Q: “Why can’t we gate LCPOA?”
A: This controversial subject was well vetted back in 2005 when some members of our community took
on the task of gating. Almost everyone agrees conceptually that a gate would be beneficial but when but
when it came to actual implementation there were many obstacles that made the project nearly
impossible from a practical, logical, or financial standpoint and the proposal died in a narrow vote.
Here is a list of the obstacles:

1. No place to put it! La Cresta Property Owners Association does not own any property. Meaning it
would have to be located on one of our members properties and this would be most unlikely.

2. Even if we had a gate at the main entrance, what about the numerous other entrances into La
Cresta? The cost of gating multiple entrances would be cost prohibitive.

3. We have an agreement with the other POA’s that we can never restrict their members entry This
would be challenging since they would also expect unfettered entry of friends and relatives and
could even insist on having open entry for parties or special events.
4. What about vendors for the other POA’s? Pools service, pest control, landscape companies,
etc….at some point the gate would not be affective if too many people cannot be restricted.
5. According to county we are not allowed to restrict access to our roads although this is subject to
debate, also we are told we cannot restrict access to the Cleveland Forest.
Q: “Does La Cresta Property Owners Association own its roads?”
A: No, La Cresta owns no property at this time and some believe our CC&R’s will not allow us to do so
however this is subject to interpretation and debate. The roads are actually owned by our members
whose respective property lines usually extend to the middle of the roads bordering their properties. LC
does however have an easement on Avenida La Cresta of 100’ and 60’ on the other roads within our
boundaries.
Q: “Why did we vacate our roads?”
A: This was part of the process of gating and the Riverside County Board of supervisors voted to vacate
our roads in 2005. What this means is they have removed our 26 miles of roads from their grid but
according to the road department they said we still could not restrict public access to our roads. This too
is subject to debate and according to at least one legal opinion we CAN restrict public use of our roads.
Q: Why doesn’t the county maintain our roads?”
A: The county never did and likely never will maintain our roads as they were built by private developers
and most do not meet county specifications. There is a common misconception that when we vacated, we
gave up county maintenance, but this is not true, we were already maintaining our roads which is the
main reason the POA was incorporated in the first place back in 1969.

Q: Does the sheriff and CHP have jurisdiction on our roads?”
A: Yes, RSD and CHP have responsibility for our community and vacated roads have no effect on this
understanding. We do however experience slow response times when called and only occasional patrols
due to our low crime rate when compared to other communities.
The following are arguments for and against the proposal:
Argument for the gate:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Increased property values
Greater safety for residents
Potential revenue source
Reduced wear and tear on our privately maintained roads, better defense against party venues
Potential liability protection as vendors could be required to sign a disclaimer upon entry.

Rebuttal to pro gate argument:

1. No guarantee of increased property values and in fact could go down given added POA fees.
2. Since we cannot restrict entry by other non La Cresta residents not sure how affective the gate
would actually be. Also, there are several other entrances that are not addressed by this
proposal.
3. We cannot charge fee’s to any resident, guest or vendor who wants to pass through LC en route
to the forest or other POA’s…how would we segregate who pays and who doesn’t?
4. Same rebuttal as #2
5. Same rebuttal as #2

Argument against gate:

1. In order to make this proposal effective we would need to also gate and staff Tenaja Road which
is County owned and not likely to be privatized.
2. The main entrance area is outside of La Cresta on a county-maintained section of road and not
likely to be available for this project, furthermore there is no other safe alternative location on ALC
within our boundaries.
3. The proposed cost in 2007 was $950,000 and $200,000 annual cost of maintenance and staffing
without considering additional locations, how could this ever be a revenue stream?

Rebuttal to argument against gate by Fletcher Satterwhite:

Some info and clarification-- This issue--at the time-- was faced with the "myopic" view of many property
owners who like looking at an iceberg, could only see the very top of it. In reality it was driven by the
concern that it "would cost them MONEY--out of their jeans!
This was the foundation of those opposed and as a result they amplified ALL the objections they could
muster in opposition to the project. The issue of cost drove much of the responses.
For the record most, if not all were anti-gate issues were studied and addressed at the time.
# 1 At that time, the trails were very interested in making a gate work. The proposed location of the gate
was NOT on a member of the LCPOA's property OR on easements in our Association. The sight lines
prevented that
#2 It was not the goal to make it like "Fort Knox" Someone with a 4 wheel drive could easily get in. With
the technologies available at that time, a gate on Via Volcano with remote access/control and
communication capability ---would be used in allowing residents required access as well as access to the
Forest Road. Current technology would further simplify administration and staffing.
#3 RESTRICTING ENTRY of other POA's was never an option. WE had no intention of restricting but we
had a planned effort to CONTROL. The need to have unfettered entry was not an issue we simply wanted
to be able to control our roads not PREVENT use of them.
#4 Thru the features of a properly constructed gate AND the introduction of transponders AND the
necessary "back office computer administration" would allow users of our roads for controlled access to
pay modest amounts to use our roads.. If vendors are regularly using our roads to produce a profit for
their company, then it follows that they should help pay for the maintenance of our roads that is firmly
placed on the backs of our P/O's. Cement --and trash trucks--are the biggest contributors for the
destruction of our roads and what do they pay, ZERO. Service people who do not have a transponder
would have to stop and pay a modest fee for access. The details of this feature would be conducted with
the correct algorithms and computer resources that would assure manageability compliance. And
revenue collection, PLUS a carefully administered dissemination of information to ALL planned--and
currant users--of our roads and the pertinent "rules of use"

The pro gate promotional brochure on the next page is from 2007

