIRK  33888 BARRENGO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-847BREWER DIRK WAYNE 640 N DEXTER ST LA HABRA CA 90631 686.04 60030
366413005 GILLES, JASON (OWNR)  33946 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-849GILLES JASON 33946 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 235701
366413009 DE LA TORRE, ROSIE  33988 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-849CHRISTOVALE DERRICK 35135 ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 318.56 245978
366423009 MENDEZ, CATARINO  33605 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-740ROMERO LIDIA 33605 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.66 78461
366423016 CHAVEZ, BEN (OWNR)  33538 BRECKENRIDGE TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595-848CHAVEZ BEN 33538 BRECKENRIDGE TR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 238762
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366423019 SMITH, CHELANE (RENT)  33516 BRECKENRIDGE TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595-848SMITH SEAN I 33516 BRECKENRIDGE TR WILDOMAR CA 92595 421.9 103265
366423021 FRAIRE, ALBERTO  33509 BRECKENRIDGE TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595-848BRITO RAUL PASTRANA 33509 BRECKENRIDGE TR WILDOMAR CA 92595 346.1 245726
366423034 ZURBORG, RYAN (OWNR)  33612 GREAT FALLS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-730ZURBORG CRISTINA M 33612 GREAT FALLS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 336.74 240096
366423035 AGUILAR, LAURA  33602 GREAT FALLS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-730AGUILAR JOEL J 33602 GREAT FALLS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 105.7 149388
366431002 GUTIERREZ, ANTONIO (OWNR)  33689 TAMERRON WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-833GUTIERREZ ANTONIO 33689 TAMERRON WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 157.58 46003
366433003 LLANOS, JORGE (OWNR)  33667 BRECKENRIDGE TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595-848LLANOS JORGE A 33667 BRECKENRIDGE TR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 243712
366435001 COOLBAUGH, KATRINA (OWNR)  33645 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-740COOLBAUGH KATRINA LYNN 33645 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 240095
366441004 COOLEY , RYAN  33805 TAMERRON WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-833COOLEY BYRON C 33805 TAMERRON WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 434.38 245614
366442003 VALTIERRA, MARIBELL (RENT)  33805 BRECKENRIDGE TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595-848VELASQUEZ IVAN 32627 PAYNE ST LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 647.34 244879
366442018 PAN, RICHIE (RENT)  22498 MCCORMICK CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-830LING TOM ALAN YUK 45656 CAMINITO OLITE TEMECULA CA 92592 89.82 245211
366442026 MURRAY, PEGGY (OWNR)  33748 GREAT FALLS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-830MURRAY ROBERT J 33748 GREAT FALLS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 165.54 238776
366443026 SAVOY, DAVID (OWNR)  33812 BRECKENRIDGE TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595-848SAVOY DAVID 33812 BRECKENRIDGE TR WILDOMAR CA 92595 514.76 243686
366444008 MARQUEZ, FELIPE (OWNR)  33810 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-849MARQUEZ FELIPE 33810 CANYON RANCH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 238065
366451006 ALCARAZ, DOLORES (OWNR)  33605 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-834MERCADO MIGUEL A 33605 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 238791
366451013 NUNEZ, IVAN  33551 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-833NUNEZ IVAN 33551 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 244510
366452010 MUELLER, HELGA  33592 VIEWPOINT DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-834MUELLER HELGA 33592 VIEWPOINT DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.66 61231
366452011 HANCHETTE, STEPHEN AND TERESE  33600 VIEWPOINT DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-834HANCHETTE STEPHEN D SR 33600 VIEWPOINT DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 456.48 156120
366452015 HOLDER, JUSTINE (RENT)  33600 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-831YORK STEPHANIE K 33600 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 244104
366454009 GRANDMAISON, ALBERT  33589 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-831BLACKWELL LETICIA 33589 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 964.5 40276
366454018 WILTSEY, ANNA  33562 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-831CUEVAS RAUL 33562 SELLERS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 242302
366454042 FERIA-BARRETTO, SYLVIA  33628 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-834BARRETTO JOSUE DAQUIL 33628 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 179.62 62170
366461022 OROZCO, SUZETTE  33375 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-833OROZCO SUZETTE 33375 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.66 66199
366463033 LINKER, JAMES E  33520 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-833LINKER JAMES E 33520 VIEW CREST DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 121.56 62162
366472008 FALCONER , TAMMY (OWNR)  22417 HILLSHORE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-830FALCONER SHAUN LEE 34640 WOODS LN WILDOMAR CA 92594 506.18 241893
366480039 MUNOZ, JOSE (OWNR)  22859 SHEFFIELD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-810MUNOZ JOSE A 22859 SHEFFIELD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 316.46 240999
366480043 JACOBO, GEORGE AND SYLVIA (OWN  22803 SHEFFIELD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-810JACOBO GEORGE 22803 SHEFFIELD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 155.92 240085
366491006 MENDOZA, EPIFANIO  22157 COUNTRY HILLS DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-789MENDOZA EPIFANIO 22157 COUNTRY HILLS DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 251.9 193504
366493005 GIRTON, JUDITH  22161 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-788GIRTON JON E 22161 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 496.66 191314
366501007 STEPP, CANDACE (OWNR)  22093 COUNTRY HILLS DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-788INZUNZA JORGE C 22093 COUNTRY HILLS DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 340.82 113459
366502006 GALGANO, CHRISTINE  22044 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-788GALGANO CHRISTINE 22044 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 137314
366503001 SISK, TREVOR  22137 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-788CARPENTER BRITTNEY NICHOLE 22137 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 112094
366503002 HAMTON, JERMAINE AND MIREYA  22129 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-788HAMPTON JERMAINE J 22129 BLONDON CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 412.08 242313
367270026 ALANBAR, NORMAN  24700 OAK CIRCLE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-882ANBAR NORMAN AL 24700 OAK CIRCLE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 233.42 240190
367280025 SMITH, MARY ANN  24065 OAK CIRCLE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-777SMITH NORMAN E 23895 OAK  CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 228.28 245184
367300014 ANCHONDO, CESAR AND LETTY (OWN  23308 OLD HILL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-958ANCHONDO CESAR 24791 HALF DOME CT MURRIETA CA 92562 114.68 224533
367300024 LA PRAIRIE, FERN (OWNR)  23480 BAXTER RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-905LAPRAIRIE FERN A P O BOX 43 WILDOMAR CA 92595 629.52 183052
367300028 SPICHER, JOSHUA  34850 WESTERN WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595-791VOLK JOSEPH B 1462 DEVIN DRIVE FALLBROOK CA 92028 277.62 245607
367310008 PEREZ, LAUREN AND DANNY  34860 DE LOS CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-796PEREZ DANILO J 34860 DELOS CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 240.76 245094
367431009 LYONS, CASI (OWNR)  34043 AUTUMN SAGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-847LYONS KEVIN 34043 AUTUMN SAGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 72.1 239962
367431011 VALENTINE, LEONARD (OWNR)  34007 AUTUMN SAGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-847VALENTINE KATHRYN 34007 AUTUMN SAGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 456.38 241227
367431019 FERRUSCA, PATRICIA  34128 AUTUMN SAGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-847FERRUSCA PATRICIA 34128 AUTUMN SAGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 465.62 196069
367433004 FORD, CRAIG (OWNR)  22719 VALLEY VISTA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-730FORD CRAIG 22719 VALLEY VISTA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 242714
367433008 HURTADO, MAGALI  22687 VALLEY VISTA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-833MAGADAN FIDEL 18625 CAMINITO CANTILENA A SAN DIEGO CA 92128 329 245384
367441011 MORTON, ROSA  34015 OAK CANYON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-831ALLISON DELLA M 34015 OAK CANYON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 568.92 245890
367442011 BALCH, WESLEY  22876 VALLEY VISTA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-833BALCH WESLEY P 22876 VALLEY VISTA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 112.14 224611
367443003 FORD, CECELIA AND REGINALD (OW  22751 VALLEY VISTA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-730BOULWARE DESSIRAE 22751 VALLEY VISTA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 277.24 244873
367450001 SHERMAN, DEBRA  22810 WINDWOOD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-834SHERMAN JONNY J 22810 WINDWOOD LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 221 84114
376320007 LYMON, KIMBERLY  35251 BAYLESS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-907LYMON WILLIAM 35251 BAYLESS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 143.26 119109
376330011 PICI, RALPH  35260 BAYLESS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-907PICI RALPH M 35260 BAYLISS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 697.2 119681
376350008 JAMNICZKY, JIM  35321 SUSAN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-771JAMNICZKY JAMES L P O BOX 802 WILDOMAR CA 92595 231.54 37576
376350014 MARTINEZ, GEORGIO  23713 PEGGY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-757KHAN MOHAMMAD M 2005 CHRISTIE ST FULLERTON CA 92833 495.62 242300
376480005 LEONARDI, TRAVIS  35734 BOVARD ST WILDOMAR CA 92595-711LEONARDI TRAVIS CHARLES 35734 BOVARD ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 300.56 243072
376492008 CHAMBERS, LAVANIA  23898 DOHENY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-711CHAMBERS LAVANIA E 23898 DOHENY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 495.62 239291
376492013 SCOTT, BEN  23838 DOHENY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595-711BOYD CAROL L 23838 DOHENY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 485.22 239283
376492031 LARINI, LINDA  23794 SYCAMORE BLUFF CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-711LARINI LOUIS A 23794 SYCAMORE BLUFF CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 377.78 239378
376501027 HEFELE, LETICIA AND JAMES  35840 POPLAR CREST RD WILDOMAR CA 92595-710HEFELE JAMES W 35840 POPLAR CREST RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 637.1 243402
380350004 SERNA, LUZ (RENT)  36071 HORSESHOE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-761GALLICK JULIE F 36071 HORSESHOE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 172.4 244538
380350021 HART, CARY S (OWNR)  25119 BAY ROAN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-761HART CARY S 25119 BAY ROAN CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 241587
380350029 FELIX, AURA (RENT)  25141 STIRRUP DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-761FELIX AURA MARIA 25141 STIRRUP DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 637.1 238528
380351003 LARA, DAVID  25030 CRIMSON LASSO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-761HUERTA PHILLIP M 25030 CRIMSON LASSO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 144.82 245459
380351004 MARTINEZ, PORFIRIA  25042 CRIMSON LASSO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-761GARCIA CIRO TRINIDAD 25042 CRIMSON LASSO DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 600.04 194625
380360007 GARCIA, ARMANDO (OWNR)  25222 HOOFPRINT DR WILDOMAR CA 92595-761GARCIA ARMANDO 25222 HOOFPRINT DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 75.94 238035
380361006 YATES, GARY (OWNR)  36084 LIPIZZAN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-761YATES ADAM 29584 LIPIZZAN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 506.18 238511
380361021 GUZMAN, ERNEST  36149 MUSTANG SPIRIT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-760GUZMAN ERNEST J 36149 MUSTANG SPIRIT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 467.08 236031
380362003 LORENZ, RAMONA  36050 MUSTANG SPIRIT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595-760LORENZ RAMONA LIVING TRUST 11/29/2017 36050 MUSTANG SPIRIT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 479.24 202012
380370021 BUTKIEWICZ, KELLY (RENT)  25075 GELDING CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-760SCHILLING THOMAS 25075 GELDING CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 331.76 243934
380460008 RIPPLE, ROSSI  24728 TEAKWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-744RIPPLE OLSEN ROSSI 24728 TEAKWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 379.8 244140
380460013 AGUILAR, MARIA  24709 TEAKWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595-744ALMARAZ DAVID 24709 TEAKWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 637.1 244144
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52258 GEORGE JOVDARA 21604  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 JORGE PARADA 21604 GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-113-015 42.76                                 
52269 DONNA WOLTER 34333  ORCHARD ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 RICHARD T & DONNA WOLTER 34333 ORCHARD ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-050-025 69.97                                 
51849 JOELE DOMINGUEZ 32890  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOELE I DOMINGUEZ 32890 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-151-012 95.54                                 
45753 SALLY LATIMER 23038  EMPIRE PENGUIN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 OWNER NAME UNAVAILABLE 23038 EMPIRE PENGUIN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-392-017 95.54                                 
23423 PAUL CABRAL 32569  WILDOMAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 PAUL Z CABRAL 32569 WILDOMAR RD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-102-021 95.54                                 
51891 BRIANNA SMIRZ 20630  SYDNEY CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 SUZANNE M SMIRZ 20630 SYDNEY CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-282-005 106.51                               
50837 LUIS CHAVEZ 36004  FREDERICK ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 LUIS A MERINO 36004 FREDERICK ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-341-007 155.36                               
45538 ANDREA FELIX 33225  LOS OLIVOS LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 EDWARD & ANNA SANDOVAL PO BOX 821 WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-170-023 195.36                               
46953 DEBRA HUNT 21377  AUSTIN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 CHRISTINE RILEY PO BOX 947 WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-242-035 207.42                               
50330 STEVEN HITSELBERGER 21263  OLIVE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 LYNNE HENDRIX 2220 HIGH POINT DR CARROLLTON TX 75007 366-022-006 311.34                               
22901 LAURA HORTON 33060  ROBERT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 VIRGINIA L PEART 33060 ROBERT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-220-033 360.11                               
33898 ANDRES DURAN 36005  BLACKSTONE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSE E DURAN 36005 BLACKSTONE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-341-041 434.61                               
44958 MIKE FOSS 32990  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 MICHAEL G FOSS 23905 CLINTON KEITH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 365-132-035 445.35                               
20027 F CALLAWAY 22675  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 HAROLD & FRANCINE CALLAWAY 22675 GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-150-025 579.66                               
35603 DAN LIEBERMAN 20490  BRYANT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 HERBERT J & STELLA LIEBERMAN 12635 MAIN ST 214 GARDEN GROVE CA 92840 370-250-023 871.29                               
44364 DEBRA LEONARD 33800  MISSION TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 DEBRA LEONARD 33800 MISSION TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-150-036 1,134.07                           
52176 STAR GREATRAKE 36369  HIDDEN SPRINGS RD WILDOMAR CA 92592 CRSTEE LEE YORK PO BOX 562 WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-120-028 129.66                               
44867 MARK & TANYA MCGINNIS 34601  MISSION TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 CHARLES THOMAS DIERINGER 31566  RAILROAD CANYON RD #682 CANYON LAKE CA 92587 370-250-040 183.35                               
42935 IRENE GARGUREVICH 32593  CEDAR SPRINGS CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 Irene Gargurevich 32593 cedar springs ct WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-493-012 190.53                               
51506 JASMINE OROZCO 33200  MISSION TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 CECILIA E MONTANO 19800 OLD COACH RD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 366-023-007 200.06                               
48754 RENEE ADDCOX 35429  WANKI AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 RENEE ADDCOX 35439 WANKI AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-271-003 222.60                               
49804 LAURENCE PEASE 20715 1/2  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 Zenda Reyes 20715 Grand ave  WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-140-001 249.35                               
50576 LESLIE JOHNSON 32533  CEDAR SPRINGS CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 LESLIE JOHNSON 32533 CEDAR SPRINGS CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-493-006 296.41                               
48203 LEE & MARIA O HAWKINS 32531  WHISPERING GLENS TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 LEE HAWKINS 32531 WHISPERING GLENS TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-400-018 412.73                               
45902 GEORGE ZEPEDA 35435  FREDRICK ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 GEORGE ZEPEDA 35435 FREDRICK ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-252-053 445.35                               
47009 PETER SMIT 20400  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 ESCUTIA IGANCIO A 20400 GRAND AVE  WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-210-019 445.35                               
50215 LUIS SILVA 33095  VICTORY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 WILLIAM C MIDDLEMAS 33045 VICTORY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-140-012 445.35                               
43350 PAULINO MADRIGAL 32940  VERDE MESA ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 PAULINO & ORTIZ MADRIGAL 32940 VERDE MESA ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-210-030 14.14                                 
42646 LINCOLN WARD JR 33409  LOQUAT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 RENEE SPEARMAN 308 E 158TH ST GARDENA CA 90248 366-111-005 14.47                                 
50737 DEAUNTAE FIANAGAN 35660  CARISSA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 KEMMIA & DEAUNTAE FLANAGAN 35660 CARISSA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-382-017 15.10                                 
49501 JESSICA JONES 23009  SWEETBAY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 DAVID B & SANDRA BRANNON 23009 SWEETBAY CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 369-733-008 18.54                                 
50375 SHIRLEY MORENO 32695  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92595 SHIRLEY MORENO 32695 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-113-019 19.89                                 
48193 ANAMARIA CANTELLA 22291  WALNUT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ALEMAN 2046 E VISTA WAY ORANGE CA 92867 367-160-019 21.91                                 
51028 SAGE INVESTING LLC 22917  AKWO CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 IVY MARTIN 22917 AKWO CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-302-008 22.62                                 
50517 KIMBERLY COE 20935  MARIPOSA RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 KIMBERLY COE 20935 MARIPOSA RD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-062-010 25.17                                 
50750 DAMANI GREY 34397  PERRY PALMS WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 PATRICIA LONG 16933 PARTHENIA ST 210 NORTHRIDGE CA 91343 367-050-061 25.17                                 
50641 ROSA FLORES 33190  MISSION TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 TRINIDAD & ELVIRA SANCHEZ 21430 DARBY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-023-005 27.49                                 
49672 LIZET HERNANDEZ 22578  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 CARLOS & BARBARA HERNANDEZ 22578 GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-150-007 28.86                                 
52125 MONIQUE ROSALES 33029  MESA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 WAYNE R & CHRISTINE MCINTOSH 45959 CORTE CARMELLO TEMECULA CA 92592 366-041-049 33.50                                 
22040 LEO TATE 21786  LAGO VISTA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANGELICA L GOMEZ 21786 LAGO VISTA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-190-032 37.92                                 
28262 GREENLINE GROUP INC 21263  BUNDY CANYON RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 VERNELE GREEN 22690 CERVERA RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-020-027 38.87                                 
50453 GERARD TUTTOILMONDO 33462  LOQUAT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 DEITY SHERIDAN 32193 PASEO SAN ESTEBAN TEMECULA CA 92592 366-112-006 41.37                                 
52299 ROY COKER 21222  ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 925958541 DOOL & ASSOC 27636 YNEZ RD L7-18 TEMECULA CA 92591 382-230-006 50.08                                 
49303 ERIN GOMEZ 22902  TIMBER LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 2018-4 IH BORROWER 1717 MAIN ST 2000 DALLAS TX 75201 380-194-011 51.17                                 
49522 NALLELY MACIAS 36076  FREDERICK ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ALEJO LUGO 333 CENTRAL AVE G RIVERSIDE CA 92507 380-341-013 52.29                                 
43408 DON SMITH 23275  TWINFLOWER AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 DON SMITH 23275 TWINFLOWER AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-381-020 55.26                                 
19660 KENNETH J. JUBALA 33697  MOJONNIER WAY WILDOMAR CA 925958444 KENNETH J JUBALA 33697 MOJONNIER WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-330-015 55.81                                 
45094 MARTHA TERRONES - OWNER 32965  WILDOMAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOEL ESPINOZA 32770 ELM ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 365-132-041 61.36                                 
49618 TRISHA JONES 35614  WANKI AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 RIESENBERG 37040 ALMOND CIR MURRIETA CA 92563 376-291-028 67.19                                 
44761 ALBERT & KAREN PARRA 21730  DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 DIMITRIOS ALEXOPOULOS 41500 CHAPARRAL DR TEMECULA CA 92592 376-122-019 70.14                                 
48534 AUTUMN ECHEVERRIA 33833  AMBERTON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 SALVADOR & AUTUMN ECHEVERRIA 33833 AMBERTON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-181-021 70.70                                 
34104 JEFF REINHARDT 32303  BILTON WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 JEFFERY REINHARDT PO BOX 1352 WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-270-034 71.61                                 
51334 GEORGIO MARTINEZ 23097  TEIL GLEN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 GEORGE GARCIA 23097 TEIL GLEN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-392-007 73.46                                 
45400 BARBARA FERRIS 32541  MEADOW RIDGE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 PETER D & YOLANDA BELLANOVA 32541 MEADOW RIDGE LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-390-012 75.34                                 
50020 KRISTY HARRINGTON 23044  CATT RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 ERIN B CHARNOCK PO BOX 1182 CARLSBAD CA 92018 376-402-023 84.74                                 
45721 JENNIFER LEE WAGNER 21770  DOROTHY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 HERNANDEZ WAGNER 21770 DOROTHY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-190-035 90.64                                 
24650 ANGIE GARCIA 34329  CHERRY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANGIE PEREZ 34329 CHERRY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-122-004 92.07                                 
49530 MARIA GUEVARA 21375  BUNDY CANYON RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOHN ZEPEDA 41755 ELM ST 402 MURRIETA CA 92562 367-020-014 92.96                                 
30831 KAREN HERBELIN 21010  UNION ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ROBERT HERBELIN 540 W NELSON RD SEQUIM WA 98382 368-070-010 93.78                                 
47909 ARACELLI LOZA 21510  ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOEL BANUET 21510 ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-053-017 95.41                                 
51234 VANESSA BRUCE 32545  WILDOMAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92530 VALERIE BRUCE 32544 WILDOMAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 365-092-029 95.54                                 
50077 DANIEL MASANIAI 22833  KUKA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 DANIEL & TRACEY MASANIAI 22833 KUKA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-272-044 95.54                                 
46672 ALEJANDRA HERNANDEZ 32848  VALLEY VIEW AVE WILDOMAR CA 92530 ALEJANDRA HERNANDEZ 32848 VALLEY VIEW AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-142-030 95.54                                 
47681 LOUIS WYATT 35920  NONNIE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARTHA STERIA 2907 SHELTER ISLAND DR 10 SAN DIEGO CA 92106 376-452-001 95.54                                 
45695 BERNICE ROLAND 32841  CANYON CREST ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ROLAND WILLIAMS 32841 CANYON CREST ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-032-025 95.54                                 
42466 MARIVEL FURING 35432  MARSH LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARIVEL FURING 35432 MARSH LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-263-007 95.54                                 
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48441 MARGARITO RAMIREZ 35565  BALSAM ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARGARITO & MARIA RAMIREZ 35565 BALSAM ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-361-007 95.54                                 
42906 MICHAEL RICHARDS 34721  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MICHAEL & BARBARA RICHARDS 34721 ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-402-012 95.54                                 
49335 TAMARA TWAMLEY 23067  TEIL GLEN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 TAMMARA S TWAMLEY 23067 TEIL GLEN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-392-004 95.54                                 
48767 ANA ARCHUNDIA 20801  ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 92595 HUGO & PAULA ARCHUNDIA 20801 ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-190-024 95.54                                 
36688 MIGUEL HUERTERO 22876  TEMET ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MIGUEL & ROGELIA HUERTERO 22876 TEMET ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-252-030 95.54                                 
45599 JENIFFER FOWLER 21376  AUSTIN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 BRIAN RILEY 21376 AUSTIN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-243-018 95.54                                 
50564 ELIYU ARELLANO 32990  SHEILA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 FAUSTINO & NOHEMI ARELLANO 32990 SHEILA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-220-035 95.54                                 
51297 PROLAWN 21545  COMO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 REDHAWK REALITY HOLDINGS 21545 COMO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-060-007 95.54                                 
48519 JESSE KENNICOTT 22937  PAVLA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 A J & JOAN BIGGS 51 VIA VILLARIO RCHO STA MARGARCA 92688 376-252-044 95.54                                 
47807 CHRISTIAN OROZCO 32581  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 CRISTIAN A ALCALA 32581 CRESCENT AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-103-009 95.63                                 
44594 VILLAGE WOODSHOPPE 31624  CORYDON RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 EVMWD PO BOX 3000 LAKE ELSINORE CA 92531 370-060-006 97.01                                 
43564 MARIA SANDOVAL 23312  WILD HORSE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARIA E SANDOVAL 23312 WILD HORSE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-430-029 98.37                                 
44719 DAVE & MARY PULU 34126  CLOVIS WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 DAVID & MARY PULU 34126 CLOVIS WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-490-017 99.37                                 
50989 COURTNEY BRADY 21830  WALNUT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JACKIE L PONDER 28222 SPRING CREEK WAY MENIFEE CA 92585 367-070-003 99.66                                 
47389 MARLINDA BRAVO 20314  PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ARMANDO MARTINEZ 20314 PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-270-024 102.37                               
26291 MARCOS SANDOVAL 20135  ROSS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARCOS & DENISE SANDOVAL 20135 ROSS RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-442-033 108.35                               
51694 DUNIA HURTADO 32900  VERDE MESA ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 LIZA BRATRUD PO BOX 892471 TEMECULA CA 92589 368-210-027 110.00                               
51377 ALICIA ROSS 35676  ASTER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSEPH & CASTANEDA OWUONDO 35676 ASTER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-374-002 110.41                               
51402 STEPHANIE NEFFANDORF 33369  CHERT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 A J & JOAN BIGGS 51 VIA VILLARIO RCHO STA MARGARCA 92688 382-261-014 111.14                               
51920 ANGELA ATIENZA 23006  TIMBER RIDGE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARYANN M NEVEL 16802 CORAL REEF CIR CERRITOS CA 90703 380-330-021 117.33                               
31719 JOHN VERNINU 20901  COMO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOHN B VERNIEU 20901 COMO ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-170-008 120.84                               
32885 KIMSY PROM 32873  CANYON CREST ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 KIMSY PROM 32873 CANYON CREST ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-032-027 123.12                               
22233 TAMMI WELLS 34241  ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 TAMMI G WELLS 34241 ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-040-024 124.34                               
50687 QIULING ZHU 22895  GREYHAWK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 YINGJIAN WU 22895 GREYHAWK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-091-001 126.26                               
50194 KATHY GIANOZAKOS 22270  SEQUOIA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 THOMAS R LAWSON 22270 SEQUOIA CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-420-012 146.84                               
51548 LORRI PENNYWITT 22915  KUNA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 MIGDALIA SANCHEZ 21170 WADE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-212-034 154.13                               
27993 SANTIAGO MALDONADO 21408  WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 SANTIAGO R & MARIA MALDONADO 21408 WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-330-003 157.38                               
49440 CHRIS BLAKE 32879  WILDOMAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 CHRISTOPHER BLAKE 32879 WILDOMAR RD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-132-006 158.02                               
51917 LATOYA MULLEN 23370  PLATINUM CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 RICK & SCOTT HALLNER 23370 PLATINUM CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-421-008 164.33                               
46039 KENNETH LEWIS 32500  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92530 KENNETH LEWIS 32500 CRESCENT AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-092-024 174.87                               
49701 DEIGO HERNANDEZ 22310  FALCON CREST CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 TRINA M MOLINA 78 KING ST CHULA VISTA CA 91910 367-420-004 181.61                               
43975 DANNY GONZALES 21740  PECAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANGEL & GONZALES JUAREZ 21740 PECAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-112-023 182.91                               
50756 DARREN ROWE 32577  DAHLIA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 LAWRENCE D & KRISTA LAMMOTT PO BOX 1518 WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-322-008 186.41                               
37822 ROSA HERNANDEZ 21459  MAPLE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 SEBASTIAN G RODRIGUEZ 21459 MAPLE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-053-001 190.97                               
19484 PETER & SANDY CLEARY 33400  HIXON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 SANDRA CLEARY 33400 HIXON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-030-033 193.73                               
42767 JULIE DRISKELL 35841  NONNIE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 MICHAEL S & JULIE DRISKELL 35841 NONNIE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-450-009 194.46                               
51361 ASHAKI TIPPINS 32952  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 ASHAKI TIPPINS 32952 CRESCENT AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-132-028 195.36                               
50419 ANDREW & KALIE SAUCEDA 32784  BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANDREW J & KALIE SAUCEDA 32784 BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-372-015 195.36                               
50299 BRIAN OBER 21436  AUSTIN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 BRIAN E OBER 21436 AUSTIN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-243-024 195.36                               
48605 SHERENE PEREZ 21395  AUSTIN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOHN PEREZ 26492 MIRAR VISTA DR MISSION VIEJO CA 92692 382-242-037 195.36                               
44637 MICHAEL CARTER 34117  CLOVIS WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 MICHAEL & MELANIE CARTER 34117 CLOVIS WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-490-024 195.36                               
47571 DIANA ADAME 23027  TEIL GLEN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 JON SCURTU 27140 HEIM RD MENIFEE CA 92584 376-392-001 195.36                               
36585 ROSA JUAREZ 21372  DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 RICARDO RODRIGUEZ 22295 HAYWORTH CT CORONA CA 92883 376-031-008 195.36                               
35492 EMMANUEL GUTIERREZ 35688  SUNFLOWER WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 EMMANUEL A & ADRIENNE GUTIERREZ 35688 SUNFLOWER WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-382-001 195.36                               
46597 KARINA ADAME 21341  PECAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 HOREB & MONICA MACIAS 30869 CALLE PINA COLADA TEMECULA CA 92591 376-024-002 195.36                               
26757 JOHN LARNARD 32725  STARLIGHT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOHN & SHEILA LARNARD 32725 STARLIGHT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-021-003 195.36                               
18451 MANUEL PELAYO 23055  TWINFLOWER AVE WILDOMAR CA 925958570 MANUEL C & JOSEFINA PELAYO 23055 TWINFLOWER AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-375-004 195.36                               
23457 FRANK BELLISSIMO 23004  WING ELM CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 FRANK J & MARY BELLISSIMO 23004 WING ELM CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-183-011 195.36                               
43787 AMANDA GARRETT 21692  PECAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 TYE MCCLAIN 245 N LARCH ST ANAHEIM CA 92805 376-112-017 195.36                               
51295 REXANNA BLAS 35639  ASTER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSEPH & ELIZABETH LENTINI 1884 S ABREGO DR GREEN VALLEY AZ 85614 376-363-012 195.36                               
51337 SEAN RONEY 21451  ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 SEAN RONEY 21451 ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-042-001 197.62                               
50757 DEMETRIUS SAYLES 33309  CHERT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSHUA & KADIAN BRANCH 33309 CHERT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-261-018 202.37                               
48681 KRISTINE & KEVIN WILSON 21965  CARNATION LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 KEVIN L WILSON 21965 CARNATION LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-311-019 210.84                               
35375 ANTONIO RODARTE 22015  CANYON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANTONIO UNZUETA 22015 CANYON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-122-037 212.81                               
47752 ANDRES RODRIGUEZ 33177  HONEYDEW LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 PABLO SOTO 33177 HONEYDEW LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-050-008 219.59                               
48018 ANTHONY MIRELES 35786  OCTOPUS LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 2018-4 IH BORROWER 1717 MAIN ST 2000 DALLAS TX 75201 376-391-020 225.35                               
48157 JULIE FRY 36065  BLACKSTONE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 JULIE FRY 31915 RANCHO CALIFORNIA R TEMECULA CA 92591 380-341-036 225.35                               
48784 JAMES NORWOOD 21250  CIELO VISTA WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 KENNETH E & JAMES NORWOOD 2618 SAN MIGUEL DR 1101 NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660 368-200-008 231.70                               
30326 ANNA WHITLOCK 33090  PENROSE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ROBERT R & ANNA WHITLOCK 33090 PENROSE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-102-006 232.22                               
51583 LANCE LOPEZ 20385  UNION ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 LANCE LOPEZ 20385 UNION ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-210-002 246.43                               
44952 GUILLERMINA ESPARZA 33807  AMBERTON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 JACOB WRIGHT 34197 DOROF CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-181-023 247.19                               
51983 NEVA VOLL 34380  PERRY PALMS WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 RONALD BARNETT 32380 PERRY PALM WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-050-029 249.78                               
50090 LORELEI DRESMAN 33915  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JAY ZUPPARDO 14305 CORPORATE WAY MORENO VALLEY CA 92553 366-210-051 252.41                               
50808 BRYAN MAUDLIN 21691  WAGON RIM CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 ARVIN & JEREMIAH RAXTER 32527 BRADLEY RD MENIFEE CA 92584 366-380-011 254.30                               
48766 CRYSTAL & DAVID PAYNE 36336  BRONZE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 SANDY RONAN 29823 HUNTER RD MURRIETA CA 92563 380-430-012 255.83                               
24993 STEVEN IVANCICH 34890  ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 STEVEN & TERESA IVANCICH 34890 ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-240-001 266.43                               


2







CUST# CUSTOMER NAME SERVICE ADDR
SERVICE 


CITY
SERVICE 


STATE SERVICE ZIP OWNER NAME OWNER MAILING ADDRESS
OWNER MAILING 


CITY


OWNER 
MAILING 
STATE


OWNER 
MAILING ZIP 


CODE APN


 2020 Delinquency as of 
4/28/2021 with Admin 


fee 
CRR
24719 JOSEPH MATTHEWS 21297  ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSE MARTINEZ 21297 ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-230-009 274.05                               
42280 RICHARD HAYDEN 22937  JOY CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 RICHARD HAYDEN 22937 JOY CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-331-013 276.44                               
52144 CURTIS CORWIN 34393  ORCHARD ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 CURTIS CORWIN 34393 ORCHARD ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-050-015 278.26                               
50506 JENNA GREAVER 21200  LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 DOUGLAS S METCALF 831 N MODENA ST ANAHEIM CA 92801 366-033-015 282.29                               
48306 SHARON & ZOLTON CUNNINGHAM 32545  DURANGO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOHN B & IRMA WAGONER 20983 LAGUNA RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-281-014 288.97                               
49745 JUAN PICAZO 32940  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92530 JUAN PICAZO 32940 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-153-018 289.45                               
48318 MARIA DUBON 21467  DARBY ST WILDOMAR CA 925959317 FREDDY M DUBON 21467 DARBY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-032-003 296.41                               
51348 MARION BAINES 20852  SILKTASSEL CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 TRACY BLANSCET 23905 CLINTON KEITH RD 11 WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-310-019 296.41                               
51045 SALVADOR HERNANDEZ DIAZ 21580  DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSE TORRES 21580 DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-121-015 296.41                               
51497 MICHELLE STONE 32876  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92530 DAVID W LANGSETH PO BOX 13 WILDOMAR CA 92595 365-132-022 296.41                               
45458 SILVIA SANDOVAL 33867  CHRISTOPHER LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 RAFAEL & SILVIA SANDOVAL 33867 CHRISTOPHER LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-160-053 296.41                               
50402 DAVE BERGQUIST 34633  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 DONALD BROWN 16499 MANGO WAY LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 367-393-013 296.41                               
46239 ELAINE BALL 32511  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 HERBERT K LAASCH 1245 BLUEBIRD CANYON DR LAGUNA BEACH CA 92651 365-093-002 296.41                               
49679 FABIOLA FUENTES 32298  JENNIFER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 RAYMOND & PATRICIA DAIN PO BOX 71 WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-170-015 296.41                               
21315 THOMAS STARBUCK 35643  WANKI AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 THOMAS W STARBUCK 35643 WANKI AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-292-016 296.41                               
51009 BRANDON SMITH 32788  SHEILA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 SMITH FAMILY 13 LA CINCHA RCHO STA MARGARCA 92688 368-220-027 297.79                               
46558 ANTHONY PURPORA 21870  WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANTHONY G PURPORA 21870 WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-200-025 299.92                               
20097 AUDREY C CHAFIN 22368  WALNUT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 AUDREY C CHAFIN PO BOX 148 WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-420-045 300.00                               
46185 GINA BLEA 35261  MOMAT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 GINA BLEA 35261 MOMAT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-244-006 302.23                               
48988 MARTIN & MARIA FORSCHNER 32548  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARTIN & MARIA FORSCHNER 32548 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-082-004 303.66                               
50022 DANIELLE SOLIS 20393  GUFFY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ERICK & DANIELLE SOLIS 20393 GUFFY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-240-017 304.12                               
51025 STEPHANIE CONRAD 21739  PINK GINGER CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANGELO VOZZA 21739 PINK GINGER CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-440-029 306.08                               
42866 MIGUEL NAVARRO 33835  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSE D NAVARRO 33835 ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-181-007 324.58                               
43685 WILLIAM PEERY 20550  PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 WILLIAM E PEERY 20550 PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-030-034 325.38                               
34525 PAULA MARTINEZ 21221  ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 925958541 JOSE & PAULA MARTINEZ 21221 ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-230-027 326.85                               
51391 ALFRED CHACON 32650  BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSE & REBECCA NORIEGA 32650 BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-380-002 327.59                               
46336 PAULA WELLS 32650  VIVIAN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 CRAIG & PAULA WELLS 32650 VIVIAN DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-230-014 331.56                               
51845 VILLA MAR PROP MANAGMENT 22952  NAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 VINH H & LY VUONG 23753 CLOVERLEAF WAY MURRIETA CA 92562 380-330-003 341.42                               
49455 HAZEL HENSLEY 21091  UNION ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 HAZEL C HENSLEY 21091 UNION ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-262-006 341.97                               
48591 BRITTANY GIBSON 36029  BLACKSTONE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 DANIEL M & NANCY RIDENBAUGH 36029 BLACKSTONE CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-040-001 342.09                               
48435 ERIKA MURILLO 21630  DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JAIME J & EVELINA MENDEZ 23136 HARBOR SEAL CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-121-021 358.34                               
52153 ELIZABETH HUGEL-CONKLIN 34995  CHERRY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MATTHEW & HUEGEL CONKLIN 34995 CHERRY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-240-024 364.51                               
47808 FRANK MARRON 22187  WALNUT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 FRANK MARRON 26274 SAGE GRACE C8 MURRIETA CA 92562 367-150-016 372.11                               
48432 RUDY-TENANT ARAMBULA 21547  WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ADRIAN G & ESPERANZA GARCIA 211 AVENIDA SIERRA SAN CLEMENTE CA 92672 366-182-014 372.38                               
46106 CHRISTINA MORALES 32776  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 SILVIA SANCHEZ 18731 TERETICORNIS AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92532 365-112-010 376.46                               
33078 SANTIAGO MALDONADO 33201  HONEYDEW LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 EMMA COLIMA 33201 HONEYDEW LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-050-010 376.46                               
33536 FRANCISCO RODRIGUEZ 20085  PLESSNER WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 FRANCISCO & SANJUANA RODRIGUEZ 20085 PLESSNER WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-330-018 378.10                               
41607 JOE SOULIA 33784  LINDA VISTA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSEPH L SOULIA 38489 QUAIL RIDGE DR MURRIETA CA 92562 366-182-046 379.35                               
49346 GARY ESCHENBRENNER 21107  SEDCO BLVD WILDOMAR CA 92595 GARY ESCHENBRENNER 21107 SEDCO BLVD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-113-001 384.86                               
49955 ENJOLI KERR 35366  BIG LEAF LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ENJOLI KERR 35366 BIG LEAF LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-223-009 385.80                               
48421 SOUNEKAHAM PHYAKEO 32985  CANYON CREST ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 SOUNEKHAM & LAURA PHYAKEO 32985 CANYON CREST ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-032-034 387.48                               
50795 CHAD LACKEY 32627  BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 CHAD LACKEY 32627 BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-391-008 389.10                               
47151 RYAN WHITEGON 34459  DEAN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 WILLIAM & MARY KLOTZ 22320 KLOTZ LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-360-003 392.72                               
41961 SAUL AYALA 21618  PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 SAUL & DORIS AYALA 21618 PALOMAR ST LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 376-150-010 394.59                               
24237 EVENLYN ESPARZA 34590  ORANGE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSE ARAUZA 31982 SAGE CT MENIFEE CA 92596 367-150-025 401.61                               
45642 JERRY FREUDENBERG 32940  VALLEY VIEW AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 JERRY & DONNA FREUDENBERG 10922 MEADS ORANGE CA 92869 365-142-021 401.61                               
43521 MELINA CAZARES 21408  CORAL ROCK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 CAIN S ARROYO 21408 CORAL ROCK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-242-001 401.61                               
27896 WENDY ENOCHS 32944  WESLEY ST WILDOMAR CA 925959742 WARREN A & WENDY ENOCHS 32944 WESLEY ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-252-023 401.61                               
43532 JESUS CARLON 23201  PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92562 JESUS CARLON 23201 PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-170-022 401.61                               
51923 SHIRLEY J WATERS 33184  HONEYDEW LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 TODD M DOOLEY 33184 HONEYDEW LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-050-017 406.48                               
44563 WILLIAM BROOKS 21475  APRICOT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 WILLIAM BROOKS 21475 APRICOT LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-060-014 407.50                               
49017 JOEL PEREZ 23075  GREYHAWK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 XIAN & KAIYU WANG 23075 GREYHAWK RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-380-009 408.16                               
51108 TRACY & RANDALL PIEPER 36348  GOLDEN POPPY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 RANDALL E PIEPER 36348 GOLDEN POPPY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-470-026 409.55                               
50863 BRYAN MAUDLIN 21691  WAGON RIM CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 ARVIN & JEREMIAH RAXTER 32527 BRADLEY RD MENIFEE CA 92584 366-380-011 409.90                               
24522 PAUL CARPENTER 32960  VERDE MESA ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 PAUL A CARPENTER 32960 VERDE MESA ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-210-031 411.71                               
50746 MAX CORTEZ 21588  FRONT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 SAMAN MANNEH PO BOX 1124 WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-131-011 412.02                               
51259 ERIC LYNTON 36250  TRAIL CREEK CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 ERIC LYNTON 36250 TRAIL CREEK CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-381-007 412.73                               
48946 FREDDI DE LION 21169  OLIVE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARTIN A GONZALEZ 5822 ADENMOOR AVE LAKEWOOD CA 90713 366-022-001 412.73                               
47733 KALEB CORRALES 32920  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92595 KALEB CORRALES 32920 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-153-017 412.73                               
47166 JOSE VARGAS 22962  SHOWUT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOSE VARGAS 22962 SHOWUT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-302-047 412.73                               
38574 MICHAEL METOYER 23314  HIGHLAND OAKS CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 MICHAEL A METOYER 23314 HIGHLAND OAKS CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-430-006 412.73                               
19585 STEPHEN LOWER 22890  KUNA CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 SWANSON 2318 RALSTON LN REDONDO BEACH CA 90278 376-212-025 423.56                               
47655 ARACELI HUERTA 33040  MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE WILDOMAR CA 92530 ARACELY HUERTA 33040 MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 366-041-020 423.87                               
19525 CLARE GRABANSKI 21302  ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARK D & CLARE GRABANSKI 21302 ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-092-019 423.87                               
51046 JONATHAN LOPEZ 21607  DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 WEI ZHANG 11 GAUCHO RD LADERA RANCH CA 92694 376-111-007 424.31                               
46332 VICTOR TORRES 21380  DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ISAAIS & SYLVIA JIMENEZ 21325 GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-031-010 424.71                               
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50601 CHRISTINE SIMMONS 33203  HIXON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 BEATTY SIMMONS 33203 HIXON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-170-006 427.43                               
51062 ASHLEE PICCOLI 32673  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92530 SHAHRAM GHANEM 3311 E MANDEVILLE PL ORANGE CA 92867 365-113-035 428.36                               
43216 CHRISTINE SOMERS 32987  VIRGO WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 JAMES W & CHRISTINE SOMERS 32987 VIRGO WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-031-025 430.85                               
50861 BRENDA HARPER 36300  GOLDEN POPPY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ISAAC BEHNAWA 29971 CAMINO DEL SOL DR TEMECULA CA 92592 380-470-022 431.16                               
49681 MARLA BRANCH 22883  ROLLING BROOK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARLA BRANCH 22883 ROLLING BROOK LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-491-009 433.11                               
49882 ANNA YAMASAKI 20370  LORENA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 STEVEN & ANNA YAMASAKI 20370 LORENA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-250-025 433.79                               
49130 LORI WANGLER 33267  SWEET NECTAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 WILLIAM & LORI WANGLER 33267 SWEET NECTAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-440-007 436.34                               
47728 CASSANDRA HAMILTON 35804  LEXI LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ROBERTO & MARYBELLE HERNANDEZ 35804 LEXI LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-450-023 436.63                               
51388 HENRIETTA G. LOPEZ 32844  VALLEY VIEW AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 ALEJANDRA SOMOZA 32844 VALLEY VIEW AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-142-031 437.99                               
50276 MARIA SIONO 32885  MESA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 JAVIER SIONO 32885 MESA DR LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-151-008 438.50                               
50699 GUILLERMO ELIZALDE 35305  BILLIE ANN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARIA A JIMENEZ 201 W COLLINS AVE 47 ORANGE CA 92867 376-233-005 440.95                               
47137 ASHLEY SKROCH 21587  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 ASHLEY SKROCH 21587 GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-101-002 441.95                               
51004 ASHLEY ARAUJO 21136  DENISE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 ASHLEY ARAUJO 21136 DENISE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-262-009 445.35                               
50520 DANIEL & OLIVIA MORALES 22231  GROVE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 DANIEL & OLIVIA MORALES 22231 GROVE RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-231-010 445.35                               
49581 RICHARD SIZEMORE 32901  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 RICHARD J SIZEMORE 32901 CRESCENT AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-132-019 445.35                               
49593 STELLIOS KARAFOTIS 32706  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92530 STELLIOS A KARAFOTIS 32706 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-123-013 445.35                               
49505 DOUGLAS BRANCH 22184  AMADO LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANGELA & HEATHER MATTHEWS 22184 AMADO LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-231-020 445.35                               
49153 TERESA ZUNIGA 21600  PECAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANTHONY W & MELINDA BORGERDING 25450 LORING RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-111-018 445.35                               
49433 BEAU GLORIA 34581  JENNIFER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 BEAU GLORIA 34581 JENNIFER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-391-002 445.35                               
49181 HEATHER BEDFORD 32909  MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 PHILLIP R LEDESMA 32909 MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-142-020 445.35                               
47842 EDUARDO CASTANEDA 34758  HICKORY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 MIGUEL A AREVALO 339 N 2830 SAINT GEORGE UT 84790 367-402-002 445.35                               
28590 FRANCISCO LEYVA 32653  WILDOMAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 GERSON DE LEON 32653 WILDOMAR RD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-112-025 445.35                               
47471 LAURIE RUSH 32790  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92595 LAURIE RUSH 32790 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-123-007 445.35                               
47268 MARTHA ESTEVES (OWNER) 36149  WALKING HORSE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 RAUL & MARTHA ESTEVES 36149 WALKING HORSE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 380-411-019 445.35                               
47238 NICOLE HASTINGS 32573  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92595 NICOLE HASTINGS 32573 LAKEVIEW TER LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-101-006 445.35                               
48688 JESSICA JONES 35586  KOLO CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 SFR 2012 1 U S WEST 8665 E HARTFORD DR 200 SCOTTSDALE AZ 85255 376-291-017 445.35                               
44853 BEATRICE CYRAN 21750  DUNN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 LUIS CALDERON 16825 VIA LUNADO MORENO VALLEY CA 92551 376-122-021 445.35                               
46503 MIREYA HIGUERA 23091  BOXWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 MIREYA M HIGUERA 23091 BOXWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-362-014 445.35                               
45490 GARRETT BROWN 23159  CANNERY RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 GARRETT BROWN 23159 CANNERY RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-403-010 445.35                               
47673 KRESTEN HESTEHAVE 20751  DONIELLE WILDOMAR CA 92595 KRESTEN HESTEHAVE 20751 DONIELLE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-300-011 445.35                               
23011 DANIEL SEGURA 21775  SILVER RUN CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 DANIEL F SEGURA 21775 SILVER RUN CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-390-016 445.35                               
43884 MATTHEW & BRANDY SALINAS 32907  MESA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 MATTHEW V SALINAS 32907 MESA DR LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-153-001 445.35                               
43821 BRAD HUGHES 21464  WINDSTONE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 BRAD HUGHES 21464 WINDSTONE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 382-240-013 445.35                               
43687 CHRISTIE GEORGE 32863  MESA DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 DAVID A & CHRISTIE GEORGE 32863 MESA DR LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-151-031 445.35                               
43139 MARIA SABIR 35662  WOSHKA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARIA L DELATORRE 35662 WOSHKA LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-294-001 445.35                               
43127 APRIL REID 32802  TRAILWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 GEORGE & APRIL REID 32802 TRAILWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-452-014 445.35                               
43130 JOSE & MARTHA SALDIVAR 35278  PASHAL PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARTHA A & JOSE SALDIVAR 35278 PASHAL PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-242-008 445.35                               
44531 PATRICIA BOGGS 32102  CABERNET PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 PATRICIA BOGGS 32102 CABERNET PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-321-013 445.35                               
42843 ROBIN ATEMAN 33894  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MICHELLE GORDON 33894 ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-390-001 445.35                               
45894 MARTHA TRUJILLO 32506  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 RAYMOND & RAYMO ASAY 32506 CRESCENT AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-092-031 445.35                               
48372 RAMON & ELIZABETH MEZA 21293  ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 RAMON & ELIZABETH MEZA 21293 ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-093-026 445.35                               
32549 BERNABE ESCALONA 20160  PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 BERNABE O & MARIA ESCALONA 20160 PALOMAR ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-320-014 445.35                               
43204 KRISTI GARFIELD 32476  BRYANT ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 LAURIE HAVEN PO BOX 983 WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-030-030 445.35                               
30193 MARTIN RUIZ 21509  ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 RUIZ DEJESUS 21509 ILLINOIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-042-007 445.35                               
29565 JORGE MADRIGAL 21800  DOROTHY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 JORGE & MARISELA MADRIGAL 21800 DOROTHY LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-190-037 445.35                               
27643 DOUGLAS LOYD 21752  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 RAYMA BENNETT 32507 FAVARA DR TEMECULA CA 92592 376-114-024 445.35                               
46970 DAVID & JENNIFER FERM 22920  AKWO CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 DAVID & JENNIFER FERM 22920 AKWO CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-302-003 445.35                               
46364 JAMES & MARIA ROBERTS 21511  MAPLE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ALEX & VANESSA TRUJILLO 23852 PEPPERLEAF ST MURRIETA CA 92562 376-053-007 445.35                               
42690 KARL EVANS 20728  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 GRACE G & KARL EVANS PO BOX 5 WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-100-046 445.35                               
48632 TIMOTHY SCHOFIELD 34271  ALLISON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 TIMOTHY SCHOFIELD 34271 ALLISON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-122-031 445.35                               
46206 JAMES KESTERSON-TENANT 33276  MISSION TRL WILDOMAR CA 92595 JOE LINCOLN 1278 GLENNEYRE ST 299 LAGUNA BEACH CA 92651 366-031-002 445.35                               
23174 AMY CHICK 20288  UNION ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 AMY CHICK 20288 UNION ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-380-012 445.35                               
49142 TIM GRIDER 22135  CORAZZA WILDOMAR CA 92595 MICHAEL SHIR 26560 MEADOW RD MENIFEE CA 92584 367-240-014 447.23                               
50069 SELENA MONTANO 21444  MUSCATEL RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 SELENA MONTANO 21444 MUSCATEL RD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-170-055 453.04                               
19144 RODOLFO LEMUS 21180  DENISE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 RODOLFO & ROSELIA LEMUS 21180 DENISE CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-262-011 476.69                               
51924 ACESO GLOBAL VENTURES LLC 35877  NONNIE DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 OLIVIA SANTOS 314 ELLIS ST C LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 376-450-006 520.81                               
35399 SANDRA BROWNING 33025  WILDOMAR RD WILDOMAR CA 92530 ALICE M ROMERO 33025 WILDOMAR RD LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 366-021-011 521.36                               
47095 IODINE SPRINGS INVESTMENT 21441  WAITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 IODINE SPRINGS INV 35380 MEADOW PARK CIR WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-160-076 522.75                               
18012 ROSE BIGHAM 21222  LEWIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 ROSE E & HAROLD BIGHAM 21222 LEWIS ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-032-009 525.12                               
22242 BERDELLE WHALEN 33058  MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE WILDOMAR CA 92530 BERDELL M & DAVE WHALEN 33058 MOUNTAIN VIEW AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 366-041-015 525.12                               
45869 MARLA MORONES 23113  EMPIRE PENGUIN RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANTHONY F ROSSETTI 635 AMERICAN AVE BEAUMONT CA 92223 376-391-034 530.73                               
51385 RENE LUNA 32875  TRAILWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 DAN & MARIA NAYLOR 32875 TRAILWOOD CT WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-441-004 531.34                               
51927 TOMOTHY ARAGON 21222  ALAMEDA DEL MONTE WILDOMAR CA 925958541 DOOL & ASSOC 27636 YNEZ RD L7-18 TEMECULA CA 92591 382-230-006 536.67                               
25206 BILL PECK 33040  OWEN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 WILLIAM F & ELIZABETH PECK 33040 OWEN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-140-017 537.71                               
51925 FROYLAN MENDEZ 20050  PLESSNER WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 PAULINO CASTANON 20050 PLESSNER WAY WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-330-005 547.00                               
51928 LORI NELSON 35273  GLEN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 NELSON 35273 GLEN LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-232-002 560.75                               
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50679 LETICIA ARGUELLES 22873  SHOWUT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 HOME EXPO FINANCIAL INC 23580 ALESSANDRO BLVD MORENO VALLEY CA 92552 376-301-001 567.95                               
49598 EDUARDO GOMEZ 34965  CAMERON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 EDUARDO R GOMEZ 34965 CAMERON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-240-015 568.74                               
49302 ANA MONTERRAZA 35133  PASHAL PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 LUIS ESPINOSA 35133 PASHAL PL WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-211-023 579.66                               
22779 AMANDA CESSNA 21575  PECAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JEFFERY A & AMANDA CESSNA 21575 PECAN ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-113-004 579.66                               
43436 EDDIE JAMES 32900  BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 EDDIE JAMES 32900 BATSON LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 370-360-008 579.66                               
51037 PHOENIX RICHARDSON 35616  ASTER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 PHOENIX & GRACE RICHARDSON 35616 ASTER DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-365-006 588.98                               
46428 GLADYS BARRAZA 21303  LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MIGUEL VELASCO 21303 LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-130-014 666.51                               
50632 NICKIE GONZALES 32530  LAKEVIEW TER WILDOMAR CA 92530 ARTURO & SILVIA GARCIA PO BOX 1247 LAKE ELSINORE CA 92531 365-082-002 683.52                               
51677 AARON HANDEL 33605  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 AARON & AMANDA HANDEL 33605 ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-380-003 717.84                               
51366 MARK MIER 32200  CENTRAL ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 MARK A MIER 32200 CENTRAL ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 376-160-005 764.45                               
32445 SCOTT HARRIS 21943  BOGGS LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 ANDREW & DOCIA HARRIS 21943 BOGGS LN WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-080-048 1,140.15                           
35665 SHELLEY & CHARLES HITCHCOCK 33840  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 CHARLES M & SHELLEY HITCHCOCK 33840 ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-210-033 1,720.37                           
44259 JEANNIE BARTHOLOMEW 21343  LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 JASON M BARTHOLOMEW 21343 LEMON ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 366-130-045 1,727.08                           
51281 GARY THORNTON 32510  CRESCENT AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 GARA J THORNTON 32510 CRESCENT AVE LAKE ELSINORE CA 92530 365-092-030 1,792.74                           
50833 ROBERT LEAK 34841  WHITE ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 WILLIAM & CAROLYN LEAK 23905 CLINTON KEITH RD WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-220-050 1,800.84                           
51406 KURT SORENSEN 34660  ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92530 KURT SORENSEN 34660 ALMOND ST WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-080-033 1,908.01                           
47580 ROBIN & CHARLES MATTHEWS 21833  CANYON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 CHARLES & CLARI MATTHEWS 21833 CANYON DR WILDOMAR CA 92595 367-350-011 2,077.56                           
47462 SHANE ERICKSON 21093  GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 RICK & CAROL ERICKSON 21093 GRAND AVE WILDOMAR CA 92595 368-150-007 2,077.59                           


282 Customers 96,048.67                         
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CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #1.11 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Dan York, Assistant City Manager 
 
PREPARED: Emily Stadnik, Land Development Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Tract No. 32024 Lot 71, Monte Vista Ranch II - Grading Agreement and 


BMP Agreement 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council authorize the City Manager to execute the 
Grading Agreement and the BMP Agreement with Monte Vista Ranch II, LLC. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Tract No. 32024 Lot 71, Monte Vista Ranch II is approximately 6.47 acres of site at the 
northwest corner of Monte Vista Drive and Summer Sage Way in the City of Wildomar. 
Tract Map No. 32024 was approved by the County of Riverside’s Board of Supervisors 
on April 4, 2006 and includes grading improvements and subdivision of two parcels 
totaling 39.5 acres into 70 single-family residential lots, five open space lots, one 
commercial lot (Lot 71) and a lot to be used as a detention basin.  The planning 
department is currently reviewing an application for Tract No. 32024 Lot 71 for a General 
Plan Amendment from Business Park to High Density Residential and a Change of Zone 
from C-O (Commercial Office) to R-3 (General Residential).  The planning application 
also includes a tentative tract map to subdivide the 6.47 acre site for condominium 
purposes to allow a 64-unit townhome development.    An aerial image of the project site 
and the surrounding area is provided in Attachment A and an excerpt from the approved 
development plans (Site Plan) showing the project layout is provided in Attachment B. 
The project developer, Monte Vista Ranch II, LLC (Developer) has an approved rough 
grading plan with the City. The project also involves the development of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to mitigate impacts to water quality from the project 
site. The SWPPP includes the construction of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
meet water quality requirements. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Grading Agreement 
In order to complete on-site grading activities, the Developer is required to enter into a 
Grading Agreement (Attachment C) which identifies the Developer’s obligations to the 
City in performing and completing the grading construction. The agreement also provides 







the City with a bond to secure the grading activities. If the Developer fails to fulfill their 
obligations, the bond provides a mechanism for the City to ensure that the construction 
site is brought to a safe and acceptable condition.  
 
BMP Agreement 
The Developer is also required to enter into a Stormwater Management/BMP Facilities 
Agreement (BMP Agreement, Attachment D) with the City. The BMP Agreement identifies 
the maintenance responsibilities of the Developer to ensure that the SWPPP BMPs that 
are constructed with this development continue to be maintained in the future. 
 
Staff is requesting that the City Council authorize the City Manager to execute the Grading 
Agreement and BMP Agreement. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
There are no fiscal impacts to the City at this time. All costs related to this process are 
covered by developer deposits. In compliance with the City’s NPDES/MS4 Permit, the 
City will be required to perform inspections of the BMPs for the project during the lifetime 
of the development and also receive and/or process verifications from the landowner 
indicating that the BMPs are being maintained. These inspections and processing 
activities are not paid for by the landowner and require that the City use its own funds 
from the ‘General Fund – Stormwater’ account. If the landowner(s) fails to maintain any 
BMPs that they are required to maintain and the City expends funds to maintain the BMPs 
to ensure the City’s MS4/Storm Drain System is protected, the BMP Agreement obligates 
the landowner to pay the City for all associated costs incurred. 
 
 
Submitted by:      Approved by: 
Daniel A. York      Gary Nordquist 
Assistant City Manager,     City Manager 
Public Works Director/City Engineer 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 


A. Aerial Image of Tract No. 32024 Lot 71, Monte Vista Ranch II 
B. Tract No. 32024 Lot 71, Monte Vista Ranch II Site Plan 
C. Grading Agreement and Faithful Performance Bond 
D. Stormwater Management/BMP Facilities Agreement 







ATTACHMENT A


Aerial Image of Project Site (Project Site Highlighted in Yellow and Bordered in Blue)
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ATTACHMENT B
TRACT NO. 32024 LOT 71, MONTE VISTA RANCH II SITE PLAN







ATTACHMENT C 


GRADING AGREEMENT AND
 FAITHFUL PERFOMANCE BOND







































ATTACHMENT D 


STORMWATER MANAGEMENT/
BMP FACILITIES AGREEMENT























  


 
 


CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #2.1 


PUBLIC HEARING 
 Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Robert Howell, Acting Administrative Services Director 
  James R. Riley, Project Consultant 
 
SUBJECT:  Authorization of Commercial and Roll-off Rate Adjustment for CR&R 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a Resolution entitled: 
 


RESOLUTION NO. 2021 - ___ 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, 


CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZING THE ADJUSTMENT OF COMMERCIAL AND ROLL-
OFF SOLID WASTE COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION RATES AND THE 


ADOPTION OF A STATE COMPLIANCE FEETO CR&R COLLECTION SERVICES 
FOR THE PERIOD JULY 1, 2021 TO JUNE 30, 2022 


 
 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
Notice of this Public Hearing was provided in accordance with section 6(A) of Article XIID 
of the California Constitution (Proposition 218) and Government Code Sections 53755 
and 53756 
 
As a condition of the Agreement between the City and CR&R for city-wide solid waste 
and recycling services, CR&R can request changes to their rate schedule on an annual 
basis, however, those changes must be approved by the City Council.   
 
City staff received a request from CR&R dated March 9, 2021 for an increase to their 
Commercial and Roll-off rates above the annual CPI increase to reflect the increased cost 
of State Compliance for both standard and organic commercial recycling services.  The 
reason for the additional increase is due to compliance requirements related to State 
Mandated Commercial Recycling Programs. In recent years, the State of California 
passed Assembly Bill 341 (the Mandatory Commercial Recycling Law) and Assembly Bill 
1826 (the Mandatory Commercial Organics Recycling Law) which requires all businesses 
within a certain service level to participate in State Mandated Recycling Programs. The 
implementation cost and rollout of these programs falls on local jurisdictions and their 







  
 
haulers to implement. The State does not offer any cost offsets to implement the new 
State requirements. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the attached Resolution which will approve the adjustment 
of commercial and roll-off solid waste collection and transportation rates for the period 
commencing on July 1, 2021 and concluding on June 30, 2022.   
 
The proposed Schedule of Approved Rates for the period of July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2022 
is included in the attached schedule.  This rate adjustment is in accordance with the 
contractually required rate adjustment as set forth in the Franchise Agreement and the 
rate adjustment for commercial and roll-off services noted above. 
 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS:  
Estimated fiscal impact to the City is less than $100.00 for FY 2021/22.  Annual impact to 
the residents of the City served by this provider will vary based upon the service 
requested. 
 
 
Submitted by:       Approved by: 
Robert Howell       Gary Nordquist 
Acting Administrative Services Director    City Manager  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Resolution authorizing the Commercial and Roll-off rate adjustment 
B. Revised rate schedule CR&R 
C. 2021 Prop 218 Notice for CR&R 
  







  
 
 


 
 
 


Attachment A 
  







  
 


RESOLUTION NO. 2021 - _____ 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, 
CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZING THE ADJUSTMENT OF COMMERCIAL AND ROLL-
OFF SOLID WASTE COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION RATES AND THE 
ADOPTION OF A STATE COMPLIANCE FEETO CR&R COLLECTION SERVICES 
FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2021 TO JUNE 30, 2022 
 
WHEREAS, Notice of this Public Hearing was provided in accordance with section 6(A) 
of Article XIID of the California Constitution (Proposition 218) and Government Code 
Sections 53755 and 53756 
 
WHEREAS, to protect the health and safety of the community, the City of Wildomar 
contracts with CR&R for waste hauling services; and  
 
WHEREAS, CR&R can annually request adjustments to their collection rates based on 
changes to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and other additional charges; and 
 
WHEREAS, such a request for a CPI adjustment and other additional charges was 
submitted by CR&R to the City for review; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council held a noticed public hearing on May 12, 2021 regarding the 
additional charges related to the increased cost of State compliance for both standard 
and organics commercial recycling programs related to CR&R collection services. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR that the additional charges related to the increased cost of State compliance 
for both standard and organics commercial recycling programs for the period of July 1, 
2021 to June 30, 2022, as described in Attachment B, is authorized.  
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of May, 2021. 
 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Dustin Nigg 
       Mayor 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
Thomas D. Jex     Janet Morales 
City Attorney      City Clerk 







2021 PRJCE ADJUSTl\lENT 


CITY OF WILDOMAR 


EXHIBIT "E" 


Schedule of Rates 


(effective July I, 2021) 


Mechanized single family detached residential collection, recycling, composting, transfer, and disposal grantee billing 


Monthly Rate: $ 29.52 


2 Mechanized single family detached residential collection, recycling, composting, transfer, and disposal parcel charge 


Monthly Rate: $ 29.52 


3 Mechanized single fan1ily detached residential additional refuse, and composting container grantee billing 


Monthly Rate: 


4 Single fan1ily detached residential additional bulky item pick up - grantee billing 


Pick Up Rate: 


$ 


$ 


8.90 


26.44 


Commercial. industrial, and multi-family residential refuse monthly bin rates ( one 1.5 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 123.02 


2 x week $ 245 02 


3 x week $ 367.12 


4 x week $ 489.20 


5 x week $ 611.27 


6 x week $ 733.34 


5 Commercial. industrial, and multi-fan1ily residential refuse monthly bin rates ( one 2 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 135.27 


2 x week $ 269.69 


3 x week $ 404.14 


4 x week $ 538.47 


5 x week $ 672.86 


6 x week $ 807.24 
Compacted 2 Cubic Yard monthly rate: 2.5 x monthly rate 


6 Commercial, industrial, and multi-family residentialrefuse monthly bin rates (one 3 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 166.52 


2 x week $ 332.03 


3 x week $ 497.60 


4 x week $ 663.12 


5 x week $ 828.67 


6 x week $ 994.20 
Compacted 3 Cubic Yard monthly: 2.5 x monthly rate 


Commercial, industrial, and multi-fan1ily residentialrccvcling monthly cart rates ( one 96-gallon cart) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 58.19 


7 Commercial, industrial, and multi-family residentialrecycling monthly bin rates ( one 3 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 87.86 


2 x week $ 175.76 


3 x week $ 263.61 


4 x week $ 351.52 


5 x week $ 439.35 


6 x week $ 527.25 


8 Commercial, industrial, and multi-family residential refuse monthly bin rates ( one 4 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 186.76 


2 x week $ 372.70 


3 x week $ 558.55 


4 x week $ 744.42 


5 x week $ 930.26 


6 x week $ 1,116.12 
Compacted 4 Cubic Yard monthly rate: 2.5 x monthly rate 







2021 PRICE ADJUSTMENT 


CITY OF WILDOMAR 


EXHIBIT "E" 


Schedule of Rates 
(effective July I, 2021) 


Manure monthly bin rates (one 2 cubic yard bin) with the following pick ups per week: 
Ix week $ 
2 x week $ 
3 x week $ 


Manure monthly bin rates ( one 3 cubic yard bin) with the following pick ups per week: 
Ix week $ 
2 x week $ 
3 x week $ 


Manure monthly bin rates (one 4 cubic yard bin) with the following pick ups per week: 


IO Temporary 3 cubic yard bin rate: 


11 Extra Temporary or Regular Service pick up: 
(Includes all bin sizes 2, 3 and 4 yards) 


12 Redeliver and reinstatement rate: 


13 Roll-off Delivery Fee: 


14 Roll-off lowboy 


15 Roll-off 40-yard 


16 Roll-off compactor rate: 


Roll-off AD Disposal Fee 


18 Scheduled Extra Green Waste pick up (up to 10 bags): 


19 Non-Scheduled Extra Green Waste pick up (up to 10 bags): 


20 E-Waste Pick up: 


21 "Hard to service" vehicle usage rate: 


22 "Hard to service" bin moving rate: 


23 Special bin lids (locking/CBL) rate: 


24 Deodorizing/ replacing bin rate: 


Other Services 
Residential Account Setup Fee 
Comm Bin Account Setup Fee 
Comm Bin Delivery Fee 
Conun Overflow Fee 
Rolloff Account Setup Fee 
Daily Rolloff Inactivity Fee (after 7 days) 


Recycle Bin Contamination Fee 
Temporary Bin Inactivity Fee 
Other Assoc Wrk for Street Sweep 


Ix week $ 
2 x week $ 
3 x week $ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


$ 


165.81 
323.02 
480.20 


207.18 
405.73 
604.28 


207.18 
405.73 
604.28 


153.93 per pickup 


153.93 per pick up 


$30.99 per occurrence 


$81.33 per bin 


263.82 per load 


263.82 per load 


263.82 per load 


91. 98 per ton


I 0.00 per pick up 


25.00 per pick up 


no charge 


no charge 


no charge 


no charge 


no charge 


24.08 
31.31 
60.23 
60.23 
31.31 
12.04 
54.19 
6.03 


I 02.35 







2021 PRICE ADJUSUIENT 


Organic (AD) Rates: 


CITY OF WILDOMAR 


EXHIBIT "E" 


Schedule of Rates 


(effective July I, 2021) 


Commercial, industrial, and multi-fan1ily residential Non-Foo<;!monthly bin rates ( one 2 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 179.02 


2 x week $ 357.38 


3 x week $ 535.76 


4 x week $ 714.09 


5 x week $ 892.47 


6 x week $ 1,070.82 


Commercial, industrial, and multi-family residential Foo<;!momhly bin rates ( one 2 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 238.03 


2 x week $ 475.47 


3 x week $ 712.85 


4 x week $ 950.25 


5 x week $ 1,187.62 


6 x week $ 1,425.03 


Commercial, industrial, and multi-fan1ily residential Non-Foo<;!mont hly bin rates ( one 3 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 241.55 


2 x week $ 482.34 


3 x week $ 723.15 


4 x week $ 963.95 


5 x week $ 1,204.76 


6 x week $ 1,445.59 


Commercial, industrial, and multi-family residemial Foo<;!monthly bin rates ( one 3 cubic yard bin) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 330.10 


2 x week $ 659.43 


3 x week $ 988.81 


4 x week $ 1,318.15 


5 x week $ 1,647.51 


6 x week $ 1,976.88 


Commercial, industrial, and multi-family residential Non-Foo<;!monthly cart rates (one 64 gallon cart) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 35.32 


2 x week $ 70.61 


3 x week $ 105.92 


4 x week $ 141.21 


5 x week $ 176.52 


6 x week $ 211.84 


Extra pickup $ 25.37 


Commercial, industrial, and multi-family residential Foo<;!monthly cart rates (one 64 gallon cart) with the 


following pick ups per week: 


Ix week $ 44.66 


2 x week $ 89.32 


3 x week $ 133.98 


4 x week $ 178.65 


5 x week $ 223.29 


6 x week $ 267.98 


Extra pickup $ 32.16 







NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
Solid Waste Collection Rates 


 
May 12th, 2021 at 5:00 p.m. 


