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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE OAK VALLEY NORTH PROJECT 
 
DATE:  December 12, 2022 

TO:  State Clearinghouse, Agencies, Organizations, and Interested Parties 

PROJECT: Oak Valley North; GPA 22-03, ZC 22-01 (SPA Area 4); TPM 38589; DPR 22-05/CUP 22-02 (Building 1), 
DPR 22-06/CUP 22-03 (Building 2), and DPR 22-07/CUP 22-04 (Building 3) 

 
This Notice of Preparation (NOP) notifies agencies, organizations, and interested parties that the City of Calimesa 
(City), as Lead Agency, will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) for the Oak Valley North Project (Project), proposed by BICM Land Holding, LP. The Project 
entails the proposed subdivision of ± 110.8-acres and the reasonably foreseeable development of light industrial 
uses on ± 87.0 acres and high-density residential land uses on ± 19.8 acres. The City is requesting input from 
reviewing agencies and the public regarding the scope and content of the EIR.  
 
SCOPE OF THE EIR 

In accordance with CEQA, the City determined that the proposed Project has the potential to result in significant 
impacts under the following issue areas. A detailed analysis of the following issue areas will be included in the 
forthcoming EIR: 

 
• Aesthetics 
• Agriculture & Forest Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Energy 
• Geology / Soils 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology / Water Quality 
• Land Use / Planning 

• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Paleontological Resources 
• Population / Housing 
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Transportation 
• Tribal Cultural Resources 
• Utilities / Service Systems 
• Wildfire 
• Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
The EIR will assess the effects of the proposed project on the environment, identify potentially significant impacts, 
identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potentially significant environmental impacts, and 
discuss potentially feasible alternatives to the Project that may accomplish basic objectives while lessening or 
eliminating any potentially significant Project-related impacts.  
 
This NOP is subject to a minimum 30-day public review period per Public Resources Code Section 21080.4 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082. During the public review period, public agencies, interested organizations, and 
individuals have the opportunity to comment on the proposed Project and identify those environmental issues that 
have the potential to be affected by the Project and should be addressed further by the City of Calimesa in the EIR. 
The public review comment period for this NOP begins on December 12, 2022 and will close at 5:00 pm on 
January 10, 2023. 
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PROJECT LOCATION  

APNs: 413-260-018, 413-260-025, 413-280-016, 413-280-018, 413-280-021, 413-280-030, 413-280-036, 13-
280-037, 430-280-043.  
 
The Project site is located in the southern portion of the City of Calimesa, northeast of Interstate 10 (I-10) and 
Calimesa Boulevard, southeast of Singleton Road, and south of Beckwith Avenue. Refer to the attached Vicinity 
Map. The parcels within the Project boundary are not located on known listed toxic hazardous waste sites 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The topography slopes up from I-10 to the northeast. Refer to 
the attached USGS Topographic Map. The site presently contains one unoccupied structure and is otherwise 
vacant. Refer to the attached Aerial Photograph. 
 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

Applications filed with the City of Calimesa include the following: 
 
General Plan Amendment (GPA) 22-03 

GPA 22-03 proposes to modify the land use element of the City of Calimesa 2014 General Plan (General 
Plan) to change the General Plan land use designations on the property from Business Park (BP), Light 
Industrial (LI), and Residential Low Medium Density (RLM) to Light Industrial (LI) and Residential High 
Density (RH).  

 
Zone Change (ZC) 22-01 (SPA Area 4) 

ZC 22-01 (SPA Area 4) proposes to modify the City’s official zoning map as it applies to the property to 
change the zoning classifications from Business Park (B-P), Light Industrial (L-I) and Residential Low 
Medium (R-L-M) to a zoning classification of Specific Plan Area (SPA).  The Oak Valley North Specific 
Plan (SPA Area 4) proposes to establish a Specific Plan for the property and apply two land use 
designations: Light Industrial (LI) and Residential High (RH). Refer to the attached Conceptual Land Use 
Plan. The approximately 108.2-acre Specific Plan area would be divided into three planning areas for 
planning purposes. Planning Area 1 would be 87.0 acres and accommodate up to 1,515,888 square feet 
(s.f.) of LI building space. Planning Area 2 would be 6.3 acres and allow up to 126 residential units at a 
density of up to 20 dwelling units per acre (du/ac). Planning Area 3 would be 13.5 acres and allow up 
to 270 residential units at a density of up to 20 du/ac. The balance of the acreage (1.4 acres) would be 
designated as roadway. The Specific Plan also proposes development standards that would serve as the 
property’s zoning and includes design guidelines for architecture, landscaping, and other physical 
attributes of the proposed development.  

 
Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 38589 

TPM 38598 is a proposed parcel map to subdivide the subject site into six (6) parcels ranging in size 
from 0.4 to 43.7 net acres.  TPM 38589 also would subdivide the site to dedicate ± 1.65 acres of right-
of-way to the City of Calimesa for improvements to Beckwith Road and ± 1.96 acres to the City of 
Calimesa for improvements to Calimesa Boulevard.   

 
Development Plan Review (DPR) 22-05 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 22-02 (Building 1) 
Development Plan Review (DPR) 22-06 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 22-03 (Building 2) 
Development Plan Review (DPR) 22-07 and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 22-02 (Building 3) 

The DPR and CUP applications propose development plans for the Specific Plan’s Planning Area 1. Three 
rectangular-shaped buildings are proposed with the long sides of the buildings facing northwest and 
southeast and the short sides of the buildings facing northeast and southwest. Building 1 would have 
327,266 s.f. of floor area comprised of 15,000 s.f. of office, 302,266 s.f. of warehouse, and 10,000 s.f. 
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of mezzanine, with 51 loading dock bays positioned on the southeast-facing side of the building facing 
interior to the site. Building 2 would have 679,984 s.f. of floor area comprised of 15,000 s.f. of office, 
654,984 s.f. of warehouse, and 10,000 s.f. of mezzanine, with 48 loading dock bays positioned on the 
northwest-facing side of the building and 67 loading dock bays positioned on the southeast-facing side 
of the building facing interior to the site. Building 3 would have 357,670 s.f. of floor area comprised of 
20,000 s.f. of office, 322,670 s.f. of warehouse, and 15,000 s.f. of mezzanine, with 56 loading dock bays 
positioned on the northwest-facing side of the building facing interior to the site. In total, 1,364,920 s.f. 
of building space is proposed across the three buildings. The buildings are designed for concrete tilt-up 
construction and would reach a maximum building height of 50 feet. A 120-foot-wide area including 
streetscape landscaping, multi-use trail, and landscaped slope/buffer would occur adjacent to the 
south side of Beckwith Avenue. Considering the landscaped slope, the finished floor elevations of the 
buildings would be approximately 30 feet lower than the existing grade of Beckwith Avenue. Other 
proposed site features include streetscape and interior site landscaping, drive aisles, truck courts, 
parking areas for trucks and passenger vehicles, walls, fences, truck court entry gates, lighting, signage, 
and supporting infrastructure. Refer to the attached exhibit, Proposed Development Plans and CUPs. 
 

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 

In accordance with CEQA, the City requests that agencies review the description of the Project provided in this NOP 
and provide comments or guidance on the scope of environmental issues related to the statutory responsibilities 
of the Lead Agency. The EIR will be used by the City when considering the Project for approval and by other 
Responsible and Trustee Agencies to support their discretionary actions related to the Project, as applicable. The 
City is also seeking comments from residents, property owners, and other interested parties regarding issues they 
believe should be addressed in the EIR.  
 
The issuance of this NOP triggers a 30-day public scoping period. The scoping period begins on December 12, 2022 
and ends on January 10, 2023. Comments may be sent to the City at any time during the 30-day public scoping 
period. Please focus your comments on issues related to the scope and content of the environmental analysis that 
will be included in the EIR. Due to the time limits mandated by state law, all scoping comments must be received 
by the City or be postmarked by January 9, 2023. Trustee Agencies and Responsible agencies are asked to identify 
their statutory authorities pertaining to the Project. If applicable, please include the name and contact information 
of a contact person for your agency.  
 
Direct all comments to: 

 
City of Calimesa  – Planning Division 
Attn: Kelly Lucia, M. URP, Planning Director 
908 Park Avenue 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
Comments may also be emailed to klucia@cityofcalimesa.net 

 

  

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
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SCOPING MEETING 

In accordance with Section 21083.9(a)(2) of the California Public Resources Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082(c), the City will hold a public scoping meeting.  
 
Meeting Information: 

January 5, 2023 
6:00 – 7:00 pm (Pacific Standard Time) 
 
Attend the virtual meeting live webcast: 
 
Zoom Webinar Information 
Webinar Link:  
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81655079864?pwd=cTZXUFBFN1VsR1EwMTZpeW9RSTNU
dz09  
Meeting ID: 816 5507 9864 
Passcode: 073274 
Phone: +1 669 444 9171 

 
Note: No pre-registration is required. Entering the web address above will directly take you to the broadcast room 
sign-in. A name and email address are required to enter the broadcast room to keep track of attendees. 
 