 
CITY OF WILDOMAR 


23873 Clinton Keith Road 
Wildomar, California 92595 


 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 6(A) OF ARTICLE XIIID OF THE CALIFORNIA 
CONSTITUTION (PROPOSITION 218) AND GOVERNMENT CODE SECTIONS 53755 AND 
53756 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a public hearing will be held before the CITY OF 
WILDOMAR on May 12th, 2021, at 5:00 p.m., at the Council Chambers, 23873 Clinton Keith 
Road, Wildomar, California. At the public hearing, the Council will consider the adoption of a 
resolution to approve the adjustment of commercial and roll-off solid waste collection and 
transportation rates and the adoption of a State Compliance Fee (in addition to the annual 
consumer price index adjustment previously approved for a five-year period commencing July 
1, 2019 and including July 1, 2024) pursuant to Section 3 of Exhibit F - Rate Adjustment 
Mechanism of that certain Agreement between the City of Wildomar and CR&R Incorporated 
for the Collection and Transportation of Solid Waste and Other Specified Services dated June 
10, 2009, as amended (the “Franchise Agreement”)   
 
The City has entered into the Franchise Agreement with CR&R Incorporated for the collection 
and transportation of solid waste, recyclable materials, green waste and construction debris 
and other specified services within a portion of the City. The amount CR&R charges pursuant 
to the agreement has been determined to be the amount necessary to provide their services.  
The Franchise Agreement authorizes adjustments based on cost increases associated with 
collection, disposal, and recycling of solid waste.   
 
Proposed Rate Increases for July 1, 2021  
 
The current Schedule of Approved Rates and the proposed Schedule of Approved Rates for the 
period of July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2022 is included in the attached schedule.  This rate 


adjustment is in accordance with Section 3 of Exhibit F - Rate Adjustment Mechanism of the 
Franchise Agreement. 
 
In addition to the foregoing rate adjustment, each year inflationary indices rate adjustments are 
made calculated pursuant to the formula in the Franchise Agreement.  The contract formula’s 
inflation-based increases are automatic upon the 30-day notice required under Government Code 
Section 53756(d). 
 
Proposition 218 
 
Record Owners, as defined under Proposition 218, may respond to the proposed fees in writing 
prior to or during the public hearing.  Consistent with the provisions of Proposition 218 and 
Government Code Section 53755, this notice has been mailed to the record owners of the 
property at the addresses as they appear on the latest equalized assessment roll.  If you object to 
the proposed fees as described in this Notice you may file a written protest with the City at or 
before the time set for the public hearing.  Protests can be mailed or personally delivered to: 
 







CITY OF WILDOMAR 
23873 Clinton Keith Road 


Wildomar, California 92595 
 
A valid protest must include: 
 


1. The name of the record owner or owners of the property, and 
2. Identification of the property by either assessor’s parcel number or street address, and 
3. A statement of protest (“I/we protest” will suffice), and 
4. The original signature of the protesting owner or owners (photocopies will not be 


accepted). 
 


Please note that each property will be counted as a single vote, regardless of the number of 
owners.  If there are two record owners, both must sign the written protest.  If there are more than 
two owners, the protest must be signed by a majority of the owners.  Multiple protests returned for 
a single property will be disallowed and the City Clerk will only accept one protest per property.  
 
The City Clerk will determine the validity of all protests submitted and exclude any invalid protests 
from the final tabulation.  The City Clerk may confer with the City Attorney in determining the 
validity of written protests.  As part of this process, the City Attorney may view contested or 
suspect protest forms.  The City Clerk’s decision shall be final and binding.   
 


FOR MORE INFORMATION 
 
 If you have questions regarding this Notice, the Public Hearing, or the Fees/Charges, 
contact Wildomar Administrative Services Director at (951) 677-7751 x 212 or CR&R Customer 
Service at (800) 755-8112. 







CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #2.2 


PUBLIC HEARING 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


 


TO:  Mayor and Members of the City Council 
 
FROM: Matthew Bassi, Planning Director  
 
SUBJECT: Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01: City Council review of a CEQA 


  General Rule Exemption and a proposed amendment to Title 17.12 of  
  Wildomar Municipal Code to prohibit industrial hemp cultivation in the City 


STAFF REPORT 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Planning Commission recommends that the City Council Introduce and approve the first 
reading of an Ordinance entitled: 
 


ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA ADOPTING A GENERAL RULE 


EXEMPTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 15061(B)(3) 
OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 


(CEQA), AND APPROVING ZONING ORDINANCE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2021-01 AMENDING TITLE 17 (ZONING) OF 


THE WILDOMAR MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADD SECTION 
17.12.060 PROHIBITING INDUSTRIAL HEMP CULTIVATION IN 


ALL ZONING DISTRICTS 


BACKGROUND / ANALYSIS: 
The City Council, on May 28, 2020, upon recommendation from the Planning 
Commission, adopted Ordinance No. 187 & 188 establishing licensing, operational and 
use regulations for commercial retail sales of cannabis and industrial cultivation and 
manufacturing. While Ordinance No. 187 and 188 addressed retail cannabis and 
cultivation, it did not address industrial hemp cultivation.  
 
The City Council on February 12, 2020 adopted an urgency Ordinance No. 181 adopting 
a 45-day moratorium on industrial hemp cultivation. The moratorium was extended by 
Council on March 11, 2020 (Ordinance No. 182) for an additional and additional 22 
months and 15 days. The current moratorium expires on February 12, 2022. 
  







For purposes of the moratorium, “Cultivation” meant the seeding, growing, tending, 
harvesting, or any other activity in the development or production of Industrial Hemp, 
including without limitation the development of new seed cultivars and any other activity 
that falls within the meaning of “cultivate” or “cultivation” as used in sections 81000 
through 81011 of the California Food and Agriculture Code. A copy of the Council staff 
report packets is provided for Commission consideration (Attachment B). 
 
Industrial hemp cultivation presents public health, safety and welfare issues that must be 
mitigated if it is allowed, including but not limited to odor control, pests, security, and other 
public safety concerns. The Planning Department has not received any interest or 
applications for industrial hemp cultivation. Thus, the public interest may be better served 
at this time by not expending public resources on establishing regulations for an industry 
that is not, and has expressed no interest in, operating in the City. 
 
Given this, staff believes it’s prudent at this time to propose an amendment to the 
Wildomar Municipal Code to prohibit industrial hemp cultivation in all zoning districts on 
the city. The city may at its discretion, revisit this issue and pursue adoption of use and 
operational regulations for industrial hemp cultivation in the future. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Amendment 2021-01 Summary: 
The proposed amendment is provided in its entirety as Exhibit 1 of PC Resolution No. 
2021-01. The following is a brief summary of the proposed changes: 
 Section 17.12 (Zone Classifications and Districts) will be amended to add a new 


subsection known as 17.12.060 (Industrial Hemp Cultivation). 
 Section 17.12.060 will provide 2 definitions, list out the prohibition on industrial 


hemp cultivation and list out penalties for violating the ordinance. 


Planning Commission Review/Action: 
The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed code amendment at its April 21, 2021 
meeting.  There were no questions from the Commission and no public speakers.  Based 
on this, the Planning Commission voted 5–0 to adopt PC Resolution No. 2021-02 
recommending City Council approval of Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01. 


ENVIRONMENTAL / CEQA: 
In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public 
Resources Code § 21000, et seq. (“CEQA”)), a review of the potential environmental 
impacts was conducted by the Planning Department for Zoning Ordinance Amendment 
No. 2021-01. Based on this review, the Planning Commission determined that approval 
of Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01 is exempt under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines meets the criteria for a general rule 
exemption in accordance with Section 15061(b)(3) of CEQA.  This section states that 
CEQA applies only to projects that have the potential for causing a significant effect on 
the environment, and where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that 
the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not 
subject to CEQA. 







The code amendment proposes a minor text change to expressly list the cultivation of 
industrial hemp as a prohibited use in all zoning districts, and will not result in any impacts 
to the environments.  Given this, the Planning Commission has recommended the City 
council adopt the General Rule CEQA exemption in accordance with Section 15061(b)(3) 
of the California Environmental Quality Act guidelines. 


FINDING OF FACT  –  ZOA NO. 2021-03: 
In accordance with the provisions of the Wildomar Zoning Ordinance, the following finding 
is offered for City Council consideration in approval of Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 
2021-01. 
 
A. The proposed amendment is consistent with the City of Wildomar General Plan. 
 


Evidence:  The proposed zoning ordinance amendment to prohibit industrial hemp 
cultivation in all zoning districts in the city is consistent with the General Plan in that 
the amendment will advance the general plan policies to protect the health, safety 
and welfare of Wildomar residents. 


FISCAL IMPACTS: 
There are no fiscal impacts. 


PUBLIC NOTICING: 
In accordance with Chapter 17.04 of the Wildomar Municipal Code, the Planning 
Department on April 30, 2021 published a legal notice in the Press Enterprise, a local 
newspaper of general circulation, notifying the general public of the public hearing to be 
held by the City Council set for May 12, 2021 to discuss Zoning Ordinance Amendment 
No. 2021-01.  As of the date of this report, staff has not received any public comments 
either for or against the proposed amendment. 


Respectfully Submitted,    Reviewed By, 
Gary Nordquist     Thomas D. Jex 
City Manager      City Attorney 


ATTACHMENTS: 
A. City Council Ordinance No. ___ 
B. Industrial Hemp Moratorium Report Packet/Information 
 
INCORPORATED HEREIN BY REFERENCE THE FOLLOWING: 


• City of Wildomar General Plan and General Plan EIR 
• City of Wildomar Zoning Ordinance (Title 17) 


 
 







ATTACHMENT A 
City Council Ordinance No. ___ 


(ZOA 2021-01) 
 


 


 


  







ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA ADOPTING A GENERAL RULE 
EXEMPTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 15061(B)(3) 
OF THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
(CEQA), AND APPROVING ZONING ORDINANCE 
AMENDMENT NO. 2021-01 AMENDING TITLE 17 (ZONING) 
OF THE WILDOMAR MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADD SECTION 
17.12.060 PROHIBITING INDUSTRIAL HEMP CULTIVATION 
IN ALL ZONING DISTRICTS 


WHEREAS, on February 12, 2020, the City Council adopted Urgency Ordinance 
No. 181 declaring a 45-day temporary moratorium on the cultivation of industrial hemp 
cultivation in the City of Wildomar; and 


WHEREAS, on March 11, 2020 the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 182 
extending the 45-day temporary moratorium on the cultivation of industrial hemp 
cultivation for an additional 22 months and 15 days to February 11, 2022; and 


WHEREAS, in accordance with Chapter 17.280 of the Wildomar Municipal Code 
and California Government Code, Section 65800, et seq., the Planning Commission has 
the authority to review Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01 and make a 
recommendation to the City Council regarding said amendment; and 


WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a special meeting and held a 
noticed public hearing on April 21, 2021 to review Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 
2021-01, at which time interested persons had an opportunity to testify in support of, or 
opposition to the proposed municipal code amendment, and at which time the Planning 
Commission received public testimony, and subsequently adopted PC Resolution No. 
2021-02 recommending City Council approval of Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 
2021-01; and  


WHEREAS, in accordance with Chapter 17.04.050 of the Wildomar Municipal 
Code, the Planning Department on April 30, 2021 published a legal notice in the Press 
Enterprise, a local newspaper of general circulation, notifying the general public of the 
May 12, 2021 public hearing with the City Council where the Council discussed the 
proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01; and 


WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 17.280.040 of the Wildomar Municipal 
Code, the City Council, upon recommendation from the Planning Commission, conducted 
a duly noticed special meeting/hearing to discuss Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 
2021-01 on May 12, 2021, and at which time interested persons had an opportunity to 
testify in support of, or opposition to the proposed municipal code amendment, and at 
which time the City Council received public testimony concerning the proposed municipal 
code amendment.  







THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR HEREBY DOES ORDAIN 
AS FOLLOWS:  


SECTION 1:  CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION.  
In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 


(Public Resources Code § 21000, et seq. (“CEQA”)), a review of the potential 
environmental impacts was conducted by the Planning Department for Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment No. 2021-01.  Based on this review, the Planning Commission finds that 
approval of Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01 is exempt under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines meets the criteria for a general rule 
exemption in accordance with Section 15061(b)(3) of CEQA.  This section states that 
CEQA applies only to projects that have the potential for causing a significant effect on 
the environment, and where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that 
the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not 
subject to CEQA.  The code amendment proposes a minor text change to expressly list 
the cultivation of industrial hemp as a prohibited use in all zoning districts, and will not 
result in any impacts to the environments.  Given this, the City Council has determined 
that Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. 2021-01 meets the criteria for a general rule 
exemption in accordance with CEQA guidelines Section 15061(b)(3). 


SECTION 2.  REQUIRED ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT FINDING. 
In accordance with the provisions of the Wildomar Zoning Ordinance, the following 


finding is offered for City Council consideration in approval of Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment No. 2021-01. 
 
B. The proposed amendment is consistent with the City of Wildomar General Plan. 
 


Evidence:  The proposed zoning ordinance amendment to prohibit industrial hemp 
cultivation in all zoning districts in the city is consistent with the General Plan in that 
the amendment will advance the general plan policies to protect the health, safety 
and welfare of Wildomar residents.  


SECTION 3. AMENDMENT TO THE WILDOMAR MUNICIPAL CODE 
Section 17.12 of the Wildomar Municipal Code is hereby amended to add a new 


subsection to read as follows: 
 
17.12.060 Industrial Hemp Cultivation. 
 
A. Findings.  Industrial hemp cultivation presents public health, safety and 


welfare issues that must be mitigated if such cultivation is to be permitted, 
including but not limited to odor control, pests, security, and other public 
safety concerns.  As of the effective date of the ordinance adding this section 
to the zoning code, no industrial hemp cultivation uses have been established 
in the City and no cultivators have expressed interest to the City for 
establishing cultivation uses in the City.  The City Council finds that the public 
interest is better served at this time by not expending public resources on 







establishing regulations for an industry that has not, and has expressed no 
interest in, operating in the City.  The City may reconsider the prohibition on 
industrial hemp cultivation contained herein in the future.   


 
B. Definitions.  The following definitions apply to this code section: 


 
"Cultivation" means any activity involving the planting, growing, harvesting, 
drying, curing, grading, trimming, processing, or manufacturing of industrial 
hemp. 
 
"Industrial hemp" includes the definition as set forth in Health and Safety 
Code section 11018.5(a). 


 
C. Industrial Hemp Cultivation.  The cultivation of industrial hemp as defined 


above is prohibited in all zone districts within the City of Wildomar.  It is a 
violation of this Code for any building, facility, establishment, property, or 
location to be utilized by any person to establish, commence, engage in, 
conduct, or carry on, or permit another person to establish, commence, 
engage in, conduct, or carry on any industrial hemp cultivation in the City of 
Wildomar. 


 
D. Violation – Separate Offense.  Any person who violates any provision of this 


chapter is guilty of a separate offense for each and every day during any 
portion of which any such person commits, continues, permits, or causes a 
violation thereof, and may be penalized accordingly. 


 
E. Penalties.  Violation of any provision of this chapter is subject to penalties as 


set forth in Wildomar Municipal Code Chapter 1.16. 
 
F. Public nuisance.  In addition to the penalties set forth above, any violation of 


this chapter is declared to be a public nuisance per se and contrary to the 
public  interest and will, at the discretion of the city, be subject to a cause of 
action for injunctive relief or any other available remedy under the law. 


SECTION 4.  SEVERABILITY 
If any Chapter, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this 


ordinance, is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any 
court of competent jurisdiction, such decision will not affect the validity of the remaining 
portions of this ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it would have adopted 
this ordinance, and each Chapter, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or 
portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more Sections, subsections, 
subdivisions, sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions thereof be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional.” 
 
  







SECTION 5.  EFFECTIVE DATE.   
This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its passage by the City 


Council. 


SECTION 6.  CITY CLERK ACTION 
The City Clerk is authorized and directed to cause this Ordinance to be published 


within fifteen (15) days after its passage in a newspaper of general circulation and 
circulated within the City in accordance with Government Code Chapter 36933(a) or, to 
cause this Ordinance to be published in the manner required by law using the alternative 
summary and posting procedure authorized under Government Code Chapter 39633(c). 


 INTRODUCED FOR FIRST READING this 12th day of May, 2021. 
 
 
 
 


_____________________ 
Dustin Nigg  
Mayor 


 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:   ATTEST: 
 
 
 
____________________________  ___________________________ 
Thomas D. Jex     Janet Morales 
City Attorney      City Clerk 
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CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #2.1 


PUBLIC HEARING 
Meeting Date: February 12, 2020 


______________________________________________________________________ 


TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 


FROM: Gary Nordquist, City Manager 
Thomas D. Jex, City Attorney 


SUBJECT: Urgency Ordinance Declaring a Temporary Moratorium of the Cultivation 
of Industrial Hemp 


STAFF REPORT 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the Interim Urgency Ordinance entitled: 


AN URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA, DECLARING A TEMPORARY 


MORATORIUM ON THE CULTIVATION OF INDUSTRIAL HEMP WITHIN 
THE JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR 


BACKGROUND: 
Industrial Hemp is and has been used worldwide to produce a variety of industrial and 
consumer products. It is often confused with Cannabis because Cannabis and Industrial 
Hemp are from the plant species – Cannabis sativa L.  By definition, state law requires 
Industrial Hemp to contain no more than .03 percent tetrahydrocannabinol [THC]. The 
definition of Cannabis under California law explicitly states that Cannabis does not 
include Industrial Hemp. Industrial Hemp commonly refers to the commercial use of the 
stalk and seed for textiles, foods, papers, body care products, detergents, plastics and 
building materials.  


DISCUSSION: 
Cannabis cultivation is currently unlawful under federal law but is now a heavily-
regulated legal industry under California State law. However, regulations of Industrial 
Hemp at both the State and federal level are unclear and continue to evolve. 


Given the lack of clarity related to the existing State and federal-level regulations of 
Industrial Hemp, there is a need to further consider and study potential local regulations 
of Industrial Hemp cultivation uses. According to the California Department of Food and 







Agriculture (CDFA), the laws and regulations regarding the production of Industrial 
Hemp in California is as follows: 


• “…CDFA has adopted Section 4900 in Title 3 of the California Code of
Regulations pertaining to Industrial Hemp Cultivation Registration Fees, and
Section 4920 and Section 4921 pertaining to the list of approved cultivars…”


• “CDFA has adopted Sections 4940, 4941, 4942, 4943, 4944, 4945  , 4946,
4950, and 4950.1 in Title 3 of the California Code of Regulations pertaining to
industrial hemp sampling and testing for THC content, harvest, and destruction
through emergency rulemaking.”  The regulations took effect on June 10, 2019
and have been readopted on December 10, 2019 for an additional 90 days.


• “CDFA has proposed Sections 4935, 4940, 4941, 4942, 4943, 4944, 4945,
4946, 4950, and 4950.1 in Title 3 of the California Code of Regulations to
permanently adopt regulations pertaining to industrial hemp planting, sampling
and testing for THC content, harvest, and destruction… the written comment
period closed on December 2, 2019”


Further, the CDFA states, “[a]s CDFA develops a state regulatory plan to be submitted 
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) in compliance with the 2018 Farm Bill, 
amendments to the current regulations and new regulations will be required.” Further 
regulations pertaining to cultivation will be developed with consideration of 
recommendations from the Industrial Hemp Advisory Board and promulgated through 
the regular rulemaking process in accordance with the California Administrative 
Procedure Act. 


In California, many public entities have adopted moratoriums on Industrial Hemp 
cultivation, including but not limited to: 


• Humboldt County


• Sonoma County


• San Juaquin County


• Santa Clara County


• Yolo County (complete
ban on outdoor cultivation)


Examples of Cities that have also implemented a moratorium on Industrial Hemp 
cultivation include but are not limited to: 


• Farmersville


• Hanford


• Hemet


• Sacramento


• Thousand Oaks







Government Code section 65858 authorizes the City Council to adopt a moratorium, as 
an urgency interim ordinance, on any uses that may be in conflict with a contemplated 
general plan, specific plan, or zoning proposal that the City Council is considering or 
studying or intends to study within a reasonable time. To pass, the moratorium requires 
a 4/5 supermajority vote, but the moratorium does not have to follow the standard 
procedures for adopting land use regulations.  The initial ordinance may only be in 
effect for 45 days, but the City Council may extend the initial ordinance twice – once for 
ten months and 15 days and then a second time for a year, for a total of two years. Prior 
to extending the moratorium, the City Council will have to hold a noticed public hearing. 


The findings supporting the moratorium are set forth in more detail in the ordinance, but 
some of the reasons to adopt the moratorium and study potential regulation of industrial 
hemp can be summarized as follows: 


1. There are no permanent and adequate California or federal regulations setting
requirements or standards for cultivation, product purity, safety, potency, and
testing, cannabinoid content, or  environmental impacts or other safeguards to
protect the health of consumers within the California regulated Cannabis
marketplace;


2. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations
is harmful to the welfare of residents and creates a nuisance; and


3. Since Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are derivatives of the same plant (Cannabis
sativa L), the appearance and odor are indistinguishable. As such, it will be
extremely difficult to differentiate between the two plants when cultivated and
would open a significant opportunity for the fraudulent and illegal production of
commercial Cannabis within the City.


Submitted by: 


Gary Nordquist, City Manager 
Thomas D. Jex, City Attorney  


ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Industrial Hemp Moratorium Urgency Ordinance.


MATERIALS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE: 


Hemp as an Agricultural Commodity, Congressional Research Service, June 22, 2018. 







ATTACHMENT A 


Industrial Hemp Moratorium Urgency Ordinance 







ORDINANCE NO. 181 


AN URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA, DECLARING A 
TEMPORARY MORATORIUM ON THE CULTIVATION OF 


INDUSTRIAL HEMP WITHIN THE JURISDICTIONAL 
BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR 


WHEREAS, The City of Wildomar currently prohibits all types of commercial 
facilities and activities related to “Cannabis” (as defined in California Health and Safety 
Code section 11018) consistent with California law pursuant to City Ordinance as 
codified in Wildomar Municipal Code section 17.12.050 (“Cannabis Prohibition 
Ordinance”); and 


WHEREAS, as a result of the changing definition of “Industrial Hemp” (as defined 
in California Health and Safety Code section 11018.5) the Cannabis Prohibition 
Ordinance does not currently regulate the cultivation of Industrial Hemp within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the City except as an agricultural activity; and  


WHEREAS, the City Council intends to study, within a reasonable time, land use 
regulations related to the cultivation of Industrial Hemp; and  


WHEREAS, Government Code section 65858 allows the City to immediately 
protect and preserve the public peace, health and welfare by prohibiting any uses that 
may be in conflict with existing or contemplated general plan, specific plan, or zoning 
proposals that the legislative body, planning commission or planning department is 
considering or that it will study and consider within a reasonable time; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on February 12, 
2020, and after hearing and considering public testimony, the City Council intends to 
adopt a temporary moratorium on all Industrial Hemp cultivation uses (as more 
particularly defined herein) while the City studies potential regulations. 


THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR HEREBY DOES ORDAIN 
AS FOLLOWS:  


SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 


The City Council of the City of Wildomar, based on the information included in 
the staff report, incorporated by reference herein, and of the information it takes notice 
of as referenced below, makes the following findings: 


Pursuant to Article XI, section 7, of the California Constitution, the City may adopt 
and enforce ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws to protect and 
promote the public health, safety and welfare of its citizens. 







Pursuant to Government Code section 65858, to protect the public safety, health, 
and welfare, the City may, as an urgency measure, adopt an interim ordinance 
prohibiting land uses that may be in conflict with existing or contemplated land use 
regulations that the City is studying or considering or intends to study within a 
reasonable time. 


The state and federal system of laws and regulations defining Industrial Hemp 
governing its cultivation is complex, evolving, incomplete and uncertain, causing 
multiple issues which may adversely affect the public peace, health, or safety of 
residents of or visitors to the City, as outlined below. 


The City Council hereby takes notice of the following laws, together with their 
legislative histories, analyses, digests and commentaries, as well as any reports issued 
by Agencies, Departments, or Offices of the State of California pertaining to Industrial 
Hemp: 


1. California Senate Bill (2013), the California Industrial Hemp Farming Act;


2. The Federal 2014 Farm Bill, P.L. 113-79, § 7606, codified as 7 U.S.C.A.
§5940 et seq.;


3. California Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act, passed by the
voters in November 2016 (“AUMA”);


4. California Senate Bill 94 (2017) the Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis
Regulation and Safety Act (“MAUCRSA”);


5. California Senate Bill 1409 (2018);


6. The 2018 Federal Farm Bill, H.R. 2, P.L. 115334;


7. California Senate Bill 153, Industrial Hemp (Wilk, 2019)


In 2013, the California Legislature authorized the cultivation of Industrial Hemp 
subject to strict requirements for its dense planting as a fiber or oilseed crop, restrictions 
on pruning, tending and culling, and limiting cultivation to only non-psychoactive 
varieties of Cannabis (i.e. varieties without tetrahydrocannabinol – “THC”) and subject 
to the Attorney General verifying that such cultivation was permitted under federal law. 
These restrictions, in effect, also acted to prohibit cultivation of Industrial Hemp for use 
in extracting cannabinol (“CBD”). 


The Federal Farm Bill of 2014 authorized an institution of higher education or a 
state Department of Agriculture to grow or cultivate Industrial Hemp if for agricultural or 
academic research purposes subject to certain restrictions.  


In 2016, Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act authorized, among other 
things, the cultivation of Industrial Hemp subject to requirements for its dense planting 
as a fiber or oilseed crop, and restrictions on pruning, tending, or culling, as an 







agricultural product, and for agricultural or academic research to be regulated 
separately from the strains of Cannabis with higher concentrations of THC, but 
amended the effective date of the California Industrial Hemp Farming Act to January 1, 
2017, without regard to federal law. With the enactment of MAUCRSA in 2017, these 
changes were also codified into the law. 


In September 2018, Senate Bill 1409 deleted the requirement under the 
California Food and Agriculture Code that Industrial Hemp be grown as a densely 
planted fiber or oilseed crop. By modifying the characterization of a crop for which 
AUMA sets a minimum acreage, the bill also amended AUMA. 


In October 2019 Senate Bill 153 was enacted, further amending the California 
Food and Agriculture Codes applicable to Industrial Hemp and added a definition for 
“established and approved industrial hemp program.” 


Late in 2018, the Federal government removed Industrial Hemp from the federal 
list of controlled substances and authorized the U. S. Department of Agriculture to 
create quality control standards for commercial hemp production or permitting each of 
the states to have their own quality control standards plan. Currently, the Federal 
Agricultural Marketing Service ("AMS") is in the process of developing regulations for 
Industrial Hemp and has published an interim final rule with request for comments, 
attached herein as Exhibit “A”. 


Interim Final Rule (Document 84 FR 58522), entitled Establishment of a 
Domestic Hemp Production Program, temporarily establishing rules and regulations to 
produce Hemp. This rule provides the requirements for State and Tribal regulatory plans 
submitted to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) for review and 
approval. California is in the process of developing a state plan and therefore, California 
hemp growers are not currently subject to the federal interim rule.  


California law authorizes the California Department of Food and Agriculture 
(“CDFA”) to establish an agricultural pilot program pursuant to federal law and is 
required to establish regulations for the sampling procedures and approving laboratories 
for sample testing of all commercial Industrial Hemp crops. California law also 
authorizes the Industrial Hemp Advisory Board to recommend regulations for the 
cultivation of Industrial Hemp, including but not limited to, developing the requisite 
Industrial Hemp seed laws and regulations, enforcement mechanisms, and the setting 
of an assessment rate.  


As of April 2019, the CDFA adopted a regulation for the registration fee for 
growers of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes and seed breeders in California 
but has only adopted temporary regulations pertaining to sampling procedures and lab 
testing through emergency rulemaking that only remain in effect for 180 days and are 
subject to revision. The CDFA has readopted the regulations extending the effective 
date of these temporary regulations to March 9, 2020. 







Based on the foregoing, it appears that the legal prerequisites for the commercial 
cultivation of Industrial Hemp have not been satisfied and therefore the cultivation of 
Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes should not be permitted.  


Based on the foregoing, it appears that the law pertaining to Industrial Hemp 
continues to change and rulemaking is incomplete or ongoing with the CDFA, Industrial 
Hemp Advisory Board and federal AMS. As such there are no permanent and adequate 
California or Federal regulations setting requirements or standards for cultivation, 
product purity, safety, potency, and testing, cannabinoid content, or environmental 
impacts or other  safeguards to protect the health of consumers within the California 
regulated marketplace. 


Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are derivatives of the same plant (Cannabis sativa 
L), and the appearance and odor of Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are 
indistinguishable. As such, it will be extremely difficult to differentiate between the two 
plants when cultivated and would open a significant opportunity for the fraudulent and 
illegal production of commercial Cannabis within the City. 


The current Cannabis Prohibition Ordinance does not address the unique legal, 
land use, environmental, public health, safety and welfare issues and impacts 
associated with the concomitant of commercial Cannabis and Industrial Hemp 
cultivation.  


Under these circumstances, the permitting of “Established Agricultural Research 
Institution” to cultivate or process Industrial Hemp within the City, without adequate 
regulations to ensure that cultivators will not exploit the “Established Agricultural 
Research Institution” exemption to grow Cannabis in the guise of Industrial Hemp is a 
legitimate and compelling concern and poses a threat to the public health, safety and 
welfare as the cultivation of Cannabis threatens the integrity and viability of the City of 
Wildomar’s potential position in the California regulated marketplace, and the Cannabis 
industry’s role in the City’s economy.  


The City is currently in the process of creating a regulatory structure to permit 
some commercial Cannabis activities and facilities and intends to charge a fee for such 
activity. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the City’s implementation of 
appropriate land use regulations and business licensing system for Cannabis and 
Industrial Hemp businesses would only serve to increase the enforcement burden on 
the City, create opportunity for fraud and illegal uses, and potentially create conflict 
between Cannabis cultivators and Industrial Hemp producers.  


The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations 
is harmful to the welfare of residents and creates a nuisance. 


There is an urgent need for the City Council to assess the impacts of Industrial 
Hemp grown by “Established Agricultural Research Institutions” and others, and to 
explore reasonable regulatory options relating thereto. 







The allowance of cultivation of Industrial Hemp even to the limited extent 
authorized under California law, prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations, creates 
an urgent and immediate threat to the public health, safety and welfare of the citizens 
and existing agriculture in the City of Wildomar. 


The City has a compelling interest in protecting the public health, safety, and 
welfare of its residents and businesses, in preventing the establishment of nuisances. 


In order to ensure the effective implementation of the City’s current Cannabis 
land use prohibition objectives and policies, a moratorium on the establishment and/or 
approval of Industrial Hemp cultivation is necessary. 


SECTION 2. DECLARATION OF URGENCY. 


A. Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council finds and declares
that there is a current and immediate threat to public health, safety and welfare arising 
from the absence of reasonable regulations in the Wildomar Municipal Code regulating 
Cultivation (as defined below) of Industrial Hemp within the City’s jurisdictional 
boundaries.   


Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council determines that this 
interim urgency ordinance is urgently needed for the immediate preservation of the 
public peace, health, safety and welfare pursuant to Government Code section 65858 
and is necessary to provide additional time to prepare the studies and reports required 
to consider a comprehensive ordinance and/or general plan amendment addressing 
regulation of Industrial Hemp Cultivation within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries. 


SECTION 3. MORATORIUM. 


A. In order to protect the public health, safety and welfare and pursuant to
the provisions of Government Code section 65858, during the term of this ordinance, 
including any extensions hereto, a moratorium is hereby placed on the following: 


1. The “Cultivation” (as defined below) of Industrial Hemp (as defined in
Section 11018.5 of the Health & Safety Code) by any person or entity for
any purposes, within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, including
Cultivation by an “Established Agricultural Research Institution” (as
defined in Section 81000(c) of the Food and Agriculture Code), whether or
not such Cultivation is for agricultural or academic research or for the
production of an agricultural product;


2. The issuance of any general amendment, zoning amendment, subdivision,
conditional use permit, plot plan, certificate of occupancy, building permit
or any other entitlement, including, but not limited to, tenant improvement
permits, site development permits, temporary or special use permits,
variances, business license / registration or grading permits issued by the
City of Wildomar for the Cultivation of Industrial Hemp.







3. The establishment, operation, maintenance, development or construction
of any land, site, facility or use for the purpose of the Cultivation of
Industrial Hemp within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries.


For purposes of this ordinance, “Cultivation” shall mean the seeding, growing, 
tending, harvesting, or any other activity in the development or production of Industrial 
Hemp, including without limitation the development of new seed cultivars and any other 
activity that falls within the meaning of “cultivate” or “cultivation” as used in sections 
81000 through 81011 of the California Food and Agriculture Code. 


This moratorium shall apply to persons or entities that have registered Industrial 
Hemp sites with the Riverside County Agricultural Commissioner office, but have not yet 
acquired vested rights to engage in Cultivation of Industrial Hemp within the City’s 
jurisdictional boundaries. 


SECTION 4. SEVERABILITY. 


If any chapter, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of 
this ordinance, is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of 
any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision will not affect the validity of the 
remaining portions of this ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it would 
have adopted this ordinance, and each chapter, subsection, subdivision, sentence, 
clause, phrase, or portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, 
subsections, subdivisions, sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions thereof be declared 
invalid or unconstitutional. 


SECTION 5. CEQA. 


This ordinance is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of 
Regulations, section 15060, subdivision (c)( 2) as the activity will not result in a direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change to the environment and section 15061, 
subdivision (b)(3) as there is no possibility the activity in question may have a significant 
effect on the environment. In addition, this ordinance is categorically exempt from 
review under CEQA pursuant to Class 8 Categorical Exemption, 14 C.C.R. §15308 
(regulatory activity to assure protection of the environment). 


SECTION 6. EFFECTIVE DATE.  


Pursuant to Government Code section 65858, this interim urgency ordinance 
shall become effective immediately upon adoption and shall remain in effect for forty-
five (45) days thereafter unless amended, repealed or extended by the City Council as 
permitted by law. 







SECTION 7. PUBLICATION. 


The City Clerk is authorized to publish this ordinance in accordance with 
Government Code section 36933. 


PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of Wildomar City 
Council on the 12th day of February, 2020.  


Dustin Nigg 
Mayor 


APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 


Thomas D. Jex 
City Attorney 


Janet Morales 
Acting City Clerk 
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Summary 
Industrial hemp is an agricultural commodity that is cultivated for use in the production of a wide 
range of products, including foods and beverages, cosmetics and personal care products, 
nutritional supplements, fabrics and textiles, yarns and spun fibers, paper, construction and 
insulation materials, and other manufactured goods. Hemp can be grown as a fiber, seed, or other 
dual-purpose crop. However, hemp is also from the same species of plant, Cannabis sativa, as 
marijuana. As a result, production in the United States is restricted due to hemp’s association with 
marijuana, and the U.S. market is largely dependent on imports, both as finished hemp-containing 
products and as ingredients for use in further processing (mostly from Canada and China). 
Current industry estimates report U.S. hemp product sales at nearly $700 million annually. 


In the early 1990s there was a sustained resurgence of interest to allow for commercial hemp 
cultivation in the United States. Several states conducted economic or market studies and initiated 
or enacted legislation to expand state-level resources and production. Congress made significant 
changes to federal policies regarding hemp in the 2014 farm bill (Agricultural Act of 2014 (P.L. 
113-79, §7606). The 2014 farm bill provided that certain research institutions and state
departments of agriculture may grow hemp under an agricultural pilot program. The bill further
established a statutory definition for industrial hemp as “the plant Cannabis sativa L. and any part
of such plant, whether growing or not, with a delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol concentration of not
more than 0.3 percent on a dry weight basis.” Delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol is the dominant
psychotrophic ingredient in Cannabis sativa. In subsequent omnibus appropriations, Congress
has blocked the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) and federal law enforcement
authorities from interfering with state agencies, hemp growers, and agricultural research.
Appropriators have also blocked the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) from prohibiting
the transportation, processing, sale, or use of industrial hemp that is grown or cultivated in
accordance with the 2014 farm bill provision.


Despite these efforts, industrial hemp continues to be subject to U.S. drug laws, and growing 
industrial hemp is restricted. Under current U.S. drug policy, all cannabis varieties—including 
industrial hemp—are considered Schedule I controlled substances under the Controlled 
Substances Act (CSA, 21 U.S.C. §§801 et seq.). Although hemp production is generally allowed 
following requirements under the 2014 farm bill, some aspects of production remain subject to 
DEA oversight, including the importation of viable seeds, which still requires DEA registration 
according to the Controlled Substances Import and Export Act (21 U.S.C. §§951-971). Other 
guidance from DEA, USDA, and the Food and Drug Administration provides additional 
clarification regarding federal authorities’ position on hemp and its future policies regarding its 
cultivation and marketing. This guidance supports DEA’s contention that the commercial sale or 
interstate transfer of industrial hemp continues to be restricted. 


Congress has continued to introduce legislation to further advance industrial hemp and address 
these types of concerns in the next farm bill. Introduced legislation as part of the Industrial Hemp 
Farming Act—first introduced in the 109th Congress and greatly expanded over the past few 
years—seeks to further facilitate hemp production in the United States but would also amend the 
CSA to specify that the term marihuana does not include industrial hemp. An expanded version 
of this bill was introduced in the 115th Congress in both the House and Senate (H.R. 5485; S. 
2667). Many of the provisions in these bills are included in the Senate version of the 2018 farm 
bill legislation (S. 3042) that is now being debated in Congress. Similar provisions are not part of 
the House version of the 2018 farm bill (H.R. 2). Myriad other bills introduced in both the House 
and the Senate would further amend the CSA and other federal laws to address industrial hemp. 
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or centuries, industrial hemp (plant species Cannabis sativa) has been a source of fiber and 
oilseed used worldwide to produce a variety of industrial and consumer products. 
Currently, more than 30 nations grow industrial hemp as an agricultural commodity, which 


is sold on the world market. In the United States, however, production is strictly controlled under 
existing drug enforcement laws. Currently there is no large-scale commercial production in the 
United States, and the U.S. market depends on imports. 


Congress made significant changes to federal policies regarding hemp in the 2014 farm bill 
(Agricultural Act of 2014, P.L. 113-79). The 2014 farm bill provided that certain research 
institutions and state departments of agriculture may grow hemp under an agricultural pilot 
program. In addition, in subsequent omnibus appropriations, Congress has blocked the U.S. Drug 
Enforcement Administration (DEA) and federal law enforcement authorities from interfering with 
state agencies, hemp growers, and agricultural research. Appropriators have also blocked the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) from prohibiting the transportation, processing, sale, or use of 
industrial hemp that is grown or cultivated in accordance with the 2014 farm bill provision. 


Despite these efforts, industrial hemp continues to be subject to U.S. drug laws, and growing 
industrial hemp is restricted. Under current U.S. drug policy, all cannabis varieties—including 
industrial hemp—are considered Schedule I controlled substances under the Controlled 
Substances Act (CSA),1 and DEA continues to control and regulate cannabis production. 
Although hemp production is now allowed in accordance with the requirements under the 2014 
farm bill provision, other aspects of hemp production are still subject to DEA oversight, including 
the importation of viable seeds.  


Congress has sought to further distinguish between industrial hemp and marijuana. Among the 
bills addressing industrial hemp, the Industrial Hemp Farming Act would amend the CSA to 
specify that the term marijuana (or marihuana, as it is spelled in the older statutes) does not 
include industrial hemp, thus excluding hemp from the CSA as a controlled substance subject to 
DEA regulation. This bill was reintroduced and expanded from bills introduced in previous 
Congresses dating back to the 109th Congress. An expanded version of this bill was introduced in 
the 115th Congress in both the House and Senate (H.R. 5485; S. 2667). Other provisions in these 
bills would further facilitate hemp production in the United States. Many of the provisions in 
these bills are included in the Senate version of the 2018 farm bill legislation (S. 3042) that is 
now being debated in Congress. Similar provisions are not part of the House version of the 2018 
farm bill (H.R. 2). 


Other introduced legislation would amend the CSA “to exclude cannabidiol and cannabidiol-rich 
plants from the definition of marihuana” intended to promote the possible medical applications of 
industrial hemp. Myriad other bills introduced in both the House and the Senate would further 
amend the CSA and other federal laws to address industrial hemp. 


Hemp Production and Use 
Botanically, industrial hemp and marijuana are from the same species of plant, Cannabis sativa, 
but from different varieties or cultivars that have been bred for different uses.2 However, 
industrial hemp and marijuana are genetically distinct forms of cannabis3 that are distinguished 
                                                 
1 21 U.S.C. §§801 et seq. 
2 See, for example, “Purdue University Industrial Hemp Initiative,” NC-FAR Capitol Hill seminar, April 29, 2016. 
3 In this report, cannabis refers to the plant species Cannabis sativa L and all of its industrial, medicinal, and 
recreational varieties. The terms industrial hemp and hemp are used interchangeably, and the term marijuana (or 
(continued...) 
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by their use, chemical makeup, and differing cultivation practices in production. While marijuana 
generally refers to the psychotropic drug (whether used for medicinal or recreational purposes), 
industrial hemp is cultivated for use in the production of a wide range of products, including 
foods and beverages, personal care products, nutritional supplements, fabrics and textiles, paper, 
construction materials, and other manufactured goods.  


Both hemp and marijuana also have separate definitions in statute. While marijuana is defined in 
U.S. drug laws, Congress established a statutory definition for industrial hemp as “the plant 
Cannabis sativa L. and any part of such plant, whether growing or not, with a delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol concentration of not more than 0.3 percent on a dry weight basis” as part of 
the 2014 farm bill.4 Hemp is generally characterized by plants that are low in delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol (delta-9 THC), the dominant psychotrophic ingredient in Cannabis sativa.5  


For more background information, see CRS Report R44742, Defining “Industrial Hemp”: A Fact 
Sheet. However, joint guidance issued in August 2016 by DEA, USDA, and the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) suggests that there continues to be questions about what constitutes 
industrial hemp and its oversight under federal law. 


Commercial Uses of Hemp 


The global market for hemp consists of more than 25,000 products in nine submarkets: 
agriculture, textiles, recycling, automotive, furniture, food and beverages, paper, construction 
materials, and personal care (Table 1). Hemp can be grown as a fiber, seed, or dual-purpose 
crop.6 The stalk and seed are the harvested products. The interior of the stalk has short woody 
fibers called hurds; the outer portion has long bast fibers. Hemp seed/grains are smooth and about 
one-eighth to one-fourth of an inch long.7 


Hemp fibers are used in fabrics and textiles, yarns and spun fibers, paper, carpeting, home 
furnishings, construction and insulation materials, auto parts, and composites. Hurds are used in 
animal bedding, material inputs, papermaking, and oil absorbents. Hemp seed and oilcake are 
used in a range of foods and beverages (e.g., salad and cooking oil and hemp dairy alternatives) 
and can be an alternative food and feed protein source.8 Oil from the crushed hemp seed is used 
in soap, shampoo, lotions, bath gels, and cosmetics.9 Hemp is also being used in nutritional 
supplements and in medicinal and therapeutic products, including pharmaceuticals. It is also used 
                                                                 
(...continued) 
marihuana) refers to the plant used as a medicinal or recreational drug. 
4 7 U.S.C. §5940(b)(2). In contrast, marijuana (“marihuana”) is defined at 21 U.S.C. §802. 
5 R. C. Clarke and M. D. Merlin, Cannabis: Evolution and Ethnobotany (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 
2013). A psychotrophic drug is capable of affecting mental activity, behavior, or perception and may be mood-altering. 
6 Different developed varieties may be better suited for one use or the other. Cultivation practices also differ depending 
upon the variety planted. For more information, see CRS Report R44742, Defining “Industrial Hemp”: A Fact Sheet. 
7 See USDA, Industrial Hemp in the United States: Status and Market Potential, AGES001E, January 2000. 
8 Some are promoting use of hemp as a rotational crop for use as an animal feed supplement (CRS communication with 
an Iowa cattle producer, February 28, 2016). See also B. Weaver, “Not Your Grandpa’s Farm: Hemp Industry Faces 
Growing Pains in Colorado,” The Tribune, October 1, 2016. 
9 Some have suggested similarities between hempseed oil and hash oil. However, there is evidence suggesting 
differences regarding initial feedstock or input ingredients (hash oil requires high-THC marijuana, whereas hempseed 
oil uses low-THC industrial hemp), how they are produced (hash oil is extracted often using a flammable solvent, 
whereas hempseed oil is expeller-pressed or extracted mechanically, generally without chemicals or additives), and 
how they are used (hash oil is used as a psychoactive drug, whereas hempseed oil is used as an ingredient in hemp-
based foods, supplements, and body care products). For more background information, contact the author of this report. 
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in a range of composite products. Hempcrete (a mixture of hemp hurds and lime products) is 
being used as a building material. Hemp is also used as a lightweight insulating material and in 
hemp plastics and related composites for use as a fiberglass alternative by the automotive and 
aviation sectors.10 Hemp is also promoted as a potential biodiesel feedstock11 and cover crop.  


These types of commercial uses are widely documented in a range of feasibility and marketing 
studies conducted by researchers at USDA and various land grant universities and state agencies. 
(A listing of these studies is in the Appendix A.) Currently, finished hemp products and raw 
material inputs are mostly imported into the United States and sold for use in further processing 
and manufacturing for a wide range of products. 


Figure 1. Modern Uses for Industrial Hemp 


 
Source: Industrial Hemp Association of Tasmania, http://www.ihat.org.au/. 


Notes: Other hemp product charts include D. G. Kraenzel et al., “Industrial Hemp as an Alternative Crop in 


North Dakota,” AER-402, North Dakota State University, July 23, 1998; and National Hemp Association, 


http://nationalhempassociation.org/. 


Estimated Retail Market 


No official estimates are available of the value of U.S. sales of hemp-based products. The Hemp 
Industries Association (HIA) reports total U.S. retail sales of hemp products of nearly $700 
million in 2016,12 which includes food and body products, dietary supplements, clothing, auto 


                                                 
10 Virginia Industrial Hemp Coalition, “2015 Virginia Industrial Hemp Recommended Research Topics.” 
11 See, for example, M. H. Renfroe, “Investigation of Industrial Hemp for Oil and Biofuel Production in Virginia,” 
Annual Report to Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, August 30, 2016. 
12 HIA, “2016 Annual Retail Sales for Hemp Products Estimated at $688 Million,” April 14, 2017. The reported retail 
(continued...) 







Hemp as an Agricultural Commodity 


 


Congressional Research Service 4 


parts, building materials, and other consumer products (Figure 2). HIA claims that U.S. hemp 
retail sales have increased by about 10% to more than 20% annually since 2011. Much of this 
growth is attributable to sales of hemp-based body products, supplements, and foods. Combined, 
these categories accounted for more than two-thirds of the value of U.S. retail sales in 2016.  


Little detailed information is available on some other hemp-based sectors, such as for use in 
construction, biofuels, paper, textiles, or other manufacturing uses. Data are also not available on 
existing businesses or processing facilities.  


Figure 2. U.S. Hemp-Based Product Sales by Category, 2016 


 
Source: HIA, “2015 Annual Retail Sales for Hemp Products Estimated at $573 Million,” May 9, 2016. 


U.S. Hemp Imports 


Hemp imports to the United States—consisting of hemp seeds and fibers often used as inputs for 
use in further manufacturing—totaled $67.3 million in 2017 (Table 1). Although hemp imports 
have declined from a record high of $78.1 million in 2015, U.S. hemp imports have steadily 
increased since 2005 when hemp imports totaled $5.7 million. This increase in trade followed the 
resolution of a legal dispute over U.S. imports of hemp foods in late 2004 (see “Dispute over 
Hemp Imports (1999-2004)”) and also prior prohibitions on U.S. domestic production.  


In 2017, nearly two-thirds (64%) of the value of all U.S. hemp imports were of hemp seeds, 
which were used mostly as inputs and ingredients for hemp-based products. Other ingredient 
imports—hemp oil, seed cake, and solids—accounted for another 28% of the value of total 
imports. Import hemp yarns and fibers accounted for about 8% of total import value in 2017 
(Table 1). Trade data are not available for finished products, such as hemp-based clothing or 
other products including construction materials, carpets, or paper products. 


                                                                 
(...continued) 
value of the U.S. hemp market is an estimate based on SPINS survey data, which tracks data and market trends on 
natural product industry sales. SPINS data do not track retail sales for Whole Foods Market, Costco, and other retail 
outlets that market hemp-based products. HIA adjusted SPINS-data upward to account for these gaps. 
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Table 1. Value and Quantity of U.S. Hemp Imports, 1996-2017 


 Units 1996 2000 2005 2010 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Hemp Seeds 


(HS 


1207990320) 


$1000 — — 271 5,125 26,942 29,326 54,191 51,018 42,897 


Hemp Oil and 


Fractions 


(HS 


1515908010) 


$1000 — 2,822 3,027 1,833 2,264 3,446 4,836 6,142 7,603 


Hemp Seed 


Oilcake and 


Solids (HS 


2306900130) 


$1000 — — — 2,369 6,279 8,159 16,281 8,620 11,494 


True Hemp, 


raw/proc. not 


spun (HS 5302) 


$1000 100 577 228 94 78 114 292 690 780 


True Hemp 
Yarn 


(HS 


5308200000) 


$1000 25 640 904 296 482 909 1,497 1,867 2,739 


True Hemp 


Woven 


Fabrics (HS 


5311004010) 


$1000 1,291 2,258 1,232 1,180 1,057 900 1,020 744 1,819 


 Total 1,416 6,297 5,662 10,897 37,102 42,854 78,117 69,081 67,332 


Hemp Seeds 


(HS 


1207990320) 


metric 


ton 


— — 92 712 2,311 2,783 15,977 17,820 7,606 


Hemp Oil and 


Fractions 
(HS 


1515908010) 


metric 


ton 


— 587 287 215 450 1,155 538 767 749 


Hemp Seed 


Oilcake and 


Solids (HS 


2306900130) 


metric 


ton 


— — — 240 601 938 1,826 1,163 1,475 


True Hemp, 


raw/proc. not 


spun (HS 5302) 


metric 


ton 


53 678 181 42 72 161 278 494 621 


True Hemp 


Yarn 


(HS 


5308200000) 


metric 


ton 


6 89 113 42 70 102 166 213 312 


 Subtotal 59 1,354 673 1,251 3,504 5,139 18,785 20,457 10,763 


True Hemp 


Woven 


Fabrics (HS 


5311004010) 


m2 


(1000) 


435 920 478 284 224 151 206 150 360 


Source: Compiled by CRS using data from the U.S. International Trade Commission, http://dataweb.usitc.gov. 


Data are by Harmonized System (HS) code. Data shown as “—” indicate data are not available as breakout 
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categories or, for some product subcategories, were established only recently. Data are not adjusted for 


inflation. 


Notes: Historical data for hemp seeds combine reported statistics for three HTS categories: HTS 1207990320 


(2012-present), HTS 1207990020 (2007-2011) and HTS 1207990120 (2005-2006). Data for hemp oil combine 


HTS 15150904010 (1999-2001) and HTS 15159008010 (2002-present). 


Canada is the single largest supplier of U.S. hemp imports, accounting for about 90% of the value 
of annual imports. Other leading country suppliers include China (about 3-5% of annual imports) 
and Romania (2-4%). Remaining imports are supplied by other European countries, India, the 
Dominican Republic, and Chile. Canada is the primary source of U.S. imports of food-grade 
hemp seed and oilcake, with supplies also from China and Europe. China and some European 
countries are major suppliers of raw and processed hemp fiber and yarn.  


Three forms of seed are imported:13 (1) dehulled seed, often referred to as hemp hearts, hulled 
seeds, or hemp nut, used in a range of food products; (2) nonviable whole seed, rendered 
nonviable through a sterilization process, usually through temperature exposure; and (3) viable 
whole seed, capable of germination under suitable conditions. Most hemp seed cultivars originate 
in Europe (France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, and Romania), Russia, Ukraine, and China. 


U.S. Market Potential 


Most researchers acknowledge the potential profitability of industrial hemp, but also the potential 
obstacles to its development. Current challenges facing the industry include the need to re-
establish agricultural supply chains, breed varieties with modern attributes, upgrade harvesting 
equipment, modernize processing and manufacturing, and identify new market opportunities.14 


In the past two decades, researchers at the USDA and various land grant universities and state 
agencies (for example, Arkansas, Kentucky, Maine, Minnesota, North Dakota, Oregon, and 
Vermont; see Appendix A) have conducted several feasibility and marketing studies. More recent 
available market reports indicate that the estimated gross value of hemp production per acre is 
about $21,000 from seeds and $12,500 from stalks.15  


Studies by researchers in Canada and various state agencies provide a mostly positive market 
outlook for growing hemp, citing rising consumer demand and the potential range of product uses 
for hemp. Some state reports claim that if current restrictions on growing hemp in the United 
States were removed, agricultural producers in their states could benefit. A 2008 study reported 
that acreage under cultivation in Canada, “while still showing significant annual fluctuations, is 
now regarded as being on a strong upward trend.” Most studies generally note that hemp “has 
such a diversity of possible uses, [and] is being promoted by extremely enthusiastic market 
developers.” Other studies highlight certain production advantages associated with hemp or 
acknowledge hemp’s benefits as a rotational crop or further claim that hemp may be less 
environmentally degrading than other agricultural crops. Other studies claim certain production 
advantages to hemp growers, such as relatively low input and management requirements. 


Other studies differ from the various state reports and provide a less favorable aggregate view of 
the potential market for hemp growers in the United States, highlighting challenges facing U.S. 
growers. For example, a 2000 study by USDA projected that U.S. hemp markets “are, and will 
likely remain, small, thin markets.” It also cited “uncertainty about long-run demand for hemp 


13 Seed CX, Ltd., “Overview of U.S. Hemp Seed Imports,” 2016.  
14 Ibid. 
15 R. Hansen, “Industrial Hemp,” Agricultural Marketing Resource Center, July 2015. 
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products and the potential for oversupply” among possible downsides of potential future hemp 
production.16 Similarly, a study by University of Wisconsin-Madison concluded that hemp 
production “is not likely to generate sizeable profits,” and, although hemp may be “slightly more 
profitable than traditional row crops,” it is likely “less profitable than other specialty crops” due 
to the “current state of harvesting and processing technologies, which are quite labor intensive, 
and result in relatively high per unit costs.”17 The study also noted that U.S. growers could be 
affected by competition from other world producers and by production limitations in the United 
States, including yield variability and lack of harvesting innovations and processing facilities, as 
well as difficulty transporting bulk hemp. The study further claimed that most estimates of 
profitability from hemp production are highly speculative and often do not include additional 
costs of growing hemp in a regulated market, such as the cost associated with “licensing, 
monitoring, and verification of commercial hemp.” 


A 2013 study by researchers at the University of Kentucky predicted that despite “showing some 
positive returns, under current market conditions, it remained unclear whether anticipated hemp 
returns would be large enough to entice Kentucky grain growers to shift out of grain production” 
under most circumstances. They also noted that “short run employment opportunities evolving 
from a new Kentucky hemp industry appear limited (perhaps dozens of new jobs, not 100s),” 
because of continued uncertainty in the industry.18 Overall, the study concluded that there were 
many remaining unknowns and that further analysis and production research was needed. 


A 2016 study notes that the most promising markets for North American hemp production is a 
continued focus on oilseed production and cannabidiol (CBD), a nonintoxicant cannabinoid that 
has promise for its therapeutic use as a pharmaceutical product.19 


Given the absence since the 1950s of any commercial and unrestricted hemp production in the 
United States, it is not possible to predict with any degree of confidence the potential market and 
employment effects of relaxing current restrictions on U.S. hemp production. While expanded 
market opportunities might exist in some states or localities if current restrictions on production 
are lifted, it is not possible to predict the potential for future retail sales or employment gains in 
the United States, either nationally or within certain states or regions. Information on these types 
of probable effects is not available from previous market analyses that have been conducted by 
researchers at USDA and land grant universities and state agencies. 


Global Production 


International Production  


Approximately 30 countries in Europe, Asia, and North and South America currently permit 
farmers to grow hemp. Aggregated production data from the United Nations do not include all 
countries (most notably Canada) and may differ from other sources but comprise the most readily 
available source of information. Based on these data, excluding Canada, global acreage in hemp 


                                                 
16 USDA, Industrial Hemp in the United States: Status and Market Potential, AGES001E, January 2000. 
17 T. R. Fortenbery and M. Bennett, “Opportunities for Commercial Hemp Production,” Review of Agricultural 
Economics, vol. 26, no. 1 (2004), pp. 97-117. 
18 University of Kentucky, Considerations for Growing Industrial Hemp: Implications for Kentucky’s Farmers and 
Agricultural Economy, July 2013. 
19 J. H. Cherney and E. Small, “Industrial Hemp in North America: Production, Politics, and Potential,” Agronomy, vol. 
6, no. 56 (2016). 
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cultivation in 2016—both hemp seed and hemp tow waste—is reported at about 192,000 acres 
(Figure 3), with a reported total production of 355 million pounds (Figure 4). United Nations 
data do not include Canada, which is a major hemp producing and exporting country. Including 
other data for Canada, in 2016, aggregate acreage totaled at about 225,000 acres. Canada is also 
major supplier of U.S. hemp imports, particularly of hemp-based foods and food ingredients and 
other related imported products. 


Preliminary information for 2017 indicate that hemp acreage in Canada and the European Union 
(EU) countries reached record levels, which could put global acreage at more than 330,000 acres. 
Still, as a share of total crop production in these countries, hemp production accounts for a 
negligible share (less than 0.5%) of total acreage. 


Figure 3. Hemp Fiber and Seed, Global 


Acreage (2000-2016) 


 
Source: FAOSTAT, http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/. Does 


not include all producing countries, including Canada. 


Figure 4. Hemp Fiber and Seed, Global 


Production (2000-2016) 


 
Source: FAOSTAT, http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/. Does 


not include all producing countries, including Canada. 


Global Production (Excluding Canada) 


Leading global hemp producers include Europe, China, South Korea, and Russia. Some countries 
never outlawed production; other countries banned production for certain periods in the past and 
later lifted these restrictions. Hemp production across these countries and regions account for 
nearly all the reported production and acreage reported in the U.N. database.  


According to Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations data, Europe is the 
world’s single largest hemp producing market. In 2016, European countries produced hemp on 
more than 80,000 acres—a record high20 and accounting for about 40% of FAO-reported global 
acreage. The EU has an active hemp market, with production in most member nations. Production 
is centered in France, the Netherlands, Lithuania, and Romania.21 Many EU countries lifted their 
                                                 
20 European Industrial Hemp Association (EIHA), “Press Release: Record Cultivation in Industrial Hemp in Europe in 
2016,” May 4, 2017. 
21 EIHA, “The European Hemp Industry,” May 2016. Other producing countries include Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, 
(continued...) 
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bans on hemp production in the 1990s and, until recently, also subsidized the production of “flax 
and hemp” under the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy.22 Most EU production is of hurds, seeds, 
fibers, and pharmaceuticals.23 Other non-EU European countries with reported hemp production 
include Russia, Ukraine, and Switzerland. 


China is another major producer, mostly of hemp textiles and related products, as well as a major 
supplier to the United States. In 2016, China’s hemp was grown on about 20,000 acres. FAO data 
also report hemp production in Chile, China, Iran, Japan, South and North Korea, Pakistan, 
Russia, Syria, and Turkey. Other countries with active hemp grower and/or consumer markets not 
included in FAO’s annual compilation are New Zealand, India, Egypt, South Africa, Thailand, 
Malawi, and Uruguay. 


Production in Canada 


Canada’s commercial hemp industry is fairly new: Canada began to issue licenses for research 
crops in 1994, followed by commercial licenses starting in 1998. Since hemp cultivation was 
legalized in Canada, production has been variable year to year (Figure 5) but generally 
increasing—which some attribute to increased import demand in the United States.24 Acreage has 
ranged from 48,000 planted acres in 2006 to about 8,000 acres in 2008, rising again to a 100,000 
acres in 2014 but then sharply dropping back again to 33,000 acres in 2016. In 2017, acreage in 
hemp cultivation and production rose sharply—reaching a record of nearly 140,000. Canada’s 
hemp cultivation still accounts for only about 1% of the country’s available farmland. The 
number of cultivation licenses has also varied from year to year, reaching a high of 560 licenses 
in 2006, followed by a low of 77 licenses in 2008 and rising to 340 licenses in 2011.25 Since then, 
the number of licenses has risen to more than 1,100 issued in 2015 and 2016. Annual retail sales 
of all Canadian-derived hemp seed products are estimated between $20 million and $40 million, 
and the number of businesses active in the sector has grown over the past few years.26 


(...continued) 
Czechia, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, and Ukraine 
22 For information on the EU’s prior agricultural support for industrial hemp, see the EU’s notification to the World 
Trade Organization regarding its domestic support for agricultural producers (G/AG/N/EEC/68; January 24, 2011). 
23 EIHA, “The European Hemp Industry,” May 2016. 
24 See, for example, Canadian Hemp Trade Alliance, “Grow Hemp,” http://www.hemptrade.ca/grow-hemp. 
25 Health Canada statistics, http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/index-eng.php. 
26 See, for example, Canadian Hemp Trade Alliance, “Grow Hemp.” 
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Figure 5. Canadian Hemp Acreage, 1998-2017 


Source: CRS from Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada data, “Industrial Hemp Statistics,” and “Industrial Hemp 


Production in Canada,” and other press reports (D. Brown, “Canada on Course for Record Hempseed Crop in 


2017,” June 2017).  


Note: The downturn in 2007 is viewed as a correction of overproduction in 2006 following the “success of the 


court case against DEA in 2004, and continued improvements in breeding, production, and processing,” which 


resulted in part in a “dramatic reduction in hemp acreage planted” in 2007. The 2007 downturn is also attributed 


to “increasingly positive economics of growing other crops” (Manitoba Agriculture, National Industrial Hemp 


Strategy, March 2008, prepared for Food and Rural Initiative Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada). 


The development of Canada’s hemp market followed a 60-year prohibition and is strictly 
regulated.27 The Office of Controlled Substances of Health Canada, which issues licenses for all 
activities involving hemp administers the program. Under the regulation, all industrial hemp 
grown, processed, and sold in Canada may contain THC levels of no more than 0.3% of the 
weight of leaves and flowering parts. Canada has also set a maximum level of 10 parts per million 
for THC residues in products derived from hemp grain, such as flour and oil.28 To obtain a license 
to grow hemp, Canadian farmers must submit extensive documentation, including background 
criminal record checks, the Global Positioning System (GPS) coordinates of their fields, and 
supporting documents (from the Canadian Seed Growers’ Association or the Canadian Food 
Inspection Agency) regarding their use of certified low-THC hemp seeds and approved cultivars; 
and they must allow government testing of their crop for THC levels.29  


In 2016, Canada further relaxed its regulations of industrial hemp production by amending its 
drug laws to provide for a “class exemption” for hemp in order to “simplify the license 
application process for the 2017 growing season.”30 According to Health Canada, the Section 56 
Class Exemption “better aligns regulation of industrial hemp with the demonstrated low public 
health and safety risks of the crop” intended “to simplify the license application process” as 


27 Industrial Hemp Regulations (SOR/98-156), as part of the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act. 
28 Agriculture Canada, “Canada’s Industrial Hemp Industry,” March 2007, http://www4.agr.gc.ca. 
29 See Health Canada’s FAQs on its hemp regulations and its application for obtaining permits (http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/
). Other information is at the Canadian Food Inspection Agency website (http://www.inspection.gc.ca/). 
30 Canadian Hemp Trade Alliance, “Health Canada Issues an Interim Class Exemption for Hemp,” press release, 
November 22, 2016.  
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Canada moves forward with “its commitment to legalize, strictly regulate, and restrict access to 
marijuana.”31 Among the types of simplifications and streamlining are 


 reduced prerequisite requirements (e.g., no longer need to preidentify planting
sites, no more minimum acreage requirements);


 reduced paperwork (to a single form), reduced proof requirements (to a single
attestation), and growers may now apply electronically;


 THC testing requirements mostly eliminated (except for pedigreed seed or
applications to be added to the list of approved cultivars);


 license expiry date extended until March the following year; and
 criminal record check valid now for one year.


The potential impact could greatly facilitate hemp production for Canadian farmers, which could 
continue to give them an advantage over U.S. growers, where hemp production remains restricted 
and legal in only few cases. 


U.S. Production 


Following enactment of the 2014 farm bill, hemp cultivation became allowed under certain 
circumstances by research institutions and state departments of agriculture. Official estimates of 
U.S. hemp production are not available. Information compiled by states and industry indicate that 
there were more than 25,500 acres of hemp production in 2017, up from 9,770 acres in 2016 
(Table 2). In 2017, there were 1,420 registered or licensed growers and 32 universities 
conducting hemp research nationwide.32 Investment in hemp processing facilities is underway in 
several states, including Kentucky,33 Tennessee,34 North Carolina,35 and New York.36 


Table 2. Industrial Hemp Crop Report, United States, 2016-2017 


Number Production Acres 


State 2016 2017 Purposes Grown 


Colorado 5,921 9,700 Fiber, grain, seed for sale, CBD 


Hawaii 1 TBD NA 


Indiana 2 5 NA 


Kentucky 2,525 3,100 Fiber, grain, seed for sale, CBD 


Maine 1 30 Unknown 


31 Canadian Hemp Trade Alliance, “Health Canada Issues an Interim Class Exemption for Hemp.” See also Health 
Canada, “Notice to Industry” and “Section 56 Class Exemption in Relation to the Industrial Hemp Regulations,” 
November 2016. 
32 Vote Hemp, “Vote Hemp Releases 2017 U.S. Hemp Crop Report Documenting Industrial Hemp Cultivation and 
State Legislation in the U.S.,” October 31, 2017. 
33 Hemp Industry Daily, Hemp State Highlight: Kentucky,” March 1, 2018. 
34 Hemp Industry Daily, “Hemp State Highlight: Tennessee,” January 23, 2018. 
35 North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, “Industrial Hemp Pilot Program, Registered 
Processors,” accessed May 22, 2018, http://www.ncagr.gov/hemp/ProcessorsInfo.htm. 
36 Hemp Industry Daily, “$3.2 Million Hemp Processing Plant in New York Gets State Funding,” January 9, 2018. 
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Number Production Acres  


State 2016 2017 Purposes Grown 


Minnesota 51 1,205 Fiber, grain, CBD (nonmedical) 


Montana 0 542  


Nebraska 1 1 NA 


Nevada 216 417 Fiber, grain, CBD 


New York 30 2,000 NA 


North Carolina 0 965  


North Dakota 70 3,020 Grain 


Oregon 500 3,469 NA 


Pennsylvania 0 36 NA 


Tennessee 225 200 CBD 


Vermont 180 575 CBD research 


Virginia 37 87 Fiber, grain research 


Washington 0 175 NA 


West Virginia 10 14 Fiber, grain 


Total 9,770 25,541  


Source: CRS from information from Vote Hemp, “2017 U.S. Hemp Crop Report,” January 2018 (number of 


acres), and the Colorado Department of Agriculture, “2016 National Hemp Regulatory Meeting Survey,” 


October 2016 (“purposes grown”). “NA” indicates that information is not available. 


Hemp was widely grown in the United States from the colonial period into the mid-1800s. Fine 
and coarse fabrics, twine, and paper from hemp were in common use. By the 1890s, labor-saving 
machinery for harvesting cotton made the latter more competitive as a source of fabric for 
clothing, and the demand for coarse natural fibers was met increasingly by imports. Industrial 
hemp was handled in the same way as any other farm commodity in that USDA compiled 
statistics and published crop reports37 and provided assistance to farmers promoting production 
and distribution.38 In the early 1900s, hemp continued to be grown, and USDA researchers 
continued to publish information related to hemp production and also reported on hemp’s 
potential for use in textiles and in paper manufacturing.39 Several hemp advocacy groups, 
including HIA and Vote Hemp, Inc., have compiled other historical information and have copies 
of original source documents.40 


Between 1914 and 1933, in an effort to stem the use of Cannabis flowers and leaves for their 
psychotropic effects, 33 states passed laws restricting legal production to medicinal and industrial 


                                                 
37 See, for example, editions of USDA Agricultural Statistics. A compilation of U.S. government publications is 
available at http://www.hempology.org/ALLARTICLES.html. 
38 See, for example, USDA’s 1942 short film “Hemp for Victory” and University of Wisconsin’s Extension Service 
Special Circular, “What About Growing Hemp,” November 1942. 
39 Regarding papermaking, see L. H. Dewey and J. L. Merrill, “Hemp Hurds as Paper-Making Material,” USDA 
Bulletin No. 404, October 14, 1916. 
40 See links at http://www.thehia.org/History. 
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purposes only.41 The 1937 Marihuana Tax Act defined hemp as a narcotic drug, requiring that 
farmers growing hemp hold a federal registration and special tax stamp, effectively limiting 
further production expansion.  