The meeting will include a brief presentation describing the proposed Project and the City’s preliminary review of 
potential environmental effects. The scoping meeting will include time for the public and stakeholders to provide 
input on the scope and content of the EIR, including any input regarding potential mitigation measures or possible 
alternatives to the Project that would also achieve the Project’s objectives.  
 
Attachments: 
Figure 1 – Vicinity Map 
Figure 2 – Aerial Photograph 
Figure 3 – USGS Topographic Map 
Figure 4 – Conceptual Land Use Plan 
Figure 5 – Proposed Development Plans and CUPs  

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81655079864?pwd=cTZXUFBFN1VsR1EwMTZpeW9RSTNUdz09
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81655079864?pwd=cTZXUFBFN1VsR1EwMTZpeW9RSTNUdz09
tel:+16694449171












 
 
 

Via Email 
 

December 14, 2022 
 

Kelly Lucia, Planning Director 
City of Calimesa Planning Department 
908 Park Avenue 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
klucia@cityofcalimesa.net  

Darlene Gerdes, City Clerk  
City of Calimesa 
908 Park Avenue 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
dgerdes@cityofcalimesa.net  

 
Re: CEQA and Land Use Notice Request for the Oak Valley North Project (SCH 

2022120265) 
 

Dear Ms. Lucia and Ms. Gerdes,  
 

I am writing on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (“SAFER”) regarding the 
Oak Valley North project, including all actions related or referring to the proposed construction of 
1,515,888 s.f. of light industrial building space, located at the following Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 
APN's  413-260-18, 25, 413-280-16, 18, 21, 30, 36, 37, 43 in the City of Calimesa (“Project”). 

 
We hereby request that the City of Calimesa send by electronic mail, if possible or U.S. mail to our firm at 
the address below notice of any and all actions or hearings related to activities undertaken, authorized, 
approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City of Calimesa and any of its subdivisions, and/or 
supported, in whole or in part, through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans or other forms of assistance from 
the City of Calimesa, including, but not limited to the following: 

 
• Notice of any public hearing in connection with the Project as required by California Planning 

and Zoning Law pursuant to Government Code Section 65091. 
• Any and all notices prepared for the Project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

(“CEQA”), including, but not limited to: 
 Notices of any public hearing held pursuant to CEQA. 
 Notices of determination that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is required for the 

Project, prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.4. 
 Notices of any scoping meeting held pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.9. 
 Notices of preparation of an EIR or a negative declaration for the Project, prepared 

pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092. 
 Notices of availability of an EIR or a negative declaration for the Project, prepared 

pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and Section 15087 of Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations. 

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:dgerdes@cityofcalimesa.net
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 Notices of approval and/or determination to carry out the Project, prepared pursuant to 

Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law. 
 Notices of any addenda prepared to a previously certified or approved EIR. 
 Notices of approval or certification of any EIR or negative declaration, prepared pursuant 

to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law. 
 Notices of determination that the Project is exempt from CEQA, prepared pursuant to 

Public Resources Code section 21152 or any other provision of law. 
 Notice of any Final EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA. 
 Notice of determination, prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21108 or 

Section 21152. 
 

Please note that we are requesting notices of CEQA actions and notices of any public hearings to be held 
under any provision of Title 7 of the California Government Code governing California Planning and 
Zoning Law. This request is filed pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2 and 21167(f), 
and Government Code Section 65092, which require local counties to mail such notices to any person 
who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body. 

Please send notice by electronic mail or U.S. Mail to: 

Richard Drury 
Molly Greene 
Colby Gonzalez 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150 
Oakland, CA 94612 
richard@lozeaudrury.com 
molly@lozeaudrury.com 
colby@lozeaudrury.com 

 
Please call if you have any questions. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Colby Gonzalez 
Lozeau | Drury LLP 

mailto:richard@lozeaudrury.com
mailto:molly@lozeaudrury.com
mailto:colby@lozeaudrury.com
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From: Davena Rivera <davenarivera@yahoo.com> 
Date: December 15, 2022 at 12:07:56 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Cc: KATHY MANAGER <ranchocalimesamanager@hotmail.com> 
Subject: Oak Valley North Environmental Impact Report 

Thanks to the City of Calimesa, those of us that live at 10320 Calimesa Blvd., will be 
completely surround by truck bays and warehouses. Have any of you considered 
building them in your own backyards instead of ours? You will completely decimate our 
property values and living conditions.  The pollution alone and noise will be unbearable. 
Have you taken into consideration the wellbeing, safety and health of your community 
citizens?

Shame on all of you. It is my intention to see that all of you that approved or are a part 
of this will be voted out of office. You are so out of touch with the citizens of Calimesa it 
is unreal. Apparently, you can pick and choose the persons that will be affected by this. 
This is not the type of business needed by Calimesa. Is your plan to box us all in with 
warehouses and trucks? There are three large senior communities that will be directly 
affected by this project. 

We have been in a construction zone for the last two years plus. I have personally 
witnessed twice where traffic control associated with the construction almost caused a 
head-on collision two separate times and one time in the presence of a sheriff's 
deputy officer when an accident did happen to one of our residents here. 

This needs to stop and allow us to live peacefully and safely in our community.

Sincerely,

Davena Rivera



 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA         Gavin Newsom, Governor 
 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
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December 15, 2022 

 

Kelly Lucia 

City of Calimesa 

908 Park Avenue 

Calimesa, CA 92320 

 

Re: 2022120265, Oak Valley North Project, Riverside County 

 

Dear Ms. Lucia: 

 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project 

referenced above.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code 

§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that 

may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code 

Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)).  If there is substantial evidence, in 

light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared.  (Pub. Resources 

Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).  

In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are 

historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).  

  

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014.  Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 

2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal 

cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect 

that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is 

a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21084.2).  Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural 

resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)).  AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice 

of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on 

or after July 1, 2015.  If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or 

a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1, 

2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).  

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements.  If your project is also subject to the 

federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal 

consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 

U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.  

    

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are 

traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early 

as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and 

best protect tribal cultural resources.  Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as 

well as the NAHC’s recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.   

  

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with 

any other applicable laws.  

  

AB 52  

 

 
 

CHAIRPERSON 

Laura Miranda  

Luiseño 

 

VICE CHAIRPERSON 

Reginald Pagaling 

Chumash 

 

SECRETARY 

Sara Dutschke 

Miwok 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Isaac Bojorquez 

Ohlone-Costanoan 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Buffy McQuillen 

Yokayo Pomo, Yuki, 

Nomlaki 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Wayne Nelson 

Luiseño 

 

COMMISSIONER 

Stanley Rodriguez 

Kumeyaay 

 

 

COMMISSIONER 

[Vacant] 

 

 

COMMISSIONER 

[Vacant] 

 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

Raymond C. 

Hitchcock 

Miwok/Nisenan 

 

NAHC HEADQUARTERS 

1550 Harbor Boulevard  

Suite 100 

West Sacramento, 

California 95691 

(916) 373-3710 

nahc@nahc.ca.gov 

NAHC.ca.gov 
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AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:   

  

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:  

Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public 

agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or 

tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have 

requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:  

a. A brief description of the project.  

b. The lead agency contact information.  

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation.  (Pub. 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).  

d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is 

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).  

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).  

  

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a 

Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report:  A lead agency shall 

begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native 

American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. 

(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, 

mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).  

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4 

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).  

  

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe:  The following topics of consultation, if a tribe 

requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:  

a. Alternatives to the project.  

b. Recommended mitigation measures.  

c. Significant effects.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation:  The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:  

a. Type of environmental review necessary.  

b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.  

c. Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.  

d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe 

may recommend to the lead agency.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process:  With some 

exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural 

resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be 

included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency 

to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10.  Any information submitted by a 

California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a 

confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in 

writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).  

  

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document:  If a project may have a 

significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of 

the following:  

a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.  

b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed 

to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on 

the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).  
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7. Conclusion of Consultation:  Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the 

following occurs:  

a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on 

a tribal cultural resource; or  

b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot 

be reached.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).  

  

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document:  Any 

mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2 

shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring 

and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, 

subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable.  (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).  

  

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation:  If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead 

agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no 

agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if 

substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the 

lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources 

Code §21082.3 (e)).  

  

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse 

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:  

a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:  

i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural 

context.  

ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally 

appropriate protection and management criteria.  

b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values 

and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:  

i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.  

ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.  

iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.  

c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate 

management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.  

d. Protecting the resource.  (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).  

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally 

recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect 

a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold 

conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed.  (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).  

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave 

artifacts shall be repatriated.  (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).  

   

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or 

Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource:  An Environmental 

Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be 

adopted unless one of the following occurs:  

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code 

§21080.3.2.  

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise 

failed to engage in the consultation process.  

c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources 

Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21082.3 (d)).  

  

The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52:  Requirements and Best Practices” may 

be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf  

http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf
http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18  

  

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and 

consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of 

open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3).  Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online at: 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf.  

  

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:  

  

1. Tribal Consultation:  If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a 

specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC 

by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government 

must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal.  A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to 

request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe.  (Gov. Code §65352.3  

(a)(2)).  

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation.  There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.  

3. Confidentiality:  Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and 

Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information 

concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public 

Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction.  (Gov. Code §65352.3 

(b)).  

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation:  Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:  

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures 

for preservation or mitigation; or  

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes 

that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or 

mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).  

  

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with 

tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and 

SB 18.  For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands 

File” searches from the NAHC.  The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.  

  

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments  

  

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation 

in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends 

the following actions:  

  

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center 

(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30331) for an archaeological records search.  The records search will 

determine:  

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.  

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.  

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.  

d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.  

  

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report 

detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.  

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted 

immediately to the planning department.  All information regarding site locations, Native American 

human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and 

not be made available for public disclosure.  

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the 

appropriate regional CHRIS center.  

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf
http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/
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3. Contact the NAHC for: 

a. A Sacred Lands File search.  Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the 

Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so.  A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for 

consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 

project’s APE. 

b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the 

project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation 

measures. 

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) 

does not preclude their subsurface existence. 

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for 

the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code 

Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)).  In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a 

certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources 

should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally 

affiliated Native Americans. 

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains.  Health 

and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5, 

subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be 

followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and 

associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address: 

Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Andrew Green 

Cultural Resources Analyst 

 

 cc:  State Clearinghouse  

 

 

mailto:Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov
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From: Diane Mendez <dmendez@beaumontusd.k12.ca.us> 
Sent: Thursday, December 29, 2022 8:28 AM 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Oak Valley North Project DPR 22‐05/CUP 22‐02, DPR22‐06/CUP 22‐03 and DPR 22‐07/CUP 22‐
04  

The Beaumont Unified School District does not have an issue with the commercial portion of the 
Oak Valley North project but would like to take this opportunity to remind the developer that the 
commercial project is subject to school mitigation fees.  This project will be charged at the 
commercial development rate; currently $0.78 per square foot.  Please note that this fee is subject 
to change annually and the developer should verify the current rate at the District's website 
at https://www.beaumontusd.us/apps/pages/Developer_Fees. 

The District reserves the right to comment further during the comment 
period. 

Thank you for giving us this opportunity to comment. 

‐‐  
Beaumont Unified School District 
Facilities & Planning Team 

Diane M. Mendez ‐ Facilities Coordinator 

P.O. Box 187 ‐ 350 Brookside Avenue
Beaumont, CA 92223‐0187
Direct:  (951) 797‐5374 
Fax:  (951) 845‐4561
Email:  dmendez@beaumontusd.k12.ca.us

Mission Statement: The Beaumont Unified School District shall provide high-quality educational opportunities for all students in a safe and 
secure learning environment through a shared commitment among home, school, and community.
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From: Pat Tate <pattate1543@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, December 29, 2022 9:02 PM 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Change of zoning  

I’m against changing the current status to that of high density housing. There’s already way too much 
traffic and this change results in unsafe situations for residents of Calimesa. 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: steven holland <steve92553@icloud.com> 
Sent: Thursday, December 29, 2022 7:02 PM 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Oak valley north project  

I’m writing with concern about the planned oak valley north project.  
Developing the area between singleton and cherry valley blvd would cause a huge strain to the area and 
disrupt the current living state to the locals in the area.  
The roads are already congested enough and the city continues to employ old dates road construction 
design tactics making travel throughout the city slow and congested.  

Adding more homes to that area would cripple the roads even more.  
Further more there is a very popular hiking/biking trails through the wildlife preserve to the north of the 
planned area that would be strained or even destroyed due to this construction.  
The coyotes are already killing lots of neighborhood pets because they have nowhere to go to hunt. 
Further reducing this area would cause more coyote interactions with the public.  
I agree that the city needs to develop the area so it’s not an eye sore compared to the planned 
construction happening to the south of the freeway.  
If the city would like to develop that area I would like to suggest any of the following. A park, dog park, 
skatepark, bicycle pump track (like Menifee just built) 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: David Zaitz <dzmtb100@att.net> 
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2022 6:00 PM 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Cc: Albrgnz <albrgnz@netscape.net>; Sally Gonzalez <sllgn@aol.com>; mmejia43625@spectrum.net 
<mmejia43625@spectrum.net>; Justine Neighbor <justine0330@gmail.com>; Ed Saucerman 
<ed.summerwind@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Scoping Comments for Oak Valley North Project Environmental Impact Reporter  

Dear Ms. Kelly Lucia, Planning Director for the City of Calimesa 

I have some very deep concerns about the development of another truck warehouse in the vicinity of the 
SummerWinds residential area and SummerWind Trails Elementary School.   
There is a truck terminal that has recently been completed at Cherry Valley and Calimesa Blvd.  Also 
under construction is a truck terminal on the southside of the 10 freeway at Singleton Rd.  Now the City is 
contemplating issuing conditional use permits (a discretionary action) to allow the construction of 
approximately 100 trucking bays on the north side of the 10 freeway at Singleton Avenue (opposite of the 
one that is currently under construction). 

Are part of the scoping process for an EIR the following should be considered: 

1. The cumulative impacts short- and long-term on air quality of having three truck terminals in close
vicinity to homes and schools.

2. The cumulative impacts short- and long-term of sound pollution of having three truck terminals in close
vicinity to homes and schools.

3. The cumulative impacts short- and long-term on traffic at and near the intersections of the 10 freeway
and Singleton.  Singleton currently has one set of on- and off-ramps.  Typically intersections have two
sets, one for each direction.

4. The effect of regional traffic congestion.  The 10 freeway in the vicinity of Calimesa has only three
lanes.  West of Calimesa in Redlands, the freeway is four lanes, and east of Calimesa in Beaumont, the
freeway had four lanes.   In other words, there is a bottleneck in the freeway at Calimesa.  Will this added
congestion add to air and noise pollution and have other environment and economic impacts?

5. The economic impacts on property values by introducing a concentration of industrial and trucking
facilities near residential areas.

If you have any concerns or comments you would like to discuss, you may call me at (626) 757-5433. 

Also I request copies of any past and future public notices concerning this development, be mailed to me 
at my home address.  My address is 1354 Chestnut Rd., Calimesa, CA  92320.     
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From: David Zaitz <dzmtb100@att.net>  
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2022 8:31 PM 
To: Darlene Gerdes <DGerdes@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Proposed Warehouse/Terminal in the Oak Valley North Project 

Dear Ms. Darlene Gerdes, City Clerk 
City of Calimesa 

As City Clerk please receive this communication on behalf of the City Council and forward it to its 
members. 

The City is currently contemplating discretionary approvals for another warehouse in the City of Calimesa 
near on Calimesa Blvd, between Singleton and Cherry Valley Blvds.  In the area, one terminal has 
recently been completed and a second is under construction.  The City staff is preparing for approval of a 
third terminal with approximate 100 docks in the Oak Valley North project that is near residential 
neighborhoods and schools.  

The City Council should put a moratorium on all discretionary approvals for warehouses and truck 
terminals until all currently approved warehouses/truck terminals are completed along with associated 
interchange improvements so that the City may study the actual effects on its constituents.    

I am a member of the Summerwinds HOA.  After posting this on HOA facebook page, I received many 
concerned response.  I believe you would get similar responses from Singleton Heights HOA and the 
near senior mobile home village.   

City staff has already recognized that the proposed project will have significate impacts on the 
environment as they are requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report as opposed to 
preparing a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration in compliance with the California 
Environemtal Quality Act.   

We are concerned about the proposed project for the following reasons: 

1. The cumulative impacts, short- and long-term, on air quality of having three truck terminals in close 
vicinity to homes and schools.

2. The cumulative impacts, short- and long-term, of sound pollution of having three truck terminals in 
close vicinity to homes and schools.

3. The cumulative impacts, short- and long-term, on traffic at and near the intersections of the 10 
freeway and Singleton.  Singleton currently has one set of on- and off-ramps.  Typically, intersections 
have two sets, one for each direction.

4. The effect of regional traffic congestion.  The 10 freeway in the vicinity of Calimesa has only three 
lanes.  West of Calimesa in Redlands, the freeway is four lanes, and east of Calimesa in Beaumont, the 
freeway had four lanes.   In other words, there is a bottleneck in the freeway at Calimesa.  As such, the 
development will have a regional impact on transit, noise and air pollution.
5. The economic impacts on property values by introducing a concentration of industrial and trucking 
facilities near residential areas.
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I respectfully request that I be sent any future public notices concerning this development. 
Also could you provide the Council File Number you have filed this communication?    
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From: Edna Lynn Ernst <eernst4@verizon.net> 
Sent: Saturday, December 31, 2022 11:24 AM 
To: editor@newsmirror.net <editor@newsmirror.net>; Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject:  

This is how I feel regarding this proposal.  I think an effort should be made to have a meeting at the Sharondale 
Clubhouse so that others in Sharondale can have their say. 