In 1943, U.S. hemp production reached more than 150 million pounds (140.7 million pounds 
hemp fiber; 10.7 million pound hemp seed) on 146,200 harvested acres. This compared to pre-
war production levels of about 1 million pounds. After reaching a peak in 1943, production 
started to decline. By 1948, production had dropped back to 3 million pounds on 2,800 harvested 
acres, with no recorded production after the late 1950s.42 


Federal Law and Requirements 


Controlled Substances Act of 1970 


In 1937, Congress passed the first federal law to discourage cannabis production for marijuana 
while still permitting industrial uses of the crop (the Marihuana Tax Act; 50 Stat. 551). Under this 
statute, the government actively encouraged farmers to grow hemp for fiber and oil during World 
War II. After the war, competition from synthetic fibers, the Marihuana Tax Act, and increasing 
public anti-drug sentiment resulted in fewer and fewer acres of hemp being planted and none at 
all after 1958. The Controlled Substances Act of 1970 (CSA, 21 U.S.C. §801 et. seq.) placed the 
control of select plants, drugs, and chemical substances under federal jurisdiction and was 
enacted, in part, to replace previous federal drug laws with a single comprehensive statute.43  


The CSA adopted the same definition of Cannabis sativa that appeared in the 1937 Marihuana 
Tax Act. The definition of “marihuana” (21 U.S.C. §802(16)) reads: 


The term marihuana means all parts of the plant Cannabis sativa L., whether growing or 
not; the seeds thereof; the resin extracted from any part of such plant; and every 
compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, or preparation of such plant, its seeds 
or resin. Such term does not include the mature stalks of such plant, fiber produced from 
such stalks, oil or cake made from the seeds of such plant, any other compound ... or 
preparation of such mature stalks (except the resin extracted therefrom), fiber, oil, or 
cake, or the sterilized seed of such plant which is incapable of germination. 


The statute thus retains control over all varieties of the cannabis plant by virtue of including them 
under the term marihuana and does not distinguish between low- and high-THC varieties. The 
language exempts from control the parts of mature plants—stalks, fiber, oil, cake, etc.—intended 
for industrial uses. Some have argued that the CSA definition exempts industrial hemp under its 
term exclusions for stalks, fiber, oil, cake, and seeds.44 DEA refutes this interpretation.45 


Strictly speaking, CSA does not make growing cannabis illegal; rather, it places strict controls on 
its production, making it illegal to grow the crop without a DEA permit. Regarding industrial 


41 R. J. Bonnie and C. H. Whitebread, The Marihuana Conviction: A History of Marihuana Prohibition in the United 
States (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1974), p. 51. 
42 USDA Agricultural Statistics, various years through 1949. A summary of data spanning 1931-1945 is available in 
the 1946 edition. See “Table 391—Hemp Fiber and Hempseed: Acreage, Yield, and Production, United States.” 
43 CSA was enacted as Title II of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-513). 
For more information, see CRS Report R43749, Drug Enforcement in the United States: History, Policy, and Trends. 
44 See, for example, Hemp Industries Association v. Drug Enforcement Administration, 357 F.2d (9th Circuit 2004). 
45 66 Federal Register 51530, October 9, 2001. 
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hemp, however, growers that comply with the 2014 farm bill provision (discussed in the next 
section) do not need DEA approval.  


Agricultural Act of 2014 


The 113th Congress considered various changes to U.S. policies regarding industrial hemp during 
the omnibus farm bill debate.46 The 2014 farm bill (Agricultural Act of 2014 [P.L. 113-79], 
§7606)47 provides that certain “institutions of higher education”48 and state departments of
agriculture may grow industrial hemp, as part of an agricultural pilot program, if allowed under
state laws where the institution or state department of agriculture is located. The farm bill also
established a statutory definition of industrial hemp as “the plant Cannabis sativa L. and any part
of such plant, whether growing or not, with a delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol concentration of not
more than 0.3 percent on a dry weight basis.” The provision was included as part of the research
title of the law. The provision did not include an effective date that would suggest any kind of
program rollout, and there appears to be nothing in the conference report or bill language to
suggest that the states might not be able to immediately initiate action on this provision.


This provision was adopted when Representatives Polis, Massie, and Blumenauer introduced an 
amendment to the House version of the farm bill (H.R. 1947, the Federal Agriculture Reform and 
Risk Management Act of 2013) during floor debate on the bill. The amendment (H.Amdt. 208) 
was to allow institutions of higher education to grow or cultivate industrial hemp for the purpose 
of agricultural or academic research and applied to states that already permit industrial hemp 
growth and cultivation under state law. The amendment was adopted by the House of 
Representatives. Although the full House ultimately voted to reject H.R. 1947, similar language 
was included as part of a subsequent revised version of the House bill (H.R. 2642), which was 
passed by the full House.  


In the Senate, Senators Wyden, McConnell, Paul, and Merkley introduced an amendment to the 
Senate version of the farm bill (S. 954, the Agriculture Reform, Food and Jobs Act of 2013). The 
amendment (S.Amdt. 952) would have amended the CSA to exclude industrial hemp from the 
definition of marijuana. The amendment was not adopted as part of the Senate-passed farm bill.  


During conference on the House and Senate bills, the House provision was adopted with 
additional changes. The enacted law expands the House bill provision to allow both certain 
research institutions and also state departments of agriculture to grow industrial hemp, as part of 
an agricultural pilot program, if allowed under state laws where the institution or state department 
of agriculture is located.  


As the farm bill did not include an effective date distinct from the date of enactment, several 
states responded by making immediate plans to initiate new hemp pilot projects. In addition, 
several states enacted legislation to allow for hemp cultivation, which is a precondition for 
allowances under the 2014 farm bill. 


Some have speculated whether the industrial hemp provision in the 2014 farm bill could 
terminate, expire, or require reauthorization in a subsequent farm bill.49 Although some individual 


46 For farm bill information, see CRS Report R43076, The 2014 Farm Bill (P.L. 113-79): Summary and Side-by-Side. 
47 7 U.S.C. 5940. 
48 Although not defined in the 2014 farm bill, the 2016 joint statement defines “institutions of higher education” 
according to the Higher Education Act of 1965, Section 101 of (20 U.S.C. §1001). 
49 See, for example, comments made during a National Agricultural Law Center webinar, “Production of Industrial 
Hemp in the U.S.: Overview, Status, and Legal Issue,” October 13, 2015. 
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authorizations in the farm bill specifically have provisions indicating that they expire in 2018 
(such as authorized funding levels), the industrial hemp research provision in the 2014 farm bill 
does not have such language. Furthermore, the farm bill does not contain a default sunset 
provision for all its authorizations. Accordingly, the industrial hemp research provision in the 
2014 farm bill appears to be intended to have some degree of permanence.  


Despite these efforts, industrial hemp continues to be subject to U.S. drug laws, and growing 
industrial hemp is restricted. Under current U.S. drug policy, all cannabis varieties—including 
industrial hemp—are considered Schedule I controlled substances under the Controlled 
Substances Act (CSA, 21 U.S.C. §§801 et seq.). Although hemp production is now allowed in 
accordance with the requirements under the 2014 farm bill provision, other aspects of production 
are still subject to DEA oversight, including the importation of viable seeds, which requires DEA 
registration according to the Controlled Substances Import and Export Act (CSIEA, 21 U.S.C. 
§§951-971). This requirement was reinforced in a 2016 joint “Statement of Principles on
Industrial Hemp” from DEA, USDA, and FDA.50 The 2016 guidance also clarifies DEA’s
contention that the commercial sale or interstate transfer of hemp continues to be restricted. (For
more information, see “2016 Joint “Statement of Principles” on Industrial Hemp”.)


Selected Appropriations Actions 


Immediately following the 2014 farm bill, some states quickly responded by expanding their 
efforts to grow industrial hemp. However, these initiatives were slowed by the absence of viable 
seeds in the United States to grow industrial hemp and DEA actions blocking the importation of 
viable seed. (For more information, see “DEA’s Blocking of Imported Viable Hemp Seeds”.) To 
avoid future similar DEA actions that might further stall full implementation of the hemp 
provision of the farm bill, Congress acted swiftly. Both the House and Senate FY2015 
Commerce-Justice-Science (CJS) appropriations bills contained provisions to block federal law 
enforcement authorities from interfering with state agencies and hemp growers and counter 
efforts to obstruct agricultural research. The enacted FY2015 appropriation blocked federal law 
enforcement authorities from interfering with state agencies, hemp growers, and agricultural 
research.51 The provision stated that “none of the funds made available” to the U.S. Justice 
Department and DEA “may be used in contravention” of the 2014 farm bill. Similar language has 
been included in each subsequent enacted CSJ appropriations and is now also part annual 
Agriculture appropriations.  


The enacted FY2018 Agriculture appropriation states that none of the funds made available by the 
Agriculture or any other appropriation may be used in contravention of the 2014 farm bill 
provision or “to prohibit the transportation, processing, sale, or use of industrial hemp that is 
grown or cultivated” in accordance with the farm bill provision “within or outside the State in 
which the industrial hemp is grown or cultivated.”52 The FY2017 and FY2016 Agriculture 
appropriation contained similar language.53 Language referring to selling industrial hemp within a 
state addresses intrastate commerce, whereas language referring to selling hemp outside the state 
may be considered to address interstate commerce. 


50 81 Federal Register 156: 53395-53396, August 12, 2016; also DEA/USDA/FDA joint “Statement of Principles on 
Industrial Hemp,” August 2016. 
51 P.L. 113-235, Division B, §539.  
52 P.L. 115-141, Division A, §729. 
53 P.L. 115-31, Division A, §773, and, Division A, §729, respectively. 
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The FY2018 CJS appropriation (Division B of P.L. 115-31) states that “none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used in contravention of section 7606 (‘‘Legitimacy of Industrial 
Hemp Research’’) of the Agricultural Act of 2014 (P.L. 113-79) by the Department of Justice or 
the Drug Enforcement Administration.” The enacted FY2017, FY2016, and FY2015 CJS 
appropriation contained similar language to block federal law enforcement from interfering with 
state agencies, hemp growers, and agricultural research.54  


Other proposed appropriations bills had also addressed industrial hemp. For example, the Senate 
FY2018 Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies appropriation proposed to prohibit 
regulators from denying hemp growers access to water if hemp is grown or cultivated in 
accordance with the laws of the state in which such use occurs.55 The provision was not enacted 
as part of the omnibus appropriation. 


In prior appropriations debates, the House CJS bills also included provisions stating that no funds 
be used to prevent a state from implementing its own state laws that “authorize the use, 
distribution, possession, or cultivation of industrial hemp” as defined in the 2014 farm bill.56 
These provisions were not adopted. In addition, as part of the FY2017 Agriculture appropriations 
debate, the Senate committee report urged USDA “to clarify the Agency’s authority to award 
Federal funds to research projects deemed compliant with Section 7606 of the Agricultural Act of 
2014.”57 The latter provision addressed questions by a number of state and private research 
institutions about the extent to which industrial hemp initiatives might be eligible for U.S. federal 
grant programs (both USDA and non-USDA program funds). This action built on previous efforts 
by several Members of Congress who sent a letter to USDA in November 2015 requesting 
clarification of the agency’s research funds for industrial hemp.58 


Additional information on the legislative intent behind the 2014 farm bill provision and a 
congressional response to DEA has taken actions that are in contravention of the farm bill were 
articulated in an amicus brief filed by Members of Congress in HIA, et al., v. DEA, et al.59 


State Laws 
Since the mid-1990s, there has been a resurgence of interest in the United States in producing 
industrial hemp. Farmers in regions of the country that are highly dependent upon a single crop, 
such as tobacco or wheat, have shown interest in hemp’s potential as a high-value alternative 
crop, although the economic studies conducted so far paint a mixed profitability picture. 
Beginning around 1995, an increasing number of state legislatures began to consider a variety of 
initiatives related to industrial hemp. Most of these have been resolutions calling for scientific, 
economic, or environmental studies, and some are laws authorizing planting experimental plots 
under state statutes.  


Following enactment of the 2014 farm bill provision, several states quickly adopted new state 
laws to allow for cultivation. To date, nearly 40 states or territories have enacted or introduced 


54 P.L. 115-31, §538; P.L. 113-235, Division B, §539; and P.L. 114-113, Division B, §543, respectively. 
55 S. 1609, §204 (115th Congress). 
56 H.R. 4660, §557 (113th Congress); H.R. 2578, §557 (114th Congress). 
57 H.Rept. 114-259. 
58 Letter to USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack signed by 37 Representatives and 12 Senators, November 20, 2015. 
59 HIA, et al., v. DEA, et al., amicus brief of Members of the U.S. Congress, 9th Circuit, No. 17-70162, 
https://polis.house.gov/uploadedfiles/amicus_brief.pdf. This amicus brief was written by attorneys for Members of the 
U.S. Congress. The 9th Circuit ultimately dismissed the case in April 2018 on procedural grounds. 
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legislation favorable to hemp cultivation (Figure 6). Other states reportedly considering hemp 
legislation include Arizona, Georgia, Iowa, Kansas, Mississippi, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South 
Dakota, and Texas.60 (The status of state actions regarding hemp is changing rapidly, and 
information differs depending on source.61) 


Requirements differ among the states, and some states have enacted laws that are considered 
more comprehensive than others.62 Some common provisions across these state laws include  


 defining industrial hemp (based on the percentage of THC it contains) and 
excluding hemp from the definition of controlled substances under state law;  


 authorizing the growing and possessing of industrial hemp by creating an 
advisory board or commission;  


 establishing or authorizing a state licensing or registration program for growers 
and/or seed breeders;  


 requiring recordkeeping;  
 requiring waivers in some cases;  
 establishing or authorizing fee structures;  
 establishing inspection procedures;  
 allowing state departments to collect funds for research programs; 
 promoting research and development of markets for industrial hemp; 
 establishing certified seed requirements63 or, in some states, “heritage hemp 


seeds” (e.g., in Colorado and Kentucky); and 
 establishing penalties. 


Some states have well-developed guidelines for growers, covering issues such as registration and 
reporting requirements, inspection, THC testing and threshold determination, seed availability 
and certification, pesticide use, production standards, and other information. Other general 
requirements may apply under some circumstances. For example, in 2016, USDA published 
guidance on organic certification of industrial hemp products.64 Some are calling for the need to 
develop more far-reaching consensus standards for a range of cannabis varieties given concerns 
about the general lack of standards and test methods.65 Production of industrial hemp has been 
reported in several states (Table 2). 


                                                 
60 Information from the National Hemp Association, http://nationalhempassociation.org/. 
61 Resources for updated information include the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), “State Industrial 
Hemp Statutes,” and the advocacy group Vote Hemp.  
62 National Agricultural Law Center, “Production of Industrial Hemp in the U.S.” 
63 Certified seed varieties are those proven to produce mature hemp plants with a THC below 0.3% in variety test plots 
across a range of climatic conditions. See, for example, Colorado Department of Agriculture, “Industrial Hemp: An 
Emerging Agricultural Crop in Colorado,” February 2, 2016; and Oregon State University, Oregon Seed Certification 
Service, “Certification Standards: Industrial Hemp (Cannabis sativa L.), December 2014. Seed certification standards 
and procedures are generally based on national standards adopted for industrial hemp by the Association of Official 
Seed Certifying Agencies (AOSCA) and follow state guidelines for all other agricultural crops. 
64 USDA, “Instruction: Organic Certification of Industrial Hemp Production,” NOP 2040, August 23, 2016. 
65 J. Murphy, “ASTM International Says Interest Is Growing for Cannabis Quality Standards,” Food Chemical News, 
July 29, 2016. ASTM International is a voluntary standards developing organization. 
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Figure 6. State Laws Related to Industrial Hemp 


Source: National Conference of State Legislatures, State Industrial Hemp Statutes (http://www.ncsl.org/


research/agriculture-and-rural-development/state-industrial-hemp-statutes.aspx). Accessed May 29, 2018. 


Notes: Darker shade indicates “allows cultivation of hemp for commercial, research or pilot programs.” 


Nonshaded states indicate “does not allow cultivation of hemp.” 


Among the states that have enacted taxation and/or fees for industrial hemp are California, 
Colorado, Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee, 
Vermont, and West Virginia.66 


DEA Policy Statements and Other Federal Guidance 


DEA Permit Requirements 


Federal law prohibits cultivation of cannabis without a permit, and DEA enforces standards 
governing the security conditions under which the crop must be grown. In other words, a grower 
needs to get permission from DEA to grow cannabis or faces the possibility of federal charges or 
property confiscation, regardless of whether the grower has a state-issued permit.67  


Prior to the 2014 farm bill, although many states had established programs under which a farmer 
may be able to grow industrial hemp under certain circumstances, a grower would still need to 
obtain a DEA permit and abide by DEA’s strict production controls. This situation resulted in 
some high-profile cases in which growers applied for a permit but DEA did not approve (or 
denied) a permit to grow hemp, even in states that authorize cultivation under state laws.  


66 Based on information collected in September 2015 provided by state analyst Brittany Dement. 
67 Registration requirements are at 21 C.F.R. 823. DEA’s registration procedures and applications are at 
http://www.deadiversion.usdoj.gov/drugreg/process.htm. 
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Even if DEA were to approve a permit, production might be discouraged because of the perceived 
difficulties of working through DEA licensing requirements and installing the types of structures 
necessary to obtain a permit. Obtaining a DEA permit required that the applicant demonstrate that 
an effective security protocol will be in place at the production site, such as security fencing 
around the planting area, a 24-hour monitoring system, controlled access, and possibly armed 
guards to prevent public access.68 DEA application requirements also include a nonrefundable 
fee, FBI background checks, and extensive documentation. It could also be argued that the 
necessary time-consuming steps involved in obtaining and operating under a DEA permit, the 
additional management and production costs from installing structures, and other business and 
regulatory requirements could ultimately limit the operation’s profitability. 


There was also ongoing tension between federal and state authorities over state hemp policies. 
After North Dakota passed its own state law authorizing industrial hemp production in 1999,69 
researchers repeatedly applied for, but did not receive, a DEA permit to cultivate hemp for 
research purposes in the state.70 Also in 2007, two North Dakota farmers were granted state hemp 
farming licenses and, in June 2007, filed a lawsuit in U.S. District Court (North Dakota) seeking 
“a declaratory judgment” that the CSA “does not prohibit their cultivation of industrial hemp 
pursuant to their state licenses.”71 The case was dismissed in November 2007.72 The case was 
appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals (8th Circuit) but was again dismissed in December 2009.73  


As some states began to allow U.S. producers to grow hemp under state law, some growers were 
foregoing the requirement to obtain a federal permit. For example, in 2009, Montana’s 
Agriculture Department issued its first state license for an industrial hemp-growing operation in 
the state, and media reports indicated that the grower did not intend to request a federal permit.74 
Such cases posed a challenge to DEA of whether it was willing to override the state’s authority to 
allow for hemp production in the state. 


68 University of Kentucky Cooperative Extension Service, “Industrial Hemp—Legal Issues,” September 2012. 
69 The North Dakota Department of Agriculture issued final regulations in 2007 on licensing hemp production. 
70 See, for example, letter from North Dakota State University to DEA, July 27, 2007. 
71 David Monson and Wayne Hauge v. Drug Enforcement Administration and United States Department of Justice, 
Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, U.S. District Court for the District of North Dakota, June 18, 2007.  
72 Monson v. DEA, 522 F. Supp. 2d 1188 (D.N.D. 2007). 
73 Monson v. DEA, 589 F.3d 952 (8th Cir. 2009). 
74 M. Brown, “First License Issued to Montana Hemp Grower,” Missoulian, October 27, 2009. 
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Other DEA Policies Regarding Industrial Hemp (Pre-2014 Farm Bill) 


DEA documentation illustrates how DEA has reviewed inquiries about the legal status of hemp-based products, including 


inquiries from U.S. customs inspectors regarding the need for guidance regarding imported hemp products: 


DEA took the position that it would follow the plain language of the Controlled Substances Act (CSA), which 


expressly states that anything that contains “any quantity” of marijuana or THC is a schedule I controlled substance. 


However, as a reasonable accommodation, DEA exempted from control legitimate industrial products that contained 


THC but were not intended for human consumption (such as clothing, paper, and animal feed). 


DEA’s position that “anything that contains ‘any quantity’ of marijuana or THC” should be regarded as a controlled 


substance is further supported by reports published by the National Institute on Drug Abuse, which is part of the National 


Institutes of Health. Although it does not have a formal position about industrial hemp, its research tends to conflate all 


cannabis varieties, including marijuana and hemp. For example, it reports: “All forms of marijuana are mind-altering 


(psychoactive),” and “they all contain THC (delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol), the main active chemical in marijuana.” DEA 


further maintained that the CSA does not differentiate between different varieties of cannabis based on THC content. 


Regarding interest among growers in some states to cultivate hemp for industrial use, DEA claimed that the courts have 


supported the agency’s current policy that all hemp growers—regardless of whether a state permit has been issued and of 


the THC content—are subject to the CSA and must obtain a federal permit: 


Under the CSA, anyone who seeks to grow marijuana for any purpose must first obtain a DEA registration authorizing 


such activity. However, several persons have claimed that growing marijuana to produce so-called “hemp” (which 


purportedly contains a relatively low percentage of THC) is not subject to CSA control and requires no DEA 


registration. All such claims have thus far failed, as every federal court that has addressed the issue has ruled that any 


person who seeks to grow any form of marijuana (no matter the THC content or the purpose for which it is grown) 


must obtain a DEA registration. 


Regarding states that have enacted laws legalizing cannabis grown for industrial purposes, DEA had stated “these laws 


conflict with the CSA, which does not differentiate, for control purposes, between marijuana of relatively low THC content 


and marijuana of greater THC content.” 


Source: CRS from DEA, “DEA History in Depth,” 1999-2003, and other DEA published resources. DEA-cited court cases: 


New Hampshire Hemp Council, Inc. v. Marshall, 203 F.3d I (1st Cir 2000); United States v. White Plume, supra; Monson v. 


DEA, 522 F.Supp.2d 1188 (D. N.D. 2007), No. 07-3837 (8th Cir. 2007). 


There is limited information about DEA’s permit process and on facilities that are licensed to 
grow hemp, even for research purposes. Previous reports indicate that DEA had issued a permit 
for an experimental quarter-acre plot at the Hawaii Industrial Hemp Research Program from 1999 
to 2003 (now expired).75 Most reports indicate that DEA was reluctant to grant licenses to grow 
hemp, even for research purposes.76 Some land grant university researchers have been granted 
licenses to conduct hemp research under certain conditions.77  


Dispute over Hemp Imports (1999-2004) 


Starting in late 1999, DEA acted administratively to demand that the U.S. Customs Service 
enforce a zero-tolerance standard for the THC content of all forms of imported hemp—and hemp 
foods in particular. Development of DEA’s rules to support its actions sparked a fierce battle over 
the permissibility of imported hemp-based food products that lasted from 1999 until 2004. 


DEA followed up, in October 2001, with publication of an interpretive rule in the Federal 
Register explaining the basis of its zero-tolerance standard.78 It held that when Congress wrote the 
statutory definition of marijuana in 1937, it “exempted certain portions of the Cannabis plant 


75 DEA, “Statement from the Drug Enforcement Administration on the Industrial Use of Hemp,” March 12, 1998. 
76 S. Raabe, “First Major Hemp Crop in 60 Years Is Planted in Southeast Colorado,” Denverpost.com, May 13, 2013. 
77 B. Bakst, “Minnesota to Go Slow on Industrial Hemp Pilot Project, Frustrating Farmers Eager to Grow Crop,” 
Minneapolis Star Tribune, August 8, 2015. 
78 66 Federal Register 51530, October 9, 2001. 
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from the definition of marijuana based on the assumption (now refuted) that such portions of the 
plant contain none of the psychoactive component now known as THC.”  


In March 2003, DEA issued two final rules addressing the legal status of hemp products derived 
from the cannabis plant. It found that hemp products “often contain the hallucinogenic substance 
tetrahydrocannabinols (THC) ... the primary psychoactive chemical found in the cannabis 
(marijuana) plant.”79 Although DEA acknowledged that “in some cases, a Schedule I controlled 
substance may have a legitimate industrial use,” such use would be allowed only under highly 
controlled circumstances. These rules set forth what products may contain “hemp” and also 
prohibit “cannabis products containing THC that are intended or used for human consumption 
(foods and beverages).” 


Both the proposed rule (which was published concurrently with the interpretive rule) and the final 
2003 rule gave retailers of hemp foods a date after which DEA could seize all such products 
remaining on shelves. On both rules, hemp trade associations requested and received court-
ordered stays blocking enforcement of that provision. DEA’s interpretation made hemp with any 
THC content subject to enforcement as a controlled substance. 


Hemp industry trade groups, retailers, and a major Canadian exporter filed suit against DEA, 
arguing that congressional intent was to exempt plant parts containing naturally occurring THC at 
nonpsychoactive levels, the same way it exempts poppy seeds containing trace amounts of 
naturally occurring opiates.80 Industry groups maintain that (1) naturally occurring THC in the 
leaves and flowers of cannabis varieties grown for fiber and food is already at below-
psychoactive levels (compared with drug varieties); (2) the parts used for food purposes (seeds 
and oil) contain even less; and (3) after processing, the THC content is at or close to zero. U.S. 
and Canadian hemp seed and food manufacturers have in place a voluntary program for certifying 
low, industry-determined standards in hemp-containing foods. Background information on the 
TestPledge Program is available at http://www.TestPledge.com. The intent of the program is to 
assure that consumption of hemp foods will not interfere with workplace drug testing programs or 
produce undesirable mental or physical health effects. 


On February 6, 2004, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit permanently enjoined the 
enforcement of the final rule.81 The court stated that “DEA’s definition of ‘THC’ contravenes the 
unambiguously expressed intent of Congress in the CSA and cannot be upheld.”82 In late 
September 2004 the Bush Administration let the final deadline pass without filing an appeal.83 


In January 2017, HIA petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit to block DEA’s 
implementation of its December final rule on marijuana extracts, which would designate certain 
hemp-derived nonpsychotropic products, such as CBD, as a “marihuana extract” subject to the 


                                                 
79 DEA, “DEA History in Depth,” 1999-2003, and other DEA published resources. 
80 21 U.S.C. §802 (19) and (20). 
81 68 Federal Register 14113, March 21, 2003. 
82 HIA v. DEA, 357 F.2d (9th Circuit 2004). 
83 DEA claims that the courts have expressed conflicting opinions on these issues (e.g., see DEA, “DEA History in 
Depth”): 


Despite the plain language of the statute supporting DEA’s position, the ninth circuit ruled in 2004 that the DEA 
rules were impermissible under the statute and therefore ordered DEA to refrain from enforcing them. 
Subsequently, in 2006, another federal court of appeals (the eight circuit) took a different view, stating, as DEA 
had said in its rules: “The plain language of the CSA states that schedule I(c) includes ‘any material ... which 
contains any quantity of THC’ and thus such material is regulated.”… Thus, the federal courts have expressed 
conflicting views regarding the legal status of cannabis derivatives. 
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CSA.84 Then, in February, 2017, HIA again petitioned the court alleging that DEA violated the 
court’s 2004 order when it indicated that a North Dakota hemp company would need a DEA 
registration and would be subject to other requirements before it could ship processed hemp 
products outside the state, even though these products were in accordance with state law and the 
2014 farm bill.85  


In May 2018, DEA issued an internal directive to further clarify the ruling in the 2004 court 
case.86 The directive acknowledges that products and materials made from the cannabis plant that 
fall outside the CSA’s definition of marihuana—such as sterilized seeds incapable of 
germination, oil or cake made from the seeds, mature stalks, and fiber from mature stalks—are 
exempt from CSA and may be “sold and otherwise distributed throughout the United States 
without restriction under the CSA or its implementing regulations.”87 Exempt cannabis plant 
material also includes “any other compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, or 
preparation” of the above items, despite the presence of cannabinoids. The directive further 
acknowledges that such exempt products and materials may be imported into the United States 
without restriction (under the Controlled Substances Import and Export Act, 21 U.S.C. §§951-
971) or exported from the United States (“provided further that it is lawful to import such
products under the laws of the country of destination”). The directive does not address marijuana
extracts and resins.


Some in the hemp industry are interpreting the 2018 directive as providing an indication of DEA’s 
position regarding extracts such as CBD from exempt plant materials, including industrial hemp. 
They claim that this could provide an indication that CBD extracted from hemp could be 
considered exempt from CSA regulation and DEA’s jurisdiction.88 They also acknowledge that 
some research indicates that meaningful levels of CBD might not be readily extracted from 
exempt plant materials such as industrial hemp. 


2013 DEA Guidance Outlined in “Cole Memo” 


In August 2013, the Department of Justice (DOJ) updated its federal marijuana enforcement 
policy following 2012 state ballot initiatives in Washington and Colorado that “legalized, under 
state law, the possession of small amounts of marijuana and provide for the regulation of 
marijuana production, processing, and sale.”89 The guidance—commonly referred to as the “Cole 
memo”—outlines DOJ’s policy, clarifying that “marijuana remains an illegal drug under the 
Controlled Substances Act and that federal prosecutors will continue to aggressively enforce this 
statute.” DOJ identified eight enforcement areas that federal prosecutors should prioritize 


1. Preventing the distribution of marijuana to minors,


84 HIA; Centuria Natural Foods, Inc.; and RMH Holdings, LLC v. DEA, Petition for Review, January 13, 2017. The 
DEA final rule is at 81 Federal Register 90194, December 14, 2016. 
85 HIA, et al. v. DEA, Nos. 03-71336, 03-71603, February 6, 2017 (9th Circuit). For more information, see L. K. Houck 
and R. vanLaack, “Hemp Industries Association Seeks Contempt Against DEA; Alleges Violation of 2004 Hemp 
Order,” FDA Law Blog, February 20, 2017. 
86 HIA v. DEA, 357 F.2d (9th Circuit 2004). 
87 DEA, “DEA Internal Directive Regarding the Presence of Cannabinoids in Products and Materials Made from the 
Cannabis Plant,” May 22, 2018. 
88 D. Shortt, “DEA Confirms It Cannot Regulate All Parts of the Cannabis Plant,” Canna Law Blog, May 29, 2018. 
89 Letter providing guidance regarding marijuana enforcement from Deputy U.S. Attorney General James Cole to all 
U.S. States Attorneys, August 29, 2013. 
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2. Preventing revenue from the sale of marijuana from going to criminal enterprises,
gangs, and cartels,


3. Preventing the diversion of marijuana from states where it is legal under state law
in some form to other states,


4. Preventing state-authorized marijuana activity from being used as a cover or
pretext for the trafficking of other illegal drugs or other illegal activity,


5. Preventing violence and the use of firearms in the cultivation and distribution of
marijuana,


6. Preventing drugged driving and the exacerbation of other adverse public health
consequences associated with marijuana use,


7. Preventing the growing of marijuana on public lands and the attendant public
safety and environmental dangers posed by marijuana production on public
lands, and


8. Preventing marijuana possession or use on federal property.


Although the Cole memo does not specifically address industrial hemp, because DOJ regards all 
varieties of the cannabis plant as “marijuana” and does not distinguish between low- and high-
THC varieties, the August 2013 guidance appears to cover industrial hemp production as well. 
Accordingly, some are interpreting the guidance as allowing states to proceed to implement their 
laws regulating and authorizing the cultivation of hemp.90  


Changes to Colorado’s state laws in November 2012 now allow for industrial hemp cultivation. 
Industrial hemp was reported as being grown in Colorado in 2013.91 However, growers and state 
authorities continue to face a number of challenges implementing Colorado’s law, including 
sampling, registration and inspection, seed availability and sourcing, disposition of noncomplying 
plants, and law enforcement concerns, as well as production issues such as hemp agronomics, 
costly equipment, and limited manufacturing capacity, among other grower and processor 
concerns.92 There is also general uncertainty about how federal authorities will respond to 
production in states where state laws allow cultivation. 


In November 2012, state authorities in Colorado requested clarification from DOJ about how 
federal enforcement authorities might respond to its newly enacted laws and forthcoming 
regulations.93 Since federal law regards all varieties of the cannabis plant as “marijuana,” many 
continue to regard DOJ’s August 2013 guidance as also likely applicable to the regulation of 
industrial hemp.94 In November 2013, Colorado officials requested further clarification regarding 
the cultivation of industrial hemp specifically.95 It is not known whether either federal agency has 
responded to the state’s requests. 


90 Letter to interested parties from Joe Sandler, counsel for Vote Hemp, November 13, 2013. 
91 S. Raabe, “First Major Hemp Crop in 60 Years Is Planted in Southeast Colorado,” Denverpost.com, May 13, 2013; 
also see E. Hunter, “Industrial Hemp in Colorado,” presentation at the 2013 HIA conference, November 17, 2013. 
92 R. Carleton, “Regulating Industrial Hemp: The Colorado Experience,” presentation at the 2014 National Association 
of State Department of Agriculture winter meeting, February 3, 2013; and E. Hunter, “Industrial Hemp in Colorado,” 
presentation at the 2013 HIA conference, November 17, 2013.  
93 Letter from the governor and attorney general of the state of Colorado to Eric Holder Jr., U.S. Attorney General, 
November 13, 2012. 
94 Letter from Joe Sandler, counsel for Vote Hemp, to interested parties, November 13, 2013. 
95 Letter from the commissioner of the Colorado Department of Agriculture to Tom Vilsack, Secretary of Agriculture, 
November 13, 2013. 
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In September 2013, Representative Blumenauer sent a letter to Oregon state officials urging them 
to implement that state’s hemp laws.96 In response, DOJ officials in Oregon reiterated that since 
“‘industrial hemp’ is marijuana, under the CSA, these eight enforcement priorities apply to hemp 
just as they do for all forms of cannabis” and that “federal prosecutors will remain aggressive” 
when it comes to protecting these eight priorities.97 They further indicated that they do not intend 
to interfere with their state’s hemp production so long as it is well-regulated and subject to 
enforcement.98 Some regard that correspondence as indicative of how federal authorities might 
respond to production in states that permit growing and cultivating hemp.99 


In January 2018, Attorney General Jeff Sessions sent a memorandum to all U.S. Attorneys 
rescinding previous nationwide guidance specific to marijuana enforcement, including the 2013 
Cole Memo.100 Since both the Cole Memo and the 2018 Sessions memorandum are focused on 
marijuana enforcement, some maintain that this action does not impact ongoing industrial hemp 
efforts in some states.101  


DEA’s Blocking of Imported Viable Hemp Seeds 


In response to the enactment of the 2014 farm bill provision allowing for the cultivation of 
industrial hemp by research institutions and state departments of agriculture, several states made 
immediate plans to initiate new hemp pilot projects.  


Kentucky announced plans for several pilot projects through the Kentucky Department of 
Agriculture. However, in May 2014, U.S. Customs officials blocked the department’s shipment of 
250 pounds of imported viable hemp seed from Italy at Louisville International Airport. DEA 
officials contend that the action was warranted since the “importation of cannabis seeds continues 
to be subject to the Controlled Substances Import and Export Act (CSIEA)”102 and to the 
implementing regulations, which restrict persons from importing viable cannabis seed unless they 
are registered with DEA and have obtained the necessary Schedule I research permit, among 
other requirements.  


Viable seeds are seeds that are alive and have the potential to germinate and develop into normal 
reproductively mature plants, under appropriate growing conditions. DEA has required that seeds 
be either heat sterilized or steam sterilized to remove any naturally occurring traces of THC, 
which makes the seeds mostly incapable of germination. DEA regulates the importation, 
sterilization, and commercial distribution of hemp seed pursuant to CSIEA.103  


                                                 
96 Letter from Representative Earl Blumenauer to Oregon Department of Agriculture and State Board of Agriculture 
officials, September 17, 2013.  
97 Letter from S. Amanda Marshall, U.S. Attorney, District of Oregon, to Representative Earl Blumenauer, November 
7, 2013.  
98 Ibid. See also N. Crombie, “U.S. Rep. Earl Blumenauer Urges Oregon to Implement Industrial Hemp Law,” The 
Oregonian, September 18, 2013. 
99 CRS communication with representatives of Vote Hemp, Inc., January 2014. 
100 Memorandum for all United States Attorneys from AG Jefferson B. Sessions regarding “Marijuana Enforcement,” 
January 4, 2018. For more background, CRS Legal Sidebar LSB10054, Attorney General’s Memorandum on Federal 
Marijuana Enforcement: Possible Impacts. 
101 HIA, “State Legalized Hemp Farming Programs Remain Legal Under Farm Bill,” January 11, 2018; and “Hemp 
Industry Questions Whether Marijuana Memo Includes Hemp,” Hagstrom Report, January 17, 2018. 
102 21 U.S.C. §§951-971. Letter from Joseph T. Rannazzisi, Deputy Assistant Administrator, DEA Office of Diversion 
Control, to Luke Morgan, counsel for Kentucky Department of Agriculture, May 13, 2014. 
103 21 U.S.C. 951 et seq. and 21 C.F.R. 1311. 
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To facilitate release of the hemp seeds, the Kentucky Department of Agriculture filed a lawsuit in 
U.S. District Court against DEA, DOJ, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, and the U.S. 
Attorney General.104 In the lawsuit, the department contends that its efforts to grow industrial 
hemp are authorized under both state and federal law and that DEA should not seek to impose 
“additional requirements, restrictions, and prohibitions” on hemp production beyond 
requirements in the 2014 farm bill or otherwise interfere with its delivery of hemp seeds.  


Kentucky’s seeds were eventually released and planted. However, these actions resulted in 
uncertainty for U.S. hemp growers. Some in the industry claim that DEA continues to initiate 
policy changes intended to block hemp cultivation.105 In response, Congress enacted additional 
legislation to stop DEA from intervening in the implementation of the 2014 farm bill provision. 
(For more information, see “Selected Appropriations Actions”.) 


Although hemp production is now allowed in accordance with the requirements under the 2014 
farm bill provision, the importation of viable seeds still requires DEA registration according to 
CSIEA (21 U.S.C. §§951-971). This requirement was reinforced in a 2016 joint “Statement of 
Principles” on industrial hemp from DEA, USDA, and FDA.106 Purchasing viable seed for 
germination continues to be a complicated process. It can be difficult to locate a seed source, 
since there are no U.S. cultivars, and any seed must be sourced internationally. Also, the grower 
must submit a DEA 357 import form, and any seed source must be prescreened by DEA and also 
meet USDA phytosanitary rules. Once the permit is obtained, a copy of the permit is then sent to 
the seed supplier and may be shipped by air freight.107 Other requirements include approval for 
entry and ground transport to field sites and field site security.  


2016 Joint “Statement of Principles” on Industrial Hemp 


In August 2016, DEA issued three major decisions on marijuana and industrial hemp.108 
Regarding marijuana, DEA announced it was rejecting a petition to reschedule marijuana 
(affirming its continued status as an illegal Schedule I controlled substance).109 It also announced 
certain policy changes regarding authorized marijuana cultivators for research.110 Regarding 
industrial hemp, DEA issued a joint statement with USDA and FDA on the principles on 
industrial hemp.  


104 Kentucky Department of Agriculture v. DEA, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, U.S. Justice Department, and 
Eric Holder (Western District of Kentucky, Louisville Division), May 2014. 
105 See, for example: J. Beckerman, “The Curious Legal Status of CBD & Industrial Hemp-Derived Cannabinoids,” 
The Seminar Group webinar, September 13, 2016. 
106 81 Federal Register 156: 53395-53396, August 12, 2016; also DEA/USDA/FDA joint “Statement of Principles on 
Industrial Hemp,” August 2016. The statement reads: “Section 7606 specifically authorized certain entities to “grow or 
cultivate” industrial hemp but did not eliminate the requirement under the Controlled Substances Import and Export 
Act that the importation of viable cannabis seeds must be carried out by persons registered with the DEA to do so.” For 
more information, see “2016 Joint “Statement of Principles” on Industrial Hemp”. 
107 NC-FAR Capitol Hill seminar, April 29, 2016 (“Purdue University Industrial Hemp Initiative”). 
108 81 Federal Register 156: 53395-53396, August 12, 2016; also DEA/USDA/FDA joint “Statement of Principles on 
Industrial Hemp,” August 2016. For more information, see CRS Legal Sidebar WSLG1667, DEA Will Not Reschedule 
Marijuana, But May Expand Number of Growers of Research Marijuana. 
109 For more information on marijuana’s current status and on rescheduling, see CRS Report R43034, State 
Legalization of Recreational Marijuana: Selected Legal Issues.  
110 For other related information, see J. A. Gilbert Jr. and L. K. Houck, “DEA Issues a Trifecta of Significant Marijuana 
and Industrial Hemp Decisions, Including Rejecting Rescheduling for Legitimate Medical Use,” FDA Law Blog, 
August 12, 2016. 
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The three federal agencies acknowledged that the 2014 farm bill provision regarding industrial 
hemp “left open many questions regarding the continuing application of Federal drug control 
statutes to the growth, cultivation, manufacture, and distribution of industrial hemp products, as 
well as the extent to which growth by private parties and sale of industrial hemp products are 
permissible.”111 The 2014 farm bill also “did not remove industrial hemp from the controlled 
substances list.” Federal law continues to restrict hemp-related activities that were not specifically 
legalized under the farm bill provision, which did not amend CSA requirements regarding the 
manufacture and distribution of “drug products” containing controlled substances. The farm bill 
provision also did not amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act112 regarding the approval 
process for new drug applications.  


The joint statement restates the 2014 farm bill’s requirement that hemp be grown and cultivated 
“in accordance with an agricultural pilot program ... established by a State department of 
agriculture or State agency ... in a State where the production of industrial hemp is otherwise 
legal under State law.”113 It further notes that “state registration and certification of sites used for 
growing or cultivating industrial hemp” were not addressed in the 2014 farm bill and 
recommends that “such registration should include the name of the authorized manufacturer, the 
period of licensure or other time period during which such person is authorized by the State to 
manufacture industrial hemp, and the location, including Global Positioning System coordinates, 
where such person is authorized to manufacture industrial hemp.” 


Among the noted positive aspects of the joint statement is clarification by the federal agencies 
about who is able to grow or cultivate industrial hemp as part of a state’s agricultural research 
pilot program and the applicability of USDA research and other programs to support industrial 
hemp. Other aspects of the joint statement, however, have raised concerns regarding how the 
federal agencies view the statutory definition of industrial hemp and also possible restrictions on 
the sale of industrial hemp products and the importation of viable seeds for growing and 
cultivation. Each of these is discussed in the following sections. 


Many in Congress and in the hemp industry had much anticipated clarification regarding DEA’s 
position on industrial hemp, given continued uncertainty and despite support for hemp cultivation 
in the 2014 farm bill. The joint statement provides guidance to “individuals, institutions, and 
states” on a number of issues pertaining to the growing and cultivation of hemp. While some in 
Congress and in the industry are encouraged by parts of the joint statement, they have expressed 
concerns about other aspects of the joint statement.114 A summary of these issues is as follows. 


 Clarification regarding who can grow/cultivate hemp. The joint statement
acknowledges that the 2014 farm bill authorized “State departments of
agriculture, and persons licensed, registered, or otherwise authorized by them”
and “institutions of higher education or persons employed by or under a
production contract or lease with them” to grow or cultivate industrial hemp as
part of an agricultural pilot program in accordance with the 2014 farm bill. This
seemingly clears up confusion regarding the potential participation of private
farmers licensed or under contract with authorized state departments of
agriculture and institutions of higher learning.


111 81 Federal Register 53395-53396, August 12, 2016. 
112 21 U.S.C. §301 et seq. 
113 81 Federal Register 53395-53396, August 12, 2016. 
114 Letter from several House and Senate Members of Congress to officials at DEA, USDA, and FDA, October 27, 
2016; and HIA press releases, August 15 and August 17, 2016.  
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 Clarification regarding USDA research support for hemp. The joint statement
clarifies that institutions of higher education and other authorized participants
“may be able to participate in USDA research or other programs to the extent
otherwise eligible for participation in those programs.” This seemingly addresses
questions raised in November 2015 by some Members of Congress as part of a
letter sent to USDA requesting clarification on the extent to which federal funds
may be used to support research on industrial hemp.


 Confusion regarding the definition of industrial hemp. Some in the hemp
industry worry that the joint statement reinterprets the statutory definition of
industrial hemp to cover fiber and seed only, excluding flowering tops, which
they believe is covered by the farm bill definition.115 The flowering heads of the
plant have the greatest cannabinoid content. They also worry that the joint
statement expands upon inherent restrictions to the statutory definition in that it
broadly highlights the term THC, which is defined to include “all isomers, acids,
salts, and salts of isomers of tetrahydrocannabinols,” whereas the statutory
definition in the 2014 farm bill specifies delta-9 THC, the dominant psychoactive
cannabinoid of cannabis. Some in Congress claim that the executive branch is
defining industrial hemp more narrowly than that defined in statute in that it
“drops the ‘delta-9’ when describing tetrahydrocannabinol” and “adds isomers,
acids, and salts of isomers of THC to count against the 0.3% THC threshold.”116


These Members of Congress have asked that the definition be removed from the
guidance.


 Confusion regarding possible restrictions on commerce. Some in Congress
note that the 2014 farm bill defined ‘‘agricultural pilot program’’ to mean “a pilot
program to study the growth, cultivation, or marketing of industrial hemp”
(italics added).117 These Members of Congress have asked for confirmation that
“general commercial activity” does not prevent any types of sale from occurring
from the framework of an approved pilot program. Likewise, the hemp industry
remains concerned about the inclusion of language in the joint statement
indicating that “industrial hemp products ... may not be sold in States where such
sale is prohibited.”118 Broadly speaking “industrial hemp products” are already
widely marketed, sold, and distributed. Some claim that this restriction on sales is
contrary to provisions in both the CSA and the 2014 farm bill.


 Confusion regarding the transportation and sales of hemp. The joint
statement also emphasizes that “industrial hemp plants and seeds may not be
transported across State lines,” and restates DEA’s position that the importation
of viable cannabis seeds be carried out by DEA-registered persons, in accordance
with CSIEA, seemingly to limit the sale of hemp products only in states with
industrial hemp pilot programs. This remains a contentious issue following
DEA’s blocking of viable hemp seed in 2014. Some in Congress maintain that


115 See, for example, HIA press releases, August 2016; and J. Beckerman, “The Curious Legal Status of CBD and 
Industrial Hemp-Derived Cannabinoids,” The Seminar Group webinar, September 13, 2016. 
116 Letter from House and Senate Members of Congress to DEA, USDA, and FDA officials, October 27, 2016. 
117 Ibid. 
118 See, for example, HIA press releases, August 2016; and Beckerman, “The Curious Legal Status of CBD.” 
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federal agencies do not have the authority to limit hemp sales or prohibit the 
transport of plants or seed under the 2014 farm bill.119  


The joint statement’s guiding principles are provided in the Appendix B.  


Additional confusion remains, however, since the joint statement explicitly says it “does not 
establish any binding legal requirements,” further raising questions about whether guidance in the 
statement could influence future DEA policies and enforcement action regarding industrial hemp 
cultivation and marketing.  


2018 Restrictions on SBA Loans  


In April 2018, the Small Business Administration (SBA) prohibited banks from issuing SBA-
backed loans to any “business that grows, produces, processes, distributes or sells products 
purportedly made from ‘hemp’ … unless the business can demonstrate that its business activities 
and products are legal under federal and state law. Examples of legal hemp products include 
paper, clothing and rope.” Given the continued uncertainty about the legality of the marketing of 
industrial hemp products, it may be difficult for SBA to determine if a business’s activities and 
products are legal under federal law, which could restrict hemp businesses from obtaining SBA-
backed loans. 


Other Federal Agency Actions 


In 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12919, “National Defense Industrial Resources 
Preparedness,” which was intended to strengthen the U.S. industrial and technology base for 
meeting national defense requirements. The order included hemp among the essential agricultural 
products that should be stocked for defense preparedness purposes.120 Some hemp supporters 
have argued that the executive order gives hemp a renewed value as a strategic crop for national 
security purposes in line with its role in World War II.121 


USDA has supported research on alternative crops and industrial uses of common commodities 
since the late 1930s. Some alternative crops have become established in certain parts of the 
United States—kenaf (for fiber) in Texas, jojoba (for oil) in Arizona and California, and amaranth 
(for nutritious grain) in the Great Plains states. Many have benefits similar to those ascribed to 
hemp but are not complicated by having a psychotropic variety within the same species.  


The Critical Agricultural Materials Act of 1984 (P.L. 98-284, 7 U.S.C. §178) supports the 
supplemental and alternative crops provisions of the 1985 and 1990 omnibus farm acts and other 
authorities and funds research and development on alternative crops at USDA and state 
laboratories.122 In addition, Section 1473D of the National Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. §3319d(c)) authorizes USDA to make competitive grants 
toward the development of new commercial products derived from natural plant material for 
industrial, medical, and agricultural applications. To date, these authorities have not been used to 
develop hemp cultivation and use. 


                                                 
119 Letter from House and Senate Members of Congress to DEA, USDA, and FDA officials, October 27, 2016. 
120 Hemp is included under the category of “food resources,” which is defined to mean, in part, “all starches, sugars, 
vegetable and animal or marine fats and oils, cotton, tobacco, wool, mohair, hemp, flax, fiber and other materials, but 
not any such material after it loses its identity as an agricultural commodity or product.”  
121 J. B. Kahn, “Hemp ... Why Not?” Berkeley Electronic Press Legal Series, Paper 1930, 2007. 
122 In 2014, funding for the program totaled $1.1 million, but no funding was requested for subsequent years. 
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The United States is a signatory of the United Nations Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 
1961.123 The principal objectives of the convention are to “limit the possession, use, trade in, 
distribution, import, export, manufacture and production of drugs exclusively to medical and 
scientific purposes and to address drug trafficking through international cooperation to deter and 
discourage drug traffickers.”124 The convention requires that each party control cannabis 
cultivation within its borders. However, Article 28.2 of the convention states, “This Convention 
shall not apply to the cultivation of the cannabis plant exclusively for industrial purposes (fibre 
and seed) or horticultural purposes.” Thus the convention need not present an impediment to the 
development of a regulated hemp farming sector in the United States. 


Ongoing Congressional Activity 


2018 Farm Bill Debate 


Congress has continued to introduce legislation to further advance industrial hemp and address 
continued perceived obstacles to hemp production in the United States. Specifically, an expanded 
version of the Industrial Hemp Farming Act—first introduced in the 109th Congress—was 
introduced in the 115th Congress in both the House and Senate (H.R. 5485; S. 2667). These bills 
are further discussed in “Industrial Hemp Farming Act”. Many of the provisions in these bills are 
included in the Senate version of the 2018 farm bill legislation (S. 3042) that is now being 
debated in Congress.  


House Farm Bill (H.R. 2) 


A number of hemp-related amendments to the House Agriculture Committee bill (Agriculture and 
Nutrition Act of 2018, H.R. 2) were proposed and/or considered but not adopted.  


During House committee markup, Representative Comer considered but did not propose an 
amendment to H.R. 2 that would clarify that federally recognized Indian tribes are eligible to 
grow hemp in accordance with the conditions specified in the 2014 farm bill.125 It would have 
also required USDA to develop guidance on standardized testing procedures for the THC 
concentration for industrial hemp.  


Amendments regarding hemp were also submitted for consideration by the House Rules 
Committee but were not made in order and so were not allowed to proceed during the House floor 
debate on H.R. 2. One bipartisan proposal submitted by Representatives Massie and Polis 
proposed to remove industrial hemp from the CSA definition of marihuana. Another proposal 
submitted by Representatives Comer and Blumenauer, among others, also proposed to remove 
industrial hemp from the CSA definition and place hemp in the jurisdiction of the USDA as an 
agricultural commodity. Another amendment proposed by Representative Barr would create a 
safe harbor for financial institutions that provide services to hemp businesses authorized under 


                                                 
123 As amended by the 1972 Protocol Amending the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, Article 28. 
124 Information posted on International Narcotics Control Board website. 
125 Some studies have raised issues related to hemp production and cultivation on tribal lands. See, for example, A 
Review of Hemp as a Sustainable Agricultural Commodity: Tools and Recommendations for Winona LaDuke’s Hemp 
Farm and Sovereign Native American Tribes, Task Force report by the University of Washington’s Henry M. Jackson 
School of International Studies, 2018; and J. S. Hipp and C.D. Duren, Regaining Our Future: An Assessment of Risks 
and Opportunities for Native Communities in the 2018 Farm Bill, University of Arkansas School of Law, June 2017.  
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the 2014 farm bill. None of these amendments or other provisions regarding industrial hemp are 
included in H.R. 2.  


Senate Farm Bill (S. 3042) 


The Senate Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry Committee farm bill (Agriculture Improvement 
Act of 2018, S. 3042) includes a number of provisions regarding industrial hemp within the bill’s 
Horticulture title, Research title, Crop Insurance title, and Miscellaneous title (Appendix C). 
Many of these provisions originated in the Industrial Hemp Farming Act of 2018 (S. 2667; H.R. 
548).126


Chief among these is a provision that would amend the CSA to exclude industrial hemp as it is 
defined in the 2014 farm bill (i.e., as containing no more than a 0.3% THC concentration) from 
the statutory definition of marihuana.127 The Senate farm bill also creates a new hemp program 
under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. §1621 et seq.), expanding the existing 
statutory definition of hemp and expanding eligibility to other producers and groups, including 
tribes and territories. States or Indian tribes wanting primary regulatory authority over hemp 
production would be required to implement a “plan” to further monitor and regulate hemp 
production. Other provisions in the Crop Insurance title would make hemp producers eligible to 
participate in federal crop insurance programs, while provisions in the Research title of the bill 
would make hemp production eligible for certain USDA research and development programs.  


Industrial Hemp Farming Act 


The Industrial Hemp Farming Act of 2018 (Comer/H.R. 5485; McConnell/S. 2667) is intended to 
facilitate the possible commercial cultivation of industrial hemp in the United States. The bills 
would amend Section 102 of the CSA (21 U.S.C. 802(16)) to exclude “industrial hemp” from the 
statutory definition of marihuana. Industrial hemp would be defined based on its THC content 
and set at a threshold of 0.3% THC. Such a change could remove low-THC hemp from being 
covered by the CSA as a controlled substance subject to DEA regulation, thus allowing for 
industrial hemp to be grown and processed under some state laws. The bill could grant authority 
to any state permitting industrial hemp production and processing to determine whether any such 
cannabis plants met the limit on THC concentration as set forth in the CSA. In any criminal or 
civil action or administrative proceeding, the state’s determination may be conclusive and 
binding.  


H.R. 5485 and S. 2667 would repeal the hemp pilot program established in the 2014 farm bill and 
replace it with a new program as part of a new “Hemp Production” subtitle under the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. §1621 et seq.). The new program expands upon the existing 
statutory definition to include any part of the Cannabis plant, including “the seeds thereof and all 
derivatives, extracts, cannabinoids, isomers, acids, salts, and salts of isomers, whether growing, or 
not.”128 It would clarify that allowable cultivation includes (in addition to states) tribal 
governments,129 the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any U.S. 


126 Prior to S. 3042, media reports indicated that S. 2667 was planned to be fast-tracked in the Senate through a 
procedural move (Rule 14), allowing the bill to skip over the committee process and go directly to the Senate floor for 
consideration. J. Carney, “Senate Fast-Tracks Bill Legalizing Hemp As Agriculture Product,” The Hill, April 16, 2018. 
127 S. 3042, §1250. 
128 Amends the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. §1621 et seq.) by adding “Subtitle G—Hemp 
Production” with a new statutory definition at section 297A and other program requirements. 
129 As defined in Section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act, 25 U.S.C. §5304. 
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territory or possession. Eligibility of “state department of agriculture” would be amended to mean 
the “agency, commission, or department of a state government responsible for agriculture in the 
state.” State or Indian tribes wanting primary regulatory authority over hemp production would be 
required to implement a “plan” under which the state or Indian tribe monitor and regulate hemp 
production. State and tribal plans would require grower information collection and procedures for 
testing, disposal (of hemp grown in violation and the law), and compliance. H.R. 5485 and S. 
2667 authorize appropriations (“such sums as are necessary”) for USDA to support and enforce 
state and tribal plans and further specifies requirements regarding the plan approval process, 
USDA technical assistance to develop plans, and necessary corrective action for plan 
violations.130  


H.R. 5485 and S. 2667 further address industrial hemp as part of the federal crop insurance 
program and include hemp as eligible for research funding under the Supplemental and 
Alternative Crops Act131 and the Critical Agricultural Materials Act,132 which are authorized to 
receive $1 million in annual appropriations through FY2018. Finally, the bills require that USDA 
conduct a study of USDA agricultural pilot programs, including the hemp pilot program, which 
would be repealed one year after enactment. USDA would also be required to conduct a study of 
USDA agricultural pilot programs, including the hemp pilot program in the 2014 farm bill. 


Earlier in the 115th Congress, Representative Comer introduced a different version of the bill as 
part of the Industrial Hemp Farming Act of 2017 (H.R. 3530). In addition to exempting industrial 
hemp from definitions of marihuana in CSA, this version of the bill proposed to further expand 
the statutory definition of hemp to include viable seeds and to clarify that allowable cultivation 
includes Native American tribes133 in addition to states. It also includes a new definition for 
research hemp to mean any part or derivative of the Cannabis plant (including viable seeds) that 
has a delta-9 THC concentration of more than 0.3% on a dry weight basis but less than 0.6% on a 
dry weight basis and that is used in scientific, medical, or industrial research conducted by an 
institution of higher education or a state department of agriculture. H.R. 3530 would also require 
that states and tribes, upon the request of the U.S. Attorney General, submit information regarding 
hemp production, storage, distribution, or use.134  


Each of these versions of the Industrial Hemp Farming Act greatly expand upon previous versions 
of the bill. The Industrial Hemp Farming Act was first introduced in the 109th Congress by former 
Representative Ron Paul and was reintroduced in subsequent legislative sessions (H.R. 1831, 
112th Congress; H.R. 1866, 111th Congress; H.R. 1009, 110th Congress; H.R. 3037, 109th


Congress). In the 112th Congress, Senator Ron Wyden introduced S. 3501 in the Senate.135 
Representative Massie and Senator Wyden also introduced versions of these same bills in the 


130 Additional recommendations to H.R. 3530 are noted in a March 2018 statement by the U.S. Hemp Roundtable. 
131 7 U.S.C. §3319d(c)(3)(E). 
132 7 U.S.C. §178c(b)(9). 
133 As defined at 18 U.S.C. §1151 (“Indian country”). 
134 Required information would include the name of the person engaged in such authorized activity, the period of time 
authorized, and the specific location of authorized activity.  
135 Previous versions of the bill have differed. Section 3 of the 2009 bill would apply when a state has an industrial 
hemp regulatory scheme, whereas the 2011 bills would apply whenever state law permits “making industrial hemp,” 
which a state might do by exempting hemp making from its controlled substance regulatory scheme. Section 3 of the 
2009 bill would have afforded state officials “exclusive authority” to construe the proposed hemp exclusion from the 
definition of marihuana (amending 21 U.S.C. §802(16)(B)), whereas the 2011 bills would include within the proposed 
industrial hemp exclusion (amending 21 U.S.C. §802(57)) any industrial hemp grown or possessed in accordance with 
state law relating to making industrial hemp.  
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113th and 114th Congresses.136 Some in Congress believe that industrial hemp production could 
result in economic and employment gains in some states and regions.137 


Legislation Regarding Possible Medical Applications of Hemp 


Legislation introduced in both the House and Senate has addressed the potential therapeutic uses 
of industrial hemp to allow for its production and use as CBD. CBD is a nonpsychoactive 
compound in Cannabis that is low in delta-9 THC.138 CBD is sold as an extract and marketed as 
helping to address various ailments, including neuropathic pain, epilepsy, post-traumatic stress 
disorder, nausea as a result of chemotherapy, and other disorders. Most CBD extracts currently 
being marketed for certain therapeutic purposes are generally formulated from strains of medical 
cannabis with THC levels higher than 0.3% but generally less than 1% THC.139 Some hemp-
based CBD products—mostly dietary supplements—have been marketed as being rich in CBD 
and as having comparable therapeutic uses to CBD extracts. Fraudulent marketing claims by 
some hemp-based CBD products have resulted in the FDA issuing a series of warning letters to 
several companies since 2015.140  


In the 115th Congress, the Therapeutic Hemp Medical Access Act of 2017 (S. 1008) and the 
Charlotte’s Web Medical Access Act of 2017 (H.R. 2273)141 would amend CSA by excluding 
cannabidiol and cannabidiol-rich plants, defined as having a delta-9 THC concentration of no 
more than 0.3% on a dry weight basis. Similar versions of these bills were introduced in the 114th 
Congress and 113th Congress.142 The House and Senate bills are related but are not identical. In 
addition to removing cannabidiol and cannabidiol-rich plants, as defined, from regulation under 
CSA, the House bill would further exclude these from being applicable to requirements under the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, which broadly regulates the quality and safety of foods 
and dietary supplements. This provision is not part of the Senate bill. 


There is also growing concern that hemp-based CBD products, derived from industrial hemp, are 
being marketed as being rich in CBD and as having comparable therapeutic uses to CBD extracts. 
Medicine-grade CBD is not produced or pressed from hemp seeds. Hemp seed oil, marketed as 
“hemp oil,” is made by pressing hemp seeds that contain low levels of CBD (typically less than 
25 parts per million). Most of the CBD extracts currently being marketed for certain therapeutic 
purposes are generally formulated from strains of cannabis with THC levels higher than 0.3% but 
generally less than 1% THC.143 Some claim that scientific research shows that meaningful levels 
of CBD cannot be extracted from hemp.144 Also, FDA has continued to issue a number of notices 


136 113th Congress (H.R. 525, S. 359); 114th Congress (H.R. 525, S. 134). 
137 See, for example, B. Schreiner, “Senate Committee Approves Hemp Legislation,” Associated Press, February 11, 
2013; also Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, “Industrialized Hemp Will Help Spur Economic Growth and 
Create Jobs in Kentucky,” press release, January 31, 2013, and S. Chase, “McConnell Lends His Voice to Industrial 
Hemp Legislation,” Agri-Pulse, March 26, 2018. 
138 For more information, see CRS Report R44742, Defining “Industrial Hemp”: A Fact Sheet.  
139 CRS communication with Project CBD representatives, September 22, 2014. 
140 FDA, “Warning Letters and Test Results,” https://www.fda.gov/NewsEvents/PublicHealthFocus/ucm484109.htm. 
141 Named after Charlotte Figi, who suffers from a rare pediatric seizure disorder and has reportedly experienced relief 
from seizures with this strain of medical marijuana that is high in CBD and low in THC.  
142 S. 1333 and H.R. 5226 (114th Congress), and H.R. 2273 (113th Congress). 
143 CRS communication with Project CBD representatives, September 22, 2014. 
144 D. Shortt, “DEA Confirms It Cannot Regulate All Parts of the Cannabis Plant,” Canna Law Blog, May 29, 2018, 
https://www.cannalawblog.com/dea-confirms-its-cannot-regulate-all-parts-of-the-cannabis-plant/ 
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and warning letters regarding its concerns about CBD, which is being marketed across a range of 
therapeutic/medicinal products.145 For more information, see CRS In Focus IF10391, Potential 
Use of Industrial Hemp in Cannabidiol Products.  


To date, FDA has not approved any drug product containing CBD for any indication and has 
issued warning letters to several companies that market CBD products to treat health conditions 
for both humans and pets. According to FDA, these products are not “generally recognized as 
safe and effective,” and the companies marketing these products are engaging in illegal interstate 
commerce.146 FDA has further determined that products containing CBD cannot be sold as dietary 
supplements and are excluded from the dietary supplement definition in the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act.147 As such, FDA may consult with its federal and state partners about whether 
to initiate a federal enforcement action against the manufacturers of CBD products that are 
marketed as dietary supplements.148 In June 2015, the Senate Caucus on International Narcotics 
Control held a hearing on the barriers to research and the potential medical benefits of CBD. 
(Additional information is provided in the text box below.) 


Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control (June 2015 Hearing) 


In June 2015, the Senate Caucus on International Narcotics Control, led by Senators Chuck Grassley and Dianne 


Feinstein, held a hearing on the barriers to research and the potential medical benefits of CBD. 


The caucus leaders claimed many leading medical organizations have called for further research into the potential 


medical use of CBD. The hearing addressed the complexities involved with conducting CBD research, as well as its 


potential medical benefits and risks in treating serious illnesses. The hearing provided a follow-up to letters sent by 


the caucus leaders to DOJ and to the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) to ask these agencies to 


evaluate CBD using the appropriate scientific and medical factors to make a scheduling determination for it that is 


separate from the whole marijuana plant. The caucus anticipates that “[i]f it turns out that CBD may be classified on 


a lower schedule than the entire marijuana plant, and then research on it may proceed somewhat more easily.” The 


caucus reported that DOJ and HHS have agreed to undertake this evaluation, representing that “for the first time, 


the federal government will conduct a comprehensive analysis to determine whether cannabidiol has scientific and 


medical value.” 


Source: CRS based on opening statement of Senator Chuck Grassley, chairman, Senate Caucus on International 


Narcotics Control Committee, June 24, 2015; and Senator Dianne Feinstein, “Feinstein, Grassley Announce New 


Federal Policy on Cannabidiol Research,” press release, June 23, 2015. See also letter from DOJ to Senator 


Feinstein, January 5, 2015; letter from HHS to Senator Grassley, May 13, 2015; and letter from DOJ to Senators 


Grassley and Feinstein, June 23, 2015. 


Many agriculture-based groups continue to advocate for the need for additional research into the 
possible benefits and uses of industrial hemp-derived CBD.149 Some states continue to conduct 
research on the potential uses for industrial hemp-derived CBD.150 


145 FDA, “FDA Warns Companies Marketing Unproven Products, Derived from Marijuana, that Claim to Treat or Cure 
Cancer,” November 1, 2017. See also FDA, “Warning Letters and Test Results for Cannabidiol-Related Products,” 
https://www.fda.gov/newsevents/publichealthfocus/ucm484109.htm. 
146 Comments attributed to FDA, as reported by S. Nelson, “FDA Brings Down Hammer on CBD Companies,” U.S. 
News and World Report, March 11, 2015. 
147 Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, §201(ff)(3)(B)(ii). For more information, see FDA, “FDA and Marijuana: 
Questions and Answers,” September 30, 2015, http://www.fda.gov/NewsEvents/PublicHealthFocus/ucm421168.htm. 
148 For more direct assistance on the role of CBD within U.S. drug industry, as regulated by the FDA, contact Erin 
Bagalman (ebagalman@crs.loc.gov, 7-5345) or Lisa N. Sacco (lsacco@crs.loc.gov, 7-7359). 
149 See, for example, Kentucky Hemp Industries Council, “Industrial Hemp-Derived Cannabidiol (Hemp CBD).” 
150 See, for example, PHYS.org, “Research on Industrial Hemp Continues to Progress,” August 2015. See also “The 
Kentucky Department of Agriculture Industrial Hemp Pilot Projects—2014 Summary” (includes KDA CBD Project: 
“This project is focusing on the production of a very specific type of hemp to develop a nutritional supplement 
(continued...) 
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The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (NASEM) has broadly 
reviewed this issue. In February 2017, NASEM published a comprehensive review of existing 
cannabis research that provides a broad set of evidence-based research conclusions on the health 
effects of cannabis and cannabinoids and provides recommendations to support advancing future 
research and inform public health decisions.151 It claims that there is conclusive or substantial 
evidence that oral cannabinoids are effective antiemetics in the treatment of chemotherapy-
induced nausea and vomiting and for improving patient-reported multiple sclerosis spasticity 
symptoms.152 Others have also documented possible medical uses of cannabis.153 The study, 
however, does not distinguish between cannabinoids from low and high THC strains or between 
hemp-derived cannabinoids and cannabinoids from other cannabis strains. 


Other Introduced Legislation 


A number of other bills regarding industrial hemp have been introduced in the 115th Congress. 
The Industrial Hemp Banking Act (H.R. 4711) would identify hemp production as a legitimate 
business. It would similarly exempt hemp production from CSA’s definition of marihuana and 
would also prohibit regulators from denying banking services to hemp producers.154 In addition, 
the Industrial Hemp Water Rights Act (H.R. 4164, S. 1576) would prohibit regulators from 
denying hemp growers access to water—regardless of whether the water is part of a federal water 
project—if the hemp cultivation is authorized under the laws of the state where it is grown. 


Congressional Action on USDA Hemp Research Support 


In November 2015, several Members of Congress sent a letter to USDA requesting clarification 
of the agency’s research funds for industrial hemp.155 This action was in response to questions by 
a number of state and private research institutions on the extent to which industrial hemp 
initiatives were eligible for U.S. federal grant awards (both USDA and non-USDA program 
funds). These questions arose, in part, given mixed messages received by some land grant 
universities about whether they would qualify for USDA competitive grants to do industrial hemp 
research and initial indications that they would be denied such support. Some groups feared they 
could jeopardize eligibility for other grants if they pursued research into industrial hemp.  


In late 2015, CRS staff attempted to get further clarification on USDA’s policy regarding 
industrial hemp and federal grants and loans to support research of industrial hemp with limited 
success. Information provided from USDA was not always consistent and often conflicting.156 
According to USDA’s National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), the agency had not 


(...continued) 
containing cannabidiol (CBD) and evaluate its health benefits”). 
151 NASEM, The Health Effects of Cannabis and Cannabinoids: Current State of Evidence and Recommendations for 
Research (Washington, DC: National Academies Press). See also J. E. Joy, S. J. Watson Jr., and J. A. Benson Jr., eds., 
Marijuana and Medicine: Assessing the Science Base, Institute of Medicine, 1999. 
152 NASEM, The Health Effects of Cannabis and Cannabinoids: The Current State of Evidence and Recommendations 
for Research, January 2017.  
153 See, for example, comments submitted by the American Botanical Council to FDA on Rescheduling of Cannabis, 
Docket No. FDA-2018-N-1072, April 23, 2018. 
154 See also H.R.1823 and S.776, Marijuana Revenue and Regulation Act. 
155 Letter to USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack signed by 37 Representatives and 12 Senators, November 20, 2015. 
156 CRS communications during 2015 with USDA, including the department’s Office of Congressional Relations and 
program offices with USDA’s National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA) and Rural Development agencies. 
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awarded any competitive research grants for industrial hemp (as of September 2015).157 However, 
subsequent searches of USDA’s Current Research Information System (CRIS) database158 
indicate that NIFA formula-funded grants were used at Colorado State University for 2015 under 
available Hatch Act funding to study hemp cultivation as part of bigger grants about profitability 
of alternative agriculture in southern Colorado.159 Other available information, including 
correspondence between USDA and various congressional staff, suggests that USDA has no 
record of any application for industrial hemp research being denied. No additional information is 
available on whether any such applications had been proposed or would or could be approved. 


A USDA memo dating back to December 2014 states that “NIFA supports” grants for industrial 
hemp research so long as that research meets existing state requirements consistent with the 
requirements in the 2014 farm bill (P.L. 113-79, §7606; 7 U.S.C. 5940).160 However, USDA staff 
indicated that the December 2014 memo pertains only to what the statutory provision authorizes 
and does not say anything explicitly about federal funding of industrial hemp research.161 
Although this response did not address the underlying issue regarding federal funding, it likely 
indicates that researchers working on industrial hemp may carry on with this work at least on 
their own (according to requirements specified in the 2014 farm bill) without threatening their 
status and working relationship with USDA. 


Other communication with USDA’s Rural Development Agency indicated that the agency’s Rural 
Business-Cooperative Service has initiated conversation with USDA’s Office of the General 
Counsel to review whether its programs could potentially support the industrial hemp industry.162 
There does not appear to be any legal reason why USDA would not be able to provide grant 
funding for research activities on industrial hemp within the language of the 2014 farm bill 
provision, and the question remains about whether USDA will fund such applications in the 
future. Specifically, clarification is needed regarding whether industrial hemp research projects 
are eligible for USDA competitive grants (e.g., under USDA’s Agriculture and Food Research 
Initiative program) and/or for Hatch Act formula funds, as well as clarification about whether 
hemp producers are eligible for other types of agricultural support from other USDA agencies 
(such as loans and grants administered by USDA’s Rural Development Agency).  


Some have suggested that perhaps industrial hemp might qualify under certain other USDA grant 
programs, such as NIFA’s Specialty Crop Research Initiative or USDA’s Specialty Crop Block 
Grant Program. However, industrial hemp is not included among the crops that are considered 
“specialty crops” and technically would not qualify for any grant specifically designated for 


                                                 
157 CRS communications with USDA, September 2015. NIFA provides funding for programs and grants to researchers 
and land grant universities that advance agriculture-related sciences. For more information on USDA research 
programs, see CRS Report R40819, Agricultural Research: Background and Issues. 
158 USDA’s searchable CRIS database is at http://cris.nifa.usda.gov/search.html. 
159 Includes (1) “Research and Education to Enhance the Sustainability of Farming in Southwestern Colorado” 
(COL00615A) and (2) “Field Crop Testing and Management in Southwestern Colorado” (COL00615). The Hatch Act 
of 1887 provides for multistate research funding to conduct agricultural research programs at State Agricultural 
Experiment Stations across all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 
160 Letter from NIFA director Ramaswamy to Eric Young, executive director of the Southern Association of 
Agriculture Experiment Station Directors, December 23, 2014.  
161 CRS communications with USDA, October 2015. 
162 CRS communications with USDA, August 2015. USDA’s Rural Development Agency administers both business 
loans and grants. 
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specialty crop producers.163 Other potential programs include the Organic Transitions Integrated 
Research Program (ORG) and the Value-Added Producer Grant Program.164 


Some constituent groups have also expressed an interest in applying for other non-USDA grants, 
such as the Small Business Innovation Research program (SBIR) intended to help certain small 
businesses conduct research and development and is coordinated by the Small Business 
Administration. CRS has not contacted other federal agencies aside from USDA. 


Some of the questions raised by Congress’s November 2015 letter were addressed in the 2016 
joint statement, but some questions remain, which were again posed in a follow-up letter by 
several Members of Congress.165 (For additional discussion, see “2016 Joint “Statement of 
Principles” on Industrial Hemp”.) 


Groups Supporting/Opposing Further Legislation 
In addition to industry groups as well as various state commissions and organizations that are 
actively promoting reintroducing hemp as a commodity crop in the United States, some key 
agricultural groups also support U.S. policy changes regarding industrial hemp. For example  


 In 2018, the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture (NASDA) 
sent a letter to Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell and Representative 
James Comer in support of the Hemp Farming Act of 2018 (S. 2667/H.R. 5485). 
NASDA claims that the bill addresses “numerous issues hindering the success of 
industrial hemp pilot programs allowed under the 2014 farm bill.”166 


 In 2017, the Wisconsin Farm Bureau Federation sent a letter to USDA Secretary 
Sonny Perdue recommending that the Trump Administration consider hemp to be 
an agricultural crop. A reported 27 other Farm Bureau presidents supported the 
initiative.167  


 The bipartisan Congressional Cannabis Caucus—launched in February 2017 by 
Representatives Dana Rohrabacher, Don Young, Earl Blumenauer, and Jared 
Polis—is focused on policy reforms regarding federal drugs laws and issues 
regarding legalization in some states. 


 The National Farmers Union (NFU) updated its 2013 farm policy regarding 
hemp to urge the President, Attorney General, and Congress to direct DEA to 
“reclassify industrial hemp as a noncontrolled substance and adopt policy to 
allow American farmers to grow industrial hemp under state law without 
affecting eligibility for USDA benefits.”168 Previously NFU’s policy advocated 
that DEA “differentiate between industrial hemp and marijuana and adopt policy 


                                                 
163 “Specialty crops” are defined in statute as “fruits and vegetables, tree nuts, dried fruits, and horticulture and nursery 
crops (including floriculture)” (7 U.S.C. §1621 note). Industrial hemp is considered among the “List of Ineligible 
Commodities” (http://www.ams.usda.gov/services/grants/scbgp/specialty-crop).  
164 For more information on these USDA programs, see CRS Report R42771, Fruits, Vegetables, and Other Specialty 
Crops: Selected Farm Bill and Federal Programs. 
165 Letter from House and Senate Members of Congress to officials at DEA, USDA, and FDA, October 27, 2016. 
166 Letter from NASDA to Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell and Representative James Comer, May 8, 2018. 
167 Wisconsin Farm Bureau Federation, “Hemp…” September 8, 2017, and HIA, press release, September 13, 2017. 
168 NFU, “Policy of the National Farmers Union,” March 2-5, 2013. 
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to allow American farmers to grow industrial hemp under state law without 
requiring DEA licenses.”169  


 In 2010, NASDA stated it “supports revisions to the federal rules and regulations 
authorizing commercial production of industrial hemp” and has urged USDA, 
DEA, and the Office of National Drug Control Policy to “collaboratively develop 
and adopt an official definition of industrial hemp that comports with definitions 
currently used by countries producing hemp.” NASDA also “urges Congress to 
statutorily distinguish between industrial hemp and marijuana and to direct DEA 
to revise its policies to allow USDA to establish a regulatory program that allows 
the development of domestic industrial hemp production by American farmers 
and manufacturers.”170 NASDA first adopted a policy on industrial hemp in 2002. 


 In 2014, the American Farm Bureau Federation, from efforts led by the Indiana 
Farm Bureau, endorsed a policy to support the “production, processing, 
commercialization, and utilization of industrial hemp”171 and reportedly also 
passed a policy resolution to oppose the “classification of industrial hemp as a 
controlled substance.” Previously, in 1995, the Farm Bureau had passed a 
resolution supporting “research into the viability and economic potential of 
industrial hemp production in the United States ... [and] further recommend that 
such research includes planting test plots in the United States using modern 
agricultural techniques.”172 


 Regional farmers’ organizations also have policies regarding hemp. For example, 
the North Dakota Farmers Union, as part of its federal agricultural policy 
recommendations, has urged “Congress to legalize the production of industrial 
hemp.”173 The Rocky Mountain Farmers Union has urged “Congress and the 
USDA to re-commit and fully fund research into alternative crops and uses for 
crops” including industrial hemp. Also, they “support the decoupling of industrial 
hemp from the definition of marijuana” under the CSA and “demand the 
President and the Attorney General direct the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency 
(DEA) to differentiate between industrial hemp and marijuana and adopt a policy 
to allow American farmers to grow industrial hemp under state law without 
requiring DEA licenses” to “legalize the production of industrial hemp as an 
alternative crop for agricultural producers.”174 


 The National Grange voted in 2009 to support “research, production, processing 
and marketing of industrial hemp as a viable agricultural activity.”175 


 In California, ongoing efforts to revise the definition of marijuana to exclude 
“industrial hemp” (SB 566) are supported by the state’s sheriffs’ association.176 


                                                 
169 NFU, “National Farmers Union Adopts New Policy on Industrial Hemp,” March 22, 2010. Also see NFU, “Policy 
of the National Farmers Union,” enacted by delegates to the 108th annual convention, Rapid City, SD, March 14-16, 
2010. 
170 NASDA, “New Uses of Agricultural Products,” 2010. 
171 Agri-Pulse, “AFBF Delegates Fine Tune Policies on WOTUS, Embrace Hemp,” January 14, 2015. 
172 See, for example, J. Patton, “American Farm Bureau Calls for End to Federal Ban on Hemp Production,” Lexington 
Herald-Leader, January 22, 2014; and Lane Report, “Farm Bureau Passes Policy Urging Removal of Industrial Hemp 
Classification as Controlled Substance,” January 22, 2014. 
173 North Dakota Farmers Union, “2010 Program of Policy and Action,” p. 8. 
174 Rocky Mountain Farmers Union, “Policy 2010,” pp. 6, 15-16, 24. 
175 National Grange, “Legislative Policies” and “Hemp Policy.”  
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The county farm bureau and two sheriffs’ offices supported previous efforts in 
2011 to establish a pilot program to grow industrial hemp in selected counties 
(although the state’s governor later vetoed the bill, SB 676).177 


 North American Industrial Hemp Council—a coalition of farmers, state 
legislators, former officials, scientists, merchants, entrepreneurs, and 
environmentalists—filed a petition in June 2016 asking DEA to “remove 
industrial hemp from the federal drug schedules.”178  


Despite support by some, other groups continue to oppose policy changes regarding cannabis. For 
example, the National Alliance for Health and Safety, as part of Drug Watch International, claims 
that proposals to reintroduce hemp as an agricultural crop are merely a strategy by “the 
international pro-drug lobby to legalize cannabis and other illicit substances.”179 The California 
Narcotic Officers’ Association claims that allowing for industrial hemp production would 
undermine state and federal enforcement efforts to regulate marijuana production, since, they 
claim, the two crops are not distinguishable through ground or aerial surveillance but would 
require costly and time-consuming lab work to be conducted.180 This group also claims that these 
similarities would create an incentive to use hemp crops to mask illicit marijuana production, 
since marijuana is such a lucrative cash crop.181 Concerns about the potential linkages to the 
growing and use of illegal drugs are also expressed by some parent and community organizations, 
such as the Drug Free America Foundation and PRIDE.182  


Given DEA’s current policy positions and perceived DEA opposition to changing its current 
policies because of concerns over how to allow for hemp production without undermining the 
agency’s drug enforcement efforts and regulation of the production and distribution of marijuana, 
hemp proponents say that further policy changes regarding industrial hemp are likely not 
forthcoming absent congressional legislative action.  


Concluding Remarks 
Hemp production in the United States faces a number of obstacles in the foreseeable future, such 
as U.S. government drug policies and DEA concerns about the ramifications of U.S. commercial 
hemp production. These concerns are that commercial cultivation could increase the likelihood of 
covert production of high-THC marijuana, significantly complicating DEA’s surveillance and 
enforcement activities and sending the wrong message to the American public concerning the 
government’s position on drugs. DEA officials and a variety of other observers also express the 
concern that efforts to legalize hemp—as well as those to legalize medical marijuana—are a front 
for individuals and organizations whose real aim is to see marijuana decriminalized. 


                                                                 
(...continued) 
176 Letter from the California State Sheriffs’ Association to Chairwoman Cathleen Galgiani of the State Senate 
Agriculture Committee, March 21, 2013. 
177 Letters of support for SB 678 to California State Senator Mark Leno from the Imperial County Farm Bureau (June 
16, 2011), Office of Sheriff, Kings County (July 19, 2011), and Office of Sheriff, Kern County (July 21, 2011).  
178 North American Industrial Hemp Council, “Petition to Legalize Industrial Hemp,” June 12, 2016. 
179 See, for example, Drug Watch International, “Position Statement on Hemp (Cannabis sativa L.),” November 2002. 
180 Letter from the California Narcotic Officers’ Association to Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, September 18, 2007.  
181 CRS conversation with John Coleman, former DEA official, August 22, 2011. 
182 Information and comments provided to CRS by Jeanette McDougal, National Alliance for Health and Safety, 
August 22, 2011, and March 26, 2017. 
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Hemp production in the United States also faces competition from other global suppliers. The 
world market for hemp products remains relatively small, and China, as the world’s largest hemp 
fiber and seed producer, has had and likely will continue to have major influence on market prices 
and thus on the year-to-year profits of producers and processors in other countries. Canada’s head 
start in the North American market for hemp seed and oil would also likely affect the profitability 
of a start-up industry in the United States. 


Nevertheless, the U.S. market for hemp-based products has a highly dedicated and growing 
demand base, as indicated by recent U.S. market and import data for hemp products and 
ingredients, as well as market trends for some natural foods and body care products. Given the 
existence of these small-scale, but profitable, niche markets for a wide array of industrial and 
consumer products, commercial hemp industry in the United States could provide opportunities 
as an economically viable alternative crop for some U.S. growers. 
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Appendix A. Listing of Selected Hemp Studies 
 A Review of Hemp as a Sustainable Agricultural Commodity, Task Force Report 


by the University of Washington’s Henry M. Jackson School of International 
Studies, 2018. 
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 L. Lane et al., Industrial Hemp: Legal, Political/Social and Economic Issues 
Raised Over Time, University of Arkansas, 2016. 


 University of Kentucky, Economic Considerations for Growing Industrial Hemp: 
Implications for Kentucky’s Farmers and Agricultural Economy, July 2013.  


 C. A. Kolosov, “Regulation of Industrial Hemp Under the Controlled Substances 
Act” UCLA Law Review, vol. 57, no. 237 (October 2009).  


 Manitoba Agriculture, National Industrial Hemp Strategy, March 2008 (prepared 
for Food and Rural Initiative Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada). 


 Reason Foundation, “Illegally Green: Environmental Costs of Hemp 
Prohibition,” Policy Study 367, March 2008, http://www.reason.org/ps367.pdf. 


 Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Canada’s Industrial Hemp Industry, March 
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 Maine Agricultural Center, An Assessment of Industrial Hemp Production in 
Maine, January 2007. 
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Appendix B. Joint DEA/USDA/FDA “Statement of 


Principles on Industrial Hemp” 
As noted in the joint DEA/USDA/FDA “Statement of Principles on Industrial Hemp,” published 
August 12, 2016, which is excerpted below: 


USDA, having consulted with and received concurrence from the U.S. Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) and the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), therefore, is 
issuing this statement of principles to inform the public regarding how Federal law 
applies to activities involving industrial hemp so that individuals, institutions, and States 
that wish to participate in industrial hemp agricultural pilot programs can do so in 
accordance with Federal law. 


The growth and cultivation of industrial hemp may only take place in accordance with an 
agricultural pilot program to study the growth, cultivation, or marketing of industrial 
hemp established by a State department of agriculture or State agency responsible for 
agriculture in a State where the production of industrial hemp is otherwise legal under 
State law. 


The State agricultural pilot program must provide for State registration and certification 
of sites used for growing or cultivating industrial hemp. Although registration and 
certification is not further defined, it is recommended that such registration should 
include the name of the authorized manufacturer, the period of licensure or other time 
period during which such person is authorized by the State to manufacture industrial 
hemp, and the location, including Global Positioning System coordinates, where such 
person is authorized to manufacture industrial hemp. 


Only State departments of agriculture, and persons licensed, registered, or otherwise 
authorized by them to conduct research under an agricultural pilot program in accordance 
with section 7606, and institutions of higher education (as defined in section 101 of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001)), or persons employed by or under a 
production contract or lease with them to conduct such research, may grow or cultivate 
industrial hemp as part of the agricultural pilot program. 


The term “industrial hemp” includes the plant Cannabis sativa L. and any part or 
derivative of such plant, including seeds of such plant, whether growing or not, that is 
used exclusively for industrial purposes (fiber and seed) with a tetrahydrocannabinols 
concentration of not more than 0.3 percent on a dry weight basis. The term 
“tetrahydrocannabinols” includes all isomers, acids, salts, and salts of isomers of 
tetrahydrocannabinols. 


For purposes of marketing research by institutions of higher education or State 
departments of agriculture (including distribution of marketing materials), but not for the 
purpose of general commercial activity, industrial hemp products may be sold in a State 
with an agricultural pilot program or among States with agricultural pilot programs but 
may not be sold in States where such sale is prohibited. Industrial hemp plants and seeds 
may not be transported across State lines. 


Section 7606 specifically authorized certain entities to “grow or cultivate” industrial 
hemp but did not eliminate the requirement under the Controlled Substances Import and 
Export Act that the importation of viable cannabis seeds must be carried out by persons 
registered with the DEA to do so. In addition, any USDA phytosanitary requirements that 
normally would apply to the importation of plant material will apply to the importation of 
industrial hemp seed. 


Section 7606 did not amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. For example, 
section 7606 did not alter the approval process for new drug applications, the 
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requirements for the conduct of clinical or nonclinical research, the oversight of 
marketing claims, or any other authorities of the FDA as they are set forth in that Act. 


The Federal Government does not construe section 7606 to alter the requirements of the 
Controlled Substances Act (CSA) that apply to the manufacture, distribution, and 
dispensing of drug products containing controlled substances. Manufacturers, 
distributors, dispensers of drug products derived from cannabis plants, as well as those 
conducting research with such drug products, must continue to adhere to the CSA 
requirements. 


Institutions of higher education and other participants authorized to carry out agricultural 
pilot programs under section 7606 may be able to participate in USDA research or other 
programs to the extent otherwise eligible for participation in those programs. 
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Appendix C. Provisions in H.R. 2 and S. 3042 


Addressing Hemp, Compared with Current Law 


Current Law/Policy 


House Agriculture 
Committee Reported 


Bill (H.R. 2) 
Senate Agriculture Committee Reported 
Bill (S. 3042) 


Conforming changes to the 


Controlled Substances Act (CSA). 


Schedule I of the CSA (21 U.S.C. §§801 


et seq.) includes all cannabis varieties 


under the term marihuana that is 


defined to mean “all parts of the plant 


Cannabis sativa,” covering both 


marijuana and industrial hemp. (21 


U.S.C. §802(16)) 


No comparable provision. Amends Section 102 of the CSA (21 U.S.C. 


802(16)) to exclude industrial hemp from the 


statutory definition of marijuana. Industrial hemp 


is defined as containing a delta-9 


tetrahydrocannabinol (THC, marijuana’s primary 


psychoactive chemical) concentration of not 


more than 0.3% on a dry weight basis content. 


(§12608) 


Legitimacy of industrial hemp 
research. Allows an institution of 


higher education or state department 


of agriculture to grow or cultivate 


industrial hemp for research purposes 


if allowed under the laws of the state 


in which the institution is located. 


Establishes a definition for industrial 


hemp to mean the plant Cannabis sativa 


with a delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 


(THC) concentration of not more than 


0.3% on a dry weight basis." (7 U.S.C. 


5940) 


No comparable provision. Creates a new “Hemp Production” subtitle under 
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 


§1621 et seq.). The new program expands upon 


the existing statutory definition to include any 


part of the cannabis plant, including “the seeds 


thereof and all derivatives, extracts, cannabinoids, 


isomers, acids, salts, and salts of isomers, 


whether growing, or not cannabinoids, isomers, 


acids, salts, and salts of isomers, whether growing 


or not, with a delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 


concentration of not more than 0.3 percent on a 


dry weight basis.” It clarifies that allowable 


cultivation includes, in addition to states, tribal 


governments, the District of Columbia, the 


Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any U.S. 


territory or possession. Eligibility of “state 


department of agriculture” would be amended to 


mean the “agency, commission, or department of 


a state government responsible for agriculture in 


the state.” State or Indian tribes wanting primary 


regulatory authority over hemp production 


would be required to implement a “plan” under 


which the state or Indian tribe monitor and 


regulate hemp production. State and tribal plans 


would require grower information collection, 


procedures for testing, disposal (of hemp grown 


in violation and the law), and compliance. 


Authorize appropriations (“such sums as are 


necessary”) for USDA to support and enforce 


state and tribal plans and further specifies 


requirements regarding the plan approval 


process, USDA technical assistance to develop 


plans, and necessary corrective action for plan 


violations. (§10111, §10112) 


Requires USDA to conduct a study of agricultural 


pilot program, assessing the economic viability of 


the domestic production and sale of industrial 


hemp, and review the hemp pilot program and 


any other agricultural or academic research 


relating to industrial hemp. (§7415)  
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Conforming changes to the CSA. 


Schedule I of the CSA (21 U.S.C. §§801 


et seq.) includes all cannabis varieties 


under the term marihuana that is 


defines to mean “all parts of the plant 


Cannabis sativa,” covering both 


marijuana and industrial hemp. (21 


U.S.C. §802(16)) 


No comparable provision. Amends Section 102 of the CSA (21 U.S.C. 


802(16)) to exclude industrial hemp from the 


statutory definition of marijuana. Industrial hemp 


is defined as containing a delta-9 


tetrahydrocannabinol (THC, marijuana’s primary 


psychoactive chemical) concentration of not 


more than 0.3% on a dry weight basis content. 


(§12608) 


Supplemental and alternative 


crops. Section 1473D of the National 


Agricultural Research, Extension, and 


Teaching Policy Act of 1977 authorized 


appropriations through FY2018 to 


“develop and implement a research 


project program for the development 


of supplemental and alternative crops.” 


Authorizes $1 million in appropriations 


for each of FY2014-FY2018. (7 U.S.C. 


3319d)  


Extends program and 


funding levels through 


FY2023. Amends the 


program to include canola 


and alternative crops “for 


agronomic rotational 


purposes and for use as a 


habitat for honey bees and 


other pollinators,” among 


other changes. (§7123) 


Extends program and funding levels through 


FY2023. Amends the program to include canola 


and alternative crops “for agronomic rotational 


purposes and for use as a habitat for honey bees 


and other pollinators,” among other changes. 


Expands eligibility to industrial hemp. (§7125) 


Critical Agricultural Materials 


Act. Section 5(b)(9) of the act 


provides for basic and applied 


research, technology development, and 


technology transfer. (7 U.S.C. 


178c(b)(9)) 


No comparable provision. Expands scope of the program to study the 


economic feasibility of developing native 


agricultural crops to include industrial hemp. 


(§7401)  


Federal Crop Insurance Program. 


The federal crop insurance program 


makes available subsidized crop 


insurance to producers who purchase 


a policy to protect against individual 


farm losses in yield, crop revenue, or 


whole farm revenue. In general, 


policies offer a guarantee at the 


individual farm level or area-wide (e.g., 


county) level. The producer selects 


coverage level and absorbs the initial 


loss through the deductible. The 


insurance guarantee is based on the 


expected market price (i.e., no 


statutory minimum prices as in some 


farm programs). 


No comparable provisions. Amends the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 


U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) to (1) expand eligibility to 


hemp producers, (2) define hemp in accordance 


with Section 10111 (“Hemp Production”) of the 


bill, (2) include an insurance period for hemp 


from which to cover loss in value due to a change 


in market price, and (3) allows the Federal Crop 


Insurance Corporation to waive certain viability 


and marketability requirements related to new 


policy submissions. (§§11101, 11106, 11112, 


11120, 11121) 


Source: CRS from H.R. 2 and S. 3042. 
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1 The 2018 Farm Bill explicitly preserved the 
authority of the U.S. Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA) to regulate hemp products under the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (FD&C Act) and 
section 351 of the Public Health Service Act (PHS 
Act). See section 297D(c)(1) (‘‘Nothing in this 
subchapter shall affect or modify . . . the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et 
seq.); section 351 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 262); or the authority of the 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs and the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services . . .’’ under those 
Acts). Accordingly, products containing cannabis 
and cannabis-derived compounds are subject to the 
same authorities and requirements as FDA- 
regulated products containing any other substance. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Agricultural Marketing Service 


7 CFR Part 990 


[Doc. No. AMS–SC–19–0042; SC19–990–2 
IR] 


Establishment of a Domestic Hemp 
Production Program 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Interim final rule with request 
for comments. 


SUMMARY: This rule establishes a new 
part specifying the rules and regulations 
to produce hemp. This action is 
mandated by the Agriculture 
Improvement Act of 2018, which 
amended the Agricultural Marketing Act 
of 1946. This rule outlines provisions 
for the Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) to approve plans submitted by 
States and Indian Tribes for the 
domestic production of hemp. It also 
establishes a Federal plan for producers 
in States or territories of Indian Tribes 
that do not have their own USDA- 
approved plan. The program includes 
provisions for maintaining information 
on the land where hemp is produced, 
testing the levels of delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol, disposing of 
plants not meeting necessary 
requirements, licensing requirements, 
and ensuring compliance with the 
requirements of the new part. 
DATES: 


Effective date: This rule is effective 
October 31, 2019 through November 1, 
2021. 


Comment due dates: Comments 
received by December 30, 2019 will be 
considered prior to issuance of a final 
rule. Pursuant to the Paperwork 
Reduction Act (PRA), comments on the 
information collection burden must be 
received by December 30, 2019. 
ADDRESSES: Interested persons are 
invited to submit written comments 
concerning this rule and the proposed 
information collection. Comments 
should be submitted via the Federal 
eRulemaking portal at 
www.regulations.gov. Comments may 
also be filed with Docket Clerk, 
Marketing Order and Agreement 
Division, Specialty Crops Program, 
AMS, USDA, 1400 Independence 
Avenue SW, STOP 0237, Washington, 
DC 20250–0237; or Fax: (202) 720–8938. 
All comments should reference the 
document number and the date and 
page number of this issue of the Federal 
Register and will be made available for 
public inspection in the Office of the 
Docket Clerk during regular business 


hours or can be viewed at: 
www.regulations.gov. All comments 
submitted in response to this rule will 
be included in the record and will be 
made available to the public. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Bill 
Richmond, Chief, U.S. Domestic Hemp 
Production Program, Specialty Crops 
Program, AMS, USDA; 1400 
Independence Avenue SW, Stop 0237, 
Washington, DC 20250–0237; 
Telephone: (202) 720–2491, Fax: (202) 
720–8938, or Email: 
William.Richmond@usda.gov or Patty 
Bennett, Director, Marketing Order and 
Agreement Division, Specialty Crops 
Program, AMS, USDA at the same 
address and phone number above or 
Email: Patty.Bennett@usda.gov. 


Small businesses may request 
information on complying with this 
regulation by contacting Richard Lower, 
Marketing Order and Agreement 
Division, Specialty Crops Program, 
AMS, USDA, 1400 Independence 
Avenue SW, STOP 0237, Washington, 
DC 20250–0237; Telephone: (202) 720– 
2491, Fax: (202) 720–8938, or Email: 
Richard.Lower@usda.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This rule 
is issued under Section 10113 of Public 
Law 115–334, the Agriculture 
Improvement Act of 2018 (2018 Farm 
Bill). Section 10113 amended the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
(AMA) by adding Subtitle G (sections 
297A through 297D of the AMA). 
Section 297B of the AMA requires the 
Secretary of Agriculture (Secretary) to 
evaluate and approve or disapprove 
State or Tribal plans regulating the 
production of hemp. Section 297C of the 
AMA requires the Secretary to establish 
a Federal plan for producers in States 
and territories of Indian Tribes not 
covered by plans approved under 
section 297B. Lastly, section 297D of the 
AMA requires the Secretary to 
promulgate regulations and guidelines 
relating to the production of hemp, 
including sections 297B and 297C, in 
consultation with the U.S. Attorney 
General. USDA is committed to issuing 
the final rule expeditiously after 
reviewing public comments and 
obtaining additional information during 
the initial implementation. This interim 
final rule will be effective for two years 
and then be replaced with a final rule. 


I. Introduction 


Hemp is a commodity that can be 
used for numerous industrial and 
horticultural purposes including fabric, 
paper, construction materials, food 
products, cosmetics, production of 
cannabinoids (such as cannabidiol or 


CBD), and other products.1 While hemp 
was produced previously in the U.S. for 
hundreds of years, its usage diminished 
in favor of alternatives. Hemp fiber, for 
instance, which had been used to make 
rope and clothing, was replaced by less 
expensive jute and abaca imported from 
Asia. Ropes made from these materials 
were lighter and more buoyant, and 
more resistant to salt water than hemp 
rope, which required tarring. 
Improvements in technology further 
contributed to the decline in hemp 
usage. The cotton gin, for example, 
eased the harvesting of cotton, which 
replaced hemp in the manufacture of 
textiles. 


Hemp production in the U.S. has seen 
a resurgence in the last five years; 
however, it remains unclear whether 
consumer demand will meet the supply. 
High prices for hemp, driven primarily 
by demand for use in producing CBD, 
relative to other crops, have driven 
increases in planting. Producer interest 
in hemp production is largely driven by 
the potential for high returns from sales 
of hemp flowers to be processed into 
CBD oil. 


USDA regulates the importation of all 
seeds for planting to ensure safe 
agricultural trade. Hemp seeds can be 
imported into the United States from 
Canada if accompanied by either: (1) A 
phytosanitary certification from 
Canada’s national plant protection 
organization to verify the origin of the 
seed and confirm that no plant pests are 
detected; or (2) a Federal Seed Analysis 
Certificate (SAC, PPQ Form 925) for 
hemp seeds grown in Canada. Hemp 
seeds imported into the United States 
from countries other than Canada may 
be accompanied by a phytosanitary 
certificate from the exporting country’s 
national plant protection organization to 
verify the origin of the seed and confirm 
that no plant pests are detected. 
Accordingly, since importation of seed 
is covered under USDA Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) 
regulations, this rule does not further 
address hemp seed imports or exports. 
For imports of hemp plant material, 
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2 Although the statutory spelling is ‘‘marihuana’’ 
in the Controlled Substances Act, this rule uses the 
more commonly used spelling of marijuana. 


3 We note that if an Alaskan Native Corporation 
wants to produce hemp on land it owns in fee 


simple, it would need to have a State or USDA 
license, whichever is applicable, because that land 
does not qualify as Indian Country and it does not 
have jurisdiction over that land. 


APHIS will have jurisdiction for any 
pest related issues if they arise. 


The 2018 Farm Bill allows for the 
interstate transportation and shipment 
of hemp in the United States. This rule 
does not affect the exportation of hemp. 
Should there be sufficient interest in 
exporting hemp in the future, USDA 
will work with industry and other 
Federal agencies to help facilitate this 
process. 


Prior to the 2018 Farm Bill, Cannabis 
sativa L. with delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) levels 
greater than 0.3% fell within the 
definition of ‘‘marihuana’’ under the 
Controlled Substances Act (CSA), 21 
U.S.C. 801 et seq., and was therefore a 
Schedule I controlled substance unless 
it fell under a narrow range of 
exceptions (e.g., the ‘‘mature stalks’’ of 
the plant).2 As a result, many aspects of 
domestic production of what is now 
defined as hemp was limited to persons 
registered under the CSA to do so. 
Under the Agricultural Act of 2014 
(2014 Farm Bill), Public Law 113–79, 
State departments of agriculture and 
institutions of higher education were 
permitted to produce hemp as part of a 
pilot program for research purposes. 
The authority for hemp production 
provided in the 2014 Farm Bill was 
extended by the 2018 Farm Bill, which 
was signed into law on December 20, 
2018. 


The 2018 Farm Bill requires USDA to 
promulgate regulations and guidelines 
to establish and administer a program 
for the production of hemp in the 
United States. Under this new authority, 
a State or Indian Tribe that wants to 
have primary regulatory authority over 
the production of hemp in that State or 
territory of that Indian Tribe may 
submit, for the approval of the 
Secretary, a plan concerning the 
monitoring and regulation of such hemp 
production. For States or Indian Tribes 
that do not have approved plans, the 
Secretary is directed to establish a 
Departmental plan to monitor and 
regulate hemp production in those 
areas. 


There are similar requirements that all 
hemp producers must meet. These 
include: Licensing requirements; 
maintaining information on the land on 
which hemp is produced; procedures 
for testing the THC concentration levels 
for hemp; procedures for disposing of 
non-compliant plants; compliance 
provisions; and procedures for handling 
violations. 


After extensive consultation with the 
Attorney General, USDA is issuing this 
interim final rule to establish the 
domestic hemp production program and 
to facilitate the production of hemp, as 
set forth in the 2018 Farm Bill. This 
interim rule will help expand 
production and sales of domestic hemp, 
benefiting both U.S. producers and 
consumers. With the publication of the 
interim rule, USDA will begin to 
implement the hemp program including 
reviewing State and Tribal plans and 
issuing licenses under the USDA hemp 
plan. There is also a 60-day comment 
period during which interested persons 
may submit comments on this interim 
rule. The comment period will close on 
December 30, 2019. After reviewing and 
evaluating the comments, USDA will 
draft and publish a final rule within two 
years of the date of publication. USDA 
will evaluate all information collected 
during this period to adjust, if 
necessary, this rule before finalizing. 


For the purposes of this new part, and 
as defined in the 2018 Farm Bill, the 
term ‘‘hemp’’ means the plant species 
Cannabis sativa L. and any part of that 
plant, including the seeds thereof and 
all derivatives, extracts, cannabinoids, 
isomers, acids, salts, and salts of 
isomers, whether growing or not, with a 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration of not more than 0.3 
percent on a dry weight basis. Delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol, or THC, is the 
primary intoxicating component of 
cannabis. Cannabis with a THC level 
exceeding 0.3 percent is considered 
marijuana, which remains classified as 
a schedule I controlled substance 
regulated by the Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) under the CSA. 


The term ‘‘State’’ means any of one of 
the fifty States of the United States of 
America, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any 
other territory or possession of the 
United States. The term ‘‘Indian Tribe’’ 
or ‘‘Tribe’’ is the same definition as in 
section 4 of the Indian Self- 
Determination and Education 
Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 5304). The 
interim rule also includes the definition 
of ‘‘territory of an Indian Tribe’’ to 
provide clarity to the term because the 
Act does not define it. The definition 
adopts the definition ‘‘Indian Country’’ 
in 18 U.S.C. 1151 because it is a 
commonly acceptable approach to 
determine a tribal government’s 
jurisdiction. Under an approved Tribal 
plan, the Indian Tribe will have 
regulatory authority over Indian 
Country under its jurisdiction.3 A full 


list of terms and definitions relating to 
this part can be found under 
‘‘Definitions’’ in section IV. 


II. State and Tribal Plans 
If a State or Indian Tribes wants to 


have primary regulatory authority over 
the production of hemp in that State or 
territory of that Indian Tribe they may 
submit, for the approval of the 
Secretary, a plan concerning the 
monitoring and regulation of such hemp 
production. State or Tribal plans must 
be submitted to USDA and approved 
prior to their implementation. Nothing 
preempts or limits any law of a State or 
Tribe that regulates the production of 
hemp and is more stringent than the 
provisions in the 2018 Farm Bill. State 
and Tribal plans developed to regulate 
the production of hemp must include 
certain requirements when submitted 
for USDA approval. These requirements 
are outlined in the following sections. 


A. Land Used for Production 
Plans will need to contain a process 


by which relevant information regarding 
the land used for hemp production in 
their jurisdiction is collected and 
maintained. All information on hemp 
production sites must be collected for 
each producer covered by the State or 
Tribal plan. The information required to 
be collected includes a legal description 
of the land and geospatial location, 
which the USDA Farm Service Agency 
(FSA) can help provide, for each field, 
greenhouse, or other site where hemp is 
produced. Geospatial location is 
required because many rural locations 
do not have specific addresses and these 
coordinates will assist with the proper 
identification of hemp production 
locations. Per statute, States and Tribes 
will need to retain these records for 
three years. 


In addition to the land information 
required to be submitted to the 
appropriate State or Tribe, licensed 
producers must also report their hemp 
crop acreage to the FSA. When reporting 
to FSA, producers must provide their 
State or Tribe-issued license or 
authorization number. The requirement 
that producers report hemp crop acreage 
to FSA establishes an identification 
system for hemp production nationwide 
and complies with the information 
sharing requirements of the 2018 Farm 
Bill. A link to FSA information on how 
to report hemp crop acreage to FSA is 
available at https://www.fsa.usda.gov/ 
Assets/USDA-FSA-Public/usdafiles/ 
FactSheets/2019/crop-acreage- 
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4 https://physics.nist.gov/cuu/Uncertainty/ 
international1.html. 


5 USDA established the Association of Official 
Agricultural Chemists in 1884. In 1965, it changed 
its name to the Association of Official Analytical 
Chemists and became an independent organization 
in 1979. In 1991, it adopted its current, legal name 
as AOAC International. 


6 The Joint Committee for Guides in Metrology is 
composed of international organizations working in 
the field of metrology. Its membership includes the 
Bureau International des Poids et Mesures, the 
Organisation Internationale de Métrologie Légale, 
the International Organization for Standardization, 
the International Electrotechnical Commission, the 
International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry, 
the International Union of Pure and Applied 
Physics, the International Federation of Clinical 
Chemistry and Laboratory Medicine, and the 
International Laboratory Accreditation Cooperation. 


reporting-19.pdf and will be provided 
on the USDA hemp production program 
web site. USDA believes that most 
producers who will plant hemp already 
report land use data to FSA for other 
crops and to apply for various FSA 
programs, including those for hemp. 
FSA offices are located in various 
counties within each State and are 
designed to be a single location where 
customers can access services from 
USDA agencies including FSA, AMS, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) and Rural Development (RD). 
These offices currently serve the 
agricultural industry within their 
communities and provide producers 
access to an office for establishing farm 
and producer records, a place for 
producers to record their licensing 
information, and a place to report crop 
acreage. The producer may, with 
supporting documentation, also update 
its FSA farm records for leases, sub- 
leases, or ownership of land. 


Under the hemp pilot program 
authorized under the terms of the 2014 
Farm Bill, various States developed seed 
certification programs to help producers 
identify hemp seed that would work 
well in their specific geographical areas. 
USDA will not include a seed 
certification program in this rule 
because the same seeds grown in 
different geographical locations and 
growing conditions can react differently. 
For example, the same seed used in one 
State to produce hemp plants with THC 
concentrations less than 0.3%, can 
produce hemp plants with THC 
concentrations of more than 0.3% when 
planted in a different State. We have 
also found that the technology necessary 
to determine seed planting results in 
different locations is not advanced 
enough at this time to make a seed- 
certification scheme feasible. 
Additionally, we do not have accurate 
data at this time on the origin of most 
hemp seed planted in the U.S. 


B. Sampling and Testing for Delta-9 
Tetrahydrocannabinol 


State and Tribal plans must 
incorporate procedures for sampling 
and testing hemp to ensure the cannabis 
grown and harvested does not exceed 
the acceptable hemp THC level. 
Sampling procedures, among other 
requirements, must ensure that a 
representative sample of the hemp 
production is physically collected and 
delivered to a DEA-registered laboratory 
for testing. Within 15 days prior to the 
anticipated harvest of cannabis plants, a 
Federal, State, local, or Tribal law 
enforcement agency or other Federal, 
State or Tribal designated person shall 
collect samples from the flower material 


from such cannabis plants for delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol concentration 
level testing. If producers delay harvest 
beyond 15 days, the plant will likely 
have a higher THC level at harvest than 
the sample that is being tested. This 
requirement will yield the truest 
measurement of the THC level at the 
point of harvest. Accepting that a pre- 
harvest inspection is best to identify 
suspicious plants and activities, and 
that the sample should be taken as close 
to harvest as possible, the time was 
selected based on what would be a 
reasonable time for a farmer to harvest 
an entire field. This 15-day post-sample 
harvest window was also designed to 
allow for variables such as rain and 
equipment delays. We are requesting 
comments and information regarding 
the 15-day sampling and harvest 
timeline. 


Testing procedures must ensure the 
testing is completed by a DEA-registered 
laboratory using a reliable methodology 
for testing the THC level. The THC 
concentration of all hemp must meet the 
acceptable hemp THC level. Samples 
must be tested using post- 
decarboxylation or other similarly 
reliable analytical methods where the 
total THC concentration level reported 
accounts for the conversion of delta-9- 
tetrahydrocannabinolic acid (THCA) 
into THC. Testing methodologies 
currently meeting these requirements 
include those using gas or liquid 
chromatography with detection. The 
total THC, derived from the sum of the 
THC and THCA content, shall be 
determined and reported on a dry 
weight basis. In order to provide 
flexibility to States and Tribes in 
administering their own hemp 
production programs, alternative 
sampling and testing protocols will be 
considered if they are comparable and 
similarly reliable to the baseline 
mandated by section 297B(a)(2)(ii) of 
the AMA and established under the 
USDA plan and procedures. USDA 
procedures for sampling and testing will 
be issued concurrently with this rule 
and will be provided on the USDA 
website. 


Sections 297B(a)(2)(A)(iii) and 
297C(a)(2)(C) require that cannabis 
plants that have a THC concentration 
level of greater than 0.3% on a dry 
weight basis be disposed of in 
accordance with the applicable State, 
Tribal, or USDA plan. Because of this 
requirement, producers whose cannabis 
crop is not hemp will likely lose most 
of the economic value of their 
investment. Thus, USDA believes that 
there must be a high degree of certainty 
that the THC concentration level is 
accurately measured and is in fact above 


0.3% on a dry weight basis before 
requiring disposal of the crop. 


The National Institute of Standards 
and Technology (NIST) Reference on 
Constants, Units, and Uncertainty states 
that ‘‘measurement result is complete 
only when accompanied by a 
quantitative statement of its uncertainty. 
The uncertainty is required in order to 
decide if the result is adequate for its 
intended purpose and to ascertain if it 
is consistent with other similar 
results.’’ 4 Simply stated, knowing the 
measurement of uncertainty is necessary 
to evaluate the accuracy of test results. 


This interim rule requires that 
laboratories calculate and include the 
measurement of uncertainty (MU) when 
they report THC test results. Hemp 
producers must utilize laboratories that 
use appropriate, validated methods and 
procedures for all testing activities and 
who also evaluate measurement of 
uncertainty. Laboratories should meet 
the AOAC International 5 standard 
method performance requirements for 
selecting an appropriate method. 


This interim rule defines 
‘‘measurement of uncertainty’’ as ‘‘the 
parameter, associated with the result of 
a measurement, that characterizes the 
dispersion of the values that could 
reasonably be attributed to the 
particular quantity subject to 
measurement.’’ This definition is based 
on the definition of ‘‘uncertainty (of 
measurement)’’ in section 2.2.3 of the 
Joint Committee for Guides in 
Metrology 6 100:800, Evaluation of 
measurement data—Guide to the 
expression of uncertainty in 
measurement (JCGM Guide). NIST 
Technical Note 1297, Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Expressing the 
Uncertainty of NIST Measurement 
Results (TN 1297), is based on the JCGM 
Guide. USDA also relied on the 
Eurachem/Co-Operation on 
International Traceability in Analytical 
Chemistry’s ‘‘Guide on Use of 
Uncertainty Information in Compliance 
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Assessment, First Edition 2007’’. 
Colloquially, the measurement of 
uncertainty is similar to a margin of 
error. When the measurement of 
uncertainty, normally expressed as a 
+/¥ with a number, (e.g., +/¥ 0.05) is 
combined with the reported 
measurement, it produces a range and 
the actual measurement has a known 
probability of falling within that range 
(typically 95%). 


This interim rule requires that 
laboratories report the measurement of 
uncertainty as part of any hemp test 
results. The rule also includes a 
definition of ‘‘acceptable hemp THC 
level’’ to account for the uncertainty in 
the test results. The reported THC 
concentration level of a sample may not 
be the actual concentration level in the 
sample. The actual THC concentration 
level is within the distribution or range 
when the reported THC concentration 
level is combined with the measurement 
of uncertainty. 


It bears emphasis that this rule does 
not alter Federal law with regard to the 
definition of hemp or marihuana. As 
stated above, the 2018 Farm Bill defines 
hemp as the plant species Cannabis 
sativa L. and any part of that plant, 
including the seeds thereof and all 
derivatives, extracts, cannabinoids, 
isomers, acids, salts, and salts of 
isomers, whether growing or not, with a 
delta-9 THC of not more than 0.3 
percent on a dry weight basis. Likewise, 
the Federal (CSA) definition of 
marihuana continues to include those 
parts of the cannabis plant as specified 
in 21 U.S.C. 802(16) (and derivatives 
thereof) that contain more than 0.3 
percent delta-9 THC on a dry weight 
basis. The foregoing provisions of 
Federal law remain in effect for 
purposes of Federal criminal 
prosecutions as well as Federal civil and 
administrative proceedings arising 
under the CSA. However, for purposes 
of this rule (i.e., for purposes of 
determining the obligations of licensed 
hemp growers under the applicable 
provisions of the 2018 Farm Bill), the 
term ‘‘acceptable hemp THC level’’ is 
used to account for the uncertainty in 
the test results. 


The definition of ‘‘acceptable hemp 
THC level’’ explains how to interpret 
test results with the measurement of 
uncertainty with an example. The 
application of the measurement of 
uncertainty to the reported delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol content 
concentration level on a dry weight 
basis produces a distribution, or range. 
If 0.3% or less is within the distribution 
or range, then the sample will be 
considered to be hemp for the purpose 
of compliance with the requirements of 


State, Tribal, or USDA hemp plans. For 
example, if a laboratory reports a result 
as 0.35% with a measurement of 
uncertainty of +/¥0.06, the distribution 
or range is 0.29% to 0.41%. Because 
0.3% is within that distribution or 
range, the sample, and the lot it 
represents, is considered hemp for the 
purpose of compliance with the 
requirements of State, Tribal, or USDA 
hemp plans. However, if the 
measurement of uncertainty for that 
sample was 0.02%, the distribution or 
range is 0.33% to 0.37%. Because 0.3% 
or less is not within that distribution or 
range, the sample is not considered 
hemp for the purpose of plan 
compliance, and the lot it represents 
will be subject to disposal. Thus the 
‘‘acceptable hemp THC level’’ is the 
application of the measurement of 
uncertainty to the reported delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol content 
concentration level on a dry weight 
basis producing a distribution or range 
that includes 0.3% or less. As such, the 
regulatory definition of ‘‘acceptable 
hemp THC level’’ describes how State, 
Tribal, and USDA plans must account 
for uncertainty in test results in their 
treatment of cannabis. Again, this 
definition affects neither the statutory 
definition of hemp, 7 U.S.C. 1639o(1), in 
the 2018 Farm Bill nor the definition of 
‘‘marihuana,’’ 21 U.S.C. 802(16), in the 
CSA. 


The laboratories conducting hemp 
testing must be registered by the DEA to 
conduct chemical analysis of controlled 
substances (in accordance with 21 CFR 
1301.13). Registration is necessary 
because laboratories could potentially 
handle cannabis that tests above the 
0.3% concentration of THC on a dry 
weight basis, which is, by definition, 
marijuana and a Schedule 1 controlled 
substance. Instructions for laboratories 
to obtain DEA registration, along with a 
list of approved laboratories, will be 
posted on the USDA Domestic Hemp 
Production Program website. 


USDA is considering establishing a 
fee-for-service hemp laboratory approval 
process for labs that wish to offer THC 
testing services. USDA approved 
laboratories would be approved by the 
USDA, AMS, Laboratory Approval 
Service, which administers the 
Laboratory Approval Program (LAP). 
USDA-approved laboratories would 
need to comply with the LAP 
requirements, as established under 
‘‘Laboratory Approval Program— 
General Policies & Procedures’’ 
(www.ams.usda.gov/services/lab- 
testing/lab-approval), which describes 
the general policies and procedures for 
a laboratory to apply for and maintain 
status in a LAP. Under the LAP, an 


individual program for hemp would be 
developed, with a set of documented 
requirements to capture specific 
regulatory, legal, quality assurance and 
quality control, and analytical testing 
elements. A requirement for a testing 
laboratory to be approved by USDA 
would be in addition to the requirement 
in the final rule that the laboratory be 
registered with DEA. 


In addition to requiring ISO 17025 
accreditation, which assesses general 
competence of testing laboratories, the 
LAP would provide a way for USDA to 
accredit that laboratories perform to a 
standard level of quality. When DEA 
registers a lab to handle narcotics, they 
do not require the lab to be accredited. 
This is an important factor, as the issue 
of providing assurance as to proper 
testing was raised on numerous 
occasions during the USDA outreach 
process that was conducted prior to 
developing this rule. The LAP would 
give USDA the proper oversight of the 
laboratories doing the testing, providing 
quality assurance and control 
procedures that ensure a validated and 
qualified analysis, and defensible data. 
Should USDA establish a lab approval 
process, a list of USDA approved 
laboratories that are also registered with 
the DEA would be posted on the USDA 
Domestic Hemp Production Program 
website. Although this proposal is not 
reflected in the regulatory text of this 
interim final rule, USDA is seeking 
comment on it to determine whether to 
incorporate it in the subsequent final 
rule. 


Alternatively, USDA is considering 
requiring all laboratories testing hemp 
to have ISO 17025 accreditation. We are 
requesting comment on this requirement 
as well and are interested to learn about 
the number of labs that already have 
this accreditation, the associated 
burden, and the potential benefits of 
such a requirement. 


C. Disposal of Non-Compliant Plants 
State and Tribal plans are also 


required to include procedures for 
ensuring effective disposal of plants 
produced in violation of this part. If a 
producer has produced cannabis 
exceeding the acceptable hemp THC 
level, the material must be disposed of 
in accordance with the CSA and DEA 
regulations because such material 
constitutes marijuana, a schedule I 
controlled substance under the CSA. 
Consequently, the material must be 
collected for destruction by a person 
authorized under the CSA to handle 
marijuana, such as a DEA-registered 
reverse distributor, or a duly authorized 
Federal, State, or local law enforcement 
officer. 
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D. Compliance With Enforcement 
Procedures Including Annual Inspection 
of Hemp Producers 


State and Tribal plans must include 
compliance procedures to ensure hemp 
is being produced in accordance with 
the requirements of this part. This 
includes requirements to conduct 
annual inspections of, at a minimum, a 
random sample of hemp producers to 
verify hemp is not being produced in 
violation of this part. These plans also 
must include a procedure for handling 
violations. In accordance with the 2018 
Farm Bill, States and Tribes with their 
own hemp production plans have 
certain flexibilities in determining 
whether hemp producers have violated 
their approved plans. However, there 
are certain compliance requirements 
that all State and Tribal plans must 
contain. This includes procedures to 
identify and attempt to correct certain 
negligent acts, such as failing to provide 
a legal description of the land on which 
the hemp is produced, not obtaining a 
license or other required authorizations 
from the State or tribal government or 
producing plants exceeding the 
acceptable hemp THC level. States and 
Tribes may require additional 
information in their plans. In the 
context of this part, negligence is 
defined as a failure to exercise the level 
of care that a reasonably prudent person 
would exercise in complying with the 
regulations set forth under this part. 
This definition employed in this rule is 
derived from the definition of 
negligence in Black’s Law Dictionary. 
See BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY (10th 
ed. 2014) (defining negligence as ‘‘[t]he 
failure to exercise the standard of care 
that a reasonably prudent person would 
have exercised in a similar situation’’). 


This rule specifies that hemp 
producers do not commit a negligent 
violation if they produce plants that 
exceed the acceptable hemp THC level 
and use reasonable efforts to grow hemp 
and the plant does not have a THC 
concentration of more than 0.5 percent 
on a dry weight basis. USDA recognizes 
that hemp producers may take the 
necessary steps and precautions to 
produce hemp, such as using certified 
seed, using other seed that has reliably 
grown compliant plants in other parts of 
the country, or engaging in other best 
practices, yet still produce plants that 
exceed the acceptable hemp THC level. 
USDA seeks comments whether there 
are other reasonable efforts to be 
considered. We believe that a hemp 
producer in that scenario has exercised 
a level of care that a reasonably prudent 
person would exercise if the plant does 
not have a THC concentration of more 


than 0.5 percent on a dry weight basis. 
USDA arrived at that percentage by 
examining the test results of samples 
taken from several States that have a 
hemp research program under the 2014 
Farm Bill and by reviewing results from 
plants grown from certified seed as well 
as uncertified seed and tested using 
different testing protocols. Under this 
scenario, although a producer would not 
be considered ‘‘negligent,’’ they would 
still need to dispose of the plants if the 
THC concentration exceeded the 
acceptable hemp THC level. 


In developing the compliance 
requirements of State and Tribal plans, 
USDA recognizes that there may be 
significant differences across States and 
Tribes in how they will administer their 
respective hemp programs. Accordingly, 
as long as, at a minimum, the 
requirements of the 2018 Farm Bill are 
met, States and Tribes are free to 
determine whether or not a licensee 
under their applicable plan has taken 
reasonable steps to comply with plan 
requirements. 


In cases where a State or Tribe 
determines a negligent violation has 
occurred, a corrective action plan shall 
be established. The corrective action 
plan must include a reasonable date by 
which the producer will correct the 
negligent violation. Producers operating 
under a corrective action plan must also 
periodically report to the State or Tribal 
government, as applicable, on their 
compliance with the plan for a period 
of not less than two calendar years 
following the violation. A producer who 
negligently violates a State or Tribal 
plan three times in a five-year period 
will be ineligible to produce hemp for 
a period of five years from the date of 
the third violation. Negligent violations 
are not subject to criminal enforcement 
action by local, Tribal, State, or Federal 
government authorities. 


State and Tribal plans also must 
contain provisions relating to producer 
violations made with a culpable mental 
state greater than negligence, meaning, 
acts made intentionally, knowingly, or 
with recklessness. This definition is 
derived from the definition of 
negligence in Black’s Law Dictionary. 
See BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY (10th 
ed. 2014) (giving as a definition of 
negligence ‘‘[t]he failure to exercise the 
standard of care that a reasonably 
prudent person would have exercised in 
a similar situation’’). If it is determined 
a violation was committed with a 
culpable mental state greater than 
negligence, the State department of 
agriculture or tribal government, as 
applicable, shall immediately report the 
producer to the Attorney General, 
USDA, and the chief law enforcement 


officer of the State or Tribe. State and 
Tribal plans also must prohibit any 
person convicted of a felony related to 
a controlled substance under State or 
Federal law before, on, or after the 
enactment of the 2018 Farm Bill from 
participating in the State or Tribal plan 
and from producing hemp for 10-years 
following the date of conviction. An 
exception applies to a person who was 
lawfully growing hemp under the 2014 
Farm Bill before December 20, 2018, 
and whose conviction also occurred 
before that date. 


To meet this requirement, the State or 
Indian Tribe will need to review 
criminal history reports for each 
applicant. When an applicant is a 
business entity, the State or Indian Tribe 
must review the criminal history report 
for each key participant in the business. 
The State and Tribe may determine the 
appropriate method for obtaining the 
criminal history report for their 
licensees in their plan. Finally, any 
person found by the USDA, State, or 
Tribal government to have materially 
falsified any information submitted to 
this program will be ineligible to 
participate. 


E. Information Sharing 
State and Tribal plans also must 


contain procedures for reporting 
specific information to USDA. This is 
separate from the requirement to report 
hemp crop acreage with FSA as 
discussed above. The information 
required here includes contact 
information for each hemp producer 
covered under the plan including name, 
address, telephone number, and email 
address (if available). If the producer is 
a business entity, the information must 
include the full name of the business, 
address of the principal business 
location, full name and title of the key 
participants, an email address if 
available, and EIN number of the 
business entity. Producers must report 
the legal description and geospatial 
location for each hemp production area, 
including each field, greenhouse, or 
other site, used by them, as stated in 
section A of this preamble. The report 
also shall include the status of the 
license or other required authorization 
from the State or Tribal government, as 
applicable, for each producer under a 
hemp production plan. States and 
Tribes will submit this information to 
USDA not later than 30 days after the 
date it is received using the appropriate 
reporting requirements as determined 
by USDA. These reporting requirements 
are found at § 990.70 in this rule. 
Further explanation of the specific 
information to be submitted, the 
appropriate format, and the specific due 
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dates for the information is discussed 
below. This information submitted from 
each State and Tribal plan, along with 
the equivalent information collected 
from individuals participating under the 
USDA plan, will be assembled and 
maintained by USDA and made 
available in real time to Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement as required 
by the 2018 Farm Bill. All information 
supporting, verifying, or documenting 
the information submitted to USDA 
must be maintained by the States and 
Tribes for at least three years. 


F. Certification of Resources 
All State and Tribal plans submitted 


for USDA approval must also have a 
certification stating the State or Tribe 
has the resources and personnel 
necessary to carry out the practices and 
procedures described in their plan. 
Section 297B of the AMA requires this 
certification and the information is 
important to USDA’s approval of State 
and Tribal plans in that all such plans 
must be supported by adequate 
resources to effectively administer them. 


G. Plan Approval, Technical Assistance 
and USDA Oversight 


During the plan development process, 
States and Tribes are encouraged to 
contact USDA so we may provide 
technical assistance in developing plan 
specifics. USDA will not review, 
approve or disapprove plans until after 
the effective date of this interim rule. 
Once USDA formally receives a plan, 
USDA will have 60 days to review the 
submitted plan. USDA may approve 
plans which comply with the 2018 Farm 
Bill and with the provisions of this rule. 
If a plan does not comply with all 
requirements of the Act and this part it 
will be rejected. USDA will consult with 
the Attorney General throughout this 
process. 


When plans are rejected, USDA will 
provide a letter of notification outlining 
the deficiencies identified. The State or 
tribal government may then submit an 
amended plan for review. If the State or 
Tribe disagrees with the determination 
made by USDA regarding the plan, a 
request for reconsideration can be 
submitted to USDA using the appeal 
process as outlined in section V. of this 
rule. Plans submitted by States and 
Tribes must be approved by USDA 
before they can be implemented. 


USDA will use the information 
outlined here and as directed in the 
2018 Farm Bill when evaluating State 
and Tribal plans for approval. States 
and Tribes can submit their plans to 
USDA through electronic mail at 
farmbill.hemp@usda.gov or by postal 
carrier to USDA. The specific address is 


provided on the USDA Domestic Hemp 
Production Program website. 


If the State or Tribal plan application 
is complete and meets the criteria of this 
part, USDA shall issue an approval 
letter. Approved State and Tribal plans, 
including their respective rules, 
regulations and procedures, shall be 
posted on USDA’s hemp program 
website. 


Once a plan has received approval 
from USDA, it will remain in effect 
unless revoked by USDA pursuant to 
the revocation procedures discussed 
below, or unless the State or Tribe 
makes substantive revisions to their 
plan or their laws that alter the way the 
plan meets the requirements of this 
regulation. Additionally, changes to the 
provisions or procedures under this rule 
or to the language in the 2018 Farm Bill 
may require plan revision and 
resubmission to USDA for approval. 
Should States or Tribes have questions 
regarding the need to resubmit their 
plans, they should contact USDA for 
guidance. Statutory amendments could 
result in revocation of some or all plans. 


A State or tribal government may 
submit an amended plan to USDA for 
approval if: (1) The Secretary 
disapproves a State or Tribal plan; or (2) 
The State or Tribe makes substantive 
revisions to their plan or to their laws 
that alter the way the plan meets the 
requirements of this regulation, or as 
necessary to bring the plan into 
compliance with changes in other 
applicable law or regulations. 


If the plan, previously approved by 
USDA, needs to be amended because of 
changes to the State or Tribe’s laws or 
regulations, such resubmissions should 
be provided to USDA within a calendar 
year from when the new State or tribal 
law or regulations are effective. 
Producers will be held to the 
requirements of the previous plan until 
such modifications are approved by 
USDA. If State or tribal government 
regulations in effect under the USDA- 
approved plan change but the State or 
tribal government does not resubmit a 
modified plan within the calendar year 
of the effective date of the change, 
USDA will issue a notification to the 
State or tribal government that approval 
of its plan will be revoked. The 
revocation will be effective no earlier 
than the beginning of the next calendar 
year. When USDA sends the notification 
to the State or Tribe, it will accept 
applications for USDA licenses from 
producers in the State or territory of the 
Indian Tribe for 90 days after the 
notification even if that time period 
does not coincide with the annual 
period in which USDA normally accepts 
applications under § 990.21. 


USDA has the authority to audit 
States and Tribes to determine if they 
are in compliance with the terms and 
conditions of their approved plans. If a 
State or Tribe is noncompliant with 
their plan, USDA will work with that 
State or Tribe to develop a corrective 
action plan following the first case of 
noncompliance. However, if additional 
instances of noncompliance occur, 
USDA has the authority to revoke the 
approval of the State or Tribal plan for 
one year. USDA believes that one year 
is sufficient time for a noncompliant 
State or Tribe to evaluate problems with 
their plan and make the necessary 
adjustments. Should USDA determine 
the approval of a State or Tribal plan 
should be revoked, such a revocation 
would begin after the end of the current 
calendar year, so producers will have 
the opportunity to adjust their 
operations as necessary. This one-year 
window will allow producers to apply 
for a license under the USDA plan so 
that their operations do not become 
disrupted due to the revocation of the 
State or Tribal plan. 


For the 2020 planting season, the 
2018 Farm Bill provides that States and 
institutions of higher education can 
continue operating under the authorities 
of the 2014 Farm Bill. The 2018 Farm 
Bill extension of the 2014 Farm Bill 
authority expires 12 months after the 
effective date of this rule. 


III. Department of Agriculture Plan 


This rule also establishes a USDA 
plan to regulate hemp production by 
producers in areas where hemp 
production is legal but is not covered by 
an approved State or Tribal plan. All 
hemp produced outside of States and 
Tribes with approved plans must meet 
the requirements of the USDA plan. The 
requirements of the USDA plan are 
similar to those under State and Tribal 
plans. 


A. USDA Hemp Producer License 


1. Application 


To produce hemp under the USDA 
plan, producers must apply for and be 
issued a license from USDA. USDA will 
begin accepting applications 30 days 
after the effective date of this interim 
rule. USDA is delaying acceptance of 
applications for 30 days to allow States 
and Tribal governments to submit their 
plans first. This is to prevent USDA 
from reviewing and issuing USDA 
licenses to producers when there is a 
likelihood that there will soon be a State 
or Tribal plan in place and producers 
will obtain their licenses from the State 
or Tribe. 
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While a State or Tribal government 
has a draft hemp production plan 
pending for USDA approval, USDA will 
not issue USDA hemp production 
licenses to individual producers located 
in those States or Tribal Nations. Once 
USDA approves a draft hemp 
production plan from a State or Tribe, 
it will deny any license applications 
from individuals located in the 
applicable State or Tribal Nation. If 
USDA disapproves a State or Tribal 
hemp production plan, individual 
producers located in the State or Tribal 
Nation may apply for a USDA hemp 
production license. 


For the first year after USDA begins to 
accept applications, applications can be 
submitted any time. For all subsequent 
years, license applications and license 
renewal applications must be submitted 
between August 1 and October 31. For 
hemp grown outdoors, harvesting 
usually occurs in the late summer and 
early fall. This application period is 
close to or after the harvest season when 
producers are preparing for the next 
growing season. USDA requests 
comments on whether this application 
period is sufficient. USDA may consider 
an alternative application window if 
experience demonstrates the need for 
one. Having an established application 
period provides adequate time for 
USDA to effectively and efficiently 
review and decide on applications, 
while also providing producers with a 
licensing decision well before planting 
season. All applications must comply 
with the requirements as described 
below. The license application will be 
available online at the USDA Domestic 
Hemp Production Program website. 
Applications may be submitted 
electronically or by mail. Copies can be 
also requested by email at 
farmbill.hemp@usda.gov. 


The application will require contact 
information such as name, address, 
telephone number, and email address (if 
available). If the applicant represents a 
business entity, and that entity will be 
the producer, the application will 
require the full name of the business, 
address of the principal business 
location, full name and title of the key 
participants on behalf of the entity, an 
email address if available, and EIN 
number of the business entity. 


All applications must be accompanied 
by a completed criminal history report. 
If the application is for a business 
entity, a completed criminal history 
report must be provided for each key 
participant. 


Key participants are a person or 
persons who have a direct or indirect 
financial interest in the entity producing 
hemp, such as an owner or partner in a 


partnership. A key participant also 
includes persons in a corporate entity at 
executive levels including chief 
executive officer, chief operating officer 
and chief financial officer. This does not 
include other management positions 
like farm, field or shift managers. USDA 
is requiring a criminal history records 
report for key participants because those 
persons are likely to have control over 
hemp production, whether production 
is owned by an individual, partnership, 
or a corporation. USDA considers those 
individuals to be responsible for 
ensuring compliance with the regulatory 
requirements and thereby active 
participants in the Domestic Hemp 
Production Program. If those persons 
have a disqualifying felony, they can no 
longer participate in the program as 
provided for by section 297B(e)(3)(B)(i) 
of the 2018 Farm Bill. An exception 
applies to a person who was lawfully 
growing hemp under the 2014 Farm Bill 
before December 20, 2018, and whose 
conviction also occurred before that 
date. 


USDA will not accept criminal history 
reports completed more than 60 days 
before the submission of an application, 
which provides USDA with an 
expectation that the findings of the 
report are reasonably current and 
accurate. 


The criminal history report must 
indicate the applicant has not been 
convicted of a State or Federal felony 
related to a controlled substance for the 
10 years prior to the date of when the 
report was completed. An exception 
applies to a person who was lawfully 
growing hemp under the 2014 Farm Bill 
before December 20, 2018, and whose 
conviction also occurred before that 
date. 


In addition to providing the 
information specified, the application 
will also require license applicants to 
certify they will adhere to the 
provisions of the plan. 


Once all the necessary information 
has been provided, applications will be 
reviewed by USDA for completeness 
and to determine an applicant’s 
eligibility. USDA will approve or deny 
license applications unless the 
applicant is from a State or Tribal 
Nation that has a plan submitted to or 
approved by USDA. Applicants will be 
notified if they have been granted or 
denied a license either by mail or email. 


If an application is denied, the 
applicant will receive a notification 
letter or email specifying why the 
application was denied. If denied, 
applicants will have the option of 
resubmitting a revised application if the 
application was rejected for being 
incomplete. Applicants may resubmit 


after October 31 as long as the original 
application was submitted between 
August 1 and October 31. If the 
application was rejected for other 
reasons, the applicant will have the 
opportunity to appeal the USDA’s 
decision in accordance with the appeals 
process outlined in the regulation. 


2. USDA Hemp Producer Licenses 
Once a license application has been 


approved, USDA will issue the producer 
license. Licenses are not transferrable in 
any manner. An applicant whose 
application has been approved will not 
be considered a licensed producer 
under the USDA plan until the 
applicant receives their producer 
license. Licenses do not renew 
automatically and must be renewed 
every three years. Because of the felony 
ban, we believe it is necessary to review 
producers’ criminal history to ensure 
that they have not committed a felony 
since the most recent license approval 
that would disqualify them. 


Applications for renewal will be 
subject to the same terms and approved 
under the same criteria as initial 
applications unless there has been an 
intervening change in the applicable 
law or regulations since approval of the 
initial or last application. In such a case 
the subsequently enacted law or 
regulation shall govern renewal of the 
license. Licenses will be valid until 
December 31 of the year that is at least 
three years after the license is issued. 
This date is not tied to the harvest and 
planting season. Rather it is tied to the 
window for applications (Aug. 1–Oct. 
31) and the 60 days for USDA to make 
a decision. For example, if a producer 
applies for a license August 1, 2020 and 
is granted a license on September 15, 
2020, the license would expire 
December 31, 2023. A December 31 
expiration date will allow licensed 
producers time to apply for a license 
renewal prior to their prior license’s 
expiration and prevent a gap in 
licensing. 


Once a producer has been issued a 
USDA license, the producer must report 
their hemp crop acreage to FSA. 
Producers must provide specific 
information to FSA, as identified in this 
part, including, but not limited to: The 
specific location where hemp is 
produced, and the acreage, greenhouse, 
building, or site where hemp is 
produced. The specific location where 
hemp is produced must be identified, to 
the extent practicable, by the geospatial 
location. 


If at any time, there is a change to the 
information submitted in the license 
application, a license modification is 
required. A license modification is 
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required if, for example, the licensed 
business is sold to a new owner or when 
hemp will be produced in a new 
location not described on the original 
application. Producers must notify 
USDA immediately should there be any 
change in the information provided on 
the license application. USDA will 
provide guidance on where producers 
will submit this information on its 
website. 


B. Sampling and Testing for THC 
All hemp production must be 


sampled and tested for THC 
concentration levels. Samples must be 
collected by a USDA-approved sampling 
agent, or a Federal, State or local law 
enforcement agent authorized by USDA 
to collect samples. It is the 
responsibility of the licensed producer 
to pay any fees associated with 
sampling. USDA will issue guidance on 
sampling procedures that will satisfy 
sampling requirements to coincide with 
publication of this rule. This guidance 
will be provided on the USDA website. 


The sampling procedures are 
designed to produce a representative 
sample for testing. They describe 
procedures for entering a growing area 
and collecting the minimum number of 
plant specimens necessary to accurately 
represent the THC content, through 
laboratory testing, of the sample to be 
tested. 


THC levels in representative samples 
must test at or below the acceptable 
hemp THC level. Testing will be 
conducted using post-decarboxylation 
or other similarly reliable methods 
where the total THC concentration level 
measured includes the potential to 
convert delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinolic 
acid (THCA) into THC. Further, test 
results should be determined and 
reported on a dry weight basis, meaning 
the percentage of THC, by weight, in a 
cannabis sample, after excluding 
moisture from the sample. The moisture 
content is expressed as the ratio of the 
amount of moisture in the sample to the 
amount of dry solid in the sample. 