Edna “Lynn” Ernst 
35530 Champagne Dr. 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
(909) 684-7074 
December 31, 2022 
 
 
 
 
 
editor@newsmirror.net 
 
RE:  Oak Valley North Project  
 
I am a resident of Sharondale (a senior community) and I was a participant in the fight 
against the mega warehouse that was proposed to be built at the NE corner of Calimesa 
Blvd. and Singleton Rd. 
 
It was my understanding that the zoning was set for NO warehouse over 250,000 sq. ft. 
All three proposed warehouses are over 250,000 sq. ft. each.  Why build more 
warehouses when there ae so many empty warehouses all over the place with “For Lease 
Signs” all over them. 
 
Why would they allow high density residential units to be built in this area when we have 
such a shortage of water? 
 
The impact of all this additional traffic will make the intersection of Beckwith and 
Singleton, that is already a problem for people using Beckwith to get on Singleton to 
become an impossible problem. 
 
The noise level and the pollution level from the diesel trucks will also be a problem for 
the seniors in this area when many of them are already dealing with breathing problems.. 
 
Copy:  City of Calimesa Planning Division 
 Kelly Lucia, M. URP, Planning Director 
 908 Park Ave. 
 Calimesa, CA 92320            
 klucia@cityofcalimesa.net 
 
 

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
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From: Laura White <laurawhite727@icloud.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 04, 2023 10:52 PM 
To: Darlene Gerdes <DGerdes@cityofcalimesa.net> 

Subject: 100 dock warehouse at singleton and calimesa blvd 

To whom this may concern, 
I have been a resident in calimesa for two years now after relocation to the state of california. I have fallen in love with 
the area. It has a little town feel while still being close to the city. The sense of community here is unmatched.  
Unfortunately there was a warehouse built within 2 miles of my home and now there are plans for another warehouse 
to go up.  

I am completely displeased with how this community is turning out. We don’t have the infrastructure to support this 
type of development. We honestly don’t have the infrastructure to support the amount of people and traffic that cherry 
valley Blvd gets now. I notice there are plans to assist with that issue now but it keeps getting pushed back. The traffic to 
get off the expressway now during rush hour is insane and the traffic goes back onto the freeway. There also isn’t an 
entrance to get on i10 westbound or get off i10 heading eastbound. Which would cause another infrastructure issue. 
There are more pressing issues to deal with in this community first before even entertaining the idea of another 
warehouse. The first one hasn’t even opened yet and we have no idea the impact this will have on the community and 
the environment. I am not understanding the rush to approve another warehouse before seeing how the current one 
will affect the community and the lives of the residents.  
I did not buy a house in calimesa to see the area turn into an industrial center. We need more positive impacts on the 
community and not ones that will positivity affect the pockets of the city and not assist in making calimesa more 
pleasant to live.  

If this warehouse is approved everyone on the board will lose my vote during the next election.  

Please feel free to reach out to me if needed. 
Laura Procter 
1135 coriander st 
Calimesa  
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Alicia Hadley <aliciahadley@yahoo.com> 
Date: January 5, 2023 at 8:18:21 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Impacts of Oak Valley Project North in Calimesa Comment/Concern 

Hello, I am a resident of Calimesa and oppose the Oak Valley Project North In Calimesa and would like to 
provide comment.  

This project will increase traffic, noise, environmental damage, degrade air quality due to increased trucks 
and emissions. It will put undue strain on our current infrastructure and stress our utility systems. This is 
not a good placement as there is no entry to the freeway at Singleton which means trucks would be 
emitting exhaust and causing noise all the way from either Cherry Valley or Calimesa Blvd exits which 
pass by a number of houses and are already impacted by freeway emissions. Home values will be 
lowered by the transportation impacts by significant increases in vehicles using the nearby roads and 
causing even further delays at the Calimesa Blvd and Singleton Rd stop signs. This wait is already many 
cars long during the day without increased traffic caused by this project. There is no community benefit to 
this project happening and it will impede any recreational space from being built in this area. Also, 
coyotes and other animals have been seen in this space so it would take away from their habitat and 
force them closer towards residential areas causing increased danger for children and pets.  

Please do not move this project forward as it will be a detriment to our community and to our 
neighborhoods.  

Sincerely,  

Alicia Aponte  
1263 Riviera Drive 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
(707)4991224
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From: Lisa Ramos <lisanr26@yahoo.com> 
Date: January 5, 2023 at 11:13:25 AM PST 
To: Darlene Gerdes <DGerdes@cityofcalimesa.net>, Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Warehouse Project 

 Good Morning and Happy New Year,  

I am writing this email as a resident of the city and concerned for the quality of life. Please reject the 
upcoming proposal for a warehouse built at Singleton and Calimesa Blvd. The city’s current and foreseen 
infrastructure cannot handle the traffic that will be created by another warehouse. The current 
infrastructure does not accommodate the current residential residents and surely will be disastrous with 
added commercial truck traffic. Air quality will also decrease with the additional trucks in the very small 
area. Please look at neighboring cities with similar traffic and air quality issues due to increased 
approvals of warehouses. Please reject the proposal to place another warehouse in the city. 

Also, please forward my email of concern to the city council and make it part of the project record. 

Thank you, 
Lisa Ramos  
(909) 991‐6154



1

From: Rubi Martinez <mitzirubi.martinez@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2023 11:27 AM 
To: Darlene Gerdes <DGerdes@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Oak Valley North ‐ Please forward to City Council & make part of project record 

Request that it be forwarded to the City Council and made part of the project record. Please send 
confirmation once completed. 

Project: Oak Valley North; GPA 22‐03, ZC 22‐01 (SPA Area 4); TPM 38589; DPR 22‐05/CUP 22‐02 (Building 1), 
DPR 22‐06/CUP 22‐03 (Building 2), and DPR 22‐07/CUP 22‐04 (Building 3) 

Hello, 

I am writing as a concerned home owner about all these approved warehouses/terminals being built in the 
Calimesa/beaumont/cherry valley area that are RIGHT NEXT to residential areas, specifically the summerwind/fairways 
canyon residencies. These projects long term pose the dangers of:  

1. High trafficked freeways with exponentially more trucks
2. Higher / deadlier traffic accidents with said trucks going and coming through the neighboring communities
3. Need of additional freeway entrances
4. Should there be an natural disaster emergency the summerwind/fairways canyon residencies only have the

cherry valley on/off ramp and that will soon be also shared with a terminal, and no additional terminals are
needed.

5. What are the environmental repercussions on these projects, as I'm sure there are economical benefits for the
city but have we thought about long term environmental effects or issues.

Thank you for addressing my concerns and looking forward to hearing back.  

Best,  
‐‐  

Rubi Martinez 
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From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>  
Sent: Saturday, January 07, 2023 10:14 AM 
To: Heather Sturgeon <hsturgeon@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Customer Comment Form 

Customer Comment Form

Thank you for visiting the City of Calimesa. Our aim is to offer you great customer 
service. To help us measure our success, please comment on the service you 
received and the department which served you. 

Name/Company  Russell Buckland 

Mailing Address  964 Essex Rd Beaumont, Ca 92223 

Email Address  rb4sc@att.net 

Level of Service  Excellent 

Department  Planning 

Please provide us with any 
additional comments  

I am opposed to the building of warehouses on Calimesa Blvd 
on the north or east side of the 10 freeway, north of Cherry 
Valley Blvd. Warehouses are a terrible thing so close to many 
hundreds of homes. The traffic there is already terrible, and to 
add hundreds of trucks is not a good use of this area. This 
should be permanently zoned as open space or residential. 

Thank you. 

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser. 
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From: Blake Ferris <bferris68@gmail.com> 
Date: January 8, 2023 at 5:29:25 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Cc: Selenne Sevilla <ssevilla@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Oak Valley North Environmental Impact Report Public Comment 

Hello,  

To whom it may concern for the proposed project of Oak Valley North, I would like the below public 
comments to be noted and addressed in the Environmental Impact Report. 

1. Please explain the impact of the proposed structures on the surrounding infrastructure. How does the
City of Calimesa plan to mitigate increased traffic and maintain the required roads, walkways, etc...? In
addition, what is the proposed timeline of the impact to the City relative to the construction of the
warehouses?

2. Wildlife Impact: There are wildlife corridors, conservation cells and conservation lands within less
than a mile of the property as addressed through the Riverside County Western Regional Authority. How
will these warehouses impact the Conservation Areas and identified wildlife movement? Please take
note that there is burrowing owl in the area as identified by the Riverside County Western Regional
Authority which has been identified as Species of Special Concern by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife. How does the City of Calimesa plan to ensure the local burrowing owl species is not
affected?

3. According to the California Environmental Quality Act, as issued by California's Rob Bonta, Attorney
General of Department of Justice, "Warehouses located in residential neighborhoods or near other
sensitive receptors expose community residents and those using or visiting sensitive receptor sites to
the air pollution, noise, traffic, and other environmental impacts they generate.  Therefore, placing
facilities away from sensitive receptors significantly reduces their environmental and quality of life
harms on local communities." In addition, the document continued with the following guidance, "Per
California Air Resources Board (CARB) guidance, siting warehouse facilities so that their property lines
are at least 1,000 feet from the property lines of the nearest sensitive receptors." Therefore, please
consider the impact of the structures on the two senior communities of Rancho Calimesa and
Sharondale which are both within the 1,000 feet of the property lines. There are also children who are
vulnerable to a heightened risk of negative health outcomes due to exposure to air pollution at a child
day care called Early Learning Academy within 1,000 feet of the property line.

The document to the link as quoted above can be 
found:  https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/media/warehouse‐best‐practices.pdf 

4. Impact of Housing Values relative to the construction of Warehouses. Is there any correlation to the
increase or decrease of housing values within a certain radius to warehouses? Also, the impact of
housing values in that community and how warehouses have affected the quality of life of the residents
within that community?

5. Impact of Crime relative to the construction of Warehouses. Is there any correlation to the increase or
decrease of crimes within a certain radius to the construction of warehouses and how can it be
addressed? How does the City of Calimesa plan to mitigate crime if there is a positive correlation of
increase of crime relative to the warehouses?
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Thank you for receiving these comments and hope to see these addressed in the Environmental Impact 
Report. 

‐‐  
Best Regards,  

Blake Ferris 
(909) 843‐0355 
bferris68@gmail.com 
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Kelly Lucia 
Planning Director 
City of Calimesa 
908 Park Avenue,  
Calimesa, CA 92320 

Subject:  Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Oak Valley North 
State Clearinghouse No. 2022120265 

Dear Ms. Lucia 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from the City of Calimesa (City) 
for the Oak Valley North (Project) pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding 
those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. 
Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects 
of the Project that CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the 
exercise of its own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.  

CDFW ROLE  

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, 
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. 
(a).) CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, 
and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species. (Id., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, 
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public 
agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related 
activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.   

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.). CDFW expects that it may 

                                            

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq.  The “CEQA Guidelines” are 

found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 

http://www.wildlife.ca.gov/
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need to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As 
proposed, for example, the Project may be subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed 
alteration regulatory authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent 
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law 
of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & 
G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), the Project proponent may seek related take authorization as 
provided by the Fish and Game Code. 

PROJECT LOCATION 

The City of Calimesa Oak Valley North Project (Project) covers approximately 110.8-
acres, located north of interstate 10 freeway, south of Singleton Rd, and north of Cherry 
Valley Blvd. in the City of Calimesa. The proposed Project includes nine (9) parcels 
(Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 413-260-018, 413-260-025, 413-280-016, 413-280-018, 
413-280-021, 413-280-030, 413-280-036, 413-280-037, 430-280-043) The Project site 
is not located within a Criteria Cell or Cell group. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

The Project would consist of a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, and 
establishment of the Oak Valley North Specific Plan. Specific details of the proposed 
Project include development of 1,515,888 square feet (SF) of light industrial warehouse 
buildings (consisting of three warehouse buildings) and 396 high-density residential units 
on 108.2-acres. Three accompanying Development Plan Reviews and Conditional Use 
Permits are proposed for the development of three warehouse building sites, each 
containing a building, parking areas, drive aisles, landscaping, lighting, walls, fencing, 
and signage. Building 1 would have 327,266 SF of floor area and 51 loading docks. 
Building 2 would have 679,984 SF of floor area and 115 loading docks. Building 3 would 
have 357,670 SF of floor area and 56 loading docks. A Tentative Parcel Map is proposed 
for the subdivision of 110.8 acres to form 6 parcels and dedicate public roadway right-of-
way to the City of Calimesa for Beckwith Road (1.65 acres) and Calimesa Boulevard 
(1.96 acres). 

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in 
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially 
significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. The 
comments and recommendations are also offered to enable the CDFW to adequately 
review and comment on the proposed Project with respect to the Project’s consistency 
with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP).  

CDFW recommends that the forthcoming DEIR address the following: 
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Assessment of Biological Resources 

Section 15125(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that knowledge of the regional setting 
of a project is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts and that special 
emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to the 
region. To enable CDFW staff to adequately review and comment on the project, the 
DEIR should include a complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent 
to the Project footprint, with particular emphasis on identifying rare, threatened, 
endangered, and other sensitive species and their associated habitats.  

CDFW recommends that the DEIR specifically include: 

1. An assessment of the various habitat types located within the project footprint, and a 
map that identifies the location of each habitat type. CDFW recommends that floristic, 
alliance- and/or association-based mapping and assessment be completed following 
The Manual of California Vegetation, second edition (Sawyer et al. 20092). Adjoining 
habitat areas should also be included in this assessment where site activities could 
lead to direct or indirect impacts offsite. Habitat mapping at the alliance level will help 
establish baseline vegetation conditions. 

2. A general biological inventory of the fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal 
species that are present or have the potential to be present within each habitat type 
onsite and within adjacent areas that could be affected by the project. CDFW’s 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) in Sacramento should be contacted 
at (916) 322-2493 or CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov or 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data to obtain current information on 
any previously reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural 
Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code, in the vicinity of the 
proposed Project.  

CDFW’s CNDDB is not exhaustive in terms of the data it houses, nor is it an absence 
database. CDFW recommends that it be used as a starting point in gathering 
information about the potential presence of species within the general area of the 
project site. 

3. A complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other sensitive 
species located within the Project footprint and within offsite areas with the potential 
to be affected, including California Species of Special Concern (CSSC) and California 

                                            

2 Sawyer, J. O., T. Keeler-Wolf, and J. M. Evens. 2009. A manual of California Vegetation, 2nd ed. California 

Native Plant Society Press, Sacramento, California. http://vegetation.cnps.org/ 
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Fully Protected Species (Fish & G. Code, § 3511). Species to be addressed should 
include all those which meet the CEQA definition (CEQA Guidelines § 15380). The 
inventory should address seasonal variations in use of the Project area and should 
not be limited to resident species. Focused species-specific/MSHCP surveys, 
completed by a qualified biologist and conducted at the appropriate time of year and 
time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable, are 
required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed in 
consultation with CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, where necessary. 
Note that CDFW generally considers biological field assessments for wildlife to be 
valid for a one-year period, and assessments for rare plants may be considered valid 
for a period of up to three years. Some aspects of the proposed Project may warrant 
periodic updated surveys for certain sensitive taxa, particularly if the Project is 
proposed to occur over a protracted time frame, or in phases, or if surveys are 
completed during periods of drought. 

4. A thorough, recent, floristic-based assessment of special status plants and natural 
communities, following CDFW’s Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to 
Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW 20183). 

5. Information on the regional setting that is critical to an assessment of environmental 
impacts, with special emphasis on resources that are rare or unique to the region 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15125[c]). 

6. A full accounting of all open space and mitigation/conservation lands within and 
adjacent to the Project. 

Analysis of Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources 

The DEIR should provide a thorough discussion of the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts expected to adversely affect biological resources as a result of the Project. To 
ensure that Project impacts to biological resources are fully analyzed, the following 
information should be included in the DEIR: 

1. A discussion of potential impacts from lighting, noise, human activity (e.g., 
recreation), defensible space, and wildlife-human interactions created by zoning of 
development projects or other project activities adjacent to natural areas, exotic 
and/or invasive species, and drainage. The latter subject should address Project-
related changes on drainage patterns and water quality within, upstream, and 
downstream of the Project site, including: volume, velocity, and frequency of existing 

                                            

3 CDFW, 2018. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 

Sensitive Natural Communities, State of California, California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and 
Wildlife: March 20, 2018 (https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18959&inline) 
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and post-Project surface flows; polluted runoff; soil erosion and/or sedimentation in 
streams and water bodies; and post-Project fate of runoff from the Project site.  

2. A discussion of potential indirect Project impacts on biological resources, including 
resources in areas adjacent to the project footprint, such as nearby public lands (e.g., 
National Forests, State Parks, etc.), open space, adjacent natural habitats, riparian 
ecosystems, wildlife corridors, and any designated and/or proposed reserve or 
mitigation lands (e.g., preserved lands associated with a Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other conserved lands). 

3. An evaluation of impacts to on-site and adjacent open space lands from both the 
construction of the Project and any long-term operational and maintenance needs.    

4. A cumulative effects analysis developed as described under CEQA Guidelines 
section 15130. The DEIR should analyze the cumulative effects of the plan’s land use 
designations, policies, and programs on the environment. Please include all potential 
direct and indirect Project related impacts to riparian areas, wetlands, vernal pools, 
alluvial fan habitats, wildlife corridors or wildlife movement areas, aquatic habitats, 
sensitive species and other sensitive habitats, open lands, open space, and adjacent 
natural habitats in the cumulative effects analysis. General and specific plans, as well 
as past, present, and anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their 
impacts on similar plant communities and wildlife habitats. 

Alternatives Analysis 

CDFW recommends the DEIR describe and analyze a range of reasonable alternatives 
to the Project that are potentially feasible, would “feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the Project,” and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the Project’s 
significant effects (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6[a]). The alternatives analysis should 
also evaluate a “no project” alternative (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6[e]). 