Based on USDA’s review of scientific 
studies, internal research and 
information gathered from the United 
Nations Office on Drugs and Crime: 
Recommended Methods for the 
Identification and Analysis of Cannabis 
and Cannabis Products (ISBN 978–92– 
1–148242–3), USDA has determined 
that testing methodologies meeting 
these requirements include gas or liquid 
chromatography with detection. 


USDA requires that all samples tested 
for THC concentration levels be 
conducted in DEA registered 
laboratories. These laboratories must 
also meet standards of performance 


described in this regulation. Standards 
of performance ensure the validity and 
reliability of test results, and that 
analytical method selection, validation, 
and verification is appropriate (fit for 
purpose) and that the laboratory can 
successfully perform the testing. 
Furthermore, the standards ensure 
consistent, accurate, analytical 
performance and that the analytical tests 
performed are sufficiently sensitive for 
the purposes of the detectability 
requirements under this part. 


Laboratories who conduct THC testing 
must also be registered with DEA to 
handle controlled substances under the 
CSA and DEA regulations (21 CFR part 
1301). USDA is adopting this 
requirement because of the potential for 
these laboratories to handle cannabis 
products testing above 0.3% THC. Such 
products are, by definition, marijuana, 
and a controlled substance. DEA 
registration requirements verify a 
laboratory’s ability to properly handle 
controlled substances. 


As previously explained in the 
requirements for State and Tribal plans, 
USDA is also considering requiring that 
testing for THC concentration levels be 
conducted in USDA approved 
laboratories for USDA plan licensees. 
USDA approved laboratories are 
authorized under the USDA, AMS, 
Laboratory Approval Service, which 
administers the Laboratory Approval 
Program (LAP). USDA-approved 
laboratories would need to comply with 
the LAP requirements, as established 
under ‘‘Laboratory Approval Program— 
General Policies & Procedures’’ 
(www.ams.usda.gov/services/lab- 
testing/lab-approval), which describes 
the general policies and procedures for 
a laboratory to apply for and maintain 
status in a LAP. Under the LAP, an 
individual program for hemp would be 
developed, with a set of documented 
requirements to capture specific 
regulatory, legal, quality assurance and 
quality control, and analytical testing 
elements. A requirement for a testing 
laboratory to be approved by USDA 
would be in addition to the requirement 
in the final rule that the laboratory be 
registered with DEA. 


USDA is considering a LAP for USDA 
licensees because it would be tailored to 
a commodity to meet specific 
requirements in support of domestic 
and international trade. In addition to 
requiring ISO 17025 accreditation, 
which assesses general competence of 
testing laboratories, the LAP would 
provide a way for USDA to certify that 
laboratories perform to a standard level 
of quality. This is an important factor, 
as the issue of providing assurance as to 
proper testing was raised on numerous 


occasions during the USDA outreach 
process conducted prior to developing 
this rule. The LAP would give USDA 
the proper oversight of the laboratories 
doing the testing, providing quality 
assurance and control procedures that 
ensure a validated and qualified 
analysis, and defensible data. Should 
USDA require that testing laboratories 
be approved by USDA, a list of USDA 
approved laboratories would be posted 
on the USDA Domestic Hemp 
Production Program website. Although 
this proposal is not reflected in the 
regulatory text of this interim rule, 
USDA is seeking comment on it to 
determine whether to incorporate it in 
the subsequent final rule. 


Alternatively, USDA is considering 
requiring all laboratories testing hemp 
to have ISO 17025 accreditation. We are 
requesting comment on this requirement 
as well. 


It is the responsibility of the licensed 
producer to select the DEA-registered 
laboratory that will conduct the testing 
and to pay any fees associated with 
testing. Laboratories performing THC 
testing for hemp produced under this 
program will be required to share test 
results with the licensed producer and 
USDA. USDA will provide instructions 
to all approved labs on how to 
electronically submit test results to 
USDA. Laboratories may provide test 
results to licensed producers in 
whatever manner best aligns with their 
business practices, but producers must 
be able to produce a copy of test results. 
For this reason, providing test results to 
producers through a web portal or 
through electronic mail, so the producer 
will have ready access to print the 
results when needed, is preferred. 


Samples exceeding the acceptable 
hemp THC level are marijuana and will 
be handled in accordance with the 
procedures discussed in sections C and 
D below. 


Any licensee may request that the 
laboratory retest samples if it is believed 
the original THC concentration level test 
results were in error. The licensee 
requesting the retest of the second 
sample would pay the cost of the test. 
The retest results would be issued to the 
licensee requesting the retest and a copy 
would be provided to USDA or its agent. 


C. Disposal of Non-Compliant Product 
If the results of a test conclude that 


the THC levels exceed the acceptable 
hemp THC level, the approved 
laboratory will promptly notify the 
producer and USDA or its authorized 
agent. If a licensed producer is notified 
that they have produced cannabis 
exceeding the acceptable hemp THC 
level, the cannabis must be disposed of 
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7 For a corporation, if a key participant has a 
disqualifying felony conviction, the corporation 
may remove that person from a key participant 
position. Failure to remove that person will result 
in a license revocation. 


in accordance with the CSA and DEA 
regulations as such product is marijuana 
and not hemp. The material must be 
collected for destruction by a person 
authorized under the CSA to handle 
marijuana, such as a DEA-registered 
reverse distributor, or a duly authorized 
Federal, State, or local law enforcement 
officer, or official. 


Licensed producers notified they have 
produced product exceeding the 
acceptable hemp THC level must 
arrange for disposal of the lot 
represented by the sample in 
accordance with the CSA and DEA 
regulations as specified above. Specific 
DEA procedures for arranging for the 
disposal of non-compliant product will 
be listed on the USDA Domestic Hemp 
Production Program website. 


Producers must document the 
disposal of all marijuana. This can be 
accomplished by either providing USDA 
with a copy of the documentation of 
disposal provided by the reverse 
distributor or by using the reporting 
requirements established by USDA. 
These reports must be submitted to 
USDA following the completion of the 
disposal process. 


D. Compliance 
USDA has established certain 


compliance requirements for USDA 
licensees as part of this rulemaking. 
This includes the ability for USDA to 
conduct audits of USDA licensees and 
to issue corrective action plans for 
negligent violations. Negligent 
violations by a producer may lead to 
suspension or revocation of a producer’s 
license. 


USDA may conduct random audits of 
licensees to verify hemp is being 
produced in accordance with the 
provisions of this part. The format of the 
audit will vary and may include a 
‘‘desk-audit’’ where USDA requests 
records from a licensee or the audit may 
be a physical visit to a licensee’s 
facility. When USDA visits a licensee’s 
facility, the licensee must provide 
access to any fields, greenhouses, 
storage facilities or other locations 
where the licensee produces hemp. 
USDA may also request records from the 
licensee to include production and 
planting data, testing results, and other 
information as determined by USDA. 


USDA will conduct an audit of all 
USDA licensees no more than every 
three years based on available resources. 


USDA will issue a summary of the 
audit to the licensee after the completed 
audit. Licensees who are found to have 
a negligent violation will be subject to 
a corrective action plan. A negligent 
violation includes: (1) Failure to provide 
a legal description of the land on which 


the hemp is produced; (2) not obtaining 
a license before engaging in production; 
or (3) producing plants exceeding the 
acceptable hemp THC level. Similar to 
the requirements for State and Tribal 
plans, USDA will not consider hemp 
producers as committing a negligent 
violation if they produce plants 
exceeding the acceptable hemp THC 
level if they use reasonable efforts to 
grow hemp and the plant does not have 
a THC concentration of more than 0.5 
percent on a dry weight basis. 


For sampling and testing violations, 
USDA will consider the entire harvest 
from a distinct lot in determining 
whether a violation occurred. This 
means that if testing determines that 
each sample of five plants from distinct 
lots has a THC concentration exceeding 
the acceptable hemp THC level (or 0.5 
percent if the hemp producer has made 
reasonable efforts to grow hemp), USDA 
considers this as one negligent 
violation. If an individual produces 
hemp without a license, this will be 
considered one violation. USDA will 
establish and review a corrective action 
plan with the licensee and its 
implementation may be verified during 
a future audit or site visit. 


When USDA determines that a 
negligent violation has occurred, USDA 
will issue a Notice of Violation. This 
Notice of Violation will include a 
corrective action plan. The corrective 
action plan will include a reasonable 
date by which the producer will correct 
the negligent violation or violations and 
require the producer to periodically 
report to USDA on its compliance with 
the plan for a period of not less than the 
next two calendar years. A producer 
who has negligently violated this part 
three times in a five-year period is 
ineligible to produce hemp for a period 
of five years from the date of the third 
violation. Negligent violations are not 
subject to criminal enforcement. 
However, USDA will report the 
production of hemp without a license 
issued by USDA to the Attorney 
General. 


Hemp found to be produced in 
violation of this part, such as hemp 
produced on a property not disclosed by 
the licensed producer, or without a 
license, would be subject to the same 
disposal provisions as for cannabis 
testing above the acceptable hemp THC 
level. Further, if it is determined a 
violation was committed with a 
culpable mental state greater than 
negligence, USDA will report the 
violation to the Attorney General and 
the chief law enforcement officer of the 
State or Tribe as applicable. 


The 2018 Farm Bill limited the 
participation of certain convicted felons 


in hemp production. A person with a 
State or Federal felony conviction 
relating to a controlled substance is 
subject to a 10-year ineligibility 
restriction on producing hemp under 
the Act. An exception applies to a 
person who was lawfully growing hemp 
under the 2014 Farm Bill before 
December 20, 2018, and whose 
conviction also occurred before that 
date. 


E. Suspension of a USDA License 
A USDA license may be suspended if 


USDA or its representative receives 
credible information that a licensee has 
either: (1) Engaged in conduct violating 
a provision of this part; or (2) failed to 
comply with a written order from the 
AMS Administrator related to a 
negligent violation of this part. 
Examples of credible information are 
information from local authorities of 
harvested plants without testing or 
planting of hemp seed in non-approved 
locations. 


Any producer whose license has been 
suspended shall not handle or remove 
hemp or cannabis from the location 
where hemp or other cannabis was 
located at the time when USDA issued 
its notice of suspension without prior 
written authorization from USDA. Any 
person whose license has been 
suspended shall not produce hemp 
during the period of suspension. A 
suspended license may be restored after 
a waiting period of one year. A producer 
whose license has been suspended may 
be required to comply with a corrective 
action plan to fully restore their license. 


A USDA license shall be immediately 
revoked if the licensee: (1) Pleads guilty 
to, or is convicted of, any felony related 
to a controlled substance; 7 or (2) made 
any materially false statement with 
regard to this part to USDA or its 
representatives with a culpable mental 
state greater than negligence; or (3) was 
found to be growing cannabis exceeding 
the acceptable hemp THC level with a 
culpable mental state greater than 
negligence or negligently violated the 
provision of this part three times in five 
years. 


If the licensed producer wants to 
appeal any suspension or revocation 
decision made by USDA under this 
section, they can do so using the appeal 
process specified in section V. 


F. Reporting and Recordkeeping 
The 2018 Farm Bill requires USDA to 


develop a process to maintain relevant 
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information regarding the farm on 
which hemp is produced. USDA’s FSA 
is best suited to collect this information 
for the domestic hemp production 
program. FSA has staff throughout the 
United States who are trained to work 
with farmers to verify land uses. Many 
hemp producers are likely to be familiar 
with the FSA since they already operate 
traditional farms, and therefore already 
provide data to FSA on acres and crops 
planted. Consequently, licensed 
producers will be required to report 
their hemp crop acreage with FSA, and 
to provide FSA with specific 
information regarding field acreage, 
greenhouse, or indoor square footage of 
hemp planted. This information must 
include street address, geospatial 
location or other comparable 
identification method specifying where 
the hemp will be produced, and the 
legal description of the land. Geospatial 
location or other methods of identifying 
the production locations are necessary 
as not all rural locations have specific 
addresses. This information is required 
for each field, greenhouse, building, or 
site where hemp will be grown. USDA 
will use this information to assemble 
and maintain the data USDA must make 
available in real time to Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement as required 
by the 2018 Farm Bill and as specified 
in section G below. Specific procedures 
for reporting hemp acreage to FSA will 
be posted on the USDA Domestic Hemp 
Production Program website. This 
information will be maintained by 
USDA for at least three calendar years. 


Licensed producers will be required 
to maintain copies of all records and 
reports necessary to demonstrate 
compliance with the program. These 
records include those that support, 
document, or verify the information 
provided in the forms submitted to 
USDA. Records and reports must be 
kept for a minimum of three years. 


Under the USDA plan, there will be 
additional reporting requirements for 
licensed producers. These include 
specific reporting requirements to 
collect the information needed by the 
licensing application, and the record 
and reporting requirements needed to 
document disposal of cannabis 
produced in violation of the provisions 
of this rule. Specific requirements may 
be referenced herein at § 990.71. 


G. Information Sharing 
USDA will develop and maintain a 


database of all relevant and required 
information regarding hemp as specified 
by the 2018 Farm Bill. This database 
will be accessible in real time to 
Federal, State, local and Tribal law 
enforcement officers through a Federal 


Government law enforcement system. 
USDA AMS will administer and 
populate this database, which will 
include information submitted by States 
and Tribes, laboratories, information 
submitted by USDA licensed producers, 
and information submitted to FSA. 


USDA will use this information to 
create a comprehensive list of all 
domestic hemp producers. USDA will 
also gather the information related to 
the land used to produce domestic 
hemp. This information will be 
comprehensive and include data both 
from State and Tribal plans and include 
a legal description of the land on which 
hemp is grown by each hemp producer 
and the corresponding geospatial 
location. Finally, USDA will also gather 
information regarding the status of all 
licenses issued under State and tribal 
governments and under the USDA plan. 


This information will be made 
available in real time to Federal, State, 
local and Tribal law enforcement as 
required by the 2018 Farm Bill. 


USDA has prepared a System of 
Records Notice (SORN) and a Privacy 
Impact Analysis to be issued 
concurrently with this rule. 


IV. Definitions 


In support of the foregoing regulations 
and hemp production plan descriptions, 
USDA is establishing definitions for 
certain terms. The following terms are 
integral to implement the 2018 Farm 
Bill and establish the scope and 
applicability of the regulations of this 
part. 


The term ‘‘Act’’ refers to the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946. The 
2018 Farm Bill amended the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 by 
adding Subtitle G which is a new 
authority for the Secretary of 
Agriculture to administer a national 
hemp production program. Section 
297D of Subtitle G authorizes and 
directs USDA to promulgate regulations 
to implement this program. 


The Agricultural Marketing Service 
(AMS) of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture is the agency the Secretary 
of Agriculture has charged with the 
responsibility to oversee the 
administration of this new program. 


The term ‘‘applicant’’ means any State 
or Indian Tribe that has applied for 
USDA approval of a State or tribal hemp 
production plan for the State or Indian 
Tribe they represent. This term also 
applies to any person or business in a 
State or territory of an Indian Tribe not 
subject to a State or tribal plan, who 
applies for a hemp production license 
under the USDA plan established under 
this part. 


The term ‘‘cannabis’’ is the Latin 
name of the plant that, depending on its 
THC concentration level, is further 
defined as either ‘‘hemp’’ or 
‘‘marijuana.’’ Cannabis is a genus of 
flowering plants in the family 
Cannabaceae of which Cannabis sativa 
is a species, and Cannabis indica and 
Cannabis ruderalis are subspecies 
thereof. For the purposes of this part, 
Cannabis refers to any form of the plant 
where the delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration on a dry weight basis has 
not yet been determined. This term is 
important in describing regulations that 
apply to plant production, sampling or 
handling prior to determining its THC 
content. 


The Controlled Substances Act (CAS) 
is the statute, codified in 21 U.S.C. 801– 
971, establishing Federal U.S. drug 
policy under which the manufacture, 
importation, exportation, possession, 
use, and distribution of certain 
substances is regulated. Because 
cannabis containing THC concentration 
levels of higher than 0.3 percent is 
deemed to be marijuana, a schedule I 
controlled substance, its regulation falls 
under the authorities of the CSA. 
Therefore, for compliance purposes, the 
requirements of the CSA are relied upon 
for the disposal of cannabis that 
contains THC concentrations above the 
stated limit of this part. 


The rule includes a definition of 
‘‘conviction’’ to explain what is 
considered a conviction and what is not. 
Specifically, a plea of guilty or nolo 
contendere or any finding of guilt is a 
conviction. However, if the finding of 
guilt is subsequently overturned on 
appeal, pardoned, or expunged, then it 
is not considered a conviction for 
purposes of part 990. This definition of 
‘‘conviction’’ is consistent with how 
some other agencies who conduct 
criminal history record searches 
determine disqualifying crimes. 


A ‘‘corrective action plan’’ is a plan 
set forth by a State, tribal government, 
or USDA for a licensed hemp producer 
to correct a negligent violation of or 
non-compliance with a hemp 
production plan, its terms, or any other 
regulation set forth under this part. This 
term is defined in accordance with the 
2018 Farm Bill, which mandates certain 
non-compliance actions to be addressed 
through corrective action plans. 


‘‘Culpable mental state greater than 
negligence’’ is a term used in the 2018 
Farm Bill to determine when certain 
actions would be subject to specific 
compliance actions. This term means to 
act intentionally, knowingly, willfully, 
recklessly, or with criminal negligence. 


The term ‘‘decarboxylated’’ refers to 
the completion of the chemical reaction 
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that converts THC-acid (THCA) into 
delta-9–THC, the intoxicating 
component of cannabis. The 
decarboxylated value is also calculated 
using a conversion formula that sums 
delta-9-THC and eighty-seven and seven 
tenths (87.7) percent of THCA. This 
term, commonly used in scientific 
references to laboratory procedures, is 
the precursor to the term ‘‘post- 
decarboxylation,’’ a term used in the 
2018 Farm Bill’s mandate over cannabis 
testing methodologies to identify THC 
concentration levels. This definition is 
based on the regulations administered 
by the Kentucky Department of 
Agriculture as part of the Kentucky 
industrial hemp research pilot program. 


‘‘Delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol,’’ also 
referred to as ‘‘Delta-9 THC’’ or ‘‘THC’’ 
is the primary psychoactive component 
of cannabis, and its regulation forms the 
basis for the regulatory action of this 
part. As mandated by the Act, legal 
hemp production must be verified as 
having THC concentration levels of 0.3 
percent on a dry weight basis or below. 
For the purposes of this part, delta-9 
THC and THC are interchangeable. 


‘‘DEA’’ means the ‘‘Drug Enforcement 
Administration,’’ a United States 
Federal law enforcement agency under 
the United States Department of Justice. 
The DEA is the lead agency for domestic 
enforcement of the Controlled 
Substances Act. The DEA plays an 
important role in the oversight of the 
disposal of marijuana, a schedule I 
controlled substance, under the 
regulations of this part. The DEA is also 
instrumental in registering USDA- 
approved laboratories to legally handle 
controlled substances, including 
cannabis samples that test above the 0.3 
THC concentration level. 


‘‘Dry weight basis’’ refers to a method 
of determining the percentage of a 
chemical in a substance after removing 
the moisture from the substance. 
Percentage of THC on a dry weight basis 
means the percentage of THC, by 
weight, in a cannabis item (plant, 
extract, or other derivative), after 
excluding moisture from the item. 


The Farm Service Agency (FSA) is an 
agency of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, that provides services to 
farm operations including loans, 
commodity price supports, conservation 
payments, and disaster assistance. For 
the purposes of this program, FSA will 
assist in information collection on land 
being used for hemp production. 


‘‘Gas chromatography’’ or GC, is a 
scientific method (specifically, a type of 
chromatography technique) used in 
analytical chemistry to separate, detect, 
and quantify each component in a 
mixture. It relies on the use of heat for 


separating and analyzing compounds 
that can be vaporized without 
decomposition. Under the terms of this 
part, GC is one of the valid methods by 
which laboratories may test for THC 
concentration levels. 


For the purposes of this part, 
‘‘geospatial location’’ means a location 
designated through a global system of 
navigational satellites used to determine 
the precise ground position of a place or 
object. 


This term ‘‘handle’’ is commonly 
understood by AMS and used across 
many of its administered programs. For 
the purposes of this part, ‘‘handle’’ 
refers to the actions of cultivating or 
storing hemp plants or hemp plant parts 
prior to the delivery of such plant or 
plant part for further processing. In 
cases where cannabis plants exceed the 
acceptable hemp THC level, handle may 
also refer to the disposal of those plants. 


‘‘Hemp’’ is defined by the 2018 Farm 
Bill as ‘‘the plant species Cannabis 
sativa L. and any part of that plant, 
including the seeds thereof and all 
derivatives, extracts, cannabinoids, 
isomers, acids, salts, and salts of 
isomers, whether growing or not, with a 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration of not more than 0.3 
percent on a dry weight basis.’’ The 
statutory definition is self-explanatory, 
and USDA is adopting the same 
definition without change for part 990. 


‘‘High-performance liquid 
chromatography (HPLC) or (LC)’’ is a 
scientific method (specifically, a type of 
chromatography) used in analytical 
chemistry used to separate, identify, and 
quantify each component in a mixture. 
It relies on pumps to pass a pressurized 
liquid solvent containing the sample 
mixture through a column filled with a 
solid adsorbent material to separate and 
analyze compounds. Under the terms of 
this part, HPLC is one of the valid 
methods by which laboratories may test 
for THC concentration levels. Ultra- 
Performance Liquid Chromatography 
(UPLC) is an additional method that 
may also be used as well as other liquid 
or gas chromatography with detection. 


‘‘Indian Tribe’’ is defined in the 2018 
Farm Bill by reference to section 4 of the 
Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
5304). The statutory definition is self- 
explanatory, and USDA is adopting the 
same definition without change for part 
990. 


A ‘‘key participant’’ is a person or 
persons who have a direct or indirect 
financial interest in the entity producing 
hemp, such as an owner or partner in a 
partnership. A key participant also 
includes persons in a corporate entity at 
executive levels including chief 


executive officer, chief operating officer 
and chief financial officer. This does not 
include such management as farm, field 
or shift managers. 


‘‘Law enforcement agency’’ refers to 
all Federal, State, or local law 
enforcement agencies. Under the 2018 
Farm Bill, State submissions of 
proposed hemp production plans to 
USDA must be made in consultation 
with their respective Governors and 
chief law enforcement officers. 
Moreover, the 2018 Farm Bill 
contemplates the involvement of law 
enforcement in compliance actions 
related to offenses identified as being 
made under a ‘‘culpable mental state.’’ 
To assist law enforcement in the 
fulfillment of these duties, the 2018 
Farm Bill also mandates an information 
sharing system that provides law 
enforcement with real-time data. 


The term ‘‘lot’’ refers to a contiguous 
area in a field, greenhouse, or indoor 
growing structure containing the same 
variety or strain of cannabis throughout. 
In addition, ‘‘lot’’ is a common term in 
agriculture that refers to the batch or 
contiguous, homogeneous whole of a 
product being sold to a single buyer at 
a single time. Under the terms of this 
part, ‘‘lot’’ is to be defined by the 
producer in terms of farm location, field 
acreage, and variety (i.e., cultivar) and 
to be reported as such to the FSA. 


As defined in the CSA, ‘‘marihuana’’ 
(or ‘‘marijuana’’) means all parts of the 
plant Cannabis sativa L., whether 
growing or not; the seeds thereof; the 
resin extracted from any part of such 
plant; and every compound, 
manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, 
or preparation of such plant, its seeds or 
resin. The term ‘marihuana’ does not 
include hemp, as defined in section 
297A of the Agricultural Marketing Act 
of 1946, and does not include the 
mature stalks of such plant, fiber 
produced from such stalks, oil or cake 
made from the seeds of such plant, any 
other compound, manufacture, salt, 
derivative, mixture, or preparation of 
such mature stalks (except the resin 
extracted therefrom), fiber, oil, or cake, 
or the sterilized seed of such plant 
which is incapable of germination (7 
U.S.C. 1639o(1)). ‘‘Marihuana’’ also 
means all cannabis that tests as having 
a concentration level of THC on a dry 
weight basis of higher than 0.3 percent. 


‘‘Negligence’’ is a term used in the 
2018 Farm Bill to describe when certain 
actions are subject to specific 
compliance actions. For the purposes of 
this part, the term means failure to 
exercise the level of care that a 
reasonably prudent person would 
exercise in complying with the 
regulations set forth under this part. 
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Used in relation to the other terms 
and regulations in this part, 
‘‘phytocannabinoids’’ are cannabinoid 
chemical compounds found in the 
cannabis plant, two of which are Delta- 
9 tetrahydrocannabinol (delta-9 THC) 
and cannabidiol (CBD). Testing 
methodologies under this part will refer 
to the presence of ‘‘phytocannabinoids’’ 
as either THC or CBD. 


Under the terms of this program, 
‘‘plan’’ refers to a set of criteria or 
regulations under which a State or tribal 
government, or USDA, monitors and 
regulates the production of hemp. 
‘‘Plan’’ may refer to a State or Tribal 
plan, whether approved by USDA or 
not, or the USDA hemp production 
plan. 


The 2018 Farm Bill mandates that all 
cannabis be tested for THC 
concentration levels using 
‘‘postdecarboxylation’’ or similar 
methods. In the context of this part, 
‘‘postdecarboxylation’’ means testing 
methodologies for THC concentration 
levels in hemp, where the total potential 
delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol content, 
derived from the sum of the THC and 
THCA content, is determined and 
reported on a dry weight basis. The 
postdecarboxylation value of THC can 
be calculated by using a chromatograph 
technique using heat, known as gas 
chromatography, through which THCA 
is converted from its acid form to its 
neutral form, THC. The result of this test 
calculates total potential THC. The 
postdecarboxylation value of THC can 
also be calculated by using a high- 
performance liquid chromatograph 
technique, which keeps the THCA 
intact, and requires a conversion 
calculation of that THCA to calculate 
total potential THC. See also the 
definition for decarboxylation. 


The term ‘‘produce,’’ when used as a 
verb, is a common agricultural term that 
is often used synonymously with 
‘‘grow’’ and means to propagate plants 
for market, or for cultivation for market, 
in the United States. In the context of 
this part, ‘‘produce’’ refers to the 
propagation of cannabis to produce 
hemp. 


The 2018 Farm Bill mandates that 
USDA maintain a real-time 
informational database that identifies 
registered hemp production sites, 
whether under a State, tribal, or USDA 
plan, for the purposes of compliance 
and tracking with law enforcement. 
AMS will maintain this system with the 
information collection assistance of 
FSA. In order to maintain consistency 
and uniformity of hemp production 
locations, USDA is recommending that 
FSA collect this information through 
their crop acreage reporting system. In 


this context, a common use of the term 
‘‘producer’’ is essential to maintaining a 
substantive database. For this reason, 
the definition of ‘‘producer’’ 
incorporates the FSA definition of 
‘‘producer’’ with the additional qualifier 
that the producer is licensed or 
authorized to produce hemp under the 
Hemp Program. 


‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of 
Agriculture of the United States. 


Section 297A of the Act defines 
‘‘State’’ to mean any of one of the fifty 
States of the United States of America, 
the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any 
other territory or possession of the 
United States. The statutory definition 
is self-explanatory, and USDA is 
adopting the same definition without 
change for part 990. 


This term ‘‘State department of 
agriculture’’ is defined by the 2018 Farm 
Bill as the agency, commission, or 
department of a State government 
responsible for agriculture in the State. 
The statutory definition is self- 
explanatory, and USDA is adopting the 
same definition without change for part 
990. 


The term ‘‘store’’ is part of the term 
‘‘handle’’ under this part and means to 
deposit hemp plants or hemp plant 
product in a storehouse, warehouse or 
other identified location by a producer 
for safekeeping prior to delivery to a 
recipient for further processing. 


As defined by the 2018 Farm Bill, the 
term ‘‘tribal government’’ means the 
governing body of an Indian Tribe. The 
statutory definition is self-explanatory, 
and USDA is adopting the same 
definition without change for part 990. 


The ‘‘U.S. Attorney General’’ is the 
Attorney General of the United States. 


‘‘USDA’’ is synonymous with the 
United States Department of 
Agriculture. 


In the context of this part, ‘‘licensee’’ 
or ‘‘USDA licensed hemp producer’’ 
means a person or business authorized 
by USDA to grow hemp under the terms 
established in this part and who 
produces hemp. 


V. Appeals 
An applicant for a USDA hemp 


production program license may appeal 
a license denial to the AMS 
Administrator. Licensees may appeal 
denials of license renewals, license 
suspensions, or license revocations to 
the AMS Administrator. All appeals 
must be submitted in writing and 
received within 30 days of the denial. 
This submission deadline should 
provide adequate time to prepare the 
necessary information required to 
formulate the appeal. States or Tribes 


may appeal USDA decisions either 
denying, suspending or revoking State 
or Tribal hemp production plans. As 
with the USDA license plans, these 
appeals must be submitted in writing to 
the AMS Administrator and explain the 
reasoning behind the appeal, e.g. why 
the Administrator’s decision is not 
justified or is improper. The appeal 
should include any additional 
information or documentation the 
appellant or licensee believes USDA 
should consider when reviewing its 
decision. The Administrator will take 
into account the applicant or licensee’s 
justification for why the license should 
not be denied, suspended, or revoked, 
and then issue a final determination. 
Determinations made by the 
Administrator under the appeals 
process will be final unless the 
applicant or licensee requests a formal 
adjudicatory proceeding to review the 
decision, which will be conducted 
pursuant to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Rules of Practice 
Governing Formal Adjudicatory 
Proceedings, 7 CFR part 1, subpart H. If 
the applicant or licensee does not 
request that the Administrator initiate a 
formal adjudicatory proceeding within 
30 days of the Administrator’s adverse 
ruling, such ruling becomes final. The 
following paragraphs explain when and 
how a State or Tribe may appeal a 
USDA decision. State or Tribal plans 
may include similar appeal procedures; 
this following section is not applicable 
to individuals subject to State or Tribal 
plans.\ 


Appeals Under a State or Tribe Hemp 
Production Plan 


A State or Tribe may appeal the 
denial of a proposed hemp production 
plan, or the proposed suspension or 
revocation of a plan by the USDA. 
USDA will consult with States and 
Tribes to help ensure their draft plans 
meet statutory requirements, and that 
existing plan requirements are 
monitored and enforced by States and 
Tribes. If, however, a proposed State or 
Tribal plan is denied, or an existing 
plan is suspended or terminated, the 
decision may be appealed. 


If the AMS Administrator sustains a 
State or Tribe’s appeal of a denied hemp 
plan application, the proposed State or 
Tribal hemp production plan shall be 
established as proposed. If the AMS 
Administrator denies an appeal, 
prospective producers located in the 
State or Tribe may apply for hemp 
licenses under the terms of the USDA 
hemp production plan. Similarly, if an 
appeal to a proposed State or Tribal 
plan revocation is denied, producers 
located in the impacted State or Tribal 
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8 See section 10114 of the 2018 Farm Bill and the 
USDA General Counsel’s Legal Opinion on the 
Authorities for Hemp Production at https://
www.ams.usda.gov/content/legal-opinion- 
authorities-hemp-production. 


9 The 6,700 figure represents the average number 
of growers operating under State and Tribal plans 
over the three years of the program. In actuality, we 
estimate 5,500 such growers in 2020, 6,700 growers 
in 2021 and 8,000 growers in 2022 who will 
participate through State and Tribal programs. 


territory may apply for licenses under 
the USDA plan. 


The appeal of a State or Tribal hemp 
production plan suspension or 
termination must explain the reasoning 
behind the appeal and be filed within 
the time-period provided in the letter of 
notification or within 30 business days 
from receipt of the notification, 
whichever occurs later. This timeframe 
should be adequate for the assembly of 
the information required to be 
submitted as part of the appeal. 


VI. Interstate Commerce 
Nothing in this rule prohibits the 


interstate commerce of hemp. No State 
or Indian Tribe may prohibit the 
transportation or shipment of hemp 
produced in accordance with this part 
and with section 7606 of the 2014 Farm 
Bill through the State or the territory of 
the Indian Tribe, as applicable.8 


VII. Outreach 
As part of this rulemaking process, 


USDA engaged in numerous discussions 
with industry stakeholders prior to 
issuing this rule. This included 
numerous meetings with different State 
and tribal groups and representatives, 
industry organizations, groups and 
individuals with experience in the 
hemp industry, and representatives of 
law enforcement. 


In addition, USDA also conducted a 
listening session on March 13, 2019, 
that had more than 2,100 participants, 
and included comments from 46 
separate speakers representing States, 
Tribes, producers, end-users, hemp 
organizations, and others. The recording 
of the listening session is available on 
the USDA website. On May 1 and 2, 
2019, USDA also participated in tribal 
consultation meetings. 


As required by the Farm Bill, the 
Secretary has developed these 
regulations and guidelines in 
consultation with the Attorney General. 
In addition, USDA will submit an 
annual report to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate containing updates on the 
implementation of the hemp 
requirements in the Farm Bill. 


VIII. Severability 
This interim rule includes a 


severability provision. This is a 
standard provision in regulations. This 
section provides that if any provision of 


part 990 is found to be invalid, the 
remainder of the part shall not be 
affected. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 
In accordance with section 3507(d) of 


the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), through this 
document AMS announces its intent to 
request approval from OMB for a new 
information collection OMB No. 0581– 
NEW and comments are invited on this 
new information collection. All 
comments received on this information 
collection will be summarized and 
included in the final request for OMB 
approval. 


Based on our review of the hemp 
production under the 2014 Farm Bill, 
we estimate that there will be 
approximately 6,700 9 producers under 
State and Tribal plans, approximately 
1,000 producers under the USDA plan, 
and 100 State and Tribal plans. We 
estimate that each producer will have an 
average of two lots of hemp with most 
producers growing one lot per year but 
larger producers growing many different 
lots. Each lot will need to be tested for 
THC concentration. 


Comments are invited on: (1) Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
of the functions of the agency, including 
whether the information will have 
practical utility; (2) the accuracy of the 
agency’s estimate of the burden of the 
proposed collection of information, 
including the validity of the 
methodology and assumptions used; (3) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (4) ways to minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on those who are to respond, including 
the use of appropriate automated, 
electronic, mechanical, or other 
technological collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 


Title: Domestic Hemp Production 
Program; 7 CFR 990. 


OMB Number: 0581–NEW. 
Type of Request: New Collection. 
Abstract: The proposed information 


collection and reporting requirements 
will facilitate the effective 
administration and oversight of the 
Domestic Hemp Production Program, as 
described above. The Hemp Program 
includes provisions, among others, 
requiring licensed producers to 
maintain information on the land where 
hemp is produced, hemp testing for 


delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol, and 
disposal of plants not meeting necessary 
requirements. Additionally, as 
explained above, all licensed producers 
must report hemp crop acreage to the 
USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA). The 
licensed producer must maintain 
information that supports, verifies, or 
documents information on all reports 
for a minimum of three years. This 
includes, but is not limited to, the 
producer’s completed criminal history 
report, any records of required disposal, 
notifications of THC test results, and the 
license. This new information collection 
proposes to create seven new forms. 
These forms will be available on the 
USDA domestic hemp website, or 
copies can be requested from 
farmbill.hemp@usda.gov. AMS is in the 
process of building a database for 
applicants and producers to submit 
applications and reports. The forms and 
information collected on those forms are 
described below. The information 
reported for data collected under State 
and Tribal plans incorporates the 
burden to producers licensed under 
State and Tribal plans associated with 
providing the required information. 


State and Tribal Hemp Producer 
Report. Every State or Tribe with an 
approved plan must provide AMS with 
information on the hemp producers 
covered under their plan using the State 
and Tribal Hemp Producer Report form. 
States and Tribes are required to submit 
this information to USDA not later than 
30 days after the date it is received 
using this report. This report should be 
submitted to USDA on the first day of 
each month. If this date falls on a 
holiday or weekend, the report is due 
the next business day. This information 
should be submitted to USDA using a 
digital format compatible with USDA’s 
information sharing systems, whenever 
possible. 


If there are no changes from the 
previous reporting cycle, States and 
Tribes could check the box indicating 
there were no changes during the 
current reporting cycle. This 
information will be collected and 
maintained by USDA and made 
available in real time to Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement. States and 
Tribes will need to retain the 
information used to populate this form 
for three calendar years. 


State and Tribal Hemp Producer Report 
Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 


States and Tribes completing and 
maintaining this form is estimated to be 
an average of 0.34 hours per response. 


Respondents: States and Tribes with 
USDA approved hemp production 
plans. 
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Estimated Number of Respondents: 
100. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 12. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
1,200. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.333 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 400 hours (rounded). 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
100. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 8.3 
hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including 8.3 hours): 408.3 
hours. 


Information and Record Keeping for 
State and Tribal Producer Report 
Responses 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
State and Tribal producers providing 
and maintaining the information for this 
form is estimated to be an average of 
0.25 hours per response. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
8,000. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 0.3330. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
2,664. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.167 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours: 444.9 hours (2,664 × 0.1670 
hours (10 mins)). 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
2,664. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 
221.1 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden and 
Record Keeping Hours for State and 
Tribal Producer Responses (Including 
221.1 hours): 666 hours. 


State and Tribal Hemp Disposal 
Report: States or Indian Tribes operating 
under approved hemp production plans 
must notify USDA of any occurrence of 
non-conforming plants or plant material 
and provide the disposal record of those 
plants and materials monthly. This 
includes plants or plant material which 
test above the acceptable hemp THC 
level or hemp otherwise produced in 
violation of this part. This information 
should be submitted to USDA using a 
digital format compatible with USDA’s 
information sharing systems, whenever 
possible. 


State and Tribal Hemp Disposal Report 
Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 


the States and Tribes completing and 
maintaining this form is estimated to be 
an average of 0.34 hours per response. 


Respondents: States and Tribes with 
USDA approved hemp production 
plans. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
100. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 12. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
1,200. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.333 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 400 hours (rounded). 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
100. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 8.3 
hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including the 8.3 hours: 408.3 
hours. 


Information and Record Keeping for 
State and Tribal Producer Report 
Responses 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
State and Tribal producers providing 
and maintaining the information for this 
form is estimated to be an average of 
0.25 hours per response. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
2,680. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 1. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
2,680. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.167 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours: 447.6 hours. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
2,680. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 
222.4 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden and 
Record Keeping Hours for State and 
Tribal Producer Responses (Including 
222.4 hours): 670 hours. 


State and Tribal Hemp Annual 
Report: Each year, AMS is required to 
provide an annual report to Congress 
regarding the implementation Subtitle G 
of the AMA. In order to ensure that 
AMS has the best available information 
on U.S. hemp production to populate 
this report, AMS is requiring States and 
Tribes to submit an annual report to 
AMS. This report includes a summary 
for all hemp planted, destroyed, and 
harvested under each State or Tribe’s 
hemp production plan. States and 
Tribes would submit this information to 
USDA using the ‘‘State and Tribal Hemp 
Annual Report’’ form annually by 
December 15. 


State and Tribal Hemp Annual Report 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
completing and maintaining the 
information on this form is estimated to 
be an average of 0.42 hours per 
response. 


Respondents: States and Tribes with 
USDA approved hemp production 
plans. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
100. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 1. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
100. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.333 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 33.3 hours. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
100. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 8.3 
hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including the 8.3 hours): 41.6 
hours. 


Information and Record Keeping for 
State and Tribal Producer Report 
Responses 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
completing and maintaining the 
information for this form is estimated to 
be an average of 0.25 hours per 
response. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
6,700. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 1. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
6,700. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.167 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours: 1,118.9 hours. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
6,700. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 
556.10 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden and 
Record Keeping Hours for State and 
Tribal Producer Responses (Including 
556.1 hours): 1,675 hours. 


USDA Hemp Producer Licensing 
Application: To obtain a license from 
USDA, producers would need to 
complete the ‘‘USDA Hemp Plan 
Producer Licensing Application’’ form. 
This form will collect the information 
identified in § 990.21. By signing the 
application, the applicant would certify, 
should they become a licensed 
producer, they would abide by all rules 
and regulations relating to the USDA 
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plan, and to the truth and accuracy of 
the information provided in the 
application. 


For the first application cycle, USDA 
will accept license applications for the 
first year after the effective date of the 
rule. After this initial period, license 
applications must be submitted between 
August 1 and October 31 of each year. 
Licenses do not renew automatically 
and must be renewed every three years. 
Applications for license renewal would 
be subject to the same terms and 
approved under the same criteria as 
initial license applications, unless there 
has been an intervening change in the 
applicable law or regulations since 
approval of the initial or last 
application. In such a case, the 
subsequently enacted change in law or 
regulation shall govern renewal of the 
license. Licenses will be valid until 
December 31 of the year three after the 
year in which license is issued. For 
example, if you apply for a license 
August 1, 2020 and are granted a license 
on September 15, 2020, the license 
would expire December 31, 2022. The 
license application will be available 
online at the USDA domestic hemp 
production program website, or copies 
can be requested by email at 
farmbill.hemp@usda.gov. Applications 
may be submitted electronically or 
through U.S. mail. 


USDA Hemp Plan Producer Licensing 
Application 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
completing and maintaining this form is 
estimated to be an average of 0.25 hours 
per response. 


Respondents: Producers applying for 
the USDA plan. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
1,000. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 0.3333. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
333. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.167 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 55.6 hours. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
333. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 27.7 
hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including the 27.7 hours): 83.3 
hours. 


USDA Hemp Plan Disposal 
Notification: Producers licensed by 
USDA must test hemp prior to harvest, 
dispose of all non-compliant cannabis 
plants, and report to USDA disposal of 
all non-compliant cannabis plants. 


Producers must document the disposal 
of all marijuana in accordance with 
§ 990.27. Reporting can be 
accomplished by either providing USDA 
with a copy of the documentation of 
disposal provided by the reverse 
distributor or by submitting a ‘‘USDA 
Hemp Plan Producer Disposal Form’’ to 
document the disposal process. 


USDA Hemp Plan Producer Disposal 
Form 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
completing and maintaining this form is 
estimated to be an average of 0.42 hours 
per response. 


Respondents: Producers covered 
under the USDA plan. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
400. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 1. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
400. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.333 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 133.3 hours. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
400. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 33.3 
hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including the 33.3 hours): 166.6 
hours (rounded). 


End of Year Harvest Reporting 
Requirements: The Farm Bill requires 
AMS to prepare and submit an annual 
report to Congress on the 
implementation of the domestic hemp 
production program. To ensure AMS 
has adequate planting, production, and 
harvest data necessary for this report, 
we are requiring producers to submit an 
annual harvest report. Each producer 
would need to submit to USDA an 
annual report of their total acreage 
planted, harvested, and, if applicable, 
disposed. If a producer has multiple 
growing and harvesting cycles 
throughout the year (e.g., greenhouse 
and producers in warm climates) they 
should all be summarized and 
submitted on this form. Producers 
would submit this information to USDA 
using the ‘‘USDA Hemp Plan Producer 
Annual Report’’ form by December 15 
each year. 


USDA Hemp Plan Producer Annual 
Report 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
completing and maintaining this form is 
estimated to be an average of 0.42 hours 
per response. 


Respondents: Producers applying for 
the USDA plan. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
1,000. 


Estimated Number of Responses per 
Respondent: 1. 


Estimated Total Annual Responses: 
1,000. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.333 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 333.3 hours. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
1,000. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 83.3 
hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including the 83.3 hours): 416.6 
hours rounded. 


Report of Acreage: Producers shall 
report name, address, license or 
authorizing number, geospatial location 
for each lot or greenhouse where hemp 
will be produced and hemp crop 
acreage to FSA. This will establish an 
identification system for hemp 
production nationwide and complies 
with the information sharing 
requirements of the 2018 Farm Bill. 


Report of Acreage FSA 578 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
completing and maintaining this form is 
estimated to be an average of 0.58 hours 
per response. 


Respondents: Producers under State, 
Tribal or the USDA plan. 


Estimated Number of Respondents: 
7,700. 


Estimated Annual Number of 
Responses per Respondent: 1. 


Estimated Total Annual of Responses: 
7,700. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.5 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 3,850. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
7,700. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 
639.1 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including the 639.1 hours): 
4,489.1 hours. 


Laboratory Test Results Report: The 
Farm Bill requires that all domestically 
produced hemp be tested for total THC 
content on a dry weight basis. All test 
results, whether passing, failing, or re- 
tests must be reported to USDA. 


Laboratory Test Results Report 


Estimate of Burden: Public burden for 
completing and maintaining this form is 
estimated to be an average of 1.08 hours 
per response. 


Respondents: Laboratories testing 
hemp for THC content. 
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Estimated Number of Respondents: 
7,700. 


Estimated Annual Number of 
Responses per Respondent: 2. 


Estimated Total Annual of Responses: 
15,400. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Respondent: 0.5 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Reporting 
Hours: 7,700. 


Estimated Number of Record Keepers: 
7,700. 


Estimated Total Annual Hours per 
Record Keeper: 0.083 hours. 


Estimated Record Keeping Hours: 
639.1 hours. 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours (Including the 639.1 hours): 
8,339.1 hours. 


This new information collection 
assumes 9,100 total respondents, 17,363 
burden hours, and annual costs of 
$989,714.94. This is calculated by 


multiplying the mean hourly wage of 
$57 by 17,363 hours. The mean hourly 
wage of a compliance officer, as 
reported in the May 2018 Occupational 
Employment Statistics Survey of the 
Bureau of Labor and Statistics, was $35 
per hour. Assuming 39 percent of total 
compensation accounts for benefits, 
assumed total compensation of a 
compliance officer is $57 per hour. 


E-Government Act 


AMS is committed to complying with 
the E-Government Act, to promote the 
use of the internet and other 
information technologies to provide 
increased opportunities for citizen 
access to Government information and 
services, and for other purposes. We 
recognize using an electronic system 
will promote efficiencies in developing 
and implementing the new USDA 
Domestic Hemp Production Program. 
Since this is a new program, AMS is 
working to make this process as 
effective and user-friendly as possible. 


Civil Rights Review 


AMS has considered the potential 
civil rights implications of this rule on 
minorities, women, and persons with 
disabilities to ensure that no person or 
group shall be discriminated against on 
the basis of race, color, national origin, 


gender, religion, age, disability, sexual 
orientation, marital or family status, 
political beliefs, parental status, or 
protected genetic information. This 
review included persons that are 
employees of the entities who are 
subject to these regulations. This 
interim rule does not require affected 
entities to relocate or alter their 
operations in ways that could adversely 
affect such persons or groups. Further, 
this rule would not deny any persons or 
groups the benefits of the program or 
subject any persons or groups to 
discrimination. 


A 60-day comment period is provided 
to allow interested persons to respond 
to this interim rule. All written 
comments received in response to this 
rule by the date specified will be 
considered. 


Executive Order 13132 Federalism 
AMS has examined the effects of 


provisions in the interim final rule on 
the relationship between the Federal 
Government and the States, as required 
by Executive Order 13132 on 
‘‘Federalism.’’ Our conclusion is that 
this rule does have federalism 
implications because the rule has 
substantial direct effects on States, on 
the relationship between the national 
government and States, and on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. The federalism 
implications of the rule, however, flow 
from and are consistent with the 
underlying statute. Section 297B of the 
AMA, 7 U.S.C. 1639p, directs USDA to 
review and approve State plans that 
meet statutory requirements and to 
audit a State’s compliance with its State 
plans. Overall, the final rule attempts to 
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balance both the autonomy of the States 
with the necessity to create a Federal 
framework for the regulation of hemp 
production. 


Section 3(b) of E.O. 13132 recognizes 
that national action limiting the 
policymaking discretion of States will 
be imposed ‘‘. . . only where there is 
constitutional and statutory authority 
for the action and the national activity 
is appropriate in light of the presence of 
a problem of national significance.’’ 
Section 297B of the AMA is the 
statutory authority underlying the rules 
for USDA to review, approve, 
disapprove, or revoke State plans for 
hemp production. Until the passage of 
the 2018 Farm Bill, hemp was a 
schedule I controlled substance as it fell 
within the CSA definition of marijuana. 
When hemp was exempted from the 
definition of marijuana as part of the 
2018 Farm Bill, in connection with 
removing it from that list, Congress 
established a national regulatory 
framework for the production of hemp. 
Because cannabis plants with a THC 
level higher than 0.3 are marijuana and 
on the Federal controlled substances 
list, ensuring that hemp produced under 
this program is not marijuana is of 
national significance. 


In addition to establishing a national 
regulatory framework for hemp 
production, Congress expressly 
preempted State law with regard to the 
interstate transportation of hemp. 
Section 10114 of the 2018 Farm Bill 
States that ‘‘[n]o State or Indian Tribe 
shall prohibit the transportation or 
shipment of hemp or hemp products 
produced in accordance with subtitle G 
of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946 (as added by section 10113) 
through the State or the territory of the 
Indian Tribe, as applicable.’’ Thus, 
States and Indian Tribes may not 
prevent the movement of hemp through 
their States or territories even if they 
prohibit its production. Congress also 
expressly preempted a State’s ability to 
prosecute negligent violations of its plan 
as a criminal act in section 
297B(e)(2)(c). That preemption is 
incorporated into this rule. 


Section 3(d)(2) of the E.O. 13132 
requires the Federal Government to 
defer to the States to establish standards 
where possible. Section 4(a), however, 
expressly contemplates preemption 
when there is a conflict between 
exercising State and Federal authority 
under Federal statute. Section 297C of 
the AMA requires State plans to include 
six practice and procedures and a 
certification. It also expressly states that 
it does not preempt a State’s ability to 
adopt more stringent requirements or to 
prohibit the production of hemp. 


Section 297D of the AMA requires 
USDA to promulgate regulations to 
implement subtitle G of the AMA which 
includes section 297B. Subpart B of the 
final rule repeats those requirements, 
providing more detail where necessary. 
States have wide latitude to develop the 
required practice and procedures. 
Subpart B includes more details on the 
testing and sampling of hemp plants to 
establish a national standard to 
determine whether the plants meet the 
statutory definition of hemp. Likewise, 
the final rule requires States to follow 
DEA requirements for disposal of 
marijuana for cannabis plants exceeding 
the acceptable hemp THC level. Finally, 
the interim final rule also reaffirms that 
States may adopt more stringent 
standards and prohibit hemp 
production within their jurisdiction. 


Section 6 of E.O. 13132 requires 
consultation with State officials in 
development of the regulations. AMS 
conducted significant outreach with 
State officials including individual 
meetings, participation in conferences 
with State officials, and listening 
session where State officials from all 
States were invited. During our 
consultation with the States, 
representatives from various State 
agencies and offices expressed the 
following concerns about sampling and 
testing procedures. Most requested that 
USDA adopt uniform, national 
requirements to facilitate the marketing 
of hemp. Some States advocated that 
USDA defer to each State to determine 
the appropriate procedures for its plan. 
USDA recognizes the value of a national 
standard to promote consistency while 
allowing States the flexibility to adopt 
procedures that fit their circumstances. 
As explained above, USDA is adopting 
performance standards for sampling and 
testing. As long as the procedures in the 
State plans meet those standards, AMS 
will find those procedures acceptable. 


As AMS implements this new 
program, we will continue to consult 
with State officials to obtain their 
feedback on implementation. We 
encourage States to submit comments 
on this interim final rule during the 
comment period which closes on 
December 30, 2019. 


Finally, we have considered the cost 
burden that this rule would impose on 
States as discussed in the Regulatory 
Impact Analysis of this document. 


AMS has assessed this final rule in 
light of the principles, criteria, and 
requirements in Executive Order 13132. 
We conclude that this final rule: Is not 
inconsistent with that E.O.; will not 
impose significant additional costs and 
burdens on the States; and will not 
affect the ability of the States to 


discharge traditional State governmental 
functions. 


E.O. 13175 Consultation and 
Coordination With Indian Tribal 
Governments 


AMS has examined the effects of 
provisions in the final rule on the 
relationship between the Federal 
Government and Tribal governments, as 
required by E.O. 13175 on 
‘‘Consultation and Coordination with 
Indian Tribal Governments.’’ We 
conclude that the final rule does have 
substantial direct effects on tribal 
governments, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
tribal governments, and on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. The effects of the 
rule, however, flow from and are 
consistent with the underlying statute. 
Section 297B of the AMA, 7 U.S.C. 
1639p, directs USDA to review and 
approve Tribal plans that meet statutory 
requirements and to audit a tribal 
government’s compliance with its Tribal 
plans. Overall, the final rule attempts to 
balance both the autonomy of the tribal 
governments with the necessity to create 
a Federal framework for the regulation 
of hemp production. 


As with State plans, tribal 
governments will have wide latitude in 
adopting the required procedures 
including adopting requirements that 
are more stringent than the statutory 
ones. For reasons stated above in the 
federalism analysis, AMS is adopting 
national standards for sampling, testing, 
and disposal of non-compliant plants 
that Tribal plans must adhere to. 


AMS has conducted extensive 
outreach to tribal governments. On May 
1 and 2, 2019, USDA held a formal 
tribal consultation on the 2018 Farm 
Bill including a session on hemp 
production. In addition to the listening 
sessions for the general public, USDA 
hosted one for tribal governments 
following the formal tribal consultation 
on May 2, 2019. USDA officials 
attended meetings with representatives 
of tribal governments. 


During those outreach events, tribal 
representatives from several Tribal 
Governments expressed their opinion 
that the 2018 Farm Bill permitted the 
USDA Secretary to allow AMS to 
approve Tribe plans ahead of issuing 
regulations of the USDA plan. 
Approving plans immediately would 
allow those Tribes (and States) with a 
plan to begin planting for the 
commercial production of hemp in 
2019. The USDA Secretary released a 
Notice to Trade (NTT) on February 27, 
2019 to explain that tribal and State 
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10 Presentation to USDA by Dr. Eric Walker, 
Assistant Professor in the Department of Plant 
Sciences at the University of Tennessee, on May 21, 
2019. 


11 Vote Hemp, U.S. Hemp Crop Reports. 


plans would not be reviewed or 
approved until AMS finalized 
regulations ahead of the 2020 planting 
season. Additionally, the NTT stated 
that until regulations were in place, 
States, Tribes, and institutions of higher 
education can continue operating under 
authorities of the 2014 Farm Bill. The 
2018 Farm Bill extension of the 2014 
authority expires 12 months after USDA 
has established the plan and regulations 
required under the 2018 Farm Bill. A 
second Notice to Trade was issued on 
May 27, 2019 to clarify again that Tribal 
governments through the authorities in 
the 2014 Farm Bill are permitted grow 
industrial hemp for research purposes 
during the 2019 growing season. USDA 
appreciates the urgency in which the 
Indian Tribes wish to engage in this new 
economic opportunity. We have worked 
expeditiously to develop and 
promulgate this interim final rule so 
that States and Tribes will be able to 
submit their plans in time for the 2020 
season. 


Some tribal representatives stated that 
the Act requires that the tribal plans 
have the specified practice and 
procedures and USDA is not authorized 
to evaluate them as part of the review 
and approval process. We note that the 
statute requires that USDA approve 
plans that include procedures that meet 
the statutory requirements. For example, 
section 297B(a)(2)(A)(iii) required a 
procedure for effective disposal and 
USDA must evaluate whether the plan’s 
procedure is effective. 


Although Indian Tribes will incur 
costs in complying with final rule, those 
costs should be outweighed by the 
benefits that the Indian Tribes realize in 
commercial hemp production occurring 
within their territories. 


Executive Orders 12866, 13563, and 
13771 


USDA is issuing this rule in 
conformance with Executive Orders 
12866 and 13563, which direct agencies 
to assess all costs and benefits of 
available regulatory alternatives and, if 
regulation is necessary, to select 
regulatory approaches that maximize 
net benefits, which include potential 
economic, environmental, public health 
and safety effects, distributive impacts, 
and equity. Executive Order 13563 
emphasizes the importance of 
quantifying both costs and benefits, 
reducing costs, harmonizing rules, and 
promoting flexibility. 


This rule meets the definition of an 
economically significant regulatory 
action under Executive Order 12866, as 
it is likely to result in an annual effect 
on the economy of $100 million or 
more. USDA considers this to be a 


deregulatory action as it allows the 
development of a niche market that 
cannot exist under current regulation. 
This action will expand production 
options and enable interested farmers to 
grow hemp. 


USDA requests public comment on 
the estimated impacts of the rule, 
specifically whether there is 
information or data that may inform 
whether or not the market will 
experience a significant shift, either 
positive or negative, in the developing 
hemp market and on consumers. In 
addition, USDA seeks comments and 
requests any data or information on 
what impacts the regulation may have 
on current and future innovation in the 
areas of industrial hemp usages and 
how much such impacts on innovation 
may affect rural communities. 


Regulations must be designed in the 
most cost-effective manner possible to 
obtain the regulatory objective while 
imposing the least burden on society. 
This rule would establish a national 
regulatory oversight program for the 
production of hemp. This program is 
necessary to effectuate the Farm Bill 
mandate to coordinate State and tribal 
government hemp production 
regulations with the newly established 
Federal regulations for hemp production 
in States not regulated by State or Tribal 
plans. This program is intended to 
provide consistency in production, 
sampling and testing of hemp product to 
ensure compliance with the acceptable 
hemp THC level. 


This rule has been reviewed under 
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice 
Reform. This rule is not intended to 
have retroactive effect. The discussion 
on E.O. 13132, Federalism, above, 
addressed the extent in which the 2018 
Farm Bill and the interim rule preempt 
State law. The discussion on E.O. 
13179, Consultation and Coordination 
with Tribal governments, above, 
addresses the impact that the interim 
rule impacts tribal governments. The 
discussion above regarding appeals 
under new part 990, subpart D, 
describes the administrative procedures 
that must be exhausted prior to a 
judicial challenge. 


Regulatory Impact Analysis/Initial 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 


Introduction 


The future of the hemp industry in 
the United States (U.S.) is anything but 
certain. While hemp was produced 
previously in the U.S. for hundreds of 
years, its usage diminished in favor of 
alternatives. Hemp fiber, for instance, 
which had been used to make rope and 
clothing, was replaced by less expensive 


jute and abaca imported from Asia. 
Ropes made from these materials were 
lighter and more buoyant, and more 
resistant to salt water than hemp rope, 
which required tarring. Improvements 
in technology further contributed to the 
decline in hemp usage. The cotton gin, 
for example, eased the harvesting of 
cotton, which replaced hemp in the 
manufacture of textiles.10 


Hemp production in the U.S. has seen 
a massive resurgence in the last five 
years; however, it remains unclear 
whether consumer demand will meet 
the supply. From 2017 to 2018, acreage 
planted for hemp tripled, reaching 
77,844 acres. Hemp planted acreage in 
2018 was eight times the acreage 
planted just two years prior in 2016. 
Acreage in 2019 is expected to at least 
double from 2018.11 


High prices for hemp, driven 
primarily by demand for use in 
producing CBD, relative to other crops, 
have driven increases in planting. Prices 
for hemp products vary from source to 
source. Prices for hemp fiber range from 
$0.07 per pound to $0.67 per pound, 
and prices for hemp grain or seed range 
from $0.65 per pound to $1.70 per 
pound. Prices for hemp flowers, in 
which concentrations of the 
cannabinoid cannabidiol, or CBD, are 
located, range from $3.50 to $30.00 per 
pound or more, depending on the CBD 
content. Producer interest in hemp 
production is largely driven by the 
potential for high returns from sales of 
hemp flowers to be processed into CBD 
oil. From 2017 to 2018, the number of 
licensed producers of hemp more than 
doubled to reach 3,543 producers. 


The hemp plant is a varietal of the 
species Cannabis sativa. While 
belonging to the same species as the 
plant that produces marijuana, hemp is 
distinctive from marijuana in its 
chemical makeup. The marijuana plant 
contains high levels of the cannabinoid 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol (THC), 
which is the chemical that produces 
psychoactive effects. Hemp may contain 
no greater than 0.3 percent THC on a 
dry weight basis. 


The 2018 Farm Bill explicitly 
preserved the authority of the U.S. Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA) to 
regulate hemp products under the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(FD&C Act) and section 351 of the 
Public Health Service Act (PHS Act). 
Accordingly, products containing 
cannabis and cannabis-derived 
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compounds are subject to the same 
authorities and requirements as FDA- 
regulated products containing any other 
substance. 


Legislative History 
The production of hemp has a long 


history in the United States (U.S.). Prior 
to the mid-20th century, hemp had been 
cultivated in the U.S. for hundreds of 
years to make flags, sails, rope, and 
paper. The first regulation of hemp 
occurred in 1937 with the Marihuana 
Tax Act, which required all producers 
of the species Cannabis sativa to register 
with and apply for a license from the 
Federal Government. The ‘‘Hemp for 
Victory’’ Campaign during World War II 
promoted production of hemp for rope 
to be used by U.S. military forces, but 
at the end of the war, the requirements 
in the Marihuana Tax Act resumed. In 
1970, Congress passed the Controlled 
Substances Act, granting the Attorney 
General the authority to regulate 
production of hemp. 


The Agricultural Act of 2014, also 
known as the 2014 Farm Bill, defined 
hemp as the plant Cannabis sativa L. 
and any part of that plant with 
concentrations of THC no greater than 
0.3 percent on a dry weight basis. Prior 
to the 2014 Farm Bill, hemp had never 
been designated in a Federal law as 
different from cannabis generally. The 
2014 Farm Bill authorized institutions 
of higher education and State 
departments of agriculture to allow for 
cultivation of hemp as part of a pilot 
program as authorized by State law for 
research. Research allowed under pilot 
programs included market research, so 
hemp was cultivated and sold as inputs 
into various consumer products under 
the 2014 Farm Bill. This analysis 
assumes that such cultivation would 
have continued and even expanded in 
the absence of the 2018 Farm Bill. 


Need for Regulation 
The Agriculture Improvement Act of 


2018, known as the 2018 Farm Bill, 
removed hemp from the list of 
controlled substances, decontrolling 
hemp production in all U.S. States, and 
in territories of Indian Tribes, unless 
prohibited by State or Tribal Law. This 
action eliminates the uncertain legal 
status at the Federal level of hemp 
production and allows the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to 
provide hemp producers with crop 
insurance programs, potentially 
reducing risk to producers and 
providing easier access to capital. The 
statute also prohibits interference in the 
interstate transport of hemp by States, 
including those States which prohibit 
hemp production and sales. As a result, 


hemp producers will have access to 
nationwide markets. The rule is 
necessary to facilitate this market by 
creating a set of minimum standards to 
ensure that hemp being produced under 
this program meets all statutory 
requirements. Moreover, both the 
declassification of hemp, and the 
prohibition on interference with 
interstate transportation apply to hemp 
that is grown under an approved State 
or Tribal plan, or under a Federal 
license. As a result, this regulation 
facilitates provisions of the Farm Bill 
that would otherwise be self- 
implementing. 


Overview of the Action 
The 2018 Farm Bill granted regulatory 


authority of domestic hemp production 
to the State departments of agriculture, 
Tribal governments, and USDA. States 
and Tribes must submit to USDA plans 
which include provisions for 
maintaining information regarding the 
land on which hemp is produced, for 
testing the levels of THC, for disposal of 
plants that do not meet necessary 
requirements, and for procedures to 
ensure compliance with the 
requirements of the new part. State and 
Tribal Plans must be approved by 
USDA. This rule outlines requirements 
by which the USDA would approve 
plans submitted by States and Tribal 
governments for oversight of hemp 
production. The 2018 Farm Bill also 
directs USDA to develop a plan for use 
by hemp producers in States or Tribes 
where no State or Tribal Plan has been 
approved and which do not prohibit the 
cultivation of hemp. These actions will 
promote consistency in regulations 
governing the legal production of hemp 
across the country. 


Baseline Definition 
In order to measure the impacts of 


this rule on affected entities, AMS 
defines the baseline such that sales of 
hemp products from 2014 through 2019 
will be treated as attributable to the 
2014 Farm Bill only. While the 2018 
Farm Bill permits commercial 
production of hemp, and the 2014 Farm 
Bill permits production of hemp for 
research purposes only, AMS assumes 
some of the increasing trend of U.S. 
hemp production would have continued 
under the provisions of the 2014 Farm 
Bill in the absence of the 2018 Farm 
Bill. AMS assumes, therefore, that only 
50 percent of the growth in sales of 
hemp products from 2020 and beyond 
will be attributable to the 2018 Farm 
Bill. This assumption considers the rate 
at which hemp acreage has increased in 
recent years, the number of States 
whose hemp pilot programs produced a 


crop in recent years, and the number of 
States which have passed legislation 
following the signing of the 2018 Farm 
Bill in anticipation of this rule’s 
enactment in time for the 2020 growing 
season. As this rule enables the 2018 
Farm Bill, 50 percent of the growth in 
sales of hemp products beginning in 
2020 will be attributable to this rule. 


The 2018 Farm Bill provided that 
States, Tribes, and institutions of higher 
education may continue to operate 
under the authorities of the 2014 Farm 
Bill for the 2019 planting season. Under 
the 2018 Farm Bill, the authority of the 
2014 Farm Bill expires one year from 
the time that USDA establishes the plan 
and regulations required under the 2018 
Farm Bill. As this will occur in the fall 
of 2019, growers could continue to grow 
hemp under the provisions of the 2014 
Farm Bill in the 2020 planting season. 
For the purpose of this analysis, 
however, AMS defines the 2020 
planting season as the first year of this 
rule’s impact, with 50 percent of the 
growth in sales in 2020 being counted 
as attributable to the 2018 Farm Bill and 
this enabling rule. This analysis 
considers the impact of this rule on 
affected entities from 2020 to 2022. This 
analysis utilizes hemp market data from 
industry associations, state departments 
of agriculture, and universities. 


While the 2018 Farm Bill permits 
commercial production of hemp, and 
the 2014 Farm Bill permits production 
of hemp for research purposes only, 
AMS assumes the increasing trend of 
U.S. hemp production would have 
continued under the provisions of the 
2014 Farm Bill in the absence of the 
2018 Farm Bill. AMS assumes, 
therefore, that 50 percent of the growth 
in sales of hemp products from 2020 
and beyond will be attributable to the 
2018 Farm Bill. This assumption 
considers the rate at which hemp 
acreage has increased in recent years, 
the number of States whose hemp pilot 
programs produced a crop in recent 
years, and the number of States which 
have passed legislation following the 
signing of the 2018 Farm Bill in 
anticipation of this rule’s enactment in 
time for the 2020 growing season. As 
this rule enables the 2018 Farm Bill, 50 
percent of the growth in sales of hemp 
products beginning in 2020 will be 
attributable to this rule. 


The 2018 Farm Bill provided that 
States, Tribes, and institutions of higher 
education may continue to operate 
under the authorities of the 2014 Farm 
Bill for the 2019 planting season. Under 
the 2018 Farm Bill, the authority of the 
2014 Farm Bill expires one year from 
the time that USDA establishes the plan 
and regulations required under the 2018 
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12 Vote Hemp, 2017 U.S. Hemp Crop Report. 
13 Vote Hemp, U.S. Hemp Crop Report available 


at https://www.votehemp.com/u-s-hemp-crop- 
report/. 


Mark, Tyler and Shepherd, Jonathan, Hemp & 
Enterprise CBD Budget Model available at http://
hemp.ca.uky.edu/. 


Johnson, Renee, Hemp as an Agricultural 
Commodity, Congressional Research Service, June 
2018. 


Farm Bill. As this will occur in the fall 
of 2019, growers could continue to grow 
hemp under the provisions of the 2014 
Farm Bill in the 2020 planting season. 
For the purpose of this analysis, 
however, AMS defines the 2020 
planting season as the first year of this 
rule’s impact, with 50 percent of the 
growth in sales in 2020 being counted 
as attributable to the 2018 Farm Bill and 
this enabling rule. This analysis 
considers the impact of this rule on 
affected entities from 2020 to 2022. This 
analysis utilizes hemp market data from 
industry associations, state departments 
of agriculture, and universities. 


Affected Entities 
Hemp producers in States and 


territories of Indian Tribes that allow for 
hemp production will be impacted by 
this rule. 


State departments of agriculture and 
Tribal governments will also be affected 
by this rule. State departments of 
agriculture and Tribal governments will 
bear the responsibility to ensure that 
hemp producers abide by the State and 
Tribal plans for regulating hemp. Prior 
to the passage of the 2018 Farm Bill, at 
least 40 States had enacted hemp 
legislation.12 With the passage of the 
2018 Farm Bill, nearly all of the 
remaining U.S. States have followed 
suit. Discussions with State departments 
of agriculture that currently oversee 
hemp pilot programs indicate that the 
authorization requirements for growing 
hemp for research purposes are similar 
to those included in State Plans 
submitted to USDA for approval. The 
2018 Farm Bill, however, includes 
greater requirements for authorization 
than what the 2014 Farm Bill mandated, 
such as information sharing and a 
criminal history report for licensees. 


States that oversaw pilot programs 
under the 2014 Farm Bill, therefore, will 
likely need additional resources to run 
the State programs under the 2018 Farm 
Bill. States and Indian Tribes that did 
not have a pilot program under the 2014 
Farm Bill and that submit plans to 
USDA for a program under the 2018 
Farm Bill may require hiring of new 
staff to oversee the program. States and 
Tribes will also be subject to reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements 
resulting from this rule. If a State or 
Tribe chooses not to develop its own 
plan, then hemp producers within that 
State or Tribe may utilize the plan 
developed by USDA, unless prohibited 
by State or Tribal Law. 