Mitigation Measures for Project Impacts to Biological Resources 

The DEIR should identify mitigation measures and alternatives that are appropriate and 
adequate to avoid or minimize potential impacts, to the extent feasible. The City of 
Calimesa should assess all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that are expected to 
occur as a result of the implementation of the Project and its long-term operation and 
maintenance. When proposing measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts, 
CDFW recommends consideration of the following: 

1. Fully Protected Species: Fully protected species may not be taken or possessed at 
any time. Project activities described in the DEIR should be designed to completely 
avoid any fully protected species that have the potential to be present within or 
adjacent to the Project area. CDFW also recommends that the DEIR fully analyze 
potential adverse impacts to fully protected species due to habitat modification, loss 
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of foraging habitat, and/or interruption of migratory and breeding behaviors. CDFW 
recommends that the Lead Agency include in the analysis how appropriate 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures will reduce indirect impacts to fully 
protected species.   

2. Sensitive Plant Communities: CDFW considers sensitive plant communities to be 
imperiled habitats having both local and regional significance. Plant communities, 
alliances, and associations with a statewide ranking of S-1, S-2, S-3, and S-4 should 
be considered sensitive and declining at the local and regional level. These ranks can 
be obtained by querying the CNDDB and are included in The Manual of California 
Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009). The DEIR should include measures to fully avoid 
and otherwise protect sensitive plant communities from project-related direct and 
indirect impacts.  

3. California Species of Special Concern (CSSC): CSSC status applies to animals 
generally not listed under the federal Endangered Species Act or the CESA, but 
which nonetheless are declining at a rate that could result in listing, or historically 
occurred in low numbers and known threats to their persistence currently exist. 
CSSCs should be considered during the environmental review process.  

4. Mitigation: CDFW considers adverse project-related impacts to sensitive species and 
habitats to be significant to both local and regional ecosystems, and the DEIR should 
include mitigation measures for adverse project-related impacts to these resources. 
Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance and reduction of project impacts. 
For unavoidable impacts, onsite habitat restoration and/or enhancement, and 
preservation should be evaluated and discussed in detail. Where habitat preservation 
is not available onsite, offsite land acquisition, management, and preservation should 
be evaluated and discussed in detail. 

The DEIR should include measures to perpetually protect the targeted habitat values 
within mitigation areas from direct and indirect adverse impacts in order to meet 
mitigation objectives to offset project-induced qualitative and quantitative losses of 
biological values. Specific issues that should be addressed include restrictions on 
access, proposed land dedications, long-term monitoring and management 
programs, control of illegal dumping, water pollution, increased human intrusion, etc. 

If sensitive species and/or their habitat may be impacted from the Project, CDFW 
recommends the inclusion of specific mitigation in the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.4, subdivision (a)(1)(8) states that formulation of feasible mitigation 
measures should not be deferred until some future date. The Court of Appeal in San 
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645 
struck down mitigation measures which required formulating management plans 
developed in consultation with State and Federal wildlife agencies after Project 
approval. Courts have also repeatedly not supported conclusions that impacts are 
mitigable when essential studies, and therefore impact assessments, are incomplete 
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(Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. App. 3d. 296; Gentry v. City of 
Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal. App. 4th 1359; Endangered Habitat League, Inc. v. County of 
Orange (2005) 131 Cal. App. 4th 777).  

CDFW recommends that the DEIR specify mitigation that is roughly proportional to 
the level of impacts, in accordance with the provisions of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines, 
§§ 15126.4(a)(4)(B), 15064, 15065, and 16355). The mitigation should provide long-
term conservation value for the suite of species and habitat being impacted by the 
Project. Furthermore, in order for mitigation measures to be effective, they need to be 
specific, enforceable, and feasible actions that will improve environmental conditions.  

5. Habitat Revegetation/Restoration Plans: Plans for restoration and revegetation 
should be prepared by persons with expertise in southern California ecosystems and 
native plant restoration techniques. Plans should identify the assumptions used to 
develop the proposed restoration strategy. Each plan should include, at a minimum: 
(a) the location of restoration sites and assessment of appropriate reference sites; (b) 
the plant species to be used, sources of local propagules, container sizes, and 
seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation area; (d) a local seed and 
cuttings and planting schedule; (e) a description of the irrigation methodology; (f) 
measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) specific success criteria; (h) a 
detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency measures should the success criteria 
not be met; and (j) identification of the party responsible for meeting the success 
criteria and providing for conservation of the mitigation site in perpetuity. Monitoring 
of restoration areas should extend across a sufficient time frame to ensure that the 
new habitat is established, self-sustaining, and capable of surviving drought.  

CDFW recommends that local onsite propagules from the Project area and nearby 
vicinity be collected and used for restoration purposes. Onsite seed collection should 
be initiated in advance of project impacts in order to accumulate sufficient propagule 
material for subsequent use in future years. Onsite vegetation mapping at the alliance 
and/or association level should be used to develop appropriate restoration goals and 
local plant palettes. Reference areas should be identified to help guide restoration 
efforts. Specific restoration plans should be developed for various project 
components as appropriate.   

Restoration objectives should include protecting special habitat elements or re-
creating them in areas affected by the Project; examples could include retention of 
woody material, logs, snags, rocks, and brush piles.  

6. Nesting Birds and Migratory Bird Treaty Act: Please note that it is the Project 
proponent’s responsibility to comply with all applicable laws related to nesting birds 
and birds of prey. Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 afford 
protective measures as follows: Fish and Game Code section 3503 makes it unlawful 
to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as 
otherwise provided by Fish and Game Code or any regulation made pursuant thereto. 
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Fish and Game Code section 3503.5 makes it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy 
any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) to take, possess, 
or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by Fish 
and Game Code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto. Fish and Game Code 
section 3513 makes it unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird as 
designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or any part of such migratory nongame 
bird except as provided by rules and regulations adopted by the Secretary of the 
Interior under provisions of the Migratory Treaty Act.   

CDFW recommends the completion of nesting bird survey regardless of time of year 
to ensure compliance with all applicable laws pertaining to nesting. The timing of the 
nesting season varies greatly depending on several factors, such as the bird species, 
weather conditions in any given year, and long-term climate changes (e.g., drought, 
warming, etc.). CDFW staff have observed that changing climate conditions may 
result in the nesting bird season occurring earlier and later in the year than historical 
nesting season dates. In addition, the duration of a pair to build a nest and incubate 
eggs varies considerably, therefore, if pre-construction surveys are proposed in the 
DEIR, CDFW recommends that they be required no more than three (3) days prior to 
vegetation clearing or ground disturbance activities, as instances of nesting could be 
missed if surveys are conducted sooner. 

CDFW recommends that the DEIR include the results of avian surveys, as well as 
specific avoidance and minimization measures to ensure that impacts to nesting birds 
do not occur. Project-specific avoidance and minimization measures may include, but 
not be limited to: project phasing and timing, monitoring of project-related noise 
(where applicable), sound walls, and buffers, where appropriate. The DEIR should 
also include specific avoidance and minimization measures that will be implemented 
should a nest be located within the project site.  

7. Moving out of Harm’s Way: To avoid direct mortality, CDFW recommends that the 
lead agency condition the DEIR to require that a CDFW-approved qualified biologist 
be retained to be onsite prior to and during all ground- and habitat-disturbing activities 
to move out of harm’s way special status species or other wildlife of low or limited 
mobility that would otherwise be injured or killed from project-related activities. 
Movement of wildlife out of harm’s way should be limited to only those individuals that 
would otherwise by injured or killed, and individuals should be moved only as far a 
necessary to ensure their safety (i.e., CDFW does not recommend relocation to other 
areas). Furthermore, it should be noted that the temporary relocation of onsite wildlife 
does not constitute effective mitigation for the purposes of offsetting project impacts 
associated with habitat loss. 

8. Translocation of Species: CDFW generally does not support the use of relocation, 
salvage, and/or transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or 
endangered species as studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in 
nature and largely unsuccessful. 
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California Endangered Species Act 

CDFW is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of fish and wildlife 
resources including threatened, endangered, and/or candidate plant and animal 
species, pursuant to CESA. CDFW recommends that a CESA Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) be obtained if the Project has the potential to result in “take” (California Fish and 
Game Code Section 86 defines “take” as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt 
to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill”) of State-listed CESA species, either through 
construction or over the life of the project. It is the policy of CESA to conserve, protect, 
enhance, and restore State-listed CESA species and their habitats. 

CDFW encourages early consultation, as significant modification to the proposed 
Project and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures may be necessary to 
obtain a CESA ITP. The California Fish and Game Code requires that CDFW comply 
with CEQA for issuance of a CESA ITP. CDFW therefore recommends that the DEIR 
addresses all Project impacts to listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program that will meet the requirements of CESA. 

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

CDFW issued Natural Community Conservation Plan Approval and Take Authorization 
for the Western Riverside County MSHCP per Section 2800, et seq., of the California 
Fish and Game Code on June 22, 2004. The MSHCP establishes a multiple species 
conservation program to minimize and mitigate habitat loss and provides for the 
incidental take of covered species in association with activities covered under the 
permit.  

Compliance with approved habitat plans, such as the MSHCP, is discussed in CEQA. 
Specifically, Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the CEQA 
document discuss any inconsistencies between a proposed Project and applicable 
general plans and regional plans, including habitat conservation plans and natural 
community conservation plans. An assessment of the impacts to the MSHCP as a result 
of this Project is necessary to address CEQA requirements. To obtain additional 
information regarding the MSHCP please go to: https://www.wrc-rca.org/. 

The proposed Project occurs within the MSHCP area and is subject to the provisions 
and policies of the MSHCP. To be considered a covered activity, Permittees need to 
demonstrate that proposed actions are consistent with the MSHCP, the Permits, and 
the Implementing Agreement. The City of Calimesa is the Lead Agency and is signatory 
to the Implementing Agreement of the MSHCP. To demonstrate consistency with the 
MSHCP, as part of the CEQA review, per City Resolution No. 2004-10, the City shall 
ensure the Project implements the following: 

1. Pays Local Development Mitigation Fees and other relevant fees as set forth in 
Section 8.5 of the MSHCP. 

https://www.wrc-rca.org/
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2. Demonstrates compliance with the HANS process or equivalent process to ensure 

application of the Criteria and thus, satisfaction of the local acquisition obligation. 

3. Demonstrates compliance with the policies for 1) the Protection of Species 
Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, set forth in Section 6.1.2 
of the MSHCP; 2) the policies for the Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species set 
forth in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP; 3) compliance with the Urban/Wildlands 
Interface Guidelines as set forth in Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP; 4) the policies set 
forth in Section 6.3.2 and associated vegetation survey requirements identified in 
Section 6.3.1; and 5) compliance with the Best Management Practices and the siting, 
construction, design, operation and maintenance guidelines as set forth in Section 
7.0 and Appendix C of the MSHCP. 

If the Project is located within the MSHCP Criteria Area and therefore, pursuant to the 
Implementing Agreement and the City’s Resolution No. 2004-10 public and private 
projects are expected to be designed and implemented in accordance with the Criteria 
for each Area Plan and all other MSHCP requirements as set forth in the MSHCP and in 
Section 13.0 of the Implementing Agreement. Section 13.2 of the Implementing 
Agreement identifies that City obligations under the MSHCP and the Implementing 
Agreement include, but are not limited to: the adoption and maintenance of ordinances 
or resolutions (Resolution No. 2004-10), as necessary, and the amendment of general 
plans as appropriate, to implement the requirements and to fulfill the purposes of the 
Permits, the MSHCP, and the Implementing Agreement for private and public 
development projects (including siting, construction, design, operation and maintenance 
guidelines as set forth in Section 7.0 and Appendix C of the MSHCP); and taking all 
necessary and appropriate actions, following applicable land use permit enforcement 
procedures and practices, to enforce the terms of the project approvals for public and 
private projects, including compliance with the MSHCP, the Permits, and the 
Implementing Agreement. The City is also obligated to notify the Western Riverside 
County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), through the Joint Project/Acquisition 
Review Process set forth in Section 6.6.2 of the MSHCP or proposed discretionary 
Projects within the Criteria Area and participate in any further requirements imposed by 
MSHCP Section 6.6.2. 

To examine how the Project might contribute to, or conflict with, assembly of the MSHCP 
Conservation Area consistent with the reserve configuration requirements CDFW 
recommends that the DEIR identify the specific Area Plan within which the Project is 
located, and the associated Planning Species and Biological Issues and Considerations 
that may apply to the Project. 

Following this sequential identification of the relationship of the Project to the MSHCP 
the DEIR should then include an in-depth discussion of the Project in the context of 
these aforementioned elements, and as mentioned, examine how the Project might 
contribute to, or conflict with, the conservation criteria of the MSHCP. 
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CDFW also recommends that the City demonstrate how the Project is consistent with 
Section 7.0 of the MSHCP. For projects proposed within Public/Quasi-Public Lands, the 
DEIR should include a discussion of the Project and its consistency with MSHCP Section 
7.2, and for projects proposed inside the MSHCP Criteria Area, the DEIR should include 
a discussion of the Project and its consistency with Section 7.3 of the MSHCP. Where 
maintenance of existing roads within the Criteria Area is proposed, CDFW recommends 
that the City reference MSHCP Section 7.3.4 and Table 7-3, which provides a summary 
of the existing roads permitted to remain in the MSHCP Criteria Area. Planned roads 
within the MSHCP Criteria Area are discussed in MSHCP Section 7.3.5 and identified on 
Figure 7-1. Please note that roadways other than those identified in Section 7.3.5 of the 
MSHCP are not covered without an amendment to the MSHCP in accordance with the 
procedures described in MSHCP Section 6.10. CDFW recommends that the City review 
MSHCP Section 7.3.5 and include in the DEIR information that demonstrates that 
Project-related roads are MSHCP covered activities. The DEIR should also discuss 
design and siting information for all proposed roads to ensure that the roads are sited, 
designed, and constructed in a manner consistent with MSHCP conservation objectives. 

CDFW recommends that the DEIR also include a discussion of the Project and MSHCP 
Section 7.4, which identifies and discusses allowable uses in the MSHCP Conservation 
Area. For example, if trails are proposed as part of the Project, the DEIR should discuss 
whether the trail is identified on Figure 7-4, and provide details regarding trail 
construction (siting and design), and operations and maintenance that demonstrate that 
the proposed trail is consistent with MSHCP Section 7.4. 

Wildlife Connectivity and Mountain Lion 

The South Coast Missing Linkage Project4 identifies the San Bernardino-San Jacinto 
Connection as an important east-west linkage between the Transverse and Peninsular 
Ranges for wildlife movement. The proposed Project has the potential to impact wildlife 
movement within this linkage area. For the San Bernardino-San Jacinto Connection, four 
focal species were identified to conduct landscape permeability analyses of the wildlife 
linkage, these include mountain lion (Puma concolor), badger (Taxidea taxus 
berlandieri), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus californicus), and Pacific kangaroo rat 
(Dipodomys agilis)5. The Southern California/Central Coast Evolutionary Significant Unit 
(ESU) of mountain lion (Puma concolor, mountain lion), a CESA candidate species 
exhibits extremely low genetic diversity and effective population size, likely indicating a 
high risk of extinction6. The low genetic diversity and low population size partially result 

                                            

4 South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South Coast Ecoregion 

http://www.scwildlands.org/reports/scmlregionalreport.pdf  
5 South Coast Missing Linkages Project: A linkage Design for the San Bernardino-San Jacinto 
Connection http://www.scwildlands.org/reports/scml_sanbernardino_sanjacinto.pdf 
6 Center for Biological Diversity and the Mountain Lion Foundation. 2019. A Petition to List the Southern 

http://www.scwildlands.org/reports/scmlregionalreport.pdf
http://www.scwildlands.org/reports/scml_sanbernardino_sanjacinto.pdf
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from habitat fragmentation and isolation caused by roads and development that create 
movement barriers. The impacts to gene flow for mountain lion is the larger concern 
when contrasted with individual take. Isolation of subpopulations limits the genetic 
exchange of populations, prevents recolonization of suitable habitats following local 
extirpation, and ultimately puts the species at risk of local extirpation or extinction. The 
DEIR should address potential impacts on the habitat loss and wildlife movement for the 
mountain lion, including potential impacts on mule deer, an important prey species for 
mountain lion. The Constrained Proposed Linkage 23 in the MSHPC is intended to 
facilitate wildlife movement in this linkage area, however, because of development this 
linkage is impaired it is unclear if this linkage will function as intended. Therefore, the 
City of Calimesa should consider how east-west wildlife movement will be impacted by 
this Project. The Project, together with past and probably future projects, has a 
cumulatively considerable effect on mountain lion, mule deer, and other wildlife 
connectivity and the potential to limit wildlife movement through Riverside County, 
specifically the City of Calimesa. CDFW recommends assessing potential for impacts to 
the wildlife corridor in the San Bernardino-San Jacinto connection in addition to 
measures to minimize any potential impacts.  

Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) 

The Project site has the potential to provide suitable foraging and/or nesting habitat for 
burrowing owl. Take of individual burrowing owls and their nests is defined by Fish and 
Game Code section 86, and prohibited by sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513. Take is 
defined in Fish and Game Code section 86 as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill, or 
attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill.” 