Regulatory Impact Analysis 


Executive Orders 12866 and 13563 
direct agencies to assess all costs and 
benefits of available regulatory 
alternatives when an action is deemed 
to have significant impacts. If regulation 
is necessary, then agencies must select 
the action that maximizes net benefits, 
including potential economic, 
environmental, public health and safety 
effects, and equity. 


Executive Order 13771 mandates that 
agencies provide the best approximation 
of total costs associated with a new or 
repealed regulation. AMS has prepared 
this Regulatory Impact Analysis with 
the purpose of accomplishing these 
objectives. 


USDA considers this to be a 
deregulatory action under Executive 
Order 13771 as it allows for the 
development of a niche market that 
cannot exist under current regulation. 
This rule removes barriers to entry and 
enables domestic farmers to grow hemp. 


Expected Benefits and Costs of the Rule 


The 2018 Farm Bill grants 
authorization for production of hemp to 
all States and Indian Tribes, unless 
prohibited by State or Tribal Law. This 
rule enables States, Tribes, and USDA to 
regulate this authorization. This rule is 
expected to generate benefits and costs 
to hemp producers and State 
departments of agriculture and Tribal 
governments. The benefits of this rule 
are expected to outweigh the costs, 
however, and the burden on the 
impacted entities is anticipated to be 
minimal. 


Benefits and Costs of Production 


Farmers grow hemp for three 
products: Floral material, fiber, and 
grain. Based on data from State 
departments of agriculture and from 
surveys by the National Industrial Hemp 
Regulators, a working group comprised 
of industrial hemp program managers 
from State departments of agriculture, 
AMS estimates that about two-thirds of 
hemp acreage planted is for floral 
material, while the remaining third is 
divided evenly between fiber and grain. 


The nascent market for industrial 
hemp causes estimates of yield and 
price for hemp products to vary widely 
from source to source. Table 1 shows a 
range of potential gross revenues 
received by producers using ranges of 
yield and price estimates from Vote 
Hemp, the University of Kentucky, the 
Kentucky Department of Agriculture, 
and the Congressional Research 
Service.13 Using low and high estimates 
for yield and price from these sources, 
AMS calculated a potential range of 
gross revenue to producers of hemp 
products of $2,443 per acre to $25,682 
per acre. 


Variable costs per acre to producers, 
as estimated by the University of 


Kentucky, are shown in Table 2. These 
variable costs are weighted by the 


portion of planted acreage for each 
product as estimated in Table 1. The 
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result is a weighted variable cost of $19,421 to produce one acre of hemp 
products. 


To estimate producer returns above 
variable cost, the weighted variable cost 
per acre is subtracted from the low and 
high estimates of gross revenue per acre 
under the scenario of lowest yield and 
lowest price received per acre and the 
scenario of highest yield and highest 
price received per acre. Under the low 
estimate of gross revenue per acre, a 
hemp producer who plants two-thirds of 
an acre for flowers, and the remaining 
one-third acre split between fiber and 
grain loses $16,978 per acre. Under the 
high estimate of gross revenue per acre, 
a hemp producer sees a return of $6,260 
above variable costs. It is important to 
consider that fixed costs are not 
included among these estimates; 
therefore, net returns will likely be 
lower than these results. 


In addition to the previously- 
mentioned variable costs to grow hemp, 
AMS considered the opportunity costs 
to the hemp producer of crops that may 
have otherwise been planted. Using data 
from the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service (NASS), AMS calculated an 
average gross return per acre of 
cropland, weighted by area planted or 
bearing, of $591. This estimate 
represents the potential revenue per 
acre of the crop that a potential hemp 
producer foregoes to plant hemp instead 
of other crops including traditional field 
crops. However, hemp may also attract 
new producers not currently growing 
other crops. Subtracting this 
opportunity cost from the average gross 
revenue per acre (discussed in more 
detail below) yields a net social benefit 
estimate of approximately $2,060 per 


acre. For individual growers, however, 
returns may vary widely—and even be 
negative. 


The per acre net return estimates are 
based largely on crop enterprise budgets 
which represent expected costs and 
returns assuming the grower actually 
brings a crop to market. There are many 
things that can preclude actually 
bringing a planted crop to market 
including; loss due to weather, pests, or 
disease, reduced output due to 
inexperience with the crop, and growing 
a crop that exceeds the acceptable hemp 
THC level. 


The gross social benefit of the crop is 
best represented by what customers are 
willing to pay for the crop. To generate 
a social benefit per acre, we looked at 
data from the 2018 Processor/Handler 
Production Reports to the Kentucky 
Department of Agriculture. In 2018 
Kentucky farmers were paid $17.75 
million for harvested hemp materials 
from 6,700 planted acres. This results in 
a societal willingness to pay (assuming 
Kentucky is sufficiently representative 
of the United States) of around $2,650 
per acre. Using this average accounts for 
acres with unusually high returns as 
well as acres with low or no returns. 


So, while individual growers may see 
returns ranging from a loss of $17,578 to 
a return of $5,669 per acre, society can 
expect a benefit of $2,058 (= 
$2,650¥$591) per acre. 


Estimated Number of Producers 


In each year since the 2014 Farm Bill, 
the number of licensed producers and 
the amount of acreage planted has 


increased substantially. According to 
Vote Hemp, there were a total of 3,543 
producer licenses issued by States in 
2018, up from 1,456 in 2017, and 817 
licenses in 2016. Planted acreage in 
2018 was 77,844 acres, up from 25,723 
in 2017, and 9,649 acres in 2016. No 
official estimates of hemp planted 
acreage, or the number of producer 
licenses exist for 2019 as of yet; 
however, industry members agree that 
2019 planted acreage will likely at least 
double acreage planted in 2018. If this 
occurs, then hemp planted acreage will 
reach almost 160,000 acres in 2019. See 
Table 3 below. This increase in acreage 
is likely due in part to new producers 
entering the market and in part to 
current producers expanding their 
acreage. 


Based on data from the State 
departments of agriculture in Colorado, 
Kentucky, and Oregon, which together 
make up 47 percent of planted acreage 
and 45 percent of producer licenses 
nationwide, average planted acreage per 
producer is 24 acres. Assuming that all 
77,844 additional acres in 2019 are 
planted by new producers entering the 
market, and that each one plants the 
average of 24 acres, then 2019 should 
see approximately 3,244 new producers. 
This is a reasonable assumption given 
the growth in licenses year over year. 
Based on this, there should be 
approximately 6,787 U.S. hemp 
producers in 2019, as shown in Table 3. 
For purposes of this analysis, we expect 
the number of producers to increase at 
the same rate as increased hemp sales as 
discussed below. 
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Projected Growth in Gross Revenues 


The Hemp Business Journal estimates 
sales of U.S. hemp-based products from 
2018 to 2022. The growth rates of these 
sales from year to year are shown in 
Chart 1. It is important to remember that 
even though the 2018 Farm Bill 
removed hemp from the list of 
controlled substances, it preserved the 
authority of the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) to regulate 
products which contain cannabis. Sales 
of hemp-based products are expected to 
increase about 15 percent from 2018 to 


2019. In 2020, sales are expected to 
grow about 14 percent, in 2021, 19 
percent, and in 2022, 16 percent. While 
these growth rates represent consumer 
sales and may not necessarily accurately 
depict the state of the hemp market at 
the producer level, these estimates are 
the best available to AMS at this time. 
Although certain cannabis-derived 
compounds are generally prohibited to 
be added to food and dietary 
supplements, because of their status as 
pharmaceutical ingredients, the FDA 
has authority to issue a regulation 
allowing the use of such ingredients in 


food and dietary supplements. FDA has 
stated that they are actively considering 
this issue. If FDA does not provide 
clarity about their plans for future 
regulation of CBD, there will continue to 
be uncertainty and downward pressure 
on the CBD portion of the hemp market. 
This is important because the Hemp 
Business Journal estimates appear to 
assume that there are no prohibitions on 
adding CBD to consumer products. As a 
result, full realization of the benefits 
estimated here could be delayed 
pending regulatory certainty. 
BILLING CODE 3410–02–P 
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Data from the 2018 Processor/Handler 
Production Reports to the Kentucky 
Department of Agriculture also show 
that gross sales by processors reached 


$57.75 million in 2018. Of this, gross 
returns to farmers was approximately 31 
percent of total processor gross sales. 
Applying 31 percent to the consumer 


sales estimates in the chart above 
provides an estimate of gross producer 
returns (and social willingness to pay) 
over the next four years. 


BILLING CODE 3410–02–C 


If gross producer returns are 31 
percent of total consumer sales, 
estimated total producer returns in 2018 
were approximately $315 million. In 
2019, estimated total producer returns 
will be approximately $362 million, in 
2020, approximately $413 million, in 
2021, approximately $491 million, and 
in 2022, approximately $570 million. 
Not all of the producer sales in Chart 3 
are the direct result of this rule, 
however. The forecasts shown in Chart 
1 were published by the Hemp Business 
Journal in the summer of 2018, before 
the 2018 Farm Bill was passed by 
Congress. This indicates that the hemp 
market was expected to grow regardless 
of the hemp provisions in the 2018 
Farm Bill. 


Total costs for State licensing, 
sampling, and testing under the pilot 
programs generally amounted to about 
$1,000 per producer. This includes 
administration of certified seed schemes 
in certain States. Measurable impacts to 
the hemp industry resulting from this 
rule will not occur until 2020. It is 
difficult to estimate the increase in total 
returns to producers as a result of this 
rule. AMS estimates that this rule is 
responsible for as much as 50 percent of 
the increase in total producer returns 
from year to year. This assumption 
considers the rate at which hemp 
acreage has increased in recent years, 
the number of States whose hemp pilot 
programs produced a crop in recent 
years, and the number of States which 
have passed legislation following the 
signing of the 2018 Farm Bill in 


anticipation of this rule’s enactment in 
time for the 2020 growing season. 


Because we would expect hemp 
production to continue to grow under 
preexisting State programs, we do not 
believe it is appropriate to attribute all 
production growth beyond 2020 to this 
rule. Since roughly half of the States 
had operating programs in 2018, we 
assumed that half of future projected 
growth could have occurred in the 
absence of this rule. Based on the total 
estimated producer returns, AMS 
estimates that increases in hemp sales 
directly resulting from the rule will be 
approximately $25.5 million in 2020, 
$64.5 million, cumulative, in 2021, and 
$104 million, cumulative, in 2022. 
Media reports about the 2018 Farm 
Bill’s approach to hemp seem to 
indicate that there may be future 
innovation that would increase 
producer returns and investment. We 
request comment about the potential for 
innovation and the uncertainty and its 
impact on the market vis a vis steady 
state. 


Costs of State and Tribal Plans 


Under most State pilot programs 
administered under the 2014 Farm Bill, 
hemp producers paid fees to State 
departments of agriculture for State 
licenses to grow hemp, and for sampling 
and testing of THC content. These fees 
generally fully fund the program’s 
operation and are a reasonable proxy for 
the costs to States of administering a 
plan. Total costs for State licensing, 
sampling, and testing under the pilot 
programs generally amounted to about 
$1,000 per producer. Discussions with 


State departments of agriculture that 
oversee hemp pilot programs indicate 
that the provisions for growing hemp for 
research purposes will be similar to 
those in the State Plans submitted to 
USDA for approval. While the 2018 
Farm Bill added additional 
requirements for growing hemp that 
were not in the 2014 Farm Bill, it is 
difficult to determine how these 
additional requirements will impact fees 
for licensing, sampling, and testing paid 
by producers to States. For the purpose 
of this analysis, AMS finds that a cost 
of $1,000 per producer is the most 
reasonable estimate of these annual fees 
and, by extension the cost to States and 
Tribes of administering a regulatory 
program. We have no reason at this time 
to assume that the Federal government 
will be any more or less efficient at 
implementing the Federal program for 
producers who operate under a USDA 
license rather than a State or Tribal 
program. The Federal plan does not 
require licensed producers to use 
certified seed, nor will USDA provide 
producers with access to certified seed. 
Accordingly, we use this same $1,000 
estimate as a proxy for the cost of 
administering a program by the Federal 
Government as well. 


In addition to these fees, a producer 
bears the burden of gathering the 
information for and filling out an 
application for licensing. AMS estimates 
that the time required of a producer to 
apply for a license to grow hemp will 
be approximately 10 minutes or 0.17 
hours. The mean hourly wage of a 
compliance officer, as reported in the 
May 2018 Occupational Employment 
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Statistics Survey of the Bureau of Labor 
and Statistics, was $35 per hour. 
Assuming 39 percent of total 
compensation accounts for benefits, 
total compensation of a compliance 
officer is $57 per hour. Multiplying this 
wage by the time spent to complete a 
license application results in an annual 
burden cost to producers of about $10 
per license application. 


State departments of agriculture and 
Tribal governments will likely need to 
increase their staff to successfully 
oversee hemp programs. States with 
pilot programs typically employ about 
four full-time staff members to manage 
their industrial hemp programs. The 
estimated increase in hemp acreage in 
2019 indicates a likely increase in 
licenses and applications; therefore, 
States with hemp programs may need to 
hire additional employees. States and 


Tribes without hemp pilot programs 
under the 2014 Farm Bill that have their 
own plans in place under the 2018 Farm 
Bill will also need to hire new staff 
members. The fees paid by producers to 
States and Tribes to participate in the 
hemp program will likely cover the 
staffing costs. 


Costs of USDA Plan 
AMS has developed a Federal Plan for 


hemp producers to utilize when their 
State or Tribe does not have its own 
plan in place. The Federal Plan requires 
an initial application for a license. The 
license must then be renewed every 
three years. A criminal history report is 
required with every license application. 
The costs to a producer of completing a 
license application and of submitting a 
criminal history report will be 
quantified in the ‘‘Costs of Reporting 


and Recordkeeping’’ section. The 
Federal Plan also includes sampling and 
testing provisions, which will result in 
costs to producers. USDA will bear the 
costs of program administration and 
does not intend to charge producers a 
licensing fee unless Congress provides 
the authority to USDA to charge fees for 
this program in the future. On average, 
the annual fee that producers paid to 
States to participate in the pilot 
programs, which included licensing, 
was $1,000 per license. This will be 
used as a proxy for the cost to USDA of 
program administration. 


Sampling and testing costs under the 
Federal Plan are tied to acreage and how 
licensees designate the lots where hemp 
is grown. Projected costs for sampling 
and testing an average 24-acre lot are 
summarized in Table 4. 


The hourly total compensation, which 
includes wage and benefits, for a 
federally-contracted inspector who 
conducts sampling is $152, and the 
hourly total compensation for a 
federally-employed lab technician who 
tests the sample is $161. The standard 
rate for reimbursement for miles driven 
at the Federal level is $0.58 per mile. 
With information from State 
departments of agriculture, AMS 
calculated a range of time spent on 
sampling, and an average of time spent 
driving and miles driven by an 
inspector to and from the sampling 
location. The range of time spent on 
testing and of costs for testing and 
reporting were calculated using input 
from licensing and testing specialists 
within AMS. Depending upon the 


quality of the sample taken and the time 
spent on sampling and testing, the total 
cost of sampling and testing to a 
producer ranges from $599 to $830 per 
tested sample per 24-acre lot. AMS 
notes that transportation costs are fixed 
under this analysis assuming all lots 
tested are at the same farm. If a producer 
grows multiple varieties of hemp, or 
designates multiple lots of hemp with 
the same variety, then each lot is subject 
to individual sampling and testing. 
Total sampling and testing costs, 
therefore, depend upon the number and 
size of lots. 


Costs of Reporting and Recordkeeping 


The 2018 Farm Bill requires AMS to 
prepare and submit an annual report 
containing updates on the 


implementation of the domestic hemp 
production program to the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of 
the Senate. To help collect the 
information necessary to complete this 
report, and to collect additional 
information, as necessary, to administer 
the hemp program, AMS has developed 
seven new forms. These forms require 
specific information be submitted by 
States and Tribes operating their own 
domestic hemp plans, from producers 
participating in the USDA Plan, and 
from laboratories testing for THC 
content. The annual burden in time and 
cost has been evaluated for each form. 
These time and cost figures have been 
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14 There is no way to know for certain how many 
samples will test beyond the 0.3 percent threshold 
for THC on a dry-weight basis; however, based on 
information discussions with States that have a 
hemp program under the 2014 Farm Bill, AMS 
estimates that 20 percent of lots per year will 
produce cannabis that tests high for THC content. 


15 We used hemp grown for fiber as the basis for 
our assumption because hemp grown for flower or 
seed use more refined methods of harvesting that 
are no longer necessary if the resultant product 
(flower or seed) no longer has market value. 


approximated to the nearest whole 
number. 


Respondents: States and Tribes 
Operating Their Own Plans 


States and Tribes with approved plans 
are required to report certain 
information to USDA. USDA will collect 
this information from States and Tribes 
through three forms: The ‘‘State and 
Tribal Hemp Producer Report’’ form, the 
‘‘State and Tribal Hemp Disposal 
Report’’ form, and the ‘‘State and Tribal 
Hemp Annual Report’’ form. AMS 
estimates that the time required of 
States and Tribes to fill in the 
information for each of these forms will 
be 20 minutes or 0.33 hours. The time 
required of producers to supply the 
information for the ‘‘State and Tribal 
Hemp Producer Report’’ form and the 
‘‘State and Tribal Hemp Disposal 
Report’’ form will be 10 minutes, or 0.17 
hours, apiece. The ‘‘State and Tribal 
Hemp Producer Report’’ form and the 
‘‘State and Tribal Hemp Disposal 
Report’’ form are due to USDA every 
month. The annual time burden for 
States and Tribes to respond to each of 
these two forms, therefore, is 4 hours 
per respondent. The annual time burden 
for producers to supply the information 
for each of these forms will be 10 
minutes, or 0.167 hours, per respondent, 
plus an additional 5 minute 
recordkeeping burden per form. The 
‘‘State and Tribal Hemp Annual Report’’ 
form must be submitted to USDA once 
per year; the annual time burden, 
therefore, remains 0.33 hours per 
respondent. The ‘‘State and Tribal 
Hemp Annual Report’’ form is 
anticipated to place a burden on 
producers participating in the State and 
Tribal Plan of 15 minutes per producer 
(10 minutes for reporting and 5 minutes 
for recordkeeping). 


Each of these forms required from 
States and Tribes is expected to generate 
a recordkeeping burden of 5 minutes or 
0.08 hours, apiece, per recordkeeper. 
Altogether, the annual time burden of 
reporting and recordkeeping per State 
and Tribe operating under its own plan 
is estimated to be 9 hours. The mean 
hourly wage of a compliance officer, as 
reported in the May 2018 Occupational 
Employment Statistics Survey of the 
Bureau of Labor and Statistics, was $35 
per hour. Assuming 39 percent of total 
compensation accounts for benefits, 
total compensation of a compliance 
officer is $57 per hour. Multiplying this 
by 9 hours results in a total annual 
burden cost to each State and Tribe 
operating under its own plan of $490. 
AMS estimates that 100 States and 
Tribes will operate under their own 
plans. The annual burden for these 100 


States and Tribes of reporting and 
recordkeeping is 858 hours costing 
$49,046 per year. 


The information necessary for States 
and Tribes to submit the ‘‘States and 
Tribal Hemp Producer Report comes 
from the information supplied by 
producers in their license applications. 
AMS estimates that 8,000 producers 
will submit license applications over 
three years. AMS estimates a cost of 
approximately $10 per license 
application (based on approximately 10 
minutes of burden). These costs will not 
occur uniformly over the three years as 
both new and existing processors will 
need to provide this information in the 
first year of the program. As result, AMS 
estimates a cost to producers operating 
under State and Tribal plans of $55,000 
in 2020, $12,000 in 2021, and $13,000 
in 2022—or an average cost of $27,000 
per year. 


In addition, producers will be 
required to prove that they do not have 
prior drug related convictions that 
would disqualify them from 
participation in the program. States 
have some flexibility in what they 
require of applicants to make this 
demonstration. However, for purposes 
of this analysis, we will use the same 
cost for States and Tribes that we use for 
USDA licensees, which is $54 per 
licensee. This results in estimated costs 
of $291,000 in 2020, $65,000 in 2021, 
and $70,000 in 2022—or an average cost 
of $142,000. 


Additionally, AMS estimates that an 
average of 2,680 14 producers will 
supply information to States and Tribes 
for the ‘‘State and Tribal Hemp Disposal 
Report’’ form each year at an estimated 
cost of $38,000 per year. 


The total average annual burden on 
producers to supply information to 
States and Tribes associated with these 
two reports will be 1,169 hours, with an 
estimated cost (including criminal 
history information) of $230,000. 


In addition, growers of crops that test 
above the acceptable hemp THC level 
are responsible for the proper disposal 
of those non-compliant crops. While the 
rule makes the producer responsible for 
the costs of this disposal, such disposal 
represents a real expenditure of societal 
resources; as such they are a cost of the 
rule irrespective of who is directly 
responsible for those costs. The 
opportunity cost of lost sales is already 
incorporated in our calculation of 


benefits since our average benefits per 
acre are based on total sales and total 
planted acres and non-compliant acres 
(which have zero value as hemp) are 
included in the average expected 
benefit. However, the additional 
physical costs of disposal are not 
represented in the calculation of 
benefits. As a result, we need to 
calculate the additional cost imposed by 
the disposal requirement. 


We have no information on the cost 
of disposing of non-compliant hemp. 
So, we developed an assumed disposal 
cost of $200 per acre based on the 
estimated cost of the physical activities 
related to disposal. According to the 
University of Kentucky crop enterprise 
budgets for hemp, the cost of harvesting 
and transporting hemp grown for fiber 
is roughly $100 per acre.15 We double 
this amount to account for the 
likelihood that there will be additional 
oversight and documentation required 
to demonstrate legal disposal. However, 
we still have no way to estimate any 
additional cost associated with the 
physical destruction required after the 
crop is removed from the farm. 


Using this rough cost estimate, the 
average annual quantified cost of 
disposal under State and Tribal 
programs is $6.432 million. 


Respondents: Producers Participating in 
the USDA Plan 


To produce hemp under the USDA 
Plan, a producer, which may be an 
individual producer or a business, 
would need to complete the ‘‘USDA 
Hemp Plan Producer Licensing 
Application’’ form and be issued a 
license. AMS estimates the time 
required of a producer to fill out this 
form to be 10 minutes or 0.17 hours. 
The recordkeeping required for this 
form is estimated to be 5 minutes, or 
0.08 hours. The total burden per 
respondent of this form is 15 minutes, 
or .25 hours. Licenses under the USDA 
Plan must be renewed every three years. 
Assuming that there will be 1,000 
participants in the USDA Plan, AMS 
estimates that over a three-year period, 
there will be 667 respondents in each 
year. The total annual burden for this 
form, therefore, will be 167 hours with 
a cost of $9,541. 


In addition to the ‘‘USDA Hemp Plan 
Producer Licensing Application’’ form 
to be submitted once every three years, 
producers must submit criminal history 
reports for each of their key 
participants. AMS estimates each 
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producer to have three key participants 
that would submit criminal history 
reports to USDA. The cost of a criminal 
history report is $18 apiece, which 
results in a cost of $54 per participant. 
As stated previously, AMS estimates 
that it will receive 333 license renewals 
in each year over a three-year period. 
The average annual cost of the criminal 
history reports that will accompany 
these renewals is $17,982 annually. 


Similar to the required annual report 
submitted by States and Tribes to 
USDA, producers operating under the 
USDA Plan must submit the ‘‘USDA 
Hemp Plan Producer Annual Report’’ to 
USDA each year. AMS estimates the 
time burden of submitting this form to 
be 20 minutes, or 0.33 hours. The 
recordkeeping burden of this form is 
estimated to be 5 minutes, or 0.08 hours. 
Together, the burden of this form is 25 
minutes, or 0.42 hours, per respondent. 
AMS estimates 1,000 participants in the 
USDA Plan. The total burden of this 
form, therefore, is 417 hours, costing 
$23,808 annually. 


When a hemp sample tests above the 
acceptable hemp THC level, the material 
from the production area which the 
sample represents must be destroyed by 
a person authorized under the CSA to 
handle marijuana, such as a DEA- 
registered reverse distributor, or a duly 
authorized Federal, State, or local law 
enforcement officer or their designee. 
Producers must document the disposal 
of all marijuana. This can be 
accomplished by either providing USDA 
with a copy of the documentation of 
disposal provided by the reverse 
distributor or with the ‘‘USDA Hemp 
Plan Producer Disposal Form’’. AMS 
estimates the time required to complete 
this form to be 20 minutes, or 0.33 
hours, which would be split between 
the producer and authorized agent who 
carries out the disposal. The 
recordkeeping required for this form 
would amount to 5 minutes, or 0.08 
hours, per respondent. The total burden 
of this form is, therefore, 15 minutes, or 
0.25 hours, for a producer, and 10 
minutes, or 0.17 hours, for an 
authorized agent. Together, the burden 
is 25 minutes, or 0.42 hours, per 
respondent. 


Using the same assumptions regarding 
the prevalence of non-compliant crops 
and the costs of disposal that were used 
in generating the estimates of hemp 
disposal reporting (and disposal) for 
State and Tribal programs, the 1,000 
producers that will participate in the 
USDA Plan will generate 400 samples 
will test high for THC content. The total 
reporting burden of this form will 
amount to 167 hours and cost $9,523 
annually. Additionally, producers 


operating under USDA licenses are 
expected to incur quantified disposal 
costs of $960,000 annually. 


Altogether, the annual burden of the 
‘‘USDA Hemp Plan Producer Licensing 
Application’’, the ‘‘USDA Hemp Plan 
Producer Disposal Form’’, and the 
‘‘USDA Hemp Plan Producer Annual 
Report’’ amounts to an annual total of 
666 hours and a cost of $37,962. Adding 
in the criminal history report cost brings 
the total to $55,962 annually. 


Respondents: Laboratories 
The Farm Bill requires that all 


domestically produced hemp be tested 
for total THC content on a dry-weight 
basis, whether produced under a State 
or Tribal Plan or the USDA Plan. To 
facilitate this, AMS is requiring all 
laboratories testing hemp for THC to 
submit all test results, whether passing 
or failing, via the ‘‘Laboratory Test 
Results Report’’. AMS estimates this 
form to generate a total annual reporting 
burden of 30 minutes, or 0.5 hours, per 
test or submitted form, and a total 
annual recordkeeping burden of 5 
minutes, or 0.08 hours, per producer. 
Together, the reporting and 
recordkeeping burden for this form is 35 
minutes, or .58 hours. 


There is no way to know for certain 
how many tests laboratories will 
conduct in a single year and how many 
of them will be subject to re-testing. 
AMS estimates, however, that 
laboratories will receive two samples 
representing two lots of hemp material 
from 7,700 producers, resulting in 
15,400 tests annually. The total annual 
burden of these tests and the 
accompanying ‘‘Laboratory Test Results 
Report’’ form is, therefore, 8,399 hours, 
and costs of $478,743. 


Respondents: All Producers 
The Farm Service Agency (FSA) 


collects information on crop acreage 
through the ‘‘Report of Acreage’’ form. 
All hemp producers will be required to 
fill in the information for this form once 
they receive their license or 
authorization from USDA, a State, or 
Tribe. AMS estimates this form to 
generate a reporting burden of 30 
minutes, or 0.5 hours, and a 
recordkeeping burden of 5 minutes, or 
0.08 hours. AMS assumes that an 
average of 7,700 producers will respond 
to this form each year, resulting in a 
total annual burden of 4,466 hours, and 
a cost of $254,562. 


Total Reporting and Recordkeeping 
Costs for All Respondents 


Altogether, the annual burden for 
reporting and recordkeeping for all 
respondents is 17,362 hours, costing a 


total of $$989,634 per year. This is the 
sum of the annual burden of reporting 
and recordkeeping to States and Tribes 
operating their own plans, to producers 
participating in the State and Tribal 
Plans, to producers participating in the 
USDA Plan, including the cost of a 
criminal history report for three key 
participants, and to laboratories testing 
samples for THC content. 


Alternatives to the Rule 
The actions in this rule are mandated 


by the 2018 Farm Bill, which enables 
States, Tribes, and USDA to establish 
rules and regulations for the domestic 
production of hemp. The statute 
requires USDA to develop criteria for 
approval of plans submitted by State 
and Tribal governments for regulation of 
domestic hemp production. If no State 
or Tribal Plan has been approved, then 
hemp producers in these States or 
Tribes may utilize the plan developed 
by USDA. These plans will promote a 
greater level of consistency in 
regulations governing the legal 
production of hemp across the United 
States. 


In developing the sampling 
procedures for the Federal Plan, AMS 
considered the protocols for sampling 
used by State departments of agriculture 
and by countries that regulate hemp 
production. In addition, AMS reviewed 
sampling methods recommended by 
Codex Alimentarius, which is the 
central part of the Joint Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO)/World 
Health Organization (WHO) Food 
Standards Program and was established 
by FAO and WHO to protect consumer 
health and promote fair practices in 
food trade. After research and review of 
multiple sampling protocols, AMS 
adopted the best option among the 
alternatives. 


The 2018 Farm Bill mandates testing 
using post-decarboxylation or other 
similarly reliable methods where the 
total THC concentration level considers 
the potential to convert delta-9- 
tetrahydrocannabinolic acid (THC-A) 
into THC. Testing methodologies 
meeting these requirements include 
those using gas or liquid 
chromatography with detection. These 
methods are the industry standard for 
post-decarboxylation testing. While 
these methods were chosen by AMS as 
the best option for testing, alternative 
sampling and testing protocols will be 
considered if they are comparable to the 
baseline mandated by the 2018 Farm 
Bill and established under the USDA 
Plan and Procedures. 


Alternatives to the selected 
procedures for sampling and testing for 
THC content included connecting a 
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16 We note that if gross willingness-to-pay is 
presented as a regulatory benefit, then marginal 
costs of production must be included as a line item 
in the regulatory cost analysis. An alternative, 
reduced-form approach would be to include only 
producer surplus (or the related concept of profits) 
and consumer surplus in the benefits analysis. 


producer lot of cultivated hemp to a 
standard unit of measure. AMS 
considered describing one lot as one 
acre of hemp. This alternative was 
abandoned, however, as it would have 
required every acre of hemp to be 
sampled and tested, which would have 
resulted in high costs to producers and 
overwhelming volume to laboratories. 


Net Benefits From the Rule 
AMS has provided the approximation 


of the total costs and benefits associated 
with this new regulation. Using the 
costs and benefits introduced in the 
preceding sections, AMS has calculated 
the net benefits of this rule in Table 5 
using an upper bound estimate of costs. 
The results shown in Table 5 were 
calculated using many assumptions. 
These figures are only estimates using 
the data that was available to AMS. The 
absence of industry and government 
data along with the high degree of 
uncertainty regarding the future of the 
hemp market makes accurately 
capturing the impact of this rule on the 
hemp industry an impossible task. 
Regardless, AMS estimated the net 
benefits of this rule in years 2020, 2021, 
and 2022 as shown in Table 5. AMS has 
also calculated the net benefits of the 
rule using a lower bound estimate of 
costs. The results of that analysis are 
shown in Table 5a. The assumptions 
used to calculate the lower bound 
estimate are discussed later in this 
document. 


The costs and benefits associated with 
this rule will begin in the year 2020. 
From the signing of the 2018 Farm Bill 
to the enactment of this rule in time for 
the 2020 growing season, the domestic 
hemp market will be in a state of 
transition as cultivation of hemp moves 
from research only to 
commercialization. The hemp industry 
in 2018 represents the baseline of this 
analysis, and the first year which will 
see impacts from this rule is 2020. The 
time between will be considered a 
transitional period as the hemp industry 
adjusts to incorporate the provisions 
authorized in the 2018 Farm Bill. 


The benefits of this rule primarily 
include producer sales that are 
estimated to be due to the hemp 
provisions in the 2018 Farm Bill and 
this rule which enables those 
provisions. Gross revenues represent the 
best proxy for consumer willingness to 
pay and social benefits.16 As the 


demand for and sales of hemp increase 
over time, the number of licensees is 
estimated to grow proportionally (for 
the purposes of this analysis). As a 
result, we estimate the number of 
licensees (State, Tribal, or Federal) to 
increase from roughly 6,494 in 2020 to 
7,720 in 2021, to 8,962 in 2022. 


The benefits and cost of this rule are 
shown in Tables 5 (summarizing upper- 
bound cost estimates and associated net 
benefits) and 5a (summarizing lower- 
bound cost estimates and associated net 
benefits). In Table 5, the estimated net 
benefits of this rule amount to a loss of 
$4 million in 2020, a benefit of $23 
million in 2021, and a benefit of $49 
million in 2022. As noted previously, 
this calculation is based on an upper 
bound estimate of the costs of the rule. 
This estimate includes costs to all 
growers, not just the new entrants 
resulting from the rule. (In other words, 
we are incorporating a significant 
amount of cost that would have been 
incurred by producers even in the 
absence of this rule.) 


Benefits are based on a share of 
growth being attributable to the rule 
while the cost calculations include the 
costs of compliance borne by all 
producers, including those that are 
already growing hemp under the 2014 
program and those that would expect to 
grow hemp under that program in the 
event that USDA did not promulgate 
this rule. This leads to costs being 
overstated relative to the benefits 
calculated. Many of the costs estimated 
as attributable to this rule actually 
represent expenditures of resources that 
would have taken place under the 2014 
program. 


We did this for two reasons. The first 
is simply to demonstrate what we think 
the full cost of a program similar to the 
one we are promulgating would be. The 
second is because the specific 
requirements of this rule may be slightly 
different from requirements already in 
place in States operating hemp 
programs under the 2014 Farm Bill and 
we did not want to ignore the fact that 
these changes may have costs. Put 
another way, producers under the 2014 
plan may already have been required to 
submit license applications, but not 
applications that were identical to what 
is being required. The preexisting State 
requirement may have been more or less 
costly, but this assumed that new and 
existing growers would bear the full cost 
of providing the information required 
under this program. Because we believe 
the 2018 requirements for producers are 
very similar to the plans already in 
operation, we think the estimates used 
to this point represent an upper bound 
estimate. 


We have also developed a lower 
bound estimate of costs based on 
applying costs related to the rule only 
to those producers who would not have 
produced hemp in the absence of this 
rule. Requirements for States and Tribes 
are all new and will remain attributed 
to the rule. Similarly, the costs 
associated with producers reporting 
information to States and Tribes to 
facilitate State and Tribal reporting 
requirements will still be attributable to 
this rule. 


The largest changes in estimated costs 
result from a reduction in the number of 
acres (and, by extension growers) 
directly attributable to this rule. In the 
upper bound cost case we include the 
transactions cost (e.g., permit 
application, crop reporting, testing, 
disposal etc.) to every producer required 
to produce the $491 million worth of 
hemp in 2021—or 7,700 producers. In 
the lower bound we recognize that $362 
million of that production is estimated 
to occur in 2019 before any new rule is 
published, so only $129 million could 
possibly be related to publication of a 
new rule. We also acknowledge that 
there were avenues available to further 
increase production under the 2014 
program and that up to half of that $129 
million in increased revenue could 
occur without this rule. As a result, only 
$65 million of that new growth in 2021 
is attributable to this rule. It only takes 
1,000 new growers to meet this level of 
increased demand. So, the lower bound 
is based on the costs associated with 
those 1,000 growers vs. the 7,700 used 
in calculating the upper bound. 


This alignment of new producers to 
new growth allows costs and benefits to 
be measured relative to a consistent 
baseline. However, we also 
acknowledge that this rule will impose 
costs on entities beyond just those new 
entrants into the market who supply a 
portion of the projected growth in 
demand for hemp. For example, States 
and Tribes face new reporting 
requirements under this rule. Those 
reporting requirements are independent 
of the number of licensed producers in 
their programs that produce to meet 
existing demand as opposed to those 
who’s production is enabled by this 
rule. So, the reporting burden for States 
and Tribes is the same in both the upper 
bound and lower bound estimates. On 
the other hand, since State 
administrative costs are directly tied to 
the number of program participants, 
those costs to the State only grow as a 
function of the number of new entrants 
into the market. As a result, 
administrative costs for States and 
Tribes (as well as the Federal 
Government) are estimated to be 
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17 We note that if gross willingness-to-pay is 
presented as a regulatory benefit, then marginal 
costs of production must be included as a line item 
in the regulatory cost analysis. An alternative, 
reduced-form approach would be to include only 
producer surplus (or the related concept of profits) 
and consumer surplus in the benefits analysis. 


significantly lower in the lower bound 
estimate. 


The following is a discussion of how 
each major cost or benefit category is 
modified to move from the upper bound 
estimate to the lower bound estimate. 


Both revenues and opportunity cost 
were already based on only the new 
acres enabled by the rule, so those 
estimates do not change. 


The estimate of State and Tribal 
administrative costs will decline. The 
upper bound cost estimate included the 
total cost of administering a hemp 
program. The lower bound recognizes 
that States and Tribes were already 
incurring administrative costs 
associated with existing production and 
would expect such costs to increase 
with increased production under the 
2014 program. State and Tribal 
administrative costs would only 
increase as a result of new entrants 
directly enabled by the rule. Using 2021 
as an example, 7,700 producers are 
required to produce all $491 million in 
projected demand for hemp. However, 
only 1,000 producers are required to 
produce the approximately $65 million 
in projected demand attributable to the 
rule. Some of those producers will 
operate under State and Tribal programs 
and some under USDA license. Based 
on the proportions used in calculating 
the upper bound cost, we assume 13 
percent of growers to be operating under 
USDA license and 87 percent to be 
operating under State license. So, of the 
7,700 producers operating in 2021 only 
870 are expected to be growing under 
State or Tribal authority to meet 
demand increases attributable to the 
rule. So, the estimate of State and Tribal 
administrative costs goes from $6.7 
million in the upper bound to $870,000 
in the lower bound estimate. 


Similarly, we assume that all 
producers will be subject to some form 
of licensing. In the upper bound 
estimate, we attribute all licensing costs 
to this rule even though we know that 
most, if not all, States already have 
some form of licensing as part of their 
2014 programs. So, if we only account 
for the licensing costs of producers 
enabled under this rule, the upper 


bound estimate is $77,000 to $35,000 in 
2021. 


Like State and Tribal administrative 
costs, USDA administrative costs are 
tied to the number of entrants into the 
market in response to demand increases 
that can be fulfilled as a result of the 
rule. As previously discussed, this is 
estimated to be 130 producers in 2021 
(the 1,000 new producers minus the 870 
who register under State or Tribal 
programs) at a cost of $130,000. 


Like licensing, we expect that most, if 
not all, State programs already have 
some form of product testing. As a 
result, only the testing of acres 
attributable to this rule should be 
included in the estimated cost of the 
rule. This results in a change from the 
upper bound estimate of $11.6 million 
to an estimated lower bound cost of $1.5 
million. It should be noted, however, 
that existing sampling and testing 
regimes may be more or less stringent 
than the one imposed by this rule. As 
a result, this rule could impose 
additional costs, or represent cost 
savings, on producers not directly 
enabled by this rule. These cost changes 
are not reflected in the lower bound 
estimate. 


As previously mentioned the 
reporting and recordkeeping burden on 
the States is independent of the number 
of program participants and is the same 
in both upper and lower bound 
estimates. Also, the burden on 
producers to supply the information 
required to be reported by the States and 
Tribes is required of all producers, so 
the estimate of those costs also remains 
the same under upper and lower bound 
estimates. 


The reporting burden for producers 
operating under USDA license, on the 
other hand is a function of the number 
of new licensees and the lower bound 
estimates reflects this smaller number. 


The reporting of information to the 
Farm Services Agency is a new 
requirement that applies to all 
producers. As a result, the estimated 
cost associated with these provisions of 
the rule are identical in both upper and 
lower bound estimates. Similarly, the 
requirement of testing labs to submit 


information is new and applies to all 
tests irrespective of whether or not the 
producer is new as a result of this rule. 
Laboratory reporting costs are, therefore, 
also the same in the upper and lower 
bound estimates. 


Like sampling and testing, we assume 
that existing producers are already 
required to dispose of non-compliant 
crops. As a result, the estimated 
disposal cost (in 2021) goes from $7.4 
million in the upper bound estimate to 
$960,000 in the lower bound estimate. 
Also, like sampling and testing, the 
validity of the estimate is a function of 
the relative costs of Federal disposal 
requirements relative to existing State 
disposal requirements. Any change in 
the costs of disposal (positive or 
negative) would apply to all producers, 
not just those new as a result of this 
rule. 


The benefits and cost of this rule 
using the lower bound cost estimate are 
shown in Table 5a. The estimated net 
benefits of this rule amount to $18 
million in 2020, a benefit of $47 million 
in 2021, and a benefit of $79 million in 
2022. 


The benefits of this rule primarily 
include producer sales that are 
estimated to be due to the hemp 
provisions in the 2018 Farm Bill and 
this rule which enables those 
provisions. Gross revenues represent the 
best proxy for consumer willingness to 
pay and social benefits. 17 As the 
demand for and sales of hemp increase 
over time, the number of licensees is 
estimated to grow proportionally (for 
the purposes of this analysis). As a 
result, we estimate the number of 
licensees (State, Tribal, or Federal) to 
increase from roughly 7,584 in 2020 to 
8,818 in 2021, to 10,054 in 2022 and 
beyond. 
BILLING CODE 3410–02–P 
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BILLING CODE 3410–02–C 


The net benefits in each of the three 
years have been discounted to reflect 
their present value and annualized. The 
results of these calculations are 
presented in Table 6 at using a discount 


rate of three percent and in Table 6a 
using a discount rate of seven percent. 
The final result of this analysis indicates 
that this rule is estimated to have 
annual net benefits of between 23 and 


47 million dollars at a discount rate of 
three percent and between 21 and 44 
million dollars at a discount rate of 
seven percent. 
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TABLE 6—ANNUALIZED COSTS, BENEFITS, AND NET BENEFIT 
[At 3 percent] 


Lower bound Upper bound 


Benefit ...................................................................................................................................................................... $65,810,000 $65,810,000 
Cost .......................................................................................................................................................................... 19,016,000 43,172,000 


Net Benefit ........................................................................................................................................................ 46,794,000 22,638,000 


TABLE 6a—ANNUALIZED COSTS, BENEFITS, AND NET BENEFIT 
[At 7 percent] 


Lower bound Upper bound 


Benefit ...................................................................................................................................................................... $62,440,000 $62,440,000 
Cost .......................................................................................................................................................................... 18,053,000 41,283,000 


Net Benefit ........................................................................................................................................................ 44,386,000 21,156,000 


Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
Pursuant to the requirements set forth 


in the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601–612), AMS has considered 
the economic impact of this action on 
small entities. AMS has prepared this 
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis and has 
determined that this rule will have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small businesses 
because many small businesses will not 
be able to participate in the hemp 
market without this rule. 


Reasons Action Is Being Considered 
The Agriculture Improvement Act of 


2018 mandates that States and Tribes 
submit to USDA plans for regulation of 
hemp to include procedures for 
information management, testing for 
THC, and compliance with the 
regulation. State and Tribal plans must 
be approved by USDA. If no State or 
Tribal Plan has been approved, then 


hemp producers in those States or 
Tribes may use the plan developed by 
USDA, unless prohibited by State or 
Tribal Law. 


Potentially Affected Small Entities 


The Small Business Administration 
(SBA) defines, in 13 CFR part 121, small 
agricultural producers as those having 
annual receipts of no more than 
$750,000. Unfortunately, very little data 
exists that shows the annual receipts of 
industrial hemp producers. To conduct 
this analysis, however, AMS utilized 
State acreage data and an estimate of 
gross revenue per acre received by 
producers calculated using the 2018 
Processor/Handler Production Reports 
to the Kentucky Department of 
Agriculture. USDA seeks comments on 
other reliable data sources that may be 
available. 


AMS used State acreage data by 
producer from three of the four States 


with the largest amount of licensed 
acreage to serve as a proxy for the 
portion of small producers nationwide. 
Together, Colorado, Oregon, and 
Kentucky make up about 47 percent of 
planted acreage and 45 percent of 
producer licenses nationwide, according 
to Vote Hemp data. While acreage data 
by producer was not available for 
Montana, its State department of 
agriculture reported that very few hemp 
operations in Montana received annual 
receipts in excess of $750,000 in 2018. 


Vote Hemp estimates that on average, 
about 70 percent of licensed acreage is 
planted. AMS applied this percentage to 
2018 licensed acreage data from 
Colorado, Oregon, and Kentucky to 
estimate 2018 cultivated acreage. The 
estimate of gross revenue per acre to 
producers of $3,293 was used to find the 
number of acres required to generate an 
annual receipt of $750,000. The result is 
shown in Table 7. 


With a gross revenue of $3,293 per 
acre, a producer with no more than 228 
acres would be considered small under 
SBA standards. Based on this estimate 
of gross revenue per acre, 99 percent of 
producers would meet the SBA 
definition of a small agricultural service 
firm. ‘‘Using estimated costs from the 
RIA, anticipated costs per entity that 
want to enter the hemp industry are 
expected to be about $2,941 in 2020, 
and $2,900 in 2021. However, entry into 
this market is voluntary and benefits are 


anticipated to outweigh the estimated 
costs.’’ 


Alternatives To Minimize Impacts of the 
Rule 


The actions in this rule are mandated 
by the 2018 Farm Bill, which enables 
States, Tribes, and USDA to establish 
rules and regulations for the domestic 
production of hemp. The statute 
requires USDA to develop criteria for 
approval of plans submitted by State 
and Tribal governments for regulation of 
domestic hemp production. If no State 


or Tribal Plan has been approved, then 
hemp producers in these States or 
Tribes may utilize the plan developed 
by USDA. These plans will promote 
consistency in regulations governing the 
legal production of hemp across the U.S. 


In developing the sampling 
procedures for the Federal Plan, AMS 
considered the protocols for sampling 
used by State departments of agriculture 
and by countries that regulate hemp 
production. In addition, AMS reviewed 
sampling methods recommended by 
Codex Alimentarius, which is the 
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central part of the Joint Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO)/World 
Health Organization (WHO) Food 
Standards Program and was established 
by FAO and WHO to protect consumer 
health and promote fair practices in 
food trade. After research and review of 
multiple sampling protocols, AMS 
adopted the best option among the 
alternatives. 


The 2018 Farm Bill mandates testing 
using post-decarboxylation or other 
similarly reliable methods where the 
total THC concentration level considers 
the potential to convert delta-9- 
tetrahydrocannabinolic acid (THC-A) 
into THC. Testing methodologies 
meeting these requirements include 
those using gas or liquid 
chromatography with detection. These 
methods are the industry standard for 
post-decarboxylation testing. While 
these methods were chosen by AMS as 
the best option for testing, alternative 
sampling and testing protocols will be 
considered if they are comparable to the 
baseline mandated by the 2018 Farm 
Bill and established under the USDA 
Plan and Procedures. 


Alternatives to the selected 
procedures for sampling and testing for 
THC content included connecting a 
producer lot of cultivated hemp to a 
standard unit of measure. AMS 
considered describing one lot as one 
acre of hemp. This alternative was 
abandoned, however, as it would have 
required every acre of hemp to be 
sampled and tested, which would have 
resulted in high costs to producers and 
overwhelming volume to laboratories. 


Good Cause Analysis 
Pursuant to the Administrative 


Procedure Act (APA), notice and 
comment are not required prior to the 
issuance of a final rule if an agency, for 
good cause, finds that ‘‘notice and 
public procedure thereon are 
impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary 
to the public interest.’’ (5 U.S.C. 
553(b)(B)). 


USDA recognizes that courts have 
held that the good cause exception to 
notice and comment rulemaking is to be 
narrowly construed and only reluctantly 
countenanced. USDA does not take 
lightly its decision to forego a formal 
notice and comment process, but under 
a totality of the circumstances analysis, 
has concluded that this interim final 
rule (IFR), accompanied by a 60-day 
comment period, best balances 
Congress’s interest in the expeditious 
implementation of a regulatory program 
for domestic hemp production with its 
longstanding interest in ensuring that an 
agency’s decisions be informed and 
responsive. The IFR will also provide 


sorely needed guidance to the many 
stakeholders whose coordinated efforts 
are critical to the success of the 
domestic hemp production economy, 
and will serve the public’s interest by 
expediting hemp entry into that market. 


Congress’s intention that USDA 
expeditiously develop a regulatory 
program for domestic hemp production 
is clear from language in the Agriculture 
Improvement Act of 2018, Public Law 
115–334 (2018 Farm Bill), which the 
President signed into law on December 
20, 2018. The 2018 Farm Bill amended 
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
(Act) (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) by adding 
subtitle G, Hemp Production. Upon 
enactment of the 2018 Farm Bill, hemp, 
as defined therein, is no longer a 
controlled substance. Section 10114 of 
the 2018 Farm Bill further clarifies that 
the interstate commerce of hemp is not 
prohibited, and that States and Indian 
Tribes cannot prohibit the 
transportation or shipment of hemp or 
hemp products produced in accordance 
with the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946 through the State or territory of the 
Indian Tribe. However, the Act also 
states that it is unlawful to produce 
hemp unless produced pursuant to a 
State, Tribal, or USDA plan. See 7 
U.S.C. 1639p(a)(1) and 1639q(c)(1). 
Congress provided that the Secretary 
approve or disapprove of any State or 
Tribal plan within 60 days of its 
submission. 7 U.S.C. 1639(p)(b). 


In order to meet this 60-day approval 
deadline, Congress understood that 
USDA would need time to establish its 
own plan and develop a process for 
quickly (i.e., within 60 days of 
submission) approving or disapproving 
of State and Tribal plans. Although the 
Act does not contain an express end- 
date by which such regulations and 
guidelines must be issued, in section 
10113 of the 2018 Farm Bill, Congress 
provided that ‘‘[t]he Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations and guidelines 
to implement this subtitle as 
expeditiously as practicable.’’ (emphasis 
added). ‘‘To ensure that the Secretary 
moved forward with issuing regulations 
in as timely a fashion as possible,’’ the 
Act requires the Secretary to 
‘‘periodically report to Congress with 
updates regarding implementation of 
this title.’’ H.R. Rep. 115–1072, at 738 
(Dec. 10, 2018) (Conf. Rep.). 


USDA takes seriously Congress’s 
directive to issue regulations as 
expeditiously as practicable. USDA also 
understands that while Congress did not 
expect USDA to issue regulations within 
60 days, it also did not anticipate the 
process extending two years into 2021. 
This is apparent from Congress’s 
continued legislation on hemp. In 


Section 107 of the Additional 
Supplemental Appropriations for 
Disaster Relief Act, 2019, Public Law 
116–20, (Disaster Relief Act), Congress 
required: ‘‘Beginning not later than the 
2020 reinsurance year, the Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation [FCIC] shall offer 
coverage under the whole farm revenue 
protection insurance policy (or a 
successor policy or plan of insurance) 
for hemp (as defined in section 297A of 
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
(7 U.S.C. 1639o)).’’ Congress anticipated 
that regulations governing the interstate 
commerce of hemp would be issued 
prior to 2020; otherwise, the deadline in 
Section 107 of the Disaster Relief Act 
would be irrelevant. Additionally, 
several Members of Congress and 
Senators urged USDA to expedite the 
rulemaking or take steps to allow 
farmers to begin hemp production in 
2019. 


Despite USDA’s diligence, the 
complexity of establishing a new 
regulatory program for domestic hemp 
production, a crop that could not be 
legally grown on a commercial basis 
under Federal law for several decades, 
has taken a substantial amount of time 
and resources. Adding a formal notice 
and comment period on top of that 
would push the effective date of USDA’s 
domestic hemp production regulatory 
program well beyond 2020 and into 
2021. This IFR effectuates Congress’s 
will, which is one of several factors that 
provide good cause to justify foregoing 
a notice and comment period. 


A second factor justifying good cause 
is that this rule not only affects AMS’s 
ability to implement the congressionally 
mandated regulatory framework for a 
domestic program, but also provides 
critical guidance to numerous 
stakeholders that anxiously await the 
publication of this IFR. The FCIC’s 
insurance policy program discussed 
above is just one of these. For FCIC to 
offer the whole farm revenue protection 
insurance policy in 2020 to lawful 
producers of hemp under the Act, the 
IFR must take effect this fall to provide 
the Risk Management Agency (RMA) 
sufficient time to take the necessary 
steps to authorize FCIC to offer the 
insurance coverage and for producers to 
engage in activities to qualify for the 
coverage for their hemp production. 


In addition, the FSA, the Rural 
Business-Cooperative Service, and the 
Natural Resources and Conservation 
Service provide financial incentives and 
support used by agricultural producers 
and private sector entities. These 
agencies similarly need regulatory 
guidance to develop commercial 
instruments such as loan documents, re- 
insurance contracts, and commodity 
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18 For example, public comments from the March 
19, 2019 webinar can be found at https://
www.ams.usda.gov/rules-regulations/farmbill- 
hemp/webinar-comments. 


disaster program provisions that are 
typically done on a crop year basis. 


Individuals and commercial entities 
also need the IFR’s guidance to engage 
in the production, harvesting, 
transportation, storage, and processing 
of hemp and hemp products. Absent an 
interim rule promptly implementing the 
regulatory program required by the 2018 
Farm Bill, there are no procedures in 
place to determine whether a cannabis 
crop qualifies as hemp as defined in 
section 297A of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946. It is necessary to 
issue the IFR now to provide 
individuals and entities sufficient time 
to make the required plans and 
purchases and to obtain financing ahead 
of planting hemp in 2020. 


The banking industry is awaiting 
these regulations in order to develop 
guidance regarding deposits derived 
from hemp operations. Without these 
regulations, the banking industry is not 
willing to take the risk of accepting 
deposits or lending money to these 
businesses. Additionally, with the IFR 
effective this fall, producers will be able 
to plan and execute the steps necessary 
to plant during the 2020 crop year. 
Those steps include identifying the land 
and acreage for the planting, contract for 
seed and other supplies, obtain 
financing, and identify and contract 
with potential buyers. Those steps are 
also necessary for producers to qualify 
for the USDA programs and products 
described above. 


Finally, and importantly, law 
enforcement needs guidance from the 
IFR. While the States and Tribes may 
not prohibit the transportation of hemp 
produced under the 2014 Farm Bill, law 
enforcement does not currently have the 
means to quickly verify whether the 
cannabis being transported is hemp or 
marijuana. The IFR will assist law 
enforcement in identifying lawfully- 
produced hemp versus other forms of 
cannabis that may not be lawfully 
transported in interstate commerce. 


Adding a formal notice and comment 
period would push the effective date of 
USDA’s regulatory program well beyond 
2020 and into 2021 and delay the 
guidance these stakeholders sorely 
need. 


A third factor justifying good cause 
for this rule is that the Administrator 
has solicited comments through 
listening sessions and webinar that 
solicited the public participation and 
consultations with State and Tribal 
officials.18 He is also allowing for a 60- 


day comment period for this IFR. The 
Administrator recognizes the value of 
public comment to refine the IFR and 
will keep an open mind as to any and 
all comment submissions. All written 
comments timely received will be 
considered before a final determination 
is made on this matter. 


Finally, a fourth factor justifying good 
cause for the IFR is the public’s interest 
in expediting the ability of the nation’s 
farmers to enter the new agricultural 
market presented by hemp. As 
explained in the regulatory impact 
analysis above, USDA estimates that the 
industry should gain annualized 
benefits of almost $66 million once the 
rule becomes effective and the domestic 
hemp production program is 
implemented. Any delay in the issuing 
regulations will cause producers to 
forgo realizing those benefits in 2020. In 
fact, earlier this year, USDA faced 
litigation from a party who believed that 
the language in 7 U.S.C. 1639(p)(b) 
required USDA to approve State and 
tribal plans submitted to it in 60 days 
as soon as the law went into effect. See 
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe v. United 
States Dep’t of Agriculture et al., 4:19– 
cv–04094–KES (D.S.D.). The end of the 
spring planting season temporarily 
lowered the urgency felt by farmers 
seeking to enter the hemp market, but 
fall preparations for spring 2020’s 
planting season are fast approaching. 
USDA has no doubt that it will again be 
subject to litigation if the IFR is not 
adopted in time for parties to prepare 
for the 2020 spring planting season. 


Accordingly, the Administrator finds 
that, under the totality of the 
circumstances presented, there is good 
cause to forego notice and comment 
through the issuance of a notice of 
proposed rulemaking. By publishing 
this rule and making it effective this fall, 
USDA is complying with Congress’s 
will, providing sorely needed guidance 
to all stakeholders, permitting public 
comment, and serving the public’s 
interest in engaging in a new and 
promising economic endeavor. For 
similar reasons, the Administrator also 
finds good cause for the IFR to be 
effective upon publication in the 
Federal Register. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 990 
Acceptable hemp THC level, 


Agricultural commodities, Cannabis, 
Corrective action plan, Delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol, Drugs, Dry 
weight basis, Hemp, High-performance 
liquid chromatography, Laboratories, 
Marijuana. 
■ For the reasons set forth in the 
preamble, and under authority of 7 
U.S.C. 601–674 and Public Law 107– 


171, add 7 CFR part 990 to read as 
follows: 


PART 990—DOMESTIC HEMP 
PRODUCTION PROGRAM 


Subpart A—Definitions 
Sec. 
990.1 Meaning of terms. 


Subpart B—State and Tribal Hemp 
Production Plans 
990.2 State and Tribal plans; General 


authority. 
990.3 State and Tribal plans; Plan 


requirements. 
990.4 USDA approval of State and Tribal 


plans. 
990.5 Audit of State or Tribal plan 


compliance. 
990.6 Violations of State and Tribal plans. 
990.7 Establishing records with USDA Farm 


Service Agency. 
990.8 Production under Federal law. 


Subpart C—USDA Hemp Production Plan 
990.20 USDA requirements for the 


production of hemp. 
990.21 USDA hemp producer license. 
990.22 USDA hemp producer license 


approval. 
990.23 Reporting hemp crop acreage with 


USDA Farm Service Agency. 
990.24 Responsibility of a USDA licensed 


producer prior to harvest. 
990.25 Standards of performance for 


detecting delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
(THC) concentration levels. 


990.26 Responsibility of a USDA producer 
after laboratory testing is performed. 


990.27 Non-compliant cannabis plants. 
990.28 Compliance. 
990.29 Violations. 
990.30 USDA producers; License 


suspension. 
990.31 USDA licensees; Revocation. 
990.32 Recordkeeping requirements. 


Subpart D—Appeals 
990.40 General adverse action appeal 


process. 
990.41 Appeals under the USDA hemp 


production plan. 
990.42 Appeals under a State or Tribal 


hemp production plan. 


Subpart E—Administrative Provisions 
990.60 Agents. 
990.61 Severability. 
990.62 Expiration of this part. 
990.63 Interstate transportation of hemp. 


Subpart F—Reporting Requirements 
990.70 State and Tribal hemp reporting 


requirements. 
990.71 USDA plan reporting requirements. 


Authority: 7 U.S.C. 1639o note, 1639p, 
16939q, and 1639r. 


Subpart A—Definitions 


§ 990.1 Meaning of terms. 
Words used in this subpart in the 


singular form shall be deemed to impart 
the plural, and vice versa, as the case 
may demand. For the purposes of 
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provisions and regulations of this part, 
unless the context otherwise requires, 
the following terms shall be construed, 
respectively, to mean: 


Acceptable hemp THC level. When a 
laboratory tests a sample, it must report 
the delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
content concentration level on a dry 
weight basis and the measurement of 
uncertainty. The acceptable hemp THC 
level for the purpose of compliance with 
the requirements of State, Tribal, or 
USDA hemp plans is when the 
application of the measurement of 
uncertainty to the reported delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol content 
concentration level on a dry weight 
basis produces a distribution or range 
that includes 0.3% or less. For example, 
if the reported delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol content 
concentration level on a dry weight 
basis is 0.35% and the measurement of 
uncertainty is +/¥0.06%, the measured 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol content 
concentration level on a dry weight 
basis for this sample ranges from 0.29% 
to 0.41%. Because 0.3% is within the 
distribution or range, the sample is 
within the acceptable hemp THC level 
for the purpose of plan compliance. 
This definition of ‘‘acceptable hemp 
THC level’’ affects neither the statutory 
definition of hemp, 7 U.S.C. 1639o(1), in 
the 2018 Farm Bill nor the definition of 
‘‘marihuana,’’ 21 U.S.C. 802(16), in the 
CSA. 


Act. Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946. 


Agricultural Marketing Service or 
AMS. The Agricultural Marketing 
Service of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. 


Applicant. An applicant is: 
(1) A State or Indian Tribe that has 


submitted a State or Tribal hemp 
production plan to USDA for approval 
under this part; or 


(2) A producer in a State or territory 
of an Indian Tribe who is not subject to 
a State or Tribal hemp production plan 
and who has submitted an application 
for a license under the USDA hemp 
production plan under this part. 


Cannabis. A genus of flowering plants 
in the family Cannabaceae of which 
Cannabis sativa is a species, and 
Cannabis indica and Cannabis ruderalis 
are subspecies thereof. Cannabis refers 
to any form of the plant in which the 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration on a dry weight basis has 
not yet been determined. 


Controlled Substances Act (CSA). The 
Controlled Substances Act as codified in 
21 U.S.C. 801 et seq. 


Conviction. Means any plea of guilty 
or nolo contendere, or any finding of 
guilt, except when the finding of guilt 


is subsequently overturned on appeal, 
pardoned, or expunged. For purposes of 
this part, a conviction is expunged 
when the conviction is removed from 
the individual’s criminal history record 
and there are no legal disabilities or 
restrictions associated with the 
expunged conviction, other than the fact 
that the conviction may be used for 
sentencing purposes for subsequent 
convictions. In addition, where an 
individual is allowed to withdraw an 
original plea of guilty or nolo 
contendere and enter a plea of not guilty 
and the case is subsequently dismissed, 
the individual is no longer considered 
to have a conviction for purposes of this 
part. 


Corrective action plan. A plan 
established by a State, Tribal 
government, or USDA for a licensed 
hemp producer to correct a negligent 
violation or non-compliance with a 
hemp production plan and this part. 


Criminal History Report. Criminal 
history report means the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation’s Identity History 
Summary. 


Culpable mental state greater than 
negligence. To act intentionally, 
knowingly, willfully, or recklessly. 


Decarboxylated. The completion of 
the chemical reaction that converts 
THC-acid (THC-A) into delta-9-THC, the 
intoxicating component of cannabis. 
The decarboxylated value is also 
calculated using a conversion formula 
that sums delta-9-THC and eighty-seven 
and seven tenths (87.7) percent of THC- 
acid. 


Decarboxylation. The removal or 
elimination of carboxyl group from a 
molecule or organic compound. 


Delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol or THC. 
Delta-9-THC is the primary 
psychoactive component of cannabis. 
For the purposes of this part, delta-9- 
THC and THC are interchangeable. 


Drug Enforcement Administration or 
DEA. The United States Drug 
Enforcement Administration. 


Dry weight basis. The ratio of the 
amount of moisture in a sample to the 
amount of dry solid in a sample. A basis 
for expressing the percentage of a 
chemical in a substance after removing 
the moisture from the substance. 
Percentage of THC on a dry weight basis 
means the percentage of THC, by 
weight, in a cannabis item (plant, 
extract, or other derivative), after 
excluding moisture from the item. 


Entity. A corporation, joint stock 
company, association, limited 
partnership, limited liability 
partnership, limited liability company, 
irrevocable trust, estate, charitable 
organization, or other similar 
organization, including any such 


organization participating in the hemp 
production as a partner in a general 
partnership, a participant in a joint 
venture, or a participant in a similar 
organization. 


Farm Service Agency or FSA. An 
agency of the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 


Gas chromatography or GC. A type of 
chromatography in analytical chemistry 
used to separate, identify, and quantify 
each component in a mixture. GC relies 
on heat for separating and analyzing 
compounds that can be vaporized 
without decomposition. 


Geospatial location. For the purposes 
of this part, ‘‘geospatial location’’ means 
a location designated through a global 
system of navigational satellites used to 
determine the precise ground position 
of a place or object. 


Handle. To harvest or store hemp 
plants or hemp plant parts prior to the 
delivery of such plants or plant parts for 
further processing. ‘‘Handle’’ also 
includes the disposal of cannabis plants 
that are not hemp for purposes of 
chemical analysis and disposal of such 
plants. 


Hemp. The plant species Cannabis 
sativa L. and any part of that plant, 
including the seeds thereof and all 
derivatives, extracts, cannabinoids, 
isomers, acids, salts, and salts of 
isomers, whether growing or not, with a 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration of not more than 0.3 
percent on a dry weight basis. 


High-performance liquid 
chromatography or HPLC. A type of 
chromatography technique in analytical 
chemistry used to separate, identify, and 
quantify each component in a mixture. 
HPLC relies on pumps to pass a 
pressurized liquid solvent containing 
the sample mixture through a column 
filled with a solid adsorbent material to 
separate and analyze compounds. 


Indian Tribe. As defined in section 4 
of the Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
5304). 


Information sharing system. The 
database mandated under the Act which 
allows USDA to share information 
collected under State, Tribal, and USDA 
plans with Federal, State, Tribal, and 
local law enforcement. 


Key participants. A sole proprietor, a 
partner in partnership, or a person with 
executive managerial control in a 
corporation. A person with executive 
managerial control includes persons 
such as a chief executive officer, chief 
operating officer and chief financial 
officer. This definition does not include 
non-executive managers such as farm, 
field, or shift managers. 
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Law enforcement agency. Any 
Federal, State, or local law enforcement 
agency. 


Lot. A contiguous area in a field, 
greenhouse, or indoor growing structure 
containing the same variety or strain of 
cannabis throughout the area. 


Marijuana. As defined in the CSA, 
‘‘marihuana’’ means all parts of the 
plant Cannabis sativa L., whether 
growing or not; the seeds thereof; the 
resin extracted from any part of such 
plant; and every compound, 
manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, 
or preparation of such plant, its seeds or 
resin. The term ‘marihuana’ does not 
include hemp, as defined in section 
297A of the Agricultural Marketing Act 
of 1946, and does not include the 
mature stalks of such plant, fiber 
produced from such stalks, oil or cake 
made from the seeds of such plant, any 
other compound, manufacture, salt, 
derivative, mixture, or preparation of 
such mature stalks (except the resin 
extracted therefrom), fiber, oil, or cake, 
or the sterilized seed of such plant 
which is incapable of germination (7 
U.S.C. 1639o). ‘‘Marihuana’’ means all 
cannabis that tests as having a 
concentration level of THC on a dry 
weight basis of higher than 0.3 percent. 


Measurement of Uncertainty (MU). 
The parameter, associated with the 
result of a measurement, that 
characterizes the dispersion of the 
values that could reasonably be 
attributed to the particular quantity 
subject to measurement. 


Negligence. Failure to exercise the 
level of care that a reasonably prudent 
person would exercise in complying 
with the regulations set forth under this 
part. 


Phytocannabinoid. Cannabinoid 
chemical compounds found in the 
cannabis plant, two of which are Delta- 
9 tetrahydrocannabinol (delta-9 THC) 
and cannabidiol (CBD). 


Plan. A set of criteria or regulations 
under which a State or Tribal 
government, or USDA, monitors and 
regulates the production of hemp. 


Postdecarboxylation. In the context of 
testing methodologies for THC 
concentration levels in hemp, means a 
value determined after the process of 
decarboxylation that determines the 
total potential delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol content derived 
from the sum of the THC and THC-A 
content and reported on a dry weight 
basis. The postdecarboxylation value of 
THC can be calculated by using a 
chromatograph technique using heat, 
gas chromatography, through which 
THCA is converted from its acid form to 
its neutral form, THC. Thus, this test 
calculates the total potential THC in a 


given sample. The postdecarboxylation 
value of THC can also be calculated by 
using a high-performance liquid 
chromatograph technique, which keeps 
the THC-A intact, and requires a 
conversion calculation of that THC-A to 
calculate total potential THC in a given 
sample. See the definition for 
decarboxylation. 


Produce. To grow hemp plants for 
market, or for cultivation for market, in 
the United States. 


Producer. Producer means a producer 
as defined in 7 CFR 718.2 that is 
licensed or authorized to produce hemp 
under this part. 


Reverse distributor. A person who is 
registered with the DEA in accordance 
with 21 CFR 1317.15 to dispose of 
marijuana under the Controlled 
Substances Act. 


Secretary. The Secretary of 
Agriculture of the United States. 


State. Any one of the fifty States of 
the United States of America, the 
District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any 
other territory or possession of the 
United States. 


State department of agriculture. The 
agency, commission, or department of a 
State government responsible for 
agriculture in the State. 


Territory of the Indian Tribe has the 
same meaning as ‘‘Indian Country’’ in 
18 U.S.C. 1151. 


Tribal government. The governing 
body of an Indian Tribe. 


USDA licensed hemp producer or 
licensee. A person, partnership, or 
corporation authorized by USDA to 
produce hemp. 


Subpart B—State and Tribal Hemp 
Production Plans 


§ 990.2 State and Tribal plans; General 
authority. 


States or Indian Tribes desiring to 
have primary regulatory authority over 
the production of hemp in the State or 
territory of the Indian Tribe for which 
it has jurisdiction shall submit to the 
Secretary for approval, through the State 
department of agriculture (in 
consultation with the Governor and 
chief law enforcement officer of the 
State) or the Tribal government, as 
applicable, a plan under which the State 
or Indian Tribe monitors and regulates 
that production. 


§ 990.3 State and Tribal plans; Plan 
requirements. 


(a) General requirements. A State or 
Tribal plan submitted to the Secretary 
for approval must include the practice 
and procedures described in this 
paragraph (a). 


(1) A State or Tribal plan must 
include a practice to collect, maintain, 
and report to the Secretary relevant, 
real-time information for each producer 
licensed or authorized to produce hemp 
under the State or Tribal plan regarding: 


(i) Contact information as described in 
§ 990.70(a)(1); 


(ii) A legal description of the land on 
which the producer will produce hemp 
in the State or territory of the Indian 
Tribe including, to the extent 
practicable, its geospatial location; and 


(iii) The status and number of the 
producer’s license or authorization. 


(2) A State or Tribal plan must 
include a procedure for accurate and 
effective sampling of all hemp 
produced, to include the requirements 
in this paragraph (a)(2). 


(i) Within 15 days prior to the 
anticipated harvest of cannabis plants, a 
Federal, State, local, or Tribal law 
enforcement agency or other Federal, 
State, or Tribal designated person shall 
collect samples from the flower material 
from such cannabis plants for delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol concentration 
level testing as described in §§ 990.24 
and 990.25. 


(ii) The method used for sampling 
from the flower material of the cannabis 
plant must be sufficient at a confidence 
level of 95 percent that no more than 
one percent (1%) of the plants in the lot 
would exceed the acceptable hemp THC 
level. The method used for sampling 
must ensure that a representative 
sample is collected that represents a 
homogeneous composition of the lot. 


(iii) During a scheduled sample 
collection, the producer or an 
authorized representative of the 
producer shall be present at the growing 
site. 


(iv) Representatives of the sampling 
agency shall be provided with complete 
and unrestricted access during business 
hours to all hemp and other cannabis 
plants, whether growing or harvested, 
and all land, buildings, and other 
structures used for the cultivation, 
handling, and storage of all hemp and 
other cannabis plants, and all locations 
listed in the producer license. 


(v) A producer shall not harvest the 
cannabis crop prior to samples being 
taken. 


(3) A State or Tribal plan must 
include a procedure for testing that is 
able to accurately identify whether the 
sample contains a delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol content 
concentration level that exceeds the 
acceptable hemp THC level. The 
procedure must include a validated 
testing methodology that uses 
postdecarboxylation or other similarly 
reliable methods. The testing 
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methodology must consider the 
potential conversion of delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinolic acid (THC-A) in 
hemp into THC and the test result 
measures total available THC derived 
from the sum of the THC and THC-A 
content. Testing methodologies meeting 
the requirements of this paragraph (a)(3) 
include, but are not limited to, gas or 
liquid chromatography with detection. 
The total THC concentration level shall 
be determined and reported on a dry 
weight basis. 


(i) Any test of a representative sample 
resulting in higher than the acceptable 
hemp THC level shall be conclusive 
evidence that the lot represented by the 
sample is not in compliance with this 
part. Lots tested and not certified by the 
DEA-registered laboratory at or below 
the acceptable hemp THC level may not 
be further handled, processed or enter 
the stream of commerce and the 
producer shall ensure the lot is disposed 
of in accordance with § 990.27. 


(ii) Samples of hemp plant material 
from one lot shall not be commingled 
with hemp plant material from other 
lots. 


(iii) Analytical testing for purposes of 
detecting the concentration levels of 
THC shall meet the following standards: 


(A) Laboratory quality assurance must 
ensure the validity and reliability of test 
results; 


(B) Analytical method selection, 
validation, and verification must ensure 
that the testing method used is 
appropriate (fit for purpose), and that 
the laboratory can successfully perform 
the testing; 


(C) The demonstration of testing 
validity must ensure consistent, 
accurate analytical performance; 


(D) Method performance 
specifications must ensure analytical 
tests are sufficiently sensitive for the 
purposes of the detectability 
requirements of this part; and 


(E) An effective disposal procedure 
for hemp plants that are produced that 
do not meet the requirements of this 
part. The procedure must be in 
accordance with DEA reverse distributor 
regulations found at 21 CFR 1317.15. 


(F) Measurement of uncertainty (MU) 
must be estimated and reported with 
test results. Laboratories shall use 
appropriate, validated methods and 
procedures for all testing activities and 
evaluate measurement of uncertainty. 


(4) A State or Indian Tribe shall 
promptly notify the Administrator by 
certified mail or electronically of any 
occurrence of cannabis plants or plant 
material that do not meet the definition 
of hemp in this part and attach the 
records demonstrating the appropriate 
disposal of all of those plants and 


materials in the lot from which the 
representative samples were taken. 


(5) A State or Tribal plan must 
include a procedure to comply with the 
enforcement procedures in § 990.6. 


(6) A State or Tribal plan must 
include a procedure for conducting 
annual inspections of, at a minimum, a 
random sample of producers to verify 
that hemp is not produced in violation 
of this part. These procedures must 
enforce the terms of violations as stated 
in the Act and defined under § 990.6. 


(7) A State or Tribal plan must 
include a procedure for submitting the 
information described in § 990.70 to the 
Secretary not more than 30 days after 
the date on which the information is 
received. All such information must be 
submitted to the USDA in a format that 
is compatible with USDA’s information 
sharing system. 


(8) The State or Tribal government 
must certify that the State or Indian 
Tribe has the resources and personnel to 
carry out the practices and procedures 
described in paragraphs (a)(1) through 
(7) of this section. 


(9) The State or Tribal plan must 
include a procedure to share 
information with USDA to support the 
information sharing requirements in 7 
U.S.C. 1639q(d). The procedure must 
include the requirements described in 
this paragraph (a)(9). 


(i) The State or Tribal plan shall 
require producers to report their hemp 
crop acreage to the FSA, consistent with 
the requirement in § 990.7. 


(ii) The State or Tribal government 
shall assign each producer with a 
license or authorization identifier in a 
format prescribed by USDA. 


(iii) The State or Tribal government 
shall require producers to report the 
total acreage of hemp planted, 
harvested, and, if applicable, disposed. 
The State or Tribal government shall 
collect this information and report it to 
AMS. 


(b) Relation to State and Tribal law. 
A State or Tribal plan may include any 
other practice or procedure established 
by a State or Indian Tribe, as applicable; 
Provided, That the practice or procedure 
is consistent with this part and Subtitle 
G of the Act. 


(1) No preemption. Nothing in this 
part preempts or limits any law of a 
State or Indian Tribe that: 


(i) Regulates the production of hemp; 
and 


(ii) Is more stringent than this part or 
Subtitle G of the Act. 


(2) References in plans. A State or 
Tribal plan may include a reference to 
a law of the State or Indian Tribe 
regulating the production of hemp, to 


the extent that the law is consistent with 
this part. 


§ 990.4 USDA approval of State and Tribal 
plans. 


(a) General authority. No plans will be 
accepted by USDA prior to October 31, 
2019. No later than 60 calendar days 
after the receipt of a State or Tribal plan 
for a State or Tribal Nation in which 
production of hemp is legal, the 
Secretary shall: 


(1) Approve the State or Tribal plan 
only if the State or Tribal plan complies 
with this part; or 


(2) Disapprove the State or Tribal plan 
if the State or Tribal plan does not 
comply with this part. USDA shall 
provide written notification to the State 
or Tribe of the disapproval and the 
cause for the disapproval. 


(b) Amended plans. A State or Tribal 
government, as applicable, must submit 
to the Secretary an amended plan if: 


(1) The Secretary disapproves a State 
or Tribal plan if the State or Tribe 
wishes to have primary jurisdiction over 
hemp production within its State or 
territory of the Indian Tribe; or 


(2) The State or Tribe makes 
substantive revisions to its plan or its 
laws which alter the way the plan meets 
the requirements of this part. If this 
occurs, the State or Tribal government 
must re-submit the plan with any 
modifications based on laws and 
regulation changes for USDA approval. 
Such re-submissions should be 
provided to USDA within 365 days from 
the date that the State or Tribal laws and 
regulations are effective. Producers shall 
continue to comply with the 
requirements of the existing plan while 
such modifications are under 
consideration by USDA. If State or 
Tribal government laws or regulations 
in effect under the USDA-approved plan 
change but the State or Tribal 
government does not re-submit a 
modified plan within one year from the 
effective date of the new law or 
regulation, the existing plan is revoked. 


(3) USDA approval of State or Tribal 
government plans shall remain in effect 
unless an amended plan must be 
submitted to USDA because of a 
substantive revision to a State’s or 
Tribe’s plan, a relevant change in State 
or Tribal laws or regulations, or 
approval of the plan is revoked by 
USDA. 


(c) Technical assistance. The 
Secretary may provide technical 
assistance to help a State or Indian Tribe 
develop or amend a plan. This may 
include the review of draft plans or 
other informal consultation as 
necessary. 
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(d) Approved State or Tribal plans. If 
the Secretary approves a State or Tribal 
plan, the Secretary shall notify the State 
or Tribe by letter or email. 


(1) In addition to the approval letter, 
the State or Tribe shall receive their 
plan approval certificate either as an 
attachment or assessable via website 
link. 


(2) The USDA shall post information 
regarding approved plans on its website. 


(3) USDA approval of State or Tribal 
government plans shall remain in effect 
unless: 


(i) The State or Tribal government 
laws and regulations in effect under the 
USDA-approved plan change, thus 
requiring such plan to be re-submitted 
for USDA approval. 


(ii) A State or Tribal plan must be 
amended in order to comply with 
amendments to Subtitle G the Act and 
this part. 


(e) Producer rights upon revocation of 
State or Tribal plan. If USDA revokes 
approval of the State or Tribal plan due 
to noncompliance as defined in § 990.5, 
producers licensed or authorized to 
produce hemp under the revoked State 
or Tribal plan may continue to produce 
for the remainder of the calendar year in 
which the revocation became effective. 
Producers may then apply to be licensed 
under the USDA plan for 90 days after 
the notification even if the time period 
does note coincide with the annual 
application window. 


§ 990.5 Audit of State or Tribal plan 
compliance. 


The Secretary may conduct an audit 
of the compliance of a State or Indian 
Tribe with an approved plan. 


(a) Frequency of audits. Compliance 
audits may be scheduled, at minimum, 
once every three years and may include 
an onsite-visit, a desk-audit, or both. 
The USDA may adjust the frequency of 
audits if deemed appropriate based on 
program performance, compliance 
issues, or other relevant factors 
identified and provided to the State or 
Tribal governments by USDA. 


(b) Scope of audit review. The audit 
may include, but is not limited to, a 
review of the following: 


(1) The resources and personnel 
employed to administer and oversee its 
approved plan; 


(2) The process for licensing and 
systematic compliance review of hemp 
producers; 


(3) Sampling methods and laboratory 
testing requirements and components; 


(4) Disposal of non-compliant hemp 
plants or hemp plant material practices, 
to ensure that correct reporting to the 
USDA has occurred; 


(5) Results of and methodology used 
for the annual inspections of producers; 
and 


(6) Information collection procedures 
and information accuracy (i.e., 
geospatial location, contact information 
reported to the USDA, legal description 
of land). 


(c) Audit reports. (1) Audit reports 
will be issued to the State or Tribal 
government within 60 days after the 
audit concluded. If the audit reveals that 
the State or Tribal government is not in 
compliance with its USDA approved 
plan, USDA will advise the State or 
Indian Tribe of non-compliances and 
the corrective measures that must be 
completed to come into compliance 
with the regulations in this part. The 
USDA will require the State or Tribe to 
develop a corrective action plan, which 
will be reviewed and approved by the 
USDA, and the State or Tribe will be 
able to demonstrate its compliance with 
the regulations in this part through a 
second audit by USDA. If the State or 
Tribe requests USDA assistance to 
develop a corrective action plan in the 
case of a first instance of 
noncompliance, the State or Tribe must 
request this assistance not later than 30 
days after the issuance of the audit 
report. The USDA will approve or deny 
the corrective action plan within 60 
days of its receipt. 


(2) If the USDA determines that the 
State or Indian Tribe is not in 
compliance after the second audit, the 
USDA may revoke its approval of the 
State or Tribal plan for a period not to 
exceed one year. USDA will not approve 
a State or Indian Tribe’s plan until the 
State or Indian Tribe demonstrates upon 
inspection that it is in compliance with 
all regulations in this part. 


§ 990.6 Violations of State and Tribal 
plans. 


(a) Producer violations. Producer 
violations of USDA-approved State and 
Tribal hemp production plans shall be 
subject to enforcement in accordance 
with the terms of this section. 


(b) Negligent violations. Each USDA- 
approved State or Tribal plan shall 
contain provisions relating to negligent 
producer violations as defined under 
this part. Negligent violations shall 
include, but not be limited to: 


(1) Failure to provide a legal 
description of land on which the 
producer produces hemp; 


(2) Failure to obtain a license or other 
required authorization from the State 
department of agriculture or Tribal 
government, as applicable; or 


(3) Production of cannabis with a 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration exceeding the acceptable 


hemp THC level. Hemp producers do 
not commit a negligent violation under 
this paragraph (b)(3) if they make 
reasonable efforts to grow hemp and the 
cannabis (marijuana) does not have a 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration of more than 0.5 percent 
on a dry weight basis. 


(c) Corrective action for negligent 
violations. Each USDA-approved State 
or Tribal plan shall contain rules and 
regulations providing for the correction 
of negligent violations. Each correction 
action plan shall include, at minimum, 
the following terms: 


(1) A reasonable date by which the 
producer shall correct the negligent 
violation. 


(2) A requirement that the producer 
shall periodically report to the State 
department of agriculture or Tribal 
government, as applicable, on its 
compliance with the State or Tribal plan 
for a period of not less than the next 2 
years from the date of the negligent 
violation. 


(3) A producer that negligently 
violates a State or Tribal plan approved 
under this part shall not as a result of 
that violation be subject to any criminal 
enforcement action by the Federal, 
State, Tribal, or local government. 


(4) A producer that negligently 
violates a USDA-approved State or 
Tribal plan three times in a 5-year 
period shall be ineligible to produce 
hemp for a period of 5 years beginning 
on the date of the third violation. 


(5) The State or Tribe shall conduct an 
inspection to determine if the corrective 
action plan has been implemented as 
submitted. 


(d) Culpable violations. Each USDA- 
approved State or Tribal plan shall 
contain provisions relating to producer 
violations made with a culpable mental 
state greater than negligence, including 
that: 


(1) If the State department of 
agriculture or Tribal government with 
an approved plan determines that a 
producer has violated the plan with a 
culpable mental state greater than 
negligence, the State department of 
agriculture or Tribal government, as 
applicable, shall immediately report the 
producer to: 


(i) The U.S. Attorney General; and 
(ii) The chief law enforcement officer 


of the State or Indian Tribe, as 
applicable. 


(2) Paragraphs (b) and (c) of this 
section shall not apply to culpable 
violations. 


(e) Felonies. Each USDA-approved 
State or Tribal plan shall contain 
provisions relating to felonies. Such 
provisions shall state that: 
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(1) A person with a State or Federal 
felony conviction relating to a 
controlled substance is subject to a 10- 
year ineligibility restriction on 
participating in the plan and producing 
hemp under the State or Tribal plan 
from the date of the conviction. An 
exception applies to a person who was 
lawfully growing hemp under the 2014 
Farm Bill before December 20, 2018, 
and whose conviction also occurred 
before that date. 


(2) Any producer growing hemp 
lawfully with a license, registration, or 
authorization under a pilot program 
authorized by section 7606 of the 
Agricultural Act of 2014 (7 U.S.C. 5940) 
before October 31, 2019 shall be 
exempted from paragraph (e)(1) of this 
section. 


(3) For producers that are entities, the 
State or Tribal plan shall determine 
which employee(s) of a producer shall 
be considered to be participating in the 
plan and subject to the felony 
conviction restriction for purposes of 
paragraph (e)(1) of this section. 


(f) False statement. Each USDA- 
approved State or Tribal plan shall state 
that any person who materially falsifies 
any information contained in an 
application to participate in such 
program shall be ineligible to participate 
in that program. 


(g) Appeals. For States and Tribes 
who wish to appeal an adverse action, 
subpart D of this part will apply. 


§ 990.7 Establishing records with USDA 
Farm Service Agency. 


All producers licensed to produce 
hemp under an USDA-approved State or 
Tribal plan shall report hemp crop 
acreage with FSA and shall provide, at 
minimum, the following information: 


(a) Street address and, to the extent 
practicable, geospatial location for each 
lot or greenhouse where hemp will be 
produced. If an applicant operates in 
more than one location, that information 
shall be provided for all production 
sites. 


(b) If an applicant has production 
sites licensed under a USDA-approved 
State or Tribal plan, those sites will be 
covered under the respective plan and 
will not need to be included under the 
producer’s application to become 
licensed under the USDA plan. 


(c) Acreage dedicated to the 
production of hemp, or greenhouse or 
indoor square footage dedicated to the 
production of hemp. 


(d) License or authorization identifier. 


§ 990.8 Production under Federal law. 
Nothing in this subpart prohibits the 


production of hemp in a State or the 
territory of an Indian Tribe for which a 


State or Tribal plan is not approved 
under this subpart if the production of 
that hemp is in accordance with subpart 
C of this part, and if the production of 
hemp is not otherwise prohibited by the 
State or Indian Tribe. 


Subpart C—USDA Hemp Production 
Plan 


§ 990.20 USDA requirements for the 
production of hemp. 


(a) General hemp production 
requirements. The production of hemp 
in a State or territory of an Indian Tribe 
where there is no USDA approved State 
or Tribal plan must be produced in 
accordance with this subpart provided 
that the production of hemp is not 
prohibited by the State or territory of an 
Indian Tribe where production will 
occur. 


(b) Convicted felon ban. A person 
with a State or Federal felony 
conviction relating to a controlled 
substance is subject to a 10-year 
ineligibility restriction on participating 
in the plan and producing hemp under 
the USDA plan from the date of the 
conviction. An exception applies to a 
person who was lawfully growing hemp 
under the 2014 Farm Bill before 
December 20, 2018, and whose 
conviction also occurred before 
December 20, 2018. 


(c) Falsifying material information on 
application. Any person who materially 
falsifies any information contained in an 
application to for a license under the 
USDA plan shall be ineligible to 
participate in the USDA plan. 


§ 990.21 USDA hemp producer license. 


(a) General application 
requirements—(1) Requirements and 
license application. Any person 
producing or intending to produce 
hemp must have a valid license prior to 
producing, cultivating, or storing hemp. 
A valid license means the license is 
unexpired, unsuspended, and 
unrevoked. 


(2) Application window. Applicants 
may submit an application for a new 
license to USDA between December 2, 
2019 and November 2, 2020. In 
subsequent years, applicants may 
submit an application for a new license 
or renewal of an existing license to 
USDA from August 1 through October 
31 of each year. 


(3) Required information on 
application. The applicant shall provide 
the information requested on the 
application form, including: 


(i) Contact information. Full name, 
residential address, telephone number 
and email address. If the applicant is a 
business entity, the full name of the 


business, the principal business location 
address, full name and title of the key 
participants, title, email address (if 
available) and employer identification 
number (EIN) of the business; and 


(ii) Criminal history report. A current 
criminal history report for all key 
participants dated within 60 days prior 
to the application submission date. A 
license application will not be 
considered complete without all 
required criminal history reports. 


(4) Submission of completed 
application forms. Completed 
application forms shall be submitted to 
USDA. 


(5) Incomplete application 
procedures. Applications missing 
required information shall be returned 
to the applicant as incomplete. The 
applicant may resubmit a completed 
application. 


(6) License expiration. USDA-issued 
hemp producer licenses shall be valid 
until December 31 of the year three 
years after the year in which license was 
issued. 


(b) License renewals. USDA hemp 
producer licenses must be renewed 
prior to license expiration. Licenses are 
not automatically renewed. 
Applications for renewal shall be 
subject to the same terms, information 
collection requirements, and approval 
criteria as provided in this subpart for 
initial applications unless there has 
been an amendment to the regulations 
in this part or the law since approval of 
the initial or last application. 


(c) License modification. A license 
modification is required if there is any 
change to the information submitted in 
the application including, but not 
limited to, sale of a business, the 
production, handling, or storage of 
hemp in a new location, or a change in 
the key participants producing under a 
license. 


§ 990.22 USDA Hemp producer license 
approval. 


(a) A license shall not be issued 
unless: 


(1) The application submitted for 
USDA review and approval is complete 
and accurate. 


(2) The criminal history report(s) 
submitted with the license application 
confirms that all key participants to be 
covered by the license have not been 
convicted of a felony, under State or 
Federal law, relating to a controlled 
substance within the past ten (10) years 
unless the exception in § 990.20(b) 
applies. 


(3) The applicant has submitted all 
reports required as a participant in the 
hemp production program by this part. 
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(4) The application contains no 
materially false statements or 
misrepresentations and the applicant 
has not previously submitted an 
application with any materially false 
statements or misrepresentations. 


(5) The applicant’s license is not 
currently suspended. 


(6) The applicant is not applying for 
a license as a stand-in for someone 
whose license has been suspended, 
revoked, or is otherwise ineligible to 
participate. 


(7) The State or territory of Indian 
Tribe where the person produces or 
intends to produce hemp does not have 
a USDA-approved plan or has not 
submitted a plan to USDA for approval 
and is awaiting USDA’s decision. For 
the first year, USDA will not accept 
request for licenses under the USDA 
plan until December 2, 2019 to allow 
States and Tribes to submit their plans. 


(8) The State or territory of Indian 
Tribe where the person produces or 
intends to produce hemp does not 
prohibit the production of hemp. 


(b) USDA shall provide written 
notification to applicants whether the 
application has been approved or 
denied unless the applicant is from a 
State or territory of an Indian Tribe that 
has a plan submitted to USDA and is 
awaiting USDA approval. 


(1) If an application is approved, a 
license will be issued. Information 
regarding approved licenses will be 
available on the AMS website. 


(2) Licenses will be valid until 
December 31 of the year three after the 
year in which the license was issued. 


(3) Licenses may not be sold, 
assigned, transferred, pledged, or 
otherwise disposed of, alienated or 
encumbered. 


(4) If a license application is denied, 
the notification from USDA will explain 
the cause for denial. Applicants may 
appeal the denial in accordance with 
subpart D of this part. 


(c) If the applicant is producing in 
more than one location, the applicant 
may have more than one license to grow 
hemp. If the applicant has operations in 
a location covered under a State or 
Tribal plan, that operation must be 
licensed under the State or Tribal plan, 
not a USDA plan. 


§ 990.23 Reporting hemp crop acreage 
with USDA Farm Service Agency. 


All USDA plan producers shall report 
hemp crop acreage with FSA and shall 
provide, at minimum, the following 
information: 


(a) Street address and, to the extent 
practicable, geospatial location of the 
lot, greenhouse, building, or site where 
hemp will be produced. All locations 


where hemp is produced must be 
reported to FSA. 


(b) Acreage dedicated to the 
production of hemp, or greenhouse or 
indoor square footage dedicated to the 
production of hemp. 


(c) The license number. 


§ 990.24 Responsibility of a USDA 
licensed producer prior to harvest. 


(a) Within 15 days prior to the 
anticipated harvest of cannabis plants, a 
producer shall have an approved 
Federal, State, local law enforcement 
agency or other USDA designated 
person collect samples from the flower 
material of such cannabis material for 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration level testing. 


(b) The method used for sampling 
from the flower material of the cannabis 
plant must be sufficient at a confidence 
level of 95 percent that no more than 
one percent (1%) of the plants in the lot 
would exceed the acceptable hemp THC 
level. The method used for sampling 
must ensure that a representative 
sample is collected that represents a 
homogeneous composition of the lot. 


(c) During a scheduled sample 
collection, the producer or an 
authorized representative of the 
producer shall be present at the growing 
site. 


(d) Representatives of the sampling 
agency shall be provided with complete 
and unrestricted access during business 
hours to all hemp and other cannabis 
plants, whether growing or harvested, 
and all land, buildings, and other 
structures used for the cultivation, 
handling, and storage of all hemp and 
other cannabis plants, and all locations 
listed in the producer license. 


(e) A producer shall not harvest the 
cannabis crop prior to samples being 
taken. 


§ 990.25 Standards of performance for 
detecting delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
(THC) concentration levels. 


(a) Analytical testing for purposes of 
detecting the concentration levels of 
delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) in 
the flower material of the cannabis plant 
shall meet the following standard: 


(1) Laboratory quality assurance must 
ensure the validity and reliability of test 
results; 


(2) Analytical method selection, 
validation, and verification must ensure 
that the testing method used is 
appropriate (fit for purpose) and that the 
laboratory can successfully perform the 
testing; 


(3) The demonstration of testing 
validity must ensure consistent, 
accurate analytical performance; and 


(4) Method performance 
specifications must ensure analytical 


tests are sufficiently sensitive for the 
purposes of the detectability 
requirements of this part. 


(b) At a minimum, analytical testing 
of samples for delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol concentration 
levels must use post-decarboxylation or 
other similarly reliable methods 
approved by the Secretary. The testing 
methodology must consider the 
potential conversion of delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinolic acid (THCA) in 
hemp into delta-9 tetrahydrocannabinol 
(THC) and the test result reflect the total 
available THC derived from the sum of 
the THC and THC-A content. Testing 
methodologies meeting the 
requirements of this paragraph (b) 
include, but are not limited to, gas or 
liquid chromatography with detection. 


(c) The total delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol concentration 
level shall be determined and reported 
on a dry weight basis. Additionally, 
measurement of uncertainty (MU) must 
be estimated and reported with test 
results. Laboratories shall use 
appropriate, validated methods and 
procedures for all testing activities and 
evaluate measurement of uncertainty. 


(d) Any sample test result exceeding 
the acceptable hemp THC level shall be 
conclusive evidence that the lot 
represented by the sample is not in 
compliance with this part. 


§ 990.26 Responsibility of a USDA 
producer after laboratory testing is 
performed. 


(a) The producer shall harvest the 
crop not more than fifteen (15) days 
following the date of sample collection. 


(b) If the producer fails to complete 
harvest within fifteen (15) days of 
sample collection, a secondary pre- 
harvested sample of the lot shall be 
required to be submitted for testing. 


(c) Harvested lots of hemp plants shall 
not be commingled with other harvested 
lots or other material without prior 
written permission from USDA. 


(d) Lots that meet the acceptable 
hemp THC level may enter the stream 
of commerce. 


(e) Lots tested and not certified by the 
DEA-registered laboratory not exceeding 
the acceptable hemp THC level may not 
be further handled, processed, or enter 
the stream of commerce and the licensee 
shall ensure the lot is disposed of in 
accordance with § 990.27. 


(f) Any producer may request 
additional testing if it is believed that 
the original delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol concentration 
level test results were in error. 


§ 990.27 Non-compliant cannabis plants. 
(a) Cannabis plants exceeding the 


acceptable hemp THC level constitute 
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marijuana, a schedule I controlled 
substance under the Controlled 
Substances Act (CSA), 21 U.S.C. 801 et 
seq., and must be disposed of in 
accordance with the CSA and DEA 
regulations found at 21 CFR 1317.15. 


(b) Producers must notify USDA of 
their intent to dispose of non- 
conforming plants and verify disposal 
by submitting required documentation. 


§ 990.28 Compliance. 
(a) Audits. Producers may be audited 


by the USDA. The audit may include a 
review of records and documentation, 
and may include site visits to farms, 
fields, greenhouses, storage facilities, or 
other locations affiliated with the 
producer’s hemp operation. The 
inspection may include the current crop 
year, as well as any previous crop 
year(s). The audit may be performed 
remotely or in person. 


(b) Frequency of audit verifications. 
Audit verifications may be performed 
once every three (3) years unless 
otherwise determined by USDA. If the 
results of the audit find negligent 
violations, a corrective action plan may 
be established. 


(c) Assessment of producer’s hemp 
operations for conformance. The 
producer’s operational procedures, 
documentation, and recordkeeping, and 
other practices may be verified during 
the onsite audit verification. The auditor 
may also visit the production, 
cultivation, or storage areas for hemp 
listed on the producer’s license. 


(1) Records and documentation. The 
auditor shall assess whether required 
reports, records, and documentation are 
properly maintained for accuracy and 
completeness. 


(2) [Reserved] 
(d) Audit reports. Audit reports will 


be issued to the licensee within 60 days 
after the audit is concluded. If USDA 
determines under an audit that the 
producer is not compliant with this 
part, USDA shall require a corrective 
action plan. The producer’s 
implementation of a corrective action 
plan may be reviewed by USDA during 
a future site visit or audit. 


§ 990.29 Violations. 
Violations of this part shall be subject 


to enforcement in accordance with the 
terms of this section. 


(a) Negligent violations. A hemp 
producer shall be subject to enforcement 
for negligently: 


(1) Failing to provide an accurate legal 
description of land where hemp is 
produced; 


(2) Producing hemp without a license; 
and 


(3) Producing cannabis (marijuana) 
exceeding the acceptable hemp THC 


level. Hemp producers do not commit a 
negligent violation under this paragraph 
(a) if they make reasonable efforts to 
grow hemp and the cannabis 
(marijuana) does not have a delta-9 
tetrahydrocannabinol concentration of 
more than 0.5 percent on a dry weight 
basis. 


(b) Corrective action for negligent 
violations. For each negligent violation, 
USDA will issue a Notice of Violation 
and require a corrective action plan for 
the producer. The producer shall 
comply with the corrective action plan 
to cure the negligent violation. 
Corrective action plans will be in place 
for a minimum of two (2) years from the 
date of their approval. Corrective action 
plans will, at a minimum, include: 


(1) The date by which the producer 
shall correct each negligent violation; 


(2) Steps to correct each negligent 
violation; and 


(3) A description of the procedures to 
demonstrate compliance must be 
submitted to USDA. 


(c) Negligent violations and criminal 
enforcement. A producer that 
negligently violates this part shall not, 
as a result of that violation be subject to 
any criminal enforcement action by any 
Federal, State, Tribal, or local 
government. 


(d) Subsequent negligent violations. If 
a subsequent violation occurs while a 
corrective action plan is in place, a new 
corrective action plan must be 
submitted with a heightened level of 
quality control, staff training, and 
quantifiable action measures. 


(e) Negligent violations and license 
revocation. A producer that negligently 
violates the license 3 times in a 5-year 
period shall have their license revoked 
and be ineligible to produce hemp for a 
period of 5 years beginning on the date 
of the third violation. 


(f) Culpable mental state greater than 
negligence. If USDA determines that a 
licensee has violated the terms of the 
license or of this part with a culpable 
mental state greater than negligence: 


(1) USDA shall immediately report 
the licensee to: 


(i) The U.S. Attorney General; and 
(ii) The chief law enforcement officer 


of the State or Indian territory, as 
applicable, where the production is 
located; and 


(2) Paragraphs (a) and (b) of this 
section shall not apply to culpable 
violations. 


§ 990.30 USDA producers; License 
suspension. 


(a) USDA may issue a notice of 
suspension to a producer if USDA or its 
representative receives some credible 
evidence establishing that a producer 
has: 


(1) Engaged in conduct violating a 
provision of this part; or 


(2) Failed to comply with a written 
order from the USDA–AMS 
Administrator related to negligence as 
defined in this part. 


(b) Any producer whose license has 
been suspended shall not handle or 
remove hemp or cannabis from the 
location where hemp or cannabis was 
located at the time when USDA issued 
its notice of suspension, without prior 
written authorization from USDA. 


(c) Any person whose license has 
been suspended shall not produce hemp 
during the period of suspension. 


(d) A producer whose license has 
been suspended may appeal that 
decision in accordance with subpart D 
of this part. 


(e) A producer whose license has been 
suspended and not restored on appeal 
may have their license restored after a 
waiting period of one year from the date 
of the suspension. 


(f) A producer whose license has been 
suspended may be required to complete 
a corrective action plan to fully restore 
the license. 


§ 990.31 USDA licensees; Revocation. 


USDA shall immediately revoke the 
license of a USDA producer if such 
producer: 


(a) Pleads guilty to, or is convicted of, 
any felony related to a controlled 
substance; or 


(b) Made any materially false 
statement with regard to this part to 
USDA or its representatives with a 
culpable mental state greater than 
negligence; or 


(c) Is found to be growing cannabis 
exceeding the acceptable hemp THC 
level with a culpable mental state 
greater than negligence or negligently 
violated this part three times in five 
years. 


§ 990.32 Recordkeeping requirements. 


(a) USDA producers shall maintain 
records of all hemp plants acquired, 
produced, handled, or disposed of as 
will substantiate the required reports. 


(b) All records and reports shall be 
maintained for at least three years. 


(c) All records shall be made available 
for inspection by USDA inspectors, 
auditors, or their representatives during 
reasonable business hours. The 
following records must be made 
available: 


(1) Records regarding acquisition of 
hemp plants; 


(2) Records regarding production and 
handling of hemp plants; 


(3) Records regarding storage of hemp 
plants; and 
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(4) Records regarding disposal of all
cannabis plants that do not meet the 
definition of hemp. 


(d) USDA inspectors, auditors, or
their representatives shall have access to 
any premises where hemp plants may 
be held during reasonable business 
hours. 


(e) All reports and records required to
be submitted to USDA as part of 
participation in the program in this part 
which include confidential data or 
business information, including but not 
limited to information constituting a 
trade secret or disclosing a trade 
position, financial condition, or 
business operations of the particular 
licensee or their customers, shall be 
received by, and at all times kept in the 
custody and control of, one or more 
employees of USDA or their 
representatives. Confidential data or 
business information may be shared 
with applicable Federal, State, Tribal, or 
local law enforcement or their designee 
in compliance with the Act. 


Subpart D—Appeals 


§ 990.40 General adverse action appeal
process.


(a) Persons who believe they are
adversely affected by the denial of a 
license application under the USDA 
hemp production program may appeal 
such decision to the AMS 
Administrator. 


(b) Persons who believe they are
adversely affected by the denial of a 
license renewal under the USDA hemp 
production program may appeal such 
decision to the AMS Administrator. 


(c) Persons who believe they are
adversely affected by the termination or 
suspension of a USDA hemp production 
license may appeal such decision to the 
AMS Administrator. 


(d) States and territories of Indian
Tribes that believe they are adversely 
affected by the denial of a proposed 
State or Tribal hemp plan may appeal 
such decision to the AMS 
Administrator. 


§ 990.41 Appeals under the USDA hemp
production plan.


(a) Appealing a denied USDA-plan
license application. A license applicant 
may appeal the denial of a license 
application. 


(1) If the AMS Administrator sustains
an applicant’s appeal of a licensing 
denial, the applicant will be issued a 
USDA hemp production license. 


(2) If the AMS Administrator denies
an appeal, the applicant’s license 
application will be denied. The 
applicant may request a formal 
adjudicatory proceeding within 30 days 


to review the decision. Such proceeding 
shall be conducted pursuant to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Rules of 
Practice Governing Adjudicatory 
Proceedings, 7 CFR part 1, subpart H. 


(b) Appealing a denied USDA-plan
license renewal. A producer may appeal 
the denial of a license renewal. 


(1) If the AMS Administrator sustains
a producer’s appeal of a licensing 
renewal decision, the applicant’s USDA 
hemp production license will be 
renewed. 


(2) If the AMS Administrator denies
the appeal, the applicant’s license will 
not be renewed. The denied producer 
may request a formal adjudicatory 
proceeding within 30 days to review the 
decision. Such proceeding shall be 
conducted pursuant to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Rules of 
Practice Governing Formal Adjudicatory 
Proceedings, 7 CFR part 1, subpart H. 


(c) Appealing a USDA-plan license
termination or suspension. A USDA 
hemp plan producer may appeal the 
termination or suspension of a license. 


(1) If the AMS Administrator sustains
the appeal of a license termination or 
suspension, the producer will retain 
their license. 


(2) If the AMS Administrator denies
the appeal, the producer’s license will 
be terminated or suspended. The 
producer may request a formal 
adjudicatory proceeding within 30 days 
to review the decision. Such proceeding 
shall be conducted pursuant to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Rules of 
Practice Governing Formal Adjudicatory 
Proceedings, 7 CFR part 1, subpart H. 


(d) Filing period. The appeal of a
denied license application, denied 
license renewal, suspension, or 
termination must be filed within the 
time-period provided in the letter of 
notification or within 30 business days 
from receipt of the notification, 
whichever occurs later. The appeal will 
be considered ‘‘filed’’ on the date 
received by the AMS Administrator. 
The decision to deny a license 
application or renewal, or suspend or 
terminate a license, is final unless a 
formal adjudicatory proceeding is 
requested within 30 days to review the 
decision. Such proceeding shall be 
conducted pursuant to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Rules of 
Practice Governing Adjudicatory 
Proceedings, 7 CFR part 1, subpart H. 


(e) Where to file. Appeals to the
Administrator must be filed in the 
manner as determined by AMS. 


(f) What to include. All appeals must
include a copy of the adverse decision 
and a statement of the appellant’s 
reasons for believing that the decision 
was not proper or made in accordance 


with applicable program regulations in 
this part, policies, or procedures. 


§ 990.42 Appeals under a State or Tribal
hemp production plan.


(a) Appealing a State or Tribal hemp
production plan application. A State or 
Tribe may appeal the denial of a 
proposed State or Tribal hemp 
production plan by the USDA. 


(1) If the AMS Administrator sustains
a State or Tribe’s appeal of a denied 
hemp plan application, the proposed 
State or Tribal hemp production plan 
shall be established as proposed. 


(2) If the AMS Administrator denies
an appeal, the proposed State or Tribal 
hemp production plan shall not be 
approved. Prospective producers 
located in the State or territory of the 
Indian Tribe may apply for hemp 
licenses under the terms of the USDA 
plan. The State or Tribe may request a 
formal adjudicatory proceeding be 
initiated within 30 days to review the 
decision. Such proceeding shall be 
conducted pursuant to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Rules of 
Practice Governing Adjudicatory 
Proceedings, 7 CFR part 1, subpart H. 


(b) Appealing the suspension or
termination of a State or Tribal hemp 
production plan. A State or Tribe may 
appeal the revocation by USDA of an 
existing State or Tribal hemp 
production plan. 


(1) If the AMS Administrator sustains
a State or Tribe’s appeal of a State or 
Tribal hemp production plan 
suspension or revocation, the associated 
hemp production plan may continue. 


(2) If the AMS Administrator denies
an appeal, the State or Tribal hemp 
production plan will be suspended or 
revoked as applicable. Producers 
located in that State or territory of the 
Indian Tribe may continue to produce 
hemp under their State or Tribal license 
until the end the calendar year in which 
the State or Tribal plan’s disapproval 
was effective or when the State or Tribal 
license expires, whichever is earlier. 
Producers may apply for a USDA 
license under subpart C of this part 
unless hemp production is otherwise 
prohibited by the State or Indian Tribe. 
The State or Indian Tribe may request 
a formal adjudicatory proceeding be 
initiated to review the decision. Such 
proceeding shall be conducted pursuant 
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 
Rules of Practice Governing Formal 
Adjudicatory Proceedings, 7 CFR part 1, 
subpart H. 


(c) Filing period. The appeal of a State
or Tribal hemp production plan 
suspension or revocation must be filed 
within the time-period provided in the 
letter of notification or within 30 
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business days from receipt of the 
notification, whichever occurs later. The 
appeal will be considered ‘‘filed’’ on the 
date received by the AMS 
Administrator. The decision to deny a 
State or Tribal plan application or 
suspend or revoke approval of a plan, is 
final unless the decision is appealed in 
a timely manner. 


(d) Where to file. Appeals to the
Administrator must be filed in the 
manner as determined by AMS. 


(e) What to include in appeal. All
appeals must include a copy of the 
adverse decision and a statement of the 
appellant’s reasons for believing that the 
decision was not proper or made in 
accordance with applicable program 
regulations in this part, policies, or 
procedures. 


Subpart E—Administrative Provisions 


§ 990.60 Agents.


As provided under 7 CFR part 2, the
Secretary may name any officer or 
employee of the United States or name 
any agency or division in the United 
States Department of Agriculture, to act 
as their agent or representative in 
connection with any of the provisions of 
this part. 


§ 990.61 Severability.


If any provision of this part is
declared invalid or the applicability 
thereof to any person or circumstances 
is held invalid, the validity of the 
remainder of this part or the 
applicability thereof to other persons or 
circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 


§ 990.62 Expiration of this part.


This part expires on November 1,
2021 unless extended by notification in 
the Federal Register. State and Tribal 
plans approved under subpart B of this 
part remain in effect after November 1, 
2021 unless USDA disapproves the 
plan. USDA hemp producer licenses 
issued under subpart C of this part 
remain in effect until they expire unless 
USDA revokes or suspends the license. 


§ 990.63 Interstate transportation of hemp.


No State or Indian Tribe may prohibit
the transportation or shipment of hemp 
or hemp products lawfully produced 
under a State or Tribal plan approved 
under subpart B of this part, under a 
license issued under subpart C of this 
part, or under 7 U.S.C. 5940 through the 
State or territory of the Indian Tribe, as 
applicable. 


Subpart F—Reporting Requirements 


§ 990.70 State and Tribal hemp reporting
requirements.


(a) State and Tribal hemp producer
report. Each State and Tribes with a 
plan approved under this part shall 
submit to USDA, by the first of each 
month, a report providing the contact 
information and the status of the license 
or other authorization issued for each 
producer covered under the individual 
State and Tribal plans. If the first of the 
month falls on a weekend or holiday, 
the report is due by the first business 
day following the due date. The report 
shall be submitted using a digital format 
compatible with USDA’s information 
sharing systems, whenever possible. 
The report shall contain the information 
described in this paragraph (a). 


(1)(i) For each new producer who is 
an individual and is licensed or 
authorized under the State or Tribal 
plan, the report shall include full name 
of the individual, license or 
authorization identifier, business 
address, telephone number, and email 
address (if available). 


(ii) For each new producer that is an
entity and is licensed or authorized 
under the State or Tribal plan, the report 
shall include full name of the entity, the 
principal business location address, 
license or authorization identifier, and 
the full name, title, and email address 
(if available) of each employee for 
whom the entity is required to submit 
a criminal history record report. 


(iii) For each producer that was
included in a previous report and whose 
reported information has changed, the 
report shall include the previously 
reported information and the new 
information. 


(2) The status of each producer’s
license or authorization. 


(3) The period covered by the report.
(4) Indication that there were no


changes during the current reporting 
cycle, if applicable. 


(b) State and Tribal hemp disposal
report. If a producer has produced 
cannabis exceeding the acceptable hemp 
THC level, the cannabis must be 
disposed of in accordance with the 
Controlled Substances Act and DEA 
regulations found at 21 CFR 1317.15. 
States and Tribes with plans approved 
under this part shall submit to USDA, 
by the first of each month, a report 
notifying USDA of any occurrence of 
non-conforming plants or plant material 
and providing a disposal record of those 
plants and materials. This report would 
include information regarding name and 
contact information for each producer 
subject to a disposal during the 
reporting period, and date disposal was 


completed. If the first of the month fall 
on a weekend or holiday, reports are 
due by the first business day following 
the due date. The report shall contain 
the information described in this 
paragraph (b). 


(1) Name and address of the producer.
(2) Producer license or authorization


identifier. 
(3) Location information, such as lot


number, location type, and geospatial 
location or other location descriptor for 
the production area subject to disposal. 


(4) Information on the agent handling
the disposal. 


(5) Disposal completion date.
(6) Total acreage.
(c) Annual report. Each State or Tribe


with a plan approved under this part 
shall submit an annual report to USDA. 
The report form shall be submitted by 
December 15 of each year and contain 
the information described in this 
paragraph (c). 


(1) Total planted acreage.
(2) Total harvested acreage.
(3) Total acreage disposed.
(d) Test results report. Each producer


must ensure that the DEA-registered 
laboratory that conducts the test of the 
sample(s) from its lots reports the test 
results for all samples tested to USDA. 
The test results report shall contain the 
information described in this paragraph 
(d) for each sample tested.


(1) Producer’s license or authorization
identifier. 


(2) Name of producer.
(3) Business address of producer.
(4) Lot identification number for the


sample. 
(5) Name and DEA registration


number of laboratory. 
(6) Date of test and report.
(7) Identification of a retest.
(8) Test result.


§ 990.71 USDA plan reporting
requirements.


(a) USDA hemp plan producer
licensing application. USDA will accept 
applications from December 2, 2019 
through November 2, 2020. Thereafter 
applicants, may submit a USDA Hemp 
Licensing Application to USDA from 
August 1 through October 31 of each 
year. Licenses will be valid until 
December 31 of the year three years after 
the license is issued. The license 
application will be used for both new 
applicants and for producers seeking 
renewal of their license. The application 
shall include the information described 
in this paragraph (a). 


(1) Contact information. (i) For an
applicant who is an individual, the 
application shall include full name of 
the individual, business address, 
telephone number, and email address (if 
available). 
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(ii) For an applicant that is an entity,
the application shall include full name 
of the entity, the principal business 
location address, and the full name, 
title, and email address (if available) of 
each key participant of the entity. 


(2) Criminal history report. As part of
a complete application, each applicant 
shall provide a current Federal Bureau 
of Investigation’s Identity History 
Summary. If the applicant is a business 
entity, a criminal history report shall be 
provided for each key participant. 


(i) The applicant shall ensure the
criminal history report accompanies the 
application. 


(ii) The criminal history report must
be dated within 60 days of submission 
of the application submittal. 


(3) Consent to comply with program
requirements. All applicants submitting 
a completed license application, in 
doing so, consent to comply with the 
requirements of this part. 


(b) USDA hemp plan producer
disposal form. If a producer has 
produced cannabis exceeding the 
acceptable hemp THC level, the 
cannabis must be disposed of in 


accordance with the Controlled 
Substances Act and DEA regulations 
found at 21 CFR 1317.15. Forms shall be 
submitted to USDA no later than 30 
days after the date of completion of 
disposal. The report shall contain the 
information described in this paragraph 
(b). 


(1) Name and address of the producer.
(2) Producer’s license number.
(3) Geospatial location, or other valid


land descriptor, for the production area 
subject to disposal. 


(4) Information on the agent handling
the disposal. 


(5) Date of completion of disposal.
(6) Signature of the producer.
(7) Disposal agent certification of the


completion of the disposal. 
(c) USDA hemp plan producer annual


report. Each producer shall submit an 
annual report to USDA. The report form 
shall be submitted by December 15 of 
each year and contain the information 
described in this paragraph (c). 


(1) Producer’s license number.
(2) Producer’s name.
(3) Producer’s address.


(4) Lot, location type, geospatial
location, total planted acreage, total 
acreage disposed, and total harvested 
acreage. 


(d) Test results report. Each producer
must ensure that the DEA-registered 
laboratory that conducts the test of the 
sample(s) from its lots reports the test 
results for all samples tested to USDA. 
The test results report shall contain the 
information described in this paragraph 
(d) for each sample tested.


(1) Producer’s license number.
(2) Name of producer.
(3) Business address of producer.
(4) Lot identification number for the


sample. 
(5) Name and DEA registration


number of laboratory. 
(6) Date of test and report.
(7) Identification of a retest.
(8) Test result.
Dated: October 28, 2019.


Bruce Summers, 
Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 
Service. 
[FR Doc. 2019–23749 Filed 10–30–19; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 3410–02–P 
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CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #2.1 


PUBLIC HEARING 
Meeting Date: March 11, 2020 


______________________________________________________________________ 


TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 


FROM: Gary Nordquist, City Manager 
Thomas D. Jex, City Attorney 


SUBJECT: Extension of Urgency Ordinance Declaring a Temporary Moratorium on 
Industrial Hemp Cultivation 


STAFF REPORT 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt an Ordinance entitled: 


ORDINANCE NO. 182 
AN INTERIM URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR CONTINUING THE PROVISIONS OF ORDINANCE No. 181 FOR A 


PERIOD OF TWENTY TWO (22) MONTHS AND FIFTEEN (15) DAYS ADOPTING A 
MORATORIUM ON THE CULTIVATION OF INDUSTRIAL HEMP WITHIN THE CITY 
OF WILDOMAR AND A FINDING THAT THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA 


UNDER CEQA GUIDELINES SECTION 15061(B)(3) 


BACKGROUND: 
Industrial Hemp is and has been used worldwide to produce a variety of industrial and 
consumer products. It is often confused with Cannabis because Cannabis and Industrial 
Hemp are from the plant species – Cannabis sativa L.  By definition, state law requires 
Industrial Hemp to contain no more than .03 percent tetrahydrocannabinol [THC]. The 
definition of Cannabis under California law explicitly states that Cannabis does not 
include Industrial Hemp. Industrial Hemp commonly refers to the commercial use of the 
stalk and seed for textiles, foods, papers, body care products, detergents, plastics and 
building materials.  


On February 12, 2020, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 181 pursuant to 
Government Code section 65858 that imposed a temporary moratorium on the 
cultivation of Industrial Hemp within the city limits of Wildomar. By statute, Ordinance 
No. 181 automatically expires 45 days from the date of its adoption but may be 
extended for an additional twenty-two (22) months and fifteen (15) days by a four-fifths 
vote following a noticed public hearing. This extension will extend the same previously 
adopted Ordinance by Council. 







DISCUSSION: 
Regulations of Industrial Hemp at both the State and federal level are unclear and 
continue to evolve. Given the lack of clarity related to the existing State and federal-
level regulations of Industrial Hemp, there is a need to further consider and study 
potential local regulations of Industrial Hemp cultivation uses. According to the 
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA), the laws and regulations 
regarding the production of Industrial Hemp in California is as follows: 


• “…CDFA has adopted Section 4900 in Title 3 of the California Code of
Regulations pertaining to Industrial Hemp Cultivation Registration Fees,
and Section 4920 and Section 4921 pertaining to the list of approved
cultivars…”


• “CDFA has adopted Sections 4940, 4941, 4942, 4943, 4944, 4945, 4946,
4950, and 4950.1 in Title 3 of the California Code of Regulations
pertaining to industrial hemp sampling and testing for THC content,
harvest, and destruction through emergency rulemaking.”  The regulations
took effect on June 10, 2019 and have been readopted on December 10,
2019 for an additional 90 days.


• “CDFA has proposed Sections 4935, 4940, 4941, 4942, 4943, 4944, 4945,
4946, 4950, and 4950.1 in Title 3 of the California Code of Regulations to
permanently adopt regulations pertaining to industrial hemp planting,
sampling and testing for THC content, harvest, and destruction… the
written comment period closed on December 2, 2019”


Further, the CDFA states, “[a]s CDFA develops a state regulatory plan to be submitted 
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) in compliance with the 2018 Farm Bill, 
amendments to the current regulations and new regulations will be required.” Further 
regulations pertaining to cultivation will be developed with consideration of 
recommendations from the Industrial Hemp Advisory Board and promulgated through 
the regular rulemaking process in accordance with the California Administrative 
Procedure Act. 


In California, many public entities have adopted moratoriums on Industrial Hemp 
cultivation, including but not limited to: 


• Humboldt County


• Sonoma County


• San Juaquin County


• Santa Clara County


• Yolo County (complete
ban on outdoor cultivation)







Examples of Cities that have also implemented a moratorium on Industrial Hemp 
cultivation include but are not limited to: 


• Farmersville


• Hanford


• Hemet


• San Jacinto


• Sacramento


• Thousand Oaks


The findings supporting the moratorium are set forth in more detail in the 
ordinance, but some of the reasons to adopt the moratorium and continue the study of 
potential regulation of Industrial Hemp can be summarized as follows: 


1. There are no permanent and adequate California or federal regulations setting
requirements or standards for cultivation, product purity, safety, potency, and
testing, cannabinoid content, or environmental impacts or other safeguards to
protect the health of consumers within the California regulated Cannabis
marketplace;


2. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations
is harmful to the welfare of residents and creates a nuisance; and


3. Since Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are derivatives of the same plant (Cannabis
sativa L), the appearance and odor are indistinguishable. As such, it will be
extremely difficult to differentiate between the two plants when cultivated and
would open a significant opportunity for the fraudulent and illegal production of
commercial Cannabis within the City.


Submitted by: 


Gary Nordquist, City Manager 
Thomas D. Jex, City Attorney  


ATTACHMENTS: 
Ordinance No. 182 - Industrial Hemp Moratorium Urgency Ordinance Extension. 


MATERIALS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE: 
Hemp as an Agricultural Commodity, Congressional Research Service, June 22, 2018. 
Defining Hemp: A Fact Sheet, Congressional Research Service, Updated March 22, 2019 
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ORDINANCE NO. 182 


AN INTERIM URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
WILDOMAR CONTINUING THE PROVISIONS OF ORDINANCE No. 181 FOR A 


PERIOD OF TWENTY TWO (22) MONTHS AND FIFTEEN (15) DAYS ADOPTING A 
MORATORIUM ON THE CULTIVATION OF INDUSTRIAL HEMP WITHIN THE CITY 
OF WILDOMAR AND A FINDING THAT THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM CEQA 


UNDER CEQA GUIDELINES SECTION 15061(B)(3) 


WHEREAS, The City of Wildomar currently prohibits all types of commercial 
facilities and activities related to “Cannabis” (as defined in California Health and Safety 
Code section 11018) consistent with California law pursuant to City Ordinance as 
codified in Wildomar Municipal Code section 17.12.050 (“Cannabis Prohibition 
Ordinance”); and 


WHEREAS, as a result of the changing definition of “Industrial Hemp” (as defined 
in California Health and Safety Code section 11018.5) the Cannabis Prohibition 
Ordinance does not currently regulate the cultivation of Industrial Hemp within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the City except as an agricultural activity; and  


WHEREAS, the City Council intends to study, within a reasonable time, land use 
regulations related to the cultivation of Industrial Hemp; and  


WHEREAS, Government Code section 65858 allows the City to immediately 
protect and preserve the public peace, health and welfare by prohibiting any uses that 
may be in conflict with existing or contemplated general plan, specific plan, or zoning 
proposals that the legislative body, planning commission or planning department is 
considering or that it will study and consider within a reasonable time; and 


WHEREAS, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on February 12, 
2020, and after hearing and considering public testimony, the City Council adopted a 45 
day moratorium on the cultivation of Industrial Hemp, Ordinance No. 181, attached 
hereto, to protect the public health, safety and welfare pursuant to the provisions of 
Government Code section 65858; and  


WHEREAS, the City Council determines that Ordinance No. 181 continues to be 
urgently needed for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety and 
welfare and is necessary to provide additional time to prepare the studies and reports 
required to consider a comprehensive ordinance addressing regulation of Industrial 
Hemp cultivation within the boundaries of the City of Wildomar. 
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THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR HEREBY DOES ORDAIN 
AS FOLLOWS:  


SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 


The City Council of the City of Wildomar, based on the information included in 
the staff report, incorporated by reference herein, and of the information it takes notice 
of as referenced below, makes the following findings: 


A. Pursuant to Article XI, section 7, of the California Constitution, the City
may adopt and enforce ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws to 
protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare of its citizens. 


B. Pursuant to Government Code section 65858, to protect the public safety,
health, and welfare, the City may, as an urgency measure, adopt an interim ordinance 
prohibiting land uses that may be in conflict with existing or contemplated land use 
regulations that the City is studying or considering or intends to study within a 
reasonable time. 


C. Pursuant to Government Code section 65858(b), after notice and a public
hearing, the City may extend an adopted interim urgency ordinance for twenty two (22) 
months and fifteen (15) days. 


D. The state and federal system of laws and regulations defining Industrial
Hemp governing its cultivation is complex, evolving, incomplete and uncertain, causing 
multiple issues which may adversely affect the public peace, health, or safety of 
residents of or visitors to the City, as outlined below. 


E. The City Council hereby takes notice of the following laws, together with
their legislative histories, analyses, digests and commentaries, as well as any reports 
issued by Agencies, Departments, or Offices of the State of California pertaining to 
Industrial Hemp: 


1. California Senate Bill (2013), the California Industrial Hemp Farming Act;


2. The Federal 2014 Farm Bill, P.L. 113-79, § 7606, codified as 7 U.S.C.A.
§ 5940 et seq.;


3. California Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act, passed by the
voters in November 2016 (“AUMA”);


4. California Senate Bill 94 (2017) the Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis
Regulation and Safety Act (“MAUCRSA”);


5. California Senate Bill 1409 (2018);


6. The 2018 Federal Farm Bill, H.R. 2, P.L. 115334;
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7. California Senate Bill 153, Industrial Hemp (Wilk, 2019)


F. Food and Agriculture Code section 81001 calls for the Industrial Hemp
Advisory Board to advise the California Secretary of Food and Agriculture and make 
recommendations to the Secretary pertaining to the cultivation of Industrial Hemp, 
including but not limited to, developing the requisite Industrial Hemp seed laws and 
regulations, enforcement mechanisms, and setting of an assessment rate. 


G. The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has to date
only adopted a regulation for the registration fee for growers of Industrial Hemp for 
commercial purposes and seed breeders in California, 3 C.C.R. § 4900, effective April 
25, 2019. 


H. In 2016, Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act authorized, among
other things, the cultivation of Industrial Hemp subject to requirements for its dense 
planting as a fiber or oilseed crop, and restrictions on pruning, tending, or culling, as an 
agricultural product, and for agricultural or academic research to be regulated 
separately from the strains of Cannabis with higher concentrations of THC, but 
amended the effective date of the California Industrial Hemp Farming Act to January 1, 
2017, without regard to federal law. With the enactment of MAUCRSA in 2017, these 
changes were also codified into the law. 


I. Late in 2018, the Federal Government removed Industrial hemp from the
federal list of controlled substances and authorized the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
to create quality control standards for commercial Industrial Hemp production, 
permitting each of the states to have their own quality control standards plan.  


J. Interim Final Rule (Document 84 FR 58522), entitled Establishment of a
Domestic Hemp Production Program, temporarily establishing rules and regulations to 
produce Hemp. This rule provides the requirements for State and Tribal regulatory plans 
submitted to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) for review and 
approval. California is in the process of developing a state plan and therefore, California 
hemp growers are not currently subject to the federal interim rule.  


K. As of April 2019, the CDFA adopted a regulation for the registration fee for
growers of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes and seed breeders in California, 
but only adopted temporary regulations pertaining to sampling procedures and lab 
testing through emergency rulemaking that only remained in effect for 180 days and 
were subject to revision. The CDFA has readopted the regulations extending the 
effective date of these temporary regulations to March 9, 2020. 


L. Based on the foregoing, it appears that the legal prerequisites for the
commercial cultivation of Industrial Hemp have not been satisfied and therefore the 
cultivation of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes should not be permitted.  


M. Based on the foregoing, it appears that the law pertaining to Industrial
Hemp continues to change and rulemaking is incomplete or ongoing with the CDFA, 
Industrial Hemp Advisory Board and federal AMS. As such there are no permanent and 
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adequate California or Federal regulations setting requirements or standards for 
cultivation, product purity, safety, potency, and testing, cannabinoid content, or 
environmental impacts or other safeguards to protect the health of consumers within the 
California regulated marketplace. 


N. Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are derivatives of the same plant
(Cannabis sativa L), and the appearance and odor of Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are 
indistinguishable. As such, it will be extremely difficult to differentiate between the two 
plants when cultivated and would open a significant opportunity for the fraudulent and 
illegal production of commercial Cannabis within the City. 


O. The current Cannabis Prohibition Ordinance does not address the unique
legal, land use, environmental, public health, safety and welfare issues and impacts 
associated with the concomitant uses of commercial Cannabis and Industrial Hemp 
cultivation.  


P. Under these circumstances, the permitting of “Established Agricultural
Research Institution” to cultivate or process Industrial Hemp within the City, without 
adequate regulations to ensure that cultivators will not exploit the “Established 
Agricultural Research Institution” exemption to grow Cannabis in the guise of Industrial 
Hemp is a legitimate and compelling concern and poses a threat to the public health, 
safety and welfare as the cultivation of Cannabis threatens the integrity and viability of 
the City of Wildomar’s potential position in the California regulated marketplace, and the 
Cannabis industry’s role in the City’s economy.  


Q. The City is currently in the process of creating a regulatory structure to
permit some commercial Cannabis activities and facilities and intends to charge a fee 
for such activity. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the City’s implementation of 
appropriate land use regulations and business licensing system for Cannabis and 
Industrial Hemp businesses would only serve to increase the enforcement burden on 
the City, create opportunity for fraud and illegal uses, and potentially create conflict 
between Cannabis cultivators and Industrial Hemp producers.  


R. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the adoption of reasonable
regulations is harmful to the welfare of residents and creates a nuisance. 


S. There is an urgent need for the City Council to assess the impacts of
Industrial Hemp grown by “Established Agricultural Research Institutions” and others, 
and to explore reasonable regulatory options relating thereto. 


T. The allowance of cultivation of Industrial Hemp, prior to the adoption of
reasonable regulations, creates an urgent and immediate threat to the public health, 
safety and welfare of the citizens and existing agriculture in the City of Wildomar. 


U. The City has a compelling interest in protecting the public health, safety,
and welfare of its residents and businesses, in preventing the establishment of 
nuisances. 
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V. In order to ensure the effective implementation of the City’s current
Cannabis land use prohibition objectives and policies, a moratorium on the 
establishment and/or approval of Industrial Hemp cultivation is necessary. 


W. The City has complied with the notice and public hearing requirements of
Government Code sections 65858(a) and 65090. Government Code section 65858(d) 
requires that prior to adoption of the ordinance extending the moratorium, a report is 
required describing the measures taken to alleviate the condition which led to the 
adoption of the ordinance. That report has been made available to the public at the City 
Clerk’s Office.  


X. Since February 12, 2020, City staff has undertaken an initial investigation
of these matters including consideration of what provisions should be included in a 
permanent ordinance regarding industrial hemp. The City is currently researching and 
considering its options for regulating Industrial Hemp in conjunction with Cannabis.  City 
staff is studying current Industrial Hemp sites registered with Riverside County, as well 
as studying regulations adopted in other jurisdictions.  


SECTION 2. DECLARATION OF URGENCY. 


A. Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council finds and declares
that there is a current and immediate threat to public health, safety and welfare arising 
from the absence of reasonable regulations in the Wildomar Municipal Code regulating 
Cultivation (as defined below) of Industrial Hemp within the City’s jurisdictional 
boundaries.   


B. Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council determines
extension to Ordinance No. 181 is urgently needed for the immediate preservation of 
the public peace, health, safety, and welfare pursuant to the Government Code 65858, 
and is necessary to provide additional time to prepare the studies and reports required 
to consider a comprehensive ordinance and/or general plan amendment addressing 
regulation of Industrial Hemp Cultivation within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries. 


SECTION 3. MORATORIUM. 


A. The attachments, recitals, text, moratorium and findings made in
Ordinance 181 are hereby reaffirmed, readopted and incorporated by reference as 
though they were fully restated herein. 


B. In order to protect the public health, safety and welfare and pursuant to
the provisions of Government Code section 65858, during the term of this ordinance, 
including any extensions hereto, a moratorium is hereby placed on the following: 


1. The “Cultivation” (as defined below) of Industrial Hemp (as defined in
Section 11018.5 of the Health & Safety Code) by any person or entity for
any purposes, within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, including
Cultivation by an “Established Agricultural Research Institution” (as







- 6 -


defined in Section 81000(c) of the Food and Agriculture Code), whether or 
not such Cultivation is for agricultural or academic research or for the 
production of an agricultural product; 


2. The issuance of any general amendment, zoning amendment, subdivision,
conditional use permit, plot plan, certificate of occupancy, building permit
or any other entitlement, including, but not limited to, tenant improvement
permits, site development permits, temporary or special use permits,
variances, business license / registration or grading permits issued by the
City of Wildomar for the Cultivation of Industrial Hemp.


3. The establishment, operation, maintenance, development or construction
of any land, site, facility or use for the purpose of the Cultivation of
Industrial Hemp within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries.


C. For purposes of this ordinance, “Cultivation” shall mean the seeding,
growing, tending, harvesting, or any other activity in the development or production of 
Industrial Hemp, including without limitation the development of new seed cultivars and 
any other activity that falls within the meaning of “cultivate” or “cultivation” as used in 
sections 81000 through 81011 of the California Food and Agriculture Code. 


D. This moratorium shall apply to persons or entities that have registered
Industrial Hemp sites with the Riverside County Agricultural Commissioner’s office, but 
have not yet acquired vested rights to engage in Cultivation of Industrial Hemp within 
the City’s jurisdictional boundaries. 


SECTION 4. SEVERABILITY. 


If any chapter, subsection, subdivision, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of 
this ordinance, is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of 
any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision will not affect the validity of the 
remaining portions of this ordinance. The City Council hereby declares that it would 
have adopted this ordinance, and each chapter, subsection, subdivision, sentence, 
clause, phrase, or portion thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, 
subsections, subdivisions, sentences, clauses, phrases, or portions thereof be declared 
invalid or unconstitutional. 


SECTION 5. CEQA. 


This ordinance is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA") pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of 
Regulations, section 15060, subdivision (c)( 2) as the activity will not result in a direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change to the environment and section 15061, 
subdivision (b)(3) as there is no possibility the activity in question may have a significant 
effect on the environment. In addition, this ordinance is categorically exempt from 
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review under CEQA pursuant to Class 8 Categorical Exemption, 14 C.C.R. § 15308 
(regulatory activity to assure protection of the environment). 


SECTION 6. EFFECTIVE DATE.  


Pursuant to Government Code section 65858, this extension to Ordinance No. 
181 shall become effective on March 28, 2020 and shall remain in effect until February 
12, 2022, thereafter unless amended, repealed or extended by the City Council as 
permitted by law. 


SECTION 7. PUBLICATION. 


The City Clerk is authorized to publish this ordinance in accordance with 
Government Code section 36933. 


PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of Wildomar City 
Council on the 11th day of March, 2020.  


Dustin Nigg 
Mayor 


APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 


Thomas D. Jex 
City Attorney 


Janet Morales 
Acting City Clerk 
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CITY OF WILDOMAR – CITY COUNCIL 
Agenda Item #3.2 


GENERAL BUSINESS 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 


TO: Mayor and City Council Members 


FROM: Gary Nordquist, City Manager 


SUBJECT: COVID-19 Update  


STAFF REPORT 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council take the following actions: 


1. Receive and file the COVID-19 update and provide direction as desired. 


2. Review and amend, repeal, or make no changes as desired to the following 
Resolution: 


RESOLUTION NO. 2020-25  
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY WILDOMAR CONFIRMING 
DIRECTOR OF EMERGENCY SERVICES ORDER NO. E-2020-01 TEMPORARILY 


SUSPENDING CERTAIN CITY ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES TO PROTECT 
BUSINESSES IN THE CITY OF WILDOMAR AND INCREASE HOUSING 


OPPORTUNITIES 
 


DISCUSSION: 
Staff will be providing an update on actions taken by the City in response to COVID-19 
and is requesting Council to provide direction as desired.  
 
At the April 14, 2021 City Council Meeting, Mayor Nigg requested that a future agenda 
item be brought back to the City Council to discuss Resolution No. 2020-25. Staff is 
recommending that the City Council review and amend, repeal or make no changes as 
desired.   


FISCAL IMPACT: 
None. 


Submitted & Approved by:      
Gary Nordquist 
City Manager       


ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Resolution No. 2020-25 























EXHIBIT A























Agenda Item #4.1 


WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 


APRIL 14, 2021 
 
 


CALL TO ORDER THE WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT 
The Regular meeting of April 14, 2021, of the Wildomar Cemetery District was 
conducted electronically pursuant to the provisions of Governor’s Executive 
Orders N-25-20 and N-29-20 and was called to order by Chair Nigg at 7:23 p.m.  
 
District Roll Call showed the following: 
 
Members in attendance: Trustees Moore, Morabito, Swanson, Vice Chair Benoit, 
Chair Nigg 
 
Members absent: None. 
 
Staff in attendance: General Manager Nordquist, Assistant General Manager York, 
District Counsel Jex, Clerk of the Board Morales, Acting Administrative Services 
Director Howell, Planning Director Bassi, City Treasurer Riley, Intern II Luna, 
Economic Development Director Davidson and Cemetery District Manager Torres. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
There were no public comments. 
 
 
BOARD COMMUNICATIONS 
There were no board communications. 
 
 
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED 
There were no changes to the agenda.  
 
 
4.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 
A MOTION was made by Trustee Swanson, seconded by Vice Chair Benoit, to 
approve the Consent Calendar. 
 
MOTION carried, 5-0, by the following vote: 
 
YEA:  Moore, Morabito, Swanson, Vice Chair Benoit, Chair Nigg 
NAY:  None 
ABSTAIN: None 







  
City of Wildomar 


Cemetery Minutes  
April 14, 2021 
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ABSENT: None  
 
4.1 Minutes – March 10, 2021 Regular Meeting 


Approved the Minutes as presented. 
 
4.2 Warrant Register 


Approved the following: 
 
1. Warrant Register dated 03-04-2021 in the amount of $1,603.99. 
2. Warrant Register dated 03-11-2021 in the amount of $5,845.01. 
3. Warrant Register dated 03-25-2021 in the amount of $3,818.63. 
 


4.3 Treasurer’s Report 
Approved the Treasurer’s Report for February 2021. 
 


4.4 Award Consultant Services Agreement for Preparation of Designs, 
Plans, Specifications and Cost Estimates for Phase 1 Cemetery 
Improvements and Widening of Palomar Street from Gruwell Street to 
Wildomar Trail 
 
1. Authorized the General Manager to execute a Services Agreement 
between the City of Wildomar and Mark Thomas. 
 
2. Authorized the Assistant General Manager to approve up to 10% of the 
contract amount for required additional services. 
 


 
5.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS 


There were no items scheduled. 
 
 
6.0 GENERAL BUSINESS 


There were no items scheduled. 
 
 


GENERAL MANAGER REPORT 
There was no report given. 
 
 
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
There were no future agenda items added. 
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ADJOURN THE WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT   
There being no further business, Chair Nigg declared the meeting adjourned 7:24 
p.m.  
 
 
Submitted by:    Approved by: 
 
 
 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
Janet Morales    Dustin Nigg 
Clerk of the Board    Chair 
 







      WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT 
Agenda Item #4.2 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date:  May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:   Chairperson and Members of the Board of Trustees 
 
FROM:  Robert Howell, Acting Administrative Services Director 
 
SUBJECT:  Warrant Register 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees approve the following: 


 
1. Warrant Register dated 04-01-2021 in the amount of $116.24. 
2. Warrant Register dated 04-08-2021 in the amount of $1,690.46. 
3. Warrant Register dated 04-15-2021 in the amount of $504.15. 
4. Warrant Register dated 04-29-2021 in the amount of $846.56. 


 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The Wildomar Cemetery District requires that the Trustees audit payments of demands 
and direct the General Manager to issue checks.  The Warrant Registers are submitted 
for approval.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
These Warrant Registers will have a budgetary impact in the amount and fiscal year noted 
in the recommendation section of this report.  These costs are included in the Fiscal Year 
2020/21 Budget. 
 
 
Submitted by:      Approved by: 
Robert Howell      Gary Nordquist 
Acting Administrative Services Director   General Manager 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Voucher List 04/01/2021  Voucher List 04/15/2021 
Voucher List 04/08/2021  Voucher List 04/29/2021   
  







04/01/2021


Voucher List


City of Wildomar


1


 9:43:59AM


Page:


Bank code : wf


Voucher Date Vendor Invoice PO # Description/Account Amount


 213545 4/1/2021 000088  ACE HARDWARE 305693/3 CEMETERY DEPT SUPPLIES  38.12


Total :  38.12


 213546 4/1/2021 000367  CINTAS CORPORATION 4079296623 STAFF UNIFORM MAINTENANCE  74.13


Total :  74.13


 213547 4/1/2021 000790  SPARKLETTS 32721 CEMETERY DRINKING WATER THROUGH 


03/27/21


 3.99


Total :  3.99


Bank total :  116.24 3 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 116.24Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 3







04/08/2021


Voucher List


City of Wildomar


1


 9:12:13AM


Page:


Bank code : wf


Voucher Date Vendor Invoice PO # Description/Account Amount


 213568 4/8/2021 000367  CINTAS CORPORATION 4079969319 STAFF UNIFORM MAINTENANCE  74.13


 74.13STAFF UNIFORM MAINTENANCE4080602121


Total :  148.26


 213569 4/8/2021 001338  DEANZA TERMITE & PEST CONTROL, INC120820B PEST CONTROL (12/08/20)  25.00


 25.00PEST CONTROL (02/26/21)558734B


 25.00PEST CONTROL (03/26/21)561651B


Total :  75.00


 213570 4/8/2021 000012  ELSINORE VALLEY MUNICIPAL, WATER DISTRICT10985885 02/16/21-03/19/21 CEMETERY WATER 


SERVICE


 1,023.78


Total :  1,023.78


 213571 4/8/2021 000941  FRONTIER 31921 03/19/21-04/18/21 CEMETERY 


VOICE/INTERNE


 42.60


Total :  42.60


 213572 4/8/2021 000094  STAUFFERS LAWN EQUIPMENT 246959 CEMETERY DEPT SUPPLIES & 


MAINT/REPAIR


 33.07


 313.37CEMETERY MAINT/REPAIR247027


 54.38CEMETERY DEPT SUPPLIES247806


Total :  400.82


Bank total :  1,690.46 5 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 1,690.46Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 5







04/15/2021


Voucher List


City of Wildomar


1


 9:26:06AM


Page:


Bank code : wf


Voucher Date Vendor Invoice PO # Description/Account Amount


 213593 4/15/2021 001292  CRISP IMAGING 140311 CIP 067-1  350.87


Total :  350.87


 213594 4/15/2021 001258  SUNBELT RENTALS, INC. 111464160 CEMETERY EQUIPMENT RENTAL  101.83


 51.45CEMETERY EQUIPMENT RENTAL111849911


Total :  153.28


Bank total :  504.15 2 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 504.15Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 2







04/29/2021


Voucher List


City of Wildomar


1


 9:16:49AM


Page:


Bank code : wf


Voucher Date Vendor Invoice PO # Description/Account Amount


 213636 4/29/2021 000367  CINTAS CORPORATION 4081268494 STAFF UNIFORM MAINTENANCE  74.13


 74.13STAFF UNIFORM MAINTENANCE4081942298


 74.13STAFF UNIFORM MAINTENANCE4082589296


Total :  222.39


 213637 4/29/2021 000011  CR&R INC. 334178 APRIL 2021 WASTE SERVICES - 3 YD 


COMMERC


 146.94


Total :  146.94


 213638 4/29/2021 000941  FRONTIER 41921 04/19/21-05/18/21 CEMETERY 


VOICE/INTERNE


 65.98


Total :  65.98


 213639 4/29/2021 000186  RIGHTWAY 280242 04/12/21-05/09/21 CEMETERY RESTROOM 


MAIN


 411.25


Total :  411.25


Bank total :  846.56 4 Vouchers for bank code : wf


 846.56Total vouchers :Vouchers in this report 4







WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT 
Agenda Item #4.3 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date:  May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:   Chairperson and Members of the Board of Trustees 
 
FROM:  Robert Howell, City Treasurer 
 
SUBJECT:  Treasurer’s Report  
 


STAFF REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees approve the Treasurer’s Report for March 
2021. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Attached is the Treasurer’s Report for Cash and Investments for the month of March 
2021.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
None.   
  
 
Submitted by:      Approved by: 
Robert Howell      Gary Nordquist 
City Treasurer      General Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Treasurer’s Report 
 
 
 
 
 







PERCENT
OF DAYS STATED


BOOK VALUE FACE VALUE MARKET VALUE PORTFOLIO TO MAT. RATE


$ 263,560.63 $ 263,560.63 $ 263,560.63 100.00% 0 Variable


$ 263,560.63 $ 263,560.63 $ 263,560.63 100.00%


+ WITHDRAWALS/
BEGINNING DEPOSITS/ SALES/ ENDING STATED
BALANCE PURCHASES MATURITIES BALANCE RATE


$ 265,039.56 $ -                         $ (1,478.93) $ 263,560.63 Variable


$ 265,039.56 $ -                         $ (1,478.93) $ 263,560.63


$ 263,560.63              


TOTAL


 WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT
   TREASURER'S REPORT FOR


CASH AND INVESTMENT PORTFOLIO
March 2021


DISTRICT INVESTMENT


EDWARD JONES


ISSUER


ISSUER


EDWARD JONES


TOTAL


TOTAL INVESTMENT


Administrative Services Director


In compliance with the California Code Section 53646, as City Treasurer for the Wildomar Cemetery District, I hereby certify that sufficient 
investment liquidity and anticipated revenues are available to meet the District's expenditure requirements for the next six months.


I also certify that this report reflects all Government Agency pooled investments and all of the District's Bank Balances.


Robert Howell 5/5/2021
Robert Howell Date







      WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT 
Agenda Item #4.4 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
Meeting Date:  May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:  Chairperson and Members of the Board of Trustees 
 
FROM: Daniel Torres, Parks, Community Services and Cemetery District Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Use Permit for COVID-19 Testing and Vaccines 
 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees approve and authorize the General 
Manager to: 
 


1). Coordinate with the County of Riverside days and timeframe for COVID-19 
testing and vaccine services to be provided within the specified locations in 
Wildomar and; 


 
2). Sign the Use Permit for RUHS through CURATIVE to provide COVID-19 


testing and vaccinations. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The Riverside University Health System had entered in an agreement with CURATIVE to 
provide COVID-19 testing services within the County of Riverside. RUHS had requested 
that the County of Riverside to locate and host sites throughout Riverside County. The 
County had determined the City of Wildomar as a location to fulfill the agreement. On 
January 13, 2021, the Board of Trustees authorized the General Manager to sign a Use 
Permit that permitted RUHS through CURATIVE to provide testing at the Wildomar Little 
League Parking Lot. The testing site was held every Monday from 8:30 am to 3:30 pm 
from February 1st – April 30th by registration only through the CURATIVE website. The 
County had expressed an interest to extend the Use Permit to continue providing testing. 
 
On April 28,2021, the County had presented the Wildomar Cemetery staff an updated 
Use Permit that would extend the testing site at the Wildomar Little League Parking Lot 
through July 31, 2021. Along with COVID-19 testing service this site will now also facilitate 
vaccine distribution.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
CURATIVE staff conducts all services per their agreement with the RUHS. Staff manages 
the unlocking and locking of gates to the site parking lot during normal business hours. If 
additional staff hours are needed to fulfil these services, COVID relief funds will be used 
to cover the cost. 
 







Submitted by: Approved by: 
Daniel Torres Gary Nordquist 
Parks, Community Services  City Manager 
and Cemetery District Manager 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
COVID-19 Use Permit - City of Wildomar - Curative - AATF 
 



























WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT  
Agenda Item #6.1 


GENERAL BUSINESS 
Meeting Date: May 12, 2021 


______________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:   Chairman and Trustees 
 
FROM:  Dan York, Assistant General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Cemetery Fee Study Report 
 


STAFF REPORT 
 


RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Board of Trustees review the Cemetery Fee Study report and 
provide direction. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Wildomar Cemetery District adopted the Cemetery Master Plan on December 9, 
2020 by Resolution WCD 2020-03.  The Board’s actions also authorized a contract 
amendment with Lees and Associates to prepare a Fee Study.   


DISCUSSION: 
Lees and Associates prepared a Fee Study based on the findings and data collected 
when preparing the Master Plan.  Attachment A includes the Fee Study. The Fee Study 
recommends fee increases; proposes a one time increase or a five-year phase-in; and, 
suggests fees for other services not currently offered. 
 
Based on the Board of Trustees discussion and direction, consideration of fee increases 
requires a future public meeting to consider an Ordinance and Resolution related to 
changing fees. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
There is no fiscal impact associated with the review of the Cemetery Fee Study.  The 
action on this item is not changing Cemetery related fees.   
 
Prepared by:       Submitted & Approved by: 
Dan York       Gary Nordquist 
Assistant General Manager    General Manager 
 
    
ATTACHMENT: 
Attachment A – Cemetery Fee Study Report 
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Cemetery Fee Study 
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Contact Information: 


509‐318 Homer St, Vancouver BC Canada, V6B 2V2 | p: 604.899.3806  


51 Wolseley St, Toronto ON Canada, M5T 1A4 | p: 416 645 7033 | f: 415 645 7046 


8 Boswell Crescent, Whitehorse YT Canada, Y1A 4T3 | p: 867.332.3806  


info@elac.ca | www.elac.ca 
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1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 


PURPOSE – CEMETERY FEE STUDY 


This Cemetery Fee Study was commissioned by the City of Wildomar to provide insight into the rationale 
behind the fee  increases proposed as part of the 2020 Wildomar Cemetery Master Development and 
Business Plan. 


The Fee Study identifies how fee increases will meet the City’s objectives for its cemetery operations and 
provide specific recommendations for Wildomar Cemetery’s future service and sales rates. 


The purpose of this report is to provide the cemetery board (Wildomar City Council) with clear guidance, 
detailed data, and a summary of the 2020 Master Development and Business Plan key findings to support 
the approval and adoption of the proposed changes to Wildomar Cemetery District’s price list. 


WILDOMAR CEMETERY OVERVIEW 
Wildomar Cemetery  is  located on  the southwest‐facing slopes at 21400 Palomar Street,  in Wildomar, 
California.  It  is  a  13.4‐acre,  active  cemetery  owned  and  operated  by  the  City  of Wildomar.  The  site 
encompasses 3.76 acres of developed interment lands, and 9.64 acres of undeveloped land reserved for 
future use. Two baseball diamonds that serve community Little League sit on the northeastern portion of 
the site's undeveloped lands. 


Established  in  1898, Wildomar  Cemetery  is  now  owned  by  the  City  of Wildomar  and  operated  as  a 
Cemetery  District,  a  subsidiary  district  of  the  City, with  its  boundaries  aligned with  City  limits  in  the 
summer of 2019. City staff manages the cemetery site, with policy direction provided by a 5‐member 
Board of Trustees. 


MASTER DEVELOPMENT AND BUSINESS PLAN OVERVIEW 


The Wildomar Cemetery Master Development and Business Plan (2020) is a comprehensive document 
that guides city officials on decisions on the phased development of the cemetery expansion lands.  


The three primary objectives for the plan provide a:  


1. Phased  development  strategy  for  the  cemetery’s  expansion  lands,  with  anticipated  costs 
identified by phase; 


2. Summary of the impacts of the Palomar Street road widening project to the cemetery frontage, 
including an assessment of site compliance to the Americans with Disabilities Act (both items to 
be addressed in the first phase of development), and 


3. A business plan addressing current and future revenues and expenditures.  
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OBJECTIVE OF FEE STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 
Community residents and other cemetery stakeholders (funeral homes, religious groups, etc.) often ask 
municipalities to provide supporting rationale for their proposed price increases.  


This is done by identifying a gap between the municipal cemetery operations’: 


 Prices and the regional average market rate; 


 Operating revenue and the expenses necessary to provide the community’s preferred  level of 
service; 


 Endowment Care Fund’s (ECF) projected balance at the time it sells its last plot, and the balance 
it needs to generate sufficient income to support its future care and maintenance costs, and 


 Capital  budget  and  the  future  expenditures  anticipated  to  develop  the  cemetery  site’s 
infrastructure, aesthetic quality, and interment capacity. 


The  objective  of  this  Fee  Study  report  is  to  provide  this  rationale  in  the  following  chapters, which  is 
grouped  into  two categories; Future Capital Expenditures, and Business Plan Recommendations. These 
chapters provide the key findings and support for the recommendations arising from the 2020 Master 
Development and Business Plan. 


The primary report recommendations expected to affect future changes in Wildomar Cemetery District’s 
fees are summarized in the following sections.  
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2 FUTURE CAPITAL EXPENDITURES  
The future development of the Cemetery is illustrated in a phased development concept plan included in 
the Master Plan report. “Appendix A – Future Capital Expenditures” is an order of magnitude cost estimate 
that was included in the 2020 Master Development and Business Plan (the Plan). 


Key components of the development concept plan options include the following: 


 New  Cemetery  Frontage  ‐  The  Palomar  Street  road  widening  project  and  its  impact  on  the 
Cemetery Frontage; 


 Compliance  with  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  ADA  (ADA)  –  Addressing  site  accessibility 
concerns; 


 Cemetery Expansion; 


 New Interment Options; 


 A desire for a Celebration Hall, and 


 Temporary long‐term programming of the east undeveloped cemetery lands.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 Figure 1: Wildomar Cemetery, looking north-east across Palomar Street. 
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CEMETERY FRONTAGE 
Addressing  the  Cemetery  Frontage  (exterior  Cemetery  wall)  is  required  because  of  impacts  to  the 
Cemetery from the expansion of Palomar Street along the southern boundary. The Planning Commission 
supported a Palomar Street  re‐alignment  that  curves  the widened  road around  the cemetery,  as  this 
causes the least amount of impact to gravesites.  


See  “Appendix  D  –  Palomar  Street  Alignment  Impact  Study”  in  the  2020  Master  Development  and 
Business Plan (the Plan) report for further information on recommended adjustments to the cemetery 
frontage.  


ADA COMPLIANCE 
Only 17.9% of respondents to the public survey identified the cemetery as being physically inaccessible, 
some comments noting that the cemetery was not accessible after operating hours. A site visit with the 
cemetery  operations  staff  and  a  detailed  site  assessment  for  compliance  with  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities Act provided insight into the physical aspects of the site.  


The ADA assessment revealed 13 non‐compliant items which were addressed with recommendations, to 
align the cemetery with complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  


Recommendation details are available in “Appendix A” of the Plan. Work to align the cemetery with ADA 
requirements is slated in Phase 1 of the Plan.  


The site was assessed for compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). A list of improvement 
recommendations is in the report with associated costs. These costs have been included in the phased 
development plan.  


COLUMBARIA EXPANSION (ABOVE-GROUND CREMATION 
INTERMENT) 
With 5 years of columbaria niche sales remaining, the City will need to prioritize the installation of a new 
columbarium, within the next 3‐4 years, as proposed in Phase II.  
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CEMETERY EXPANSION — FUTURE CEMETERY DEVELOPMENT 
(IN-GROUND INTERMENT, SCATTERING GARDENS, AND 
MEMORIALIZATION) 
With  roughly  10‐20  years  left  of  in‐ground  cremation  and  casket  plot  sales  capacity,  the  City  should 
consider planning the first phase of in‐ground burial expansion within the next 5‐10 years. The next phase 
of burial expansion is identified in Phase II of the proposed development plans. 


The development of this phase includes: 


 A Celebration Hall with an open pre‐or post‐event gathering space/entry plaza, uninterrupted 
views to the surrounding mountains, drop‐off areas, parking, and internal driveway; 


 A columbaria walk; 


 Expansion of the two columbaria expansion areas in the developed cemetery, and completing the 
interment and plot layout for the developed area; 


 In‐ground casket and cremation interment on the terraced hillside; 


 A scattering garden; 


 A green burial section; 


 Relocation of the Operations Building and Yard, and 


 Installation of a veteran’s plaza. 


This phase of expansion will include elements supported by the public‐only survey, including the: 


 Incorporation of shade trees and planting; 


 Incorporation of new seating areas/viewpoints for quiet contemplation,  


 Addition of new memorialization options, 


 The  adoption  of  maintenance  and  horticulture  practices  that  enhance  ecology  and  habitat 
(erosion control, naturalized plantings, etc.), and 


 The  improvement of wayfinding and  site  information. Online  information  services,  such as  an 
improved website or a grave finding application, were desired by 71.7% of survey respondents. 


Future phases of  cemetery development  include  further build‐out of  traditional  in‐ground casket and 
cremation  interment  along  the  Cemetery  hillside  and  temporary  long‐term  park  development  of  the 
undeveloped lands. 
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3 BUSINESS PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
EXPAND CEMETERY OFFERINGS + REVENUE STREAMS 
This  recommendation  includes  adding  a  new  and  attractive  range  of  interment  and memorialization 
options, value‐added services, and their related fees to the Price List, as they are introduced. 


Analysis of products and services revealed gaps in responding to trends in current burial practices such 
as rising demands for cremation or preferences for a natural/green burial. Residents also expressed a 
desire  for  a  scattering  garden  and memorialization  options  during  the  online  public  survey.    Besides 
adding columbaria  to meet current sales demands,  this gap can be addressed  through expanding  the 
current offerings to include: 


 Introduction of an attractive scattering garden for the interment of cremated remains; 


 New memorialization opportunities (with or without interment), and 


 Natural/Green Burial. 


There  is  an  upcoming  opportunity  to  incorporate  scattering  gardens  and  new  memorialization 
opportunities with the Phase II columbarium expansion. 


Other value‐added cemetery services the City may add include providing options such as double depth 
interment, event space rentals, and expanded service hours. 


OPTIMIZE THE CITY’S CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT FUND 
Future development can be supported by the additional revenue generated by Cemetery’s operations by 
increasing  prices  and  adding  new  revenue  streams  over  the  next  25  years.  The  City  has  a  Capital 
Development  Fund  in  place  into which  the  additional  revenue  earned,  as well  as  any  designated  tax 
subsidies could be transferred.  


The City’s Capital Development Fund has historically been supported by tax subsidy transfers and has 
largely funded Wildomar Cemetery’s historic  land and infrastructure development. However, the fund 
has not been formally restricted to cemetery projects.  In the 2020 Master Development and Business 
Plan  (the  Plan),  it  is  recommended  that  the  City’s  Capital  Development  Fund’s  purpose  and  use  be 
dedicated to future cemetery development and extraordinary costs, such as enhancing or building new 
facilities, funding monument restoration and heritage conservation initiatives, and developing new burial 
areas. This will ensure that the cemetery is tracked as a distinct operational unit, separate from other City 
department’s capital projects which should be supported by a separate capital fund. 


Funds  from  the  increased  prices  and  new  revenue  streams  should  be  transferred  to  the  Cemetery‘s 
Capital  Development  Fund  to  support  the  site's  future  development.  The  changes  proposed  in  the 
Alternate Model  scenario of  the Plan will enable  the City  to maintain  the current  tax subsidy  level  to 
support Wildomar Cemetery’s growing operating costs and redirect any additional funds above this level 
towards the site’s development. 
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The cemetery’s price increases to market rates and the resulting increase in income will be used to offset 
the  effects  of  inflation  and  enhance  the  sustainability  of  the Endowment Care  Fund  (ECF).  Increased 
income to the cemetery will also contribute to the future development, level of service, site maintenance, 
and the quality of site infrastructure and facilities at Wildomar Cemetery. 


This  will  ensure  and  enhance  the  future  financial  sustainability  of  the  Cemetery  and  decrease  the 
necessity of an increased allocation of tax‐based revenue to support both future operations and maintain 
a high quality of site care in the long term.  


INCREASE HUMAN RESOURCES WITH INCREASING DEMAND 
Staffing  requirements  for  operations  will  increase  as  the  cemetery  develops,  to  the  recommended 
addition  of  one  Full‐Time  Equivalent  (FTE)  staff  member  at  the  completion  and  opening  of  Phase  II 
development, and up to a total of 4.5 FTE staff members at the cemetery’s full build‐out. 


The need for additional human resources to provide more services to a growing community and to care 
for an expanded area of cemetery land is expected to eventually increase Wildomar Cemetery District’s 
operating expenses. 


Increases in labor and maintenance costs to meet growth in site visits and demand for services from an 
increasing and aging population is a common rationale used by municipalities to increase their fees to 
cover the higher expense necessary to provide the community’s preferred level of service. 


RAISE PRICES – ALIGN WITH THE MARKET + OFFSET INFLATION 
Historic Overview + Current Status 


Historically, there have been no price increases at Wildomar Cemetery for the past 10 years.  


The best practice for North American cemetery pricing is to increase fees annually by the rate of inflation, 
at a minimum. Consumer Price Index reports from the International Monetary Fund find that inflation has 
historically ranged from 2% to 3% in North American over the past decade. 


The current rates on the Wildomar Cemetery Price List are significantly below the average market rate in 
neighboring communities and cemetery districts. The detailed findings from LEES+Associates cemetery 
market  research  can  be  found  in  this  report,  in  “Appendix  B  –  Regional  Cemetery  Market  Price 
Benchmarking Study.” 


This price benchmarking study compares Wildomar Cemetery’s current rates relative to the average rates 
at municipal  cemeteries  across  the  US,  as  well  as  a  select  cemetery  in  the  regional  catchment  area 
(Riverside County) with a similar market profile. 


The following table summarizes the resident rates (including the cemetery’s ECF portion) and the primary 
offerings available for sale by comparable cemeteries in the region examined in this study. 
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Cemetery 
Offering 


City Rates 


 


Regional 
Average 1 


USA 
Average 2 


Price Comparison 
Findings 


Adult Casket  Lot  $1,000 
$1,950 to 
$2,790


$1,250 to
$2,000


Below the Regional and USA 
Average. 


Infant Casket Lot  $400  $750 
$250 to 
$1,000 


Below the Regional Average. 
On par with the USA 
Average. 


Cremation‐Only 
Lot 


$400  $1,250 
$500 to 
$1000 


Below the Regional and USA 
Average. 


Columbaria Niche  $900 
$827 to 
$1,247 


$1,250 to 
$4,000 


On par with the Regional 
Average. 
Below the USA Average.


Adult Casket 
Interment Service 


$500  $650 
$750 to 
$1,500 


Below the Regional and USA 
Average. 


Infant Casket  
Interment Service  $200  $300 


$250 to 
$1,000 


Below the Regional and USA 
Average. 


Cremated Remains 
Lot  Interment Service  $200  $350  $200 to $750


Below the Regional and USA 
Average. 


Columbaria Niche 
Inurnment Service  $75  $229  $200 to $500


Below the Regional and USA 
Average. 


Scattering Service  n/a  $600  $100 to $400
Not available at Wildomar 
Cemetery. 


Table 1:  City, Regional + National Cemetery Resident Rates Comparison, Source: LEES+Associates. 


Price Positioning: Risks + Benefits 


Cemetery demand  is  relatively  inelastic, meaning  that  there  is usually  little adverse  response  to price 
changes, provided they are within the normal market range. This means Wildomar Cemetery can expect 
to increase their rates with little risk of losing revenue to residents choosing to be interred elsewhere. 
Also, California Cemetery Districts have the added security that regulations limit which District cemeteries 
individuals can be interred within, based on their residence at the time of death. 


Finally, cemeteries with a wider range of burial options are often perceived as being more attractive and 
as having a higher‐quality, premium value. This enables them to often charge higher rates than other 
sites.  Therefore, as Wildomar Cemetery expands its interment and memorialization options it will also 
be perceived as providing a greater value for its fees in the degree of personalization, customization, and 
range of choice it offers to its community members. 


                                                      
1  Table 1 – Regional Average = The average rate range for the spectrum of offerings at the regional cemeteries 
reviewed in this price benchmarking study, summarized in Appendix B – Regional Cemetery Market Price Benchmarking 
Study. 
 
2 Table 1 – USA Average = The average rate range for the spectrum of low to high quality cemetery offerings, found in 
LEES+Associates market research and price analyses of public, private and religious cemeteries in the United States. 
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Increasing  rates  to  an  appropriate  level  of  pricing  within  the  typical  fair  market  value  range  will 
strategically position the City of Wildomar residents equitably within the regional cemetery market and 
strengthen the financial sustainability of Wildomar Cemetery’s operations in the short and long term. 


In  the  short  term,  the City  can use  the additional  revenue  to pay  for  increased human  resources  (as 
needed) and offset the effect of inflation on all operating costs.  


In  the  long  term,  the  higher  sales  rates will  also  generate  larger  revenue  contributions  to Wildomar 
Cemetery’s  Endowment  Care  Fund  (ECF).  The  City  currently  contributes  40%  of  casket  lots,  50%  of 
cremation  lots,  and 44% of  niche  sales  to  the  cemetery  ECF.  Therefore,  increasing  the pricing  (while 
keeping  the current percentage  the  same) will  enhance  the growth of  the ECF and contribute  to  the 
funding of Wildomar Cemetery’s perpetual care and maintenance of the site.  


STRATEGIC PRICING OPTIONS 
The 2020 Master Development and Business Plan provide the City with two options for increasing its rates 
to align with the market. These are implementing: 


 A large, one‐time rate increase in 2021, or  


 Incremental increases to align the City’s rates with the regional fair market value for cemetery 
services over five years, from 2021 to 2025. 


Both scenarios will provide the City with comparable financial outcomes and both entail  increasing all 
cemetery rates by 3% per year from 2026 forward. This will: 


 Continually offset the effect of inflation on operating costs (2%), and 


 Generate  additional  funding  to  contribute  towards  future  capital  expenditures,  related  to 
development costs (1%). 


Additional pricing strategies recommended by the Master Development and Business Plan include: 
 


 Introducing a graded system with multiple price points for offerings such as columbaria. Prices 
vary depending on  the attractiveness of  the unit’s  style,  as well  as  the niche’s  location  in  the 
cemetery and its position relative to eye level. 
 


o This  values  Wildomar  Cemetery  offerings  based  on  aesthetics  and  accessibility  and 
expands the range of choices offered to community members. 


 Offer  discounted  cemetery  service  rates  to  children,  veterans,  emergency  responders,  and 
indigent residents. (Or make administration employees aware of subsidies that already exist and 
refer families to these resources). 


o This will increase the goodwill of community members towards Wildomar Cemetery. 


 Add Wildomar Cemetery’s list of cemetery services and offerings, and their respective prices to 
the City’s Cemetery District website and develop a marketing strategy. 


o This  will  increase  price  transparency,  raise  the  profile  of  the  cemetery,  and  potentially 
influence community members to pre‐plan and pre‐purchase lots, niches, and services. 
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Proposed Fee Increase Tables – Two Scenarios  
The following table summarizes the scenario where one‐time price increases are made to the primary 
offerings necessary for Wildomar Cemetery to align the City with the regional market.   


Cemetery 
Offering 


City Rates
2020


City Rates
2021 Proposed 


One Time % 
Increase


Adult Casket Lot  $1,000  $1,950  95% 


Infant Casket Lot  $400  $740  85% 


Cremation‐Only Lot  $400  $1,000  150% 


Columbaria Niche  $900  $900 to $1,800  100% 


Adult Casket  Interment   $500  $650  30% 


Infant Casket   Interment   $200  $300  50% 


Cremated Remains Lot  Interment   $200  $360  80% 


Columbaria Niche Inurnment   $75  $225  200% 


Scattering Service  n/a  $225  new 


Table 2: One Time Price Increase in 2021, Source: LEES+ Associates. 


For the complete updated price list for the City of Wildomar under the one‐time price increase scenario, 
see “Appendix C –Wildomar Cemetery District Price List, One Time Increase.” 


The following table summarizes the scenario where the necessary incremental resident price increases 
for its primary offerings are spread over the next five years. These will fully align Wildomar Cemetery with 
the regional cemetery market by 2025. This projection assumes that other regional cemetery sites would 
also increase their rates annually, at the rate of inflation (2%) over the same period.   


Cemetery 
Offering 


City Rates
2021 


City Rates
2025 


Annual % 
Increase 


Regional Rates
2025 – 2% per yr. 


Adult Casket Lot  $1,150  $2,011  15%  $2,153 to $3,080 


Infant Casket Lot  $460  $805  15%  $828 


Cremation‐Only Lot  $500  $1,221 25%  $1.336 


Columbaria Niche  $900 to $990   $1,300 to $1,500  10%  $913 to $1,377 


Adult Casket  Interment  $550  $805  10%  $718 


Infant Casket   Interment   $220  $322  10%  $331 


Cremation‐Only Lot  Interment   $230  $402  15%  $395 


Columbaria Niche Inurnment   $94  $229  25%  $253 


Scattering Service  $225  $549  25%  $662 


Table 3: Incremental Price Increases from 2021 to 2025, Source: LEES+ Associates. 
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For the complete updated price  list  for the City of Wildomar under the  large, one‐time price  increase 
scenario, see “Appendix D – Wildomar Cemetery District Price List, Five Year Incremental Increase.” 
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4 CONCLUSION 
FEE STUDY SUMMARY 
A thorough review and evaluation of the financial status of the Wildomar Cemetery operations indicate 
it is well‐positioned to physically sustain current operations with its substantial land capacity beyond the 
next 25 years. However, the cemetery can enhance its financial sustainability and be better positioned in 
the market to serve its community members, by expanding its services, increasing fees to strengthen the 
Endowment Care Fund (ECF), and utilize undeveloped space to better suit the community.  


There are opportunities for the City to strengthen its long‐term financial sustainability and enhance its 
resourcing for future site development and the ongoing care and maintenance of the cemetery. These 
opportunities involve two key strategies: 


1. Generating new sources of revenue, and 


2. Increasing current sources of revenue. 


Generating  new  sources  of  revenue  includes;  developing  the  cemetery  expansion  lands  with  new 
products and services desired by the community to offer a more diverse range of options and help ensure 
the cemetery remains a community resource for future residents.  


Converting undeveloped expansion land not needed by cemetery operations within the next 100 years 
into  temporary  park  space  will  also  provide  additional  amenities  to  the  community.  This  future 
development needs a reliable source of funding from a dedicated Cemetery Capital Development Fund. 


Increasing current sources of revenue includes:  increasing the City’s cemetery fees annually to align with 
the market and offset inflation, attracting more residents to the site with new products and services, and 
encouraging residents to make arrangements with the cemetery in advance of their passing and future 
need. 


The one‐time increase scenario provides a better short‐term financial outcome, over the next four years 
and was included in this study for consideration. However, in the 2020 Master Development and Business 
Plan, it was assumed the City would choose to increase its rates incrementally over five years, rather than 
all at once. This is because of the expectation that residents would more readily accept and approve a 
series of smaller increases over time, rather than one large change. Both scenarios will result in essentially 
the same long‐term result, five years and onward. Therefore, the Council can use its discretion in choosing 
which option it prefers without materially changing the outcome of the cemetery’s financial plan. 


Both  of  these  strategies will  require  the  City  to  invest  in  additional  human  resources  to  support  the 
increased demand and cemetery site activities expected to accommodate this projected revenue growth. 
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FEE STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section outlines the key recommendations from this fee study, which will guide Wildomar Cemetery 
towards aligning its pricing and practices with the regional market to enhance its financial sustainability. 


 It is recommended that Wildomar Cemetery: 


 Add new interment and memorialization options, as well as additional value‐added support 
services to the cemetery price list as they are developed; 


 Implement a one‐time rate increase or incremental increases over five years to align the City’s 
rates with the regional fair market value of cemetery services; 


 Increasing cemetery prices by 3% per year, from 2026, onwards; 


 Transfer  the  revenue growth  into a Capital Development Fund,  that  is dedicated  to  cemetery 
projects related to future development and extraordinary costs, and 


 In five years (2026), review the City’s resident response to the new offerings, price increases, and 
changes to operations proposed in this fee study and the Master Development and Business Plan. 
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APPENDIX A – FUTURE CAPITAL EXPENDITURES  
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APPENDIX B – REGIONAL CEMETERY MARKET 
PRICE BENCHMARKING STUDY 
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US Census 2018 Population:


Location: Lake Elsinore  Murrieta  Perris San Jacinto Temecula


Site:


Cemetery Offering  Resident   Nonresident   Resident   Nonresident   Resident   Nonresident   Resident   Nonresident   Resident   Nonresident   Resident   Nonresident  Resident Nonresident


Adult Casket Lot ‐ MIN 1,000.00$   1,500.00$     1,100.00$   1,600.00$     1,900.00$  3,100.00$      1,850.00$   2,600.00$      1,900.00$   2,100.00$       3,000.00$     4,500.00$       $1,950 $2,780


Adult Casket Lot  ‐ MAX 1,000.00$   1,500.00$     1,100.00$   1,600.00$     3,000.00$  4,200.00$      2,150.00$   2,900.00$      2,200.00$   2,400.00$       5,500.00$     7,000.00$       $2,790 $3,620


Child / Infant Lot ‐ MIN 400.00$      900.00$        n/a n/a n/a n/a 750.00$      1,500.00$      n/a n/a n/a n/a $750 $1,500


Child / Infant Lot ‐ MAX 400.00$      900.00$        n/a n/a n/a n/a 750.00$      1,500.00$      n/a n/a n/a n/a $750 $1,500


Cremation Lot  ‐  MIN 400.00$      900.00$        500.00$      1,000.00$     1,500.00$  2,700.00$      1,125.00$   1,875.00$      1,425.00$   1,625.00$       1,500.00$     3,000.00$       $1,210 $2,040


Cremation Lot ‐  MAX 400.00$      900.00$        500.00$      1,000.00$     1,500.00$  2,700.00$      1,125.00$   1,875.00$      1,425.00$   1,625.00$       1,500.00$     3,000.00$       $1,210 $2,040


Columbaria Niche ‐ MIN 900.00$      1,400.00$     550.00$      1,050.00$     900.00$     2,100.00$      1,150.00$   1,900.00$      1,035.00$   1,185.00$       500.00$        2,000.00$       $827 $1,647


Columbaria Niche ‐ MAX 900.00$      1,400.00$     1,000.00$   1,500.00$     1,200.00$  2,400.00$      1,150.00$   1,900.00$      1,185.00$   1,385.00$       1,700.00$     3,200.00$       $1,247 $2,077


Adult Burial ‐ Single Depth 500.00$      500.00$        550.00$      550.00$        700.00$     700.00$         650.00$      650.00$         700.00$      850.00$          650.00$        650.00$          $650 $680


Child/Infant Burial 200.00$      200.00$        n/a n/a n/a n/a 300.00$      300.00$         n/a n/a n/a n/a $300 $300


Cremated Remains Burial  200.00$      200.00$        250.00$      250.00$        440.00$     440.00$         300.00$      300.00$         400.00$      500.00$          400.00$        400.00$          $358 $378


Niche Inurnment 75.00$        75.00$          150.00$      150.00$        150.00$     150.00$         200.00$      200.00$         245.00$      325.00$          400.00$        400.00$          $229 $245


Scattering / Ossuary Interment n/a n/a n/a n/a 400.00$     400.00$         n/a n/a n/a n/a 800.00$        800.00$          $600 $600


Non‐resident Fee ‐ MIN n/a 500.00$        n/a 500.00$        n/a 1,200.00$      n/a 750.00$         150.00$      150.00$          n/a 1,500.00$       $150 $820


Non‐resident Fee ‐ MAX n/a 500.00$        n/a 500.00$        n/a 1,200.00$      n/a 750.00$         200.00$      200.00$          n/a 1,500.00$       $200 $830


Double Depth Fee ‐ MIN n/a n/a 100.00$      100.00$        300.00$     300.00$         50.00$        50.00$           70.00$        70.00$            n/a n/a $130 $130


Double Depth Fee ‐ MAX n/a n/a 200.00$      200.00$        300.00$     300.00$         50.00$        50.00$           70.00$        70.00$            n/a n/a $155 $155


Weekend / Holiday Fee ‐ MIN 636.00$      636.00$        550.00$      550.00$        n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a $550 $550


Weekend / Holiday Fee ‐ MAX 636.00$      636.00$        750.00$      750.00$        n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a $750 $750


Disinterment (Cremation) ‐ MIN 500.00$      500.00$        250.00$      250.00$        n/a n/a 600.00$      600.00$         n/a n/a 300.00$        300.00$          $383 $383


Disinterment (Casket) ‐ MAX 1,000.00$   1,000.00$     4,500.00$   4,500.00$     n/a n/a 5,000.00$   5,000.00$      n/a n/a 2,000.00$     2,000.00$       $3,833 $3,833


 Liner / Vaults ‐ MIN 300.00$      300.00$        200.00$      200.00$        60.00$       60.00$           200.00$      200.00$         250.00$      345.00$          425.00$        425.00$          $227 $246


 Liner / Vaults ‐ MAX 300.00$      300.00$        550.00$      550.00$        700.00$     700.00$         850.00$      850.00$         1,000.00$   1,100.00$       1,175.00$     1,175.00$       $855 $875


Monument / Marker Fees ‐ MIN 60.00$        60.00$          75.00$        75.00$          75.00$       75.00$           135.00$      135.00$         n/a n/a 150.00$        150.00$          $109 $109


Monument / Marker Fees ‐ MAX 150.00$      150.00$        100.00$      100.00$        200.00$     200.00$         180.00$      180.00$         n/a n/a 250.00$        250.00$          $183 $183


Administrative Fees ‐ MIN n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 25.00$        25.00$           50.00$        50.00$            250.00$        250.00$          $108 $108


Administrative Fees ‐ MAX n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 100.00$      100.00$         100.00$      100.00$          500.00$        500.00$          $233 $233


Engraving ‐ MIN n/a n/a 150.00$      150.00$        n/a n/a n/a n/a 100.00$      100.00$          225.00$        225.00$          $158 $158


Engraving ‐ MAX n/a n/a 150.00$      150.00$        n/a n/a n/a n/a 100.00$      100.00$          225.00$        225.00$          $158 $158


Opening / Closing Services


 Wildomar 


Cemetery 


 Elsinore Valley 


Cemetery 


 2019 Cemetery Rates Comparison 


In‐ground Lots + Niches Right‐of‐Interment Sales


114,985         


 Perris Valley


Cemetery 


114,742  


 Laurel Cemetery / 


Murrieta Cemetery 
Regional Average


 Wildomar


San Jacinto Valley 


Cemetery 
 Temecula Public Cemetery 


48,867        68,183   79,133  37,280  


Additional Fees
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APPENDIX C – WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT 
PRICE LIST – ONE TIME INCREASE
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Offering Annual 
Change


Full Size Interment PRE- 
NEED


FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


% PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


Plot 600.00$ 600.00$ 600.00$ 15%  $     690.00  $     690.00  $     690.00  $     793.50  $     793.50  $     793.50  $     912.53  $     912.53  $     912.53  $  1,049.40  $  1,049.40  $  1,049.40  $  1,206.81  $  1,206.81  $  1,206.81 
Endowment 400.00$ 400.00$ 400.00$ 15%  $     460.00  $     460.00  $     460.00  $     529.00  $     529.00  $     529.00  $     608.35  $     608.35  $     608.35  $     699.60  $     699.60  $     699.60  $     804.54  $     804.54  $     804.54 
Open/Close 500.00$ 500.00$ 10%  $     550.00  $     550.00  $     605.00  $     605.00  $     665.50  $     665.50  $     732.05  $     732.05  $     805.26  $     805.26 
Vault 300.00$ 300.00$ 3%  $     309.00  $     309.00  $     318.27  $     318.27  $     327.82  $     327.82  $     337.65  $     337.65  $     347.78  $     347.78 
Setting Fee - Marker 100.00$ 100.00$ 3%  $     125.00  $     125.00  $     128.75  $     128.75  $     132.61  $     132.61  $     136.59  $     136.59  $     140.69  $     140.69 
O/D (Out of District) 500.00$ 0%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00 
TOTAL 1,000.00$ 1,900.00$ 2,400.00$  $  1,150.00  $  2,134.00  $  2,634.00  $  1,322.50  $  2,374.52  $  2,874.52  $  1,520.88  $  2,646.81  $  3,146.81  $  1,749.01  $  2,955.30  $  3,455.30  $  2,011.36  $  3,305.08  $  3,805.08 


Cremation Plot
Plot 200.00$ 200.00$ 200.00$ 25%  $     250.00  $     250.00  $     250.00  $     312.50  $     312.50  $     312.50  $     390.63  $     390.63  $     390.63  $     488.28  $     488.28  $     488.28  $     610.35  $     610.35  $     610.35 
Endowment 200.00$ 200.00$ 200.00$ 25%  $     250.00  $     250.00  $     250.00  $     312.50  $     312.50  $     312.50  $     390.63  $     390.63  $     390.63  $     488.28  $     488.28  $     488.28  $     610.35  $     610.35  $     610.35 
Open/Close 200.00$ 200.00$ 15%  $     230.00  $     360.00  $     264.50  $     264.50  $     304.18  $     304.18  $     349.80  $     349.80  $     402.27  $     402.27 
Setting Fee - Marker 60.00$ 60.00$ 3%  $     100.00  $     100.00  $     103.00  $     103.00  $     106.09  $     106.09  $     109.27  $     109.27  $     112.55  $     112.55 
O/D (Out of District) 500.00$ 0%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00 
TOTAL 400.00$ 660.00$ 1,160.00$  $     500.00  $     830.00  $  1,460.00  $     625.00  $     992.50  $  1,492.50  $     781.25  $  1,191.52  $  1,691.52  $     976.56  $  1,435.64  $  1,935.64  $  1,220.70  $  1,735.53  $  2,235.53 


Baby Burial
Plot 200.00$ 200.00$ 15% 230.00$      230.00$      264.50$      264.50$      304.18$      304.18$      349.80$      349.80$      402.27$      402.27$      
Endowment 200.00$ 200.00$ 15% 230.00$      230.00$      264.50$      264.50$      304.18$      304.18$      349.80$      349.80$      402.27$      402.27$      
Open/Close 200.00$ 200.00$ 10%  $     220.00  $     300.00  $     242.00  $     242.00  $     266.20  $     266.20  $     292.82  $     292.82  $     322.10  $     322.10 


           Setting Fee - Marker 60.00$ 60.00$ 3% 100.00$      100.00$      103.00$      103.00$      106.09$      106.09$      109.27$      109.27$      112.55$      112.55$      
O/D (Out of District) 500.00$ 0%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00 
TOTAL n/a 660.00$ 1,160.00$  $     780.00  $  1,360.00  $     874.00  $  1,374.00  $     980.64  $  1,480.64  $  1,101.70  $  1,601.70  $  1,239.20  $  1,739.20 


Niche Wall -  Lower Rows   


Niche 500.00$ 500.00$ 500.00$ 10%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     550.00  $     550.00  $     550.00  $     605.00  $     605.00  $     605.00  $     665.50  $     665.50  $     665.50  $     732.05  $     732.05  $     732.05 
Endowment 400.00$ 400.00$ 400.00$ 10%  $     400.00  $     400.00  $     400.00  $     440.00  $     440.00  $     440.00  $     484.00  $     484.00  $     484.00  $     532.40  $     532.40  $     532.40  $     585.64  $     585.64  $     585.64 


     Open/Close 75.00$ 75.00$ 25%  $       93.75  $       93.75  $     117.19  $     117.19  $     146.48  $     146.48  $     183.11  $     183.11  $     228.88  $     228.88 
O/D (Out of District) 500.00$ 0%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00 
TOTAL 900.00$ 975.00$ 1,475.00$  $     900.00  $  1,125.00  $  1,625.00  $     990.00  $  1,107.19  $  1,607.19  $  1,089.00  $  1,235.48  $  1,735.48  $  1,197.90  $  1,381.01  $  1,881.01  $  1,317.69  $  1,546.57  $  2,046.57 


Niche Wall -  Middle Rows   


Niche 500.00$ 500.00$ 500.00$ 10%  $     525.00  $     525.00  $     525.00  $     577.50  $     577.50  $     577.50  $     635.25  $     635.25  $     635.25  $     698.78  $     698.78  $     698.78  $     768.65  $     768.65  $     768.65 
Endowment 400.00$ 400.00$ 400.00$ 10%  $     420.00  $     420.00  $     420.00  $     462.00  $     462.00  $     462.00  $     508.20  $     508.20  $     508.20  $     559.02  $     559.02  $     559.02  $     614.92  $     614.92  $     614.92 
Open/Close 75.00$ 75.00$ 25%  $       93.75  $       93.75  $     117.19  $     117.19  $     146.48  $     146.48  $     183.11  $     183.11  $     228.88  $     228.88 
O/D (Out of District) 500.00$ 0%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00 
TOTAL 900.00$ 975.00$ 1,475.00$  $     945.00  $  1,575.00  $  2,075.00  $  1,039.50  $  1,156.69  $  1,656.69  $  1,143.45  $  1,289.93  $  1,789.93  $  1,257.80  $  1,440.90  $  1,940.90  $  1,383.57  $  1,612.46  $  2,112.46 


Niche Wall - Higher Rows           


Niche 500.00$ 500.00$ 500.00$ 10%  $     550.00  $  1,000.00  $  1,000.00  $     605.00  $     605.00  $     605.00  $     665.50  $     665.50  $     665.50  $     732.05  $     732.05  $     732.05  $     805.26  $     805.26  $     805.26 
Endowment 400.00$ 400.00$ 400.00$ 10%  $     440.00  $     800.00  $     800.00  $     484.00  $     484.00  $     484.00  $     532.40  $     532.40  $     532.40  $     585.64  $     585.64  $     585.64  $     644.20  $     644.20  $     644.20 


           Open/Close 75.00$ 75.00$ 25%  $       93.75  $       93.75  $     117.19  $     117.19  $     146.48  $     146.48  $     183.11  $     183.11  $     228.88  $     228.88 
O/D (Out of District) 500.00$ 0%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00 
TOTAL 900.00$ 975.00$ 1,475.00$  $     990.00  $  2,025.00  $  2,525.00  $  1,089.00  $  1,206.19  $  1,706.19  $  1,197.90  $  1,344.38  $  1,844.38  $  1,317.69  $  1,500.80  $  2,000.80  $  1,449.46  $  1,678.34  $  2,178.34 


WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT
21400 Palomar Street, P.O. Box 82


Wildomar, CA 92595
951-678-2451
PRICE LIST


Current Rates Proposed Rates - 2021 Proposed Rates - 2022 Proposed Rates - 2023 Proposed Rates - 2024 Proposed Rates - 2025
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Offering Annual 
Change


PRE- 
NEED


FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


% PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


PRE- NEED FUNERAL O/D 
FUNERAL


Scattering Service
Scattering Service 25%  $     225.00  $     225.00  $     281.25  $     281.25  $     351.56  $     351.56  $     439.45  $     439.45  $     549.32  $     549.32 
Setting Fee - Plaque 3%  $     125.00  $     125.00  $     128.75  $     128.75  $     132.61  $     132.61  $     136.59  $     136.59  $     140.69  $     140.69 
O/D (Out of District) 3%  $     100.00  $     103.00  $     106.09  $     109.27  $     112.55 
TOTAL n/a n/a n/a  $             -    $     350.00  $     450.00  $             -    $     410.00  $     513.00  $             -    $     484.18  $     590.27  $             -    $     576.04  $     685.32  $             -    $     690.01  $     802.56 


Ossuary Service
Ossuary Service (Open/Close) 25%  $     225.00  $     225.00  $     281.25  $     281.25  $     351.56  $     351.56  $     439.45  $     439.45  $     549.32  $     549.32 
Setting Fee - Plaque 3%  $     125.00  $     125.00  $     128.75  $     128.75  $     132.61  $     132.61  $     136.59  $     136.59  $     140.69  $     140.69 


            O/D (Out of District) 3%  $     100.00  $     103.00  $     106.09  $     109.27  $     112.55 
TOTAL n/a n/a n/a  $             -    $     350.00  $     450.00  $             -    $     410.00  $     513.00  $             -    $     484.18  $     590.27  $             -    $     576.04  $     685.32  $             -    $     690.01  $     802.56 


Green Burial


Plot 15%  $     690.00  $     690.00  $     690.00  $     793.50  $     793.50  $     793.50  $     912.53  $     912.53  $     912.53  $  1,049.40  $  1,049.40  $  1,049.40  $  1,206.81  $  1,206.81  $  1,206.81 
Endowment 15%  $     460.00  $     460.00  $     460.00  $     529.00  $     529.00  $     529.00  $     608.35  $     608.35  $     608.35  $     699.60  $     699.60  $     699.60  $     804.54  $     804.54  $     804.54 


           Open/Close 10%  $     550.00  $     550.00  $     605.00  $     605.00  $     665.50  $     665.50  $     732.05  $     732.05  $     805.26  $     805.26 
                Engraving - Marker 3%  $     309.00  $     309.00  $     318.27  $     318.27  $     327.82  $     327.82  $     337.65  $     337.65  $     347.78  $     347.78 


           Setting Fee (Sustainable Marker) 3%  $     125.00  $     125.00  $     128.75  $     128.75  $     132.61  $     132.61  $     136.59  $     136.59  $     140.69  $     140.69 
    O/D (Out of District) 0%  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00  $     500.00 


TOTAL n/a n/a n/a  $  1,150.00  $  2,134.00  $  2,634.00  $  1,322.50  $  2,374.52  $  2,874.52  $  1,520.88  $  2,646.81  $  3,146.81  $  1,749.01  $  2,955.30  $  3,455.30  $  2,011.36  $  3,305.08  $  3,805.08 
Memorialization


Memorial Feature n/a  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges  Ranges 
Endowment 3%  $     200.00  $     200.00  $     206.00  $     206.00  $     212.18  $     212.18  $     218.55  $     218.55  $     225.10  $     225.10 
Engraving - Marker 3%  $     300.00  $     300.00  $     309.00  $     309.00  $     318.27  $     318.27  $     327.82  $     327.82  $     337.65  $     337.65 
Setting Fee - Marker 3%  $     125.00  $     125.00  $     128.75  $     128.75  $     132.61  $     132.61  $     136.59  $     136.59  $     140.69  $     140.69 


            O/D (Out of District) 3%  $     500.00  $     515.00  $     530.45  $     546.36  $     562.75 
TOTAL n/a n/a n/a  $             -    $     625.00  $  1,125.00  $             -    $     643.75  $  1,158.75  $             -    $     663.06  $  1,193.51  $             -    $     682.95  $  1,229.32  $             -    $     703.44  $  1,266.20 


Setting Fee/ Marker
Remove & Replace n/a 150.00$  $     150.00 3% n/a  $     150.00  $     150.00 n/a  $     154.50  $     154.50 n/a  $     159.14  $     159.14 n/a  $     163.91  $     163.91 n/a  $     168.83  $     168.83 
Vases n/a 50.00$  $       50.00 3% n/a  $       50.00  $       50.00 n/a  $       51.50  $       51.50 n/a  $       53.05  $       53.05 n/a  $       54.64  $       54.64 n/a  $       56.28  $       56.28 


Disinterment Fees
Full Size n/a 1,000.00$  $  1,000.00 3% n/a  $  2,000.00  $  2,000.00 n/a  $  2,060.00  $  2,060.00 n/a  $  2,121.80  $  2,121.80 n/a  $  2,185.45  $  2,185.45 n/a  $  2,251.02  $  2,251.02 
Cremation n/a 500.00$  $     500.00 3% n/a  $     500.00  $     500.00 n/a  $     515.00  $     515.00 n/a  $     530.45  $     530.45 n/a  $     546.36  $     546.36 n/a  $     562.75  $     562.75 
Baby n/a 500.00$  $     500.00 3% n/a  $     500.00  $     500.00 n/a  $     515.00  $     515.00 n/a  $     530.45  $     530.45 n/a  $     546.36  $     546.36 n/a  $     562.75  $     562.75 


Saturday Service Fee
Standard n/a 636.00$  $     636.00 3% n/a  $     750.00  $     750.00 n/a  $     772.50  $     772.50 n/a  $     795.68  $     795.68 n/a  $     819.55  $     819.55 n/a  $     844.13  $     844.13 


WILDOMAR CEMETERY DISTRICT
21400 Palomar Street, P.O. Box 82


Wildomar, CA 92595
951-678-2451
PRICE LIST


Current Rates Proposed Rates - 2021 Proposed Rates - 2022 Proposed Rates - 2023 Proposed Rates - 2024 Proposed Rates - 2025
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APPENDIX E – MEMORIALIZATION OPTIONS + 
VALUE ADDED SERVICE PRICES 
The proposed price lists in Appendix C and Appendix D do not include prices for new memorialization 
options that Wildomar Cemetery may add, including markers on memorial walls, engraved rock markers, 
statuary, benches, niche vases, plaques, trees, and wreaths.  The cost for these ranges varies significantly 
depending on the type of memorial option the City chooses to add. 


Plaques, wreathes, rock markers, niche vases, and markers on memorial walls tend to range from $100 
to  $500,  depending  on  their  material,  size,  and  quality.    Trees,  benches,  and  statuary  often  cost 
thousands to install and care for. 


The proposed price lists in Appendix C and Appendix D also do not include value‐added services the City 
may choose to add. Additional charges should be kept to a reasonable level so that people do not feel 
that they are being overcharged for small, standard items.  


Additional services offered by other cemeteries that the City may choose to add include: 


 Liner storage ($100‐$500);


 Transfer of a license ($50‐$100);


 Use of a lowering device ($100‐$500);


 Pallbearer‐assistant service ($100‐$500);


 Concrete pillow for brass markers ($100‐$500);


 Reserving adjacent lots (25%‐50% of the lot fee);


 Administrative and handling services ($50‐$100);


 Double‐depth burial (50%‐100% of interment fee);


 Tent and chairs for graveside services ($100‐$500);


 Late arrival for funerals (20%‐30% of interment fee);


 Preparing foundations or corner stones ($100‐$500);


 Winter service premium (20%‐30% of interment fee);


 Sunday service premium (50%‐100% of interment fee);


 Holiday service premium (50%‐100% of interment fee);


 Replacement right‐of‐interment certificates ($50‐$100);


 Fees for less‐than‐24 hours’ notice for an interment. (20%‐50% of interment fee).


 Fees for services after closing hours on weekdays, (20%‐30% of interment fee), and


 Marker and planting care and maintenance plan ($100‐$1000 per year – depending on frequency


and extent of care needed).
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		1.5 Ordinance 196 2nd Reading CC Report [5-12-21]

		1.6 Ordinance 197 User Fees- 2nd Reading Report 5-12-2021

		1.7 SR - Faith Bible Church  PIA Agreements

		1.7 Faith Bible Attachments

		Attachment A

		Attachment B - Proj Site Plan

		Attachment C - Faith Bible Church Onsite Public Improvement Agreement

		Attachment D - Faith Bible Church Offsite Public Improvement Agreement



		1.8 Staff Report - Use Pemit - RUHS

		1.8 COVID-19 Use Permit - City of Wildomar - Curative - AATF

		1.9 TRS Extension Staff Report

		Meeting Date:  May 12, 2021



		1.9 1 TRS-1st Amendment 5-12-2021

		FIRST AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES BETWEEN CITY OF WILDOMAR AND TEAMAN, RAMIREZ & SMITH, INC.

		RECITALS

		OPERATIVE PROVISIONS

		GENERAL PROVISIONS.

		THE CITY OF WILDOMAR TEAMAN, RAMIREZ & SMITH, INC.

		ATTEST:

		APPROVED AS TO FORM



		1.9 2 TRS Wildomar - Cost Proposal (2021)

		1.10 Staff Report Notice of Intent to Hold Public Hearing Trash Liens 5-12-21

		Meeting Date: May 12, 2021



		1.10 Attachment A WM Tax Roll City Submission - WILDOMAR - 4.30.2021

		WILDOMAR



		1.10 Attachment B CRR Prelim to city 4.28.21 w-pmnts through 4.28.21 - Wildomar 2020 FY 2021-22

		FY 2021-22



		1.11 SR - Lot 71 Monte Vista Ranch II Grading and BMP Agreements

		1.11 Attachments Lot 71 (Combined)

		2.1 SR CR&R Rate Adj 5-12-2021

		Meeting Date: May 12, 2021



		2.1 Attachment B CRR Annual Rate FY 2021-22 5-12-2021

		2.1 Attachment C CRR Prop 218 Notice Wildomar 5-12-2021

		2.2 ZOA 2021-01-Ind Hemp CC Report-Final 5-12-21

		INCORPORATED HEREIN BY REFERENCE THE FOLLOWING:



		2.2 Attach B - Industrial Hemp Moratorium Report Docs

		AN URGENCY ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR, CALIFORNIA, DECLARING A TEMPORARY MORATORIUM ON THE CULTIVATION OF INDUSTRIAL HEMP WITHIN THE JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF WILDOMAR

		Pursuant to Article XI, section 7, of the California Constitution, the City may adopt and enforce ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws to protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare of its citizens.

		Pursuant to Government Code section 65858, to protect the public safety, health, and welfare, the City may, as an urgency measure, adopt an interim ordinance prohibiting land uses that may be in conflict with existing or contemplated land use regulati...

		The state and federal system of laws and regulations defining Industrial Hemp governing its cultivation is complex, evolving, incomplete and uncertain, causing multiple issues which may adversely affect the public peace, health, or safety of residents...

		The City Council hereby takes notice of the following laws, together with their legislative histories, analyses, digests and commentaries, as well as any reports issued by Agencies, Departments, or Offices of the State of California pertaining to Indu...

		1. California Senate Bill (2013), the California Industrial Hemp Farming Act;

		2. The Federal 2014 Farm Bill, P.L. 113-79, § 7606, codified as 7 U.S.C.A. §5940 et seq.;

		3. California Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act, passed by the voters in November 2016 (“AUMA”);

		4. California Senate Bill 94 (2017) the Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (“MAUCRSA”);

		5. California Senate Bill 1409 (2018);

		6. The 2018 Federal Farm Bill, H.R. 2, P.L. 115334;



		In 2013, the California Legislature authorized the cultivation of Industrial Hemp subject to strict requirements for its dense planting as a fiber or oilseed crop, restrictions on pruning, tending and culling, and limiting cultivation to only non-psyc...

		The Federal Farm Bill of 2014 authorized an institution of higher education or a state Department of Agriculture to grow or cultivate Industrial Hemp if for agricultural or academic research purposes subject to certain restrictions.

		In 2016, Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act authorized, among other things, the cultivation of Industrial Hemp subject to requirements for its dense planting as a fiber or oilseed crop, and restrictions on pruning, tending, or culling, as ...

		In September 2018, Senate Bill 1409 deleted the requirement under the California Food and Agriculture Code that Industrial Hemp be grown as a densely planted fiber or oilseed crop. By modifying the characterization of a crop for which AUMA sets a mini...

		In October 2019 Senate Bill 153 was enacted, further amending the California Food and Agriculture Codes applicable to Industrial Hemp and added a definition for “established and approved industrial hemp program.”

		Late in 2018, the Federal government removed Industrial Hemp from the federal list of controlled substances and authorized the U. S. Department of Agriculture to create quality control standards for commercial hemp production or permitting each of the...

		Interim Final Rule (Document 84 FR 58522), entitled Establishment of a Domestic Hemp Production Program, temporarily establishing rules and regulations to produce Hemp. This rule provides the requirements for State and Tribal regulatory plans submitte...

		California law authorizes the California Department of Food and Agriculture (“CDFA”) to establish an agricultural pilot program pursuant to federal law and is required to establish regulations for the sampling procedures and approving laboratories for...

		As of April 2019, the CDFA adopted a regulation for the registration fee for growers of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes and seed breeders in California but has only adopted temporary regulations pertaining to sampling procedures and lab testin...

		Based on the foregoing, it appears that the legal prerequisites for the commercial cultivation of Industrial Hemp have not been satisfied and therefore the cultivation of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes should not be permitted.

		Based on the foregoing, it appears that the law pertaining to Industrial Hemp continues to change and rulemaking is incomplete or ongoing with the CDFA, Industrial Hemp Advisory Board and federal AMS. As such there are no permanent and adequate Califo...

		Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are derivatives of the same plant (Cannabis sativa L), and the appearance and odor of Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are indistinguishable. As such, it will be extremely difficult to differentiate between the two plants when...

		The current Cannabis Prohibition Ordinance does not address the unique legal, land use, environmental, public health, safety and welfare issues and impacts associated with the concomitant of commercial Cannabis and Industrial Hemp cultivation.

		Under these circumstances, the permitting of “Established Agricultural Research Institution” to cultivate or process Industrial Hemp within the City, without adequate regulations to ensure that cultivators will not exploit the “Established Agricultura...

		The City is currently in the process of creating a regulatory structure to permit some commercial Cannabis activities and facilities and intends to charge a fee for such activity. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the City’s implementation o...

		The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations is harmful to the welfare of residents and creates a nuisance.

		There is an urgent need for the City Council to assess the impacts of Industrial Hemp grown by “Established Agricultural Research Institutions” and others, and to explore reasonable regulatory options relating thereto.

		The allowance of cultivation of Industrial Hemp even to the limited extent authorized under California law, prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations, creates an urgent and immediate threat to the public health, safety and welfare of the citizen...

		The City has a compelling interest in protecting the public health, safety, and welfare of its residents and businesses, in preventing the establishment of nuisances.

		In order to ensure the effective implementation of the City’s current Cannabis land use prohibition objectives and policies, a moratorium on the establishment and/or approval of Industrial Hemp cultivation is necessary.

		A. Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council finds and declares that there is a current and immediate threat to public health, safety and welfare arising from the absence of reasonable regulations in the Wildomar Municipal Code regulatin...

		Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council determines that this interim urgency ordinance is urgently needed for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety and welfare pursuant to Government Code section 65858 and is n...

		A. In order to protect the public health, safety and welfare and pursuant to the provisions of Government Code section 65858, during the term of this ordinance, including any extensions hereto, a moratorium is hereby placed on the following:

		1. The “Cultivation” (as defined below) of Industrial Hemp (as defined in Section 11018.5 of the Health & Safety Code) by any person or entity for any purposes, within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, including Cultivation by an “Established Agri...



		For purposes of this ordinance, “Cultivation” shall mean the seeding, growing, tending, harvesting, or any other activity in the development or production of Industrial Hemp, including without limitation the development of new seed cultivars and any o...

		This moratorium shall apply to persons or entities that have registered Industrial Hemp sites with the Riverside County Agricultural Commissioner office, but have not yet acquired vested rights to engage in Cultivation of Industrial Hemp within the Ci...

		2.1 Urgency Ordinance Extension Re Industrial Hemp 3-11-20.pdf

		A. Pursuant to Article XI, section 7, of the California Constitution, the City may adopt and enforce ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws to protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare of its citizens.

		B. Pursuant to Government Code section 65858, to protect the public safety, health, and welfare, the City may, as an urgency measure, adopt an interim ordinance prohibiting land uses that may be in conflict with existing or contemplated land use regul...

		C. Pursuant to Government Code section 65858(b), after notice and a public hearing, the City may extend an adopted interim urgency ordinance for twenty two (22) months and fifteen (15) days.

		D. The state and federal system of laws and regulations defining Industrial Hemp governing its cultivation is complex, evolving, incomplete and uncertain, causing multiple issues which may adversely affect the public peace, health, or safety of reside...

		E. The City Council hereby takes notice of the following laws, together with their legislative histories, analyses, digests and commentaries, as well as any reports issued by Agencies, Departments, or Offices of the State of California pertaining to I...

		1. California Senate Bill (2013), the California Industrial Hemp Farming Act;

		2. The Federal 2014 Farm Bill, P.L. 113-79, § 7606, codified as 7 U.S.C.A. § 5940 et seq.;

		3. California Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act, passed by the voters in November 2016 (“AUMA”);

		4. California Senate Bill 94 (2017) the Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (“MAUCRSA”);

		5. California Senate Bill 1409 (2018);

		6. The 2018 Federal Farm Bill, H.R. 2, P.L. 115334;



		F. Food and Agriculture Code section 81001 calls for the Industrial Hemp Advisory Board to advise the California Secretary of Food and Agriculture and make recommendations to the Secretary pertaining to the cultivation of Industrial Hemp, including bu...

		G. The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has to date only adopted a regulation for the registration fee for growers of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes and seed breeders in California, 3 C.C.R. § 4900, effective April 25, 2019.

		H. In 2016, Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act authorized, among other things, the cultivation of Industrial Hemp subject to requirements for its dense planting as a fiber or oilseed crop, and restrictions on pruning, tending, or culling, ...

		I. Late in 2018, the Federal Government removed Industrial hemp from the federal list of controlled substances and authorized the U.S. Department of Agriculture to create quality control standards for commercial Industrial Hemp production, permitting ...

		J. Interim Final Rule (Document 84 FR 58522), entitled Establishment of a Domestic Hemp Production Program, temporarily establishing rules and regulations to produce Hemp. This rule provides the requirements for State and Tribal regulatory plans submi...

		K. As of April 2019, the CDFA adopted a regulation for the registration fee for growers of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes and seed breeders in California, but only adopted temporary regulations pertaining to sampling procedures and lab testin...

		L. Based on the foregoing, it appears that the legal prerequisites for the commercial cultivation of Industrial Hemp have not been satisfied and therefore the cultivation of Industrial Hemp for commercial purposes should not be permitted.

		M. Based on the foregoing, it appears that the law pertaining to Industrial Hemp continues to change and rulemaking is incomplete or ongoing with the CDFA, Industrial Hemp Advisory Board and federal AMS. As such there are no permanent and adequate Cal...

		N. Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are derivatives of the same plant (Cannabis sativa L), and the appearance and odor of Industrial Hemp and Cannabis are indistinguishable. As such, it will be extremely difficult to differentiate between the two plants w...

		O. The current Cannabis Prohibition Ordinance does not address the unique legal, land use, environmental, public health, safety and welfare issues and impacts associated with the concomitant uses of commercial Cannabis and Industrial Hemp cultivation.

		P. Under these circumstances, the permitting of “Established Agricultural Research Institution” to cultivate or process Industrial Hemp within the City, without adequate regulations to ensure that cultivators will not exploit the “Established Agricult...

		Q. The City is currently in the process of creating a regulatory structure to permit some commercial Cannabis activities and facilities and intends to charge a fee for such activity. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the City’s implementatio...

		R. The cultivation of Industrial Hemp prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations is harmful to the welfare of residents and creates a nuisance.

		S. There is an urgent need for the City Council to assess the impacts of Industrial Hemp grown by “Established Agricultural Research Institutions” and others, and to explore reasonable regulatory options relating thereto.

		T. The allowance of cultivation of Industrial Hemp, prior to the adoption of reasonable regulations, creates an urgent and immediate threat to the public health, safety and welfare of the citizens and existing agriculture in the City of Wildomar.

		U. The City has a compelling interest in protecting the public health, safety, and welfare of its residents and businesses, in preventing the establishment of nuisances.

		V. In order to ensure the effective implementation of the City’s current Cannabis land use prohibition objectives and policies, a moratorium on the establishment and/or approval of Industrial Hemp cultivation is necessary.

		A. Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council finds and declares that there is a current and immediate threat to public health, safety and welfare arising from the absence of reasonable regulations in the Wildomar Municipal Code regulatin...

		B. Based on the findings set forth above, the City Council determines extension to Ordinance No. 181 is urgently needed for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety, and welfare pursuant to the Government Code 65858, and is neces...

		SECTION 3. MORATORIUM.

		A. The attachments, recitals, text, moratorium and findings made in Ordinance 181 are hereby reaffirmed, readopted and incorporated by reference as though they were fully restated herein.

		B. In order to protect the public health, safety and welfare and pursuant to the provisions of Government Code section 65858, during the term of this ordinance, including any extensions hereto, a moratorium is hereby placed on the following:

		1. The “Cultivation” (as defined below) of Industrial Hemp (as defined in Section 11018.5 of the Health & Safety Code) by any person or entity for any purposes, within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, including Cultivation by an “Established Agri...



		C. For purposes of this ordinance, “Cultivation” shall mean the seeding, growing, tending, harvesting, or any other activity in the development or production of Industrial Hemp, including without limitation the development of new seed cultivars and an...

		D. This moratorium shall apply to persons or entities that have registered Industrial Hemp sites with the Riverside County Agricultural Commissioner’s office, but have not yet acquired vested rights to engage in Cultivation of Industrial Hemp within t...





		3.2 COVID-19 Update

		3.2 Attachment Reso 2020-25 Temporarily Suspending Enforcement Activities

		4.1 Cem Minutes

		4.2 Warrant Reg CEM April 2021.doc

		4.2 Warrant Reg CEM April 2021 Voucher Listings

		040121 cemetery district fy 21

		040821 cemetery district fy 21

		041521 cemetery district fy 21

		042921 cemetery district fy 21



		4.3 Treasurers Report CEM March 2021

		4.3 Treasurers Report CEM March 2021 Detail

		T MAR 2021



		4.4 Staff Report- Use Permit

		4.4 COVID-19 Use Permit - City of Wildomar - Curative - AATF - Copy

		6.1 SR Cemetery Fee Study

		6.1a 20210512CC.WildomarFeeStudy