CDFW recommends that the City of Calimesa follow the survey instructions in the 
“Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan Area”. The Survey Instructions specify that first a habitat assessment 
is conducted. If suitable habitat is not found on site, simply reporting the site is disturbed 
or under agricultural/dairy use is not acceptable. A written report must be provided 
detailing results of the habitat assessment with photographs and indicating whether or 
not the project site contains suitable burrowing owl habitat. If suitable habitat is found, 
then focused surveys at the appropriate time of year (March 1 to August 31), time of day, 
and weather conditions must be completed. Surveys will not be accepted if they are 
conducted during rain, high winds (> 20 mph), dense fog, or temperatures over 90 °F. 
The surveys must include focused burrow surveys and burrowing owl surveys. For the 
focused burrow surveys, the location of all suitable burrowing owl habitat, potential owl 
burrows, burrowing owl sign, and any owls observed should be recorded and mapped, 
including GPS coordinates in the report. The focused burrowing owl surveys include site 

                                            

California/Central Coast Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) of Mountain Lions as Threatened under the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Available from: https://fgc.ca.gov/CESA#ml 
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visits on four separate days. CDFW recommends that the site visits are conducted at 
least a week apart to avoid missing owls that may be using the site. Finally, CDFW 
recommends the report also include an impact assessment evaluating the extent to 
which burrowing owls and their habitat may be impacted, directly or indirectly by Project 
activities. A final report discussing the survey methodology, transect width, duration, 
conditions, and results of the Survey shall be submitted to the RCA and the City.  

Habitat assessments are conducted to evaluate the likelihood that a site supports 
burrowing owl. Burrowing owl surveys provide information needed to determine the 
potential effects of proposed projects and activities on burrowing owls, and to avoid take 
in accordance with Fish and Game Code sections 86, 3503, and 3503.5. Impact 
assessments evaluate the extent to which burrowing owls and their habitat may be 
impacted, directly or indirectly, on and within a reasonable distance of a proposed CEQA 
project activity or non-CEQA project. 

Additionally, CDFW recommends that the City of Calimesa review and follow 
requirements for burrowing owl outlined in the MSHCP, specifically Section 6.3.2 
(Additional Survey Needs and Procedures) and Appendix E (Summary of Species 
Survey Requirements). Appendix E of the MSHCP outlines survey requirements, actions 
to be taken if survey results are positive, and species-specific conservation objectives, 
among other relevant information. 

Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools. 

The MSHCP, Section 6.1.2, identifies that information necessary for the assessment of 
riparian/riverine and vernal resources includes identification and mapping of 
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools. The assessment shall consider species 
composition, topography/ hydrology, and soil analysis, where appropriate. The 
assessment may be completed as part of the CEQA review process as set forth in 
Article V of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

The documentation for the assessment shall include mapping and a description of the 
functions and values of the mapped areas with respect to the species listed above, 
under “Purpose.” Factors to be considered include hydrologic regime, flood storage and 
flood-flow modification, nutrient retention and transformation, sediment trapping and 
transport, toxicant trapping, public use, wildlife Habitat, and aquatic Habitat. The 
functions and values assessment will focus on those areas that should be considered 
for priority acquisition for the MSHCP Conservation Area, as well as those functions that 
may affect downstream values related to Conservation of Covered Species within the 
MSHCP. 

The MSHCP identifies that for mapped riparian/riverine and vernal pool resources that 
are not included in the MSHCP conservation area, applicable mitigation under CEQA, 
shall be imposed by the Permittee (in this case the City). Further, the MSHCP identifies 
that to ensure the standards in Section 6.1.2 are met, the Permittee shall ensure that, 
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through the CEQA process, project applicants develop project alternatives 
demonstrating efforts that first avoid, and then minimize direct and indirect effects to the 
wetlands mapped pursuant to Section 6.1.2. If an avoidance alternative is not Feasible, 
a practicable alternative that minimizes direct and indirect effects to riparian/riverine 
areas and vernal pools and associated functions and values to the greatest extent 
possible shall be selected. Those impacts that are unavoidable shall be mitigated such 
that the lost functions and values as they relate to Covered Species are replaced as 
through the Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP). 
The City is required to ensure the Applicant completes the Determination of Biologically 
Equivalent or Superior Preservation process prior to completion of the DEIR to 
demonstrate implementation of MSHCP requirements in the CEQA documentation. 

Lake and Streambed Alteration Program 

Based on review of material submitted with the NOP and review of aerial photography, 
at least one drainage feature traverses the site. Depending on how the Project is 
designed and constructed, it is likely that the Project applicant will need to notify CDFW 
per Fish and Game Code section 1602. Fish and Game Code section 1602 requires an   
entity to notify CDFW prior to commencing any activity that may do one or more of the 
following: substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake; 
substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel or bank of any river, 
stream, or lake; or deposit debris, waste or other materials that could pass into any 
river, stream, or lake. Please note that "any river, stream or lake" includes those that are 
episodic (i.e., those that are dry for periods of time) as well as those that are perennial 
(i.e., those that flow year-round). This includes ephemeral streams, desert washes, and 
watercourses with a subsurface flow. 

Upon receipt of a complete notification, CDFW determines if the proposed Project 
activities may substantially adversely affect existing fish and wildlife resources and 
whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement is required. An LSA 
Agreement includes measures necessary to protect existing fish and wildlife resources. 
CDFW may suggest ways to modify your Project that would eliminate or reduce harmful                          
impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 

CDFW’s issuance of an LSA Agreement is a “project” subject to CEQA (see Pub. 
Resources Code § 21065). To facilitate issuance of an LSA Agreement, if necessary, 
the DEIR should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream, or riparian 
resources, and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, and monitoring and reporting 
commitments. Early consultation with CDFW is recommended, since modification of the 
proposed Project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources. To submit a Lake or Streambed Alteration notification, please go to 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-Review/EPIMS . 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-Review/EPIMS
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Native Landscaping 

To ameliorate the water demands of this Project, CDFW recommends incorporation of 
water-wise concepts in project landscape design plans. In particular, CDFW 
recommends xeriscaping with locally native California species, and installing water-
efficient and targeted irrigation systems (such as drip irrigation). Native plants support 
butterflies, birds, reptiles, amphibians, small mammals, bees, and other pollinators that 
evolved with those plants, more information on native plants suitable for the Project 
location and nearby nurseries is available at CALSCAPE: https://calscape.org/. Local 
water agencies/districts and resource conservation districts in your area may be able to 
provide information on plant nurseries that carry locally native species, and some 
facilities display drought-tolerant locally native species demonstration gardens (for 
example the Riverside-Corona Resource Conservation District in Riverside). Information 
on drought-tolerant landscaping and water-efficient irrigation systems is available on 
California’s Save our Water website: https://saveourwater.com/ . 

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and 
negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make 
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural 
communities detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). Information can be submitted online or via completion of the 
CNDDB field survey form at the following link: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data . The types of information reported 
to CNDDB can be found at the following link: 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES 

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment 
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination 
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by 
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be 
operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; 
Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.). 

CONCLUSION 

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the OP of a DEIR for the Oak Valley 
North Project in the City of Calimesa (SCH No. 2022120265) and recommends that the 
City of Calimesa address the CDFW’s comments and concerns in the forthcoming 

https://calscape.org/
https://saveourwater.com/
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals
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Project documents. Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be 
directed to John Dempsey, Environmental Scientist, at john.dempsey@wildlife.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Kim Freeburn 
Environmental Program Manager 

ec:  

Heather Pert, Senior Environmental Scientist, Supervisor  
Inland Deserts Region 
heather.pert@wildlife.ca.gov 

Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento 
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov 

Tricia Campbell (Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority) 
Director of Reserve Management and Monitoring 
 tcampbell@rctc.org 

mailto:john.dempsey@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:heather.pert@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:tcampbell@rctc.org
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From: Danae N Delaney <danaendelaney@gmail.com> 
Date: January 9, 2023 at 8:43:38 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Letter Concerning North Valley Project Preparation of Draft EIR 

Dear Kelly Lucia,  

Attached is my letter of concern and requests as requested for public record. I will also 
be bringing in a copy tomorrow. Thank you for your time and work doing the things you 
do for the community. I know that you work for the city manager and he works for the 
city council, and they work for the residents of the community.   

Sincerely, 

Danae Delaney 



Danae Delaney 
223 Tanglewood Dr. 
Calimesa, CA 92320 

909.731.1936 
danaendelaney@gmail.com 

1/9/2023 

Mayor Davis, Mayor Pro Tem Hewitt, Council Member Molina, Council Member 
Cervantez, Council Member Manly, City of Calimesa Planning Commissioners,  
City Manager, City Clerk, Planning Department 

Dear Mayor Davis, Mayor Pro Tem Hewitt, Council Member Molina, Council Member Cervantez, 
Council Member Manly, City of Calimesa Planning Commissioners,  City Manager, City Clerk, Planning 
Department, 

  

I am writing because the City of Calimesa is considering General Plan Amendment and Zoning changes to 
accommodate another large network of warehouses on Calimesa Blvd., between Singleton Rd and 
Cherry Valley Blvd. About a mile away, one warehouse is complete, and a second is being developed, 
having been allowed much to the chagrin of property owners who were not expecting disamenities to 
be build so close to their purchases. Many homeowners did their due diligence and researched the 
General Plan for Calimesa, the zoning for those areas, and the ordinances on the books to control light 
pollution and semi truck traffic. Others looked into the written vision and mission statement set forth by 
the city leaders and are looking forward to having the City Council stand by the original founding mission 
statement, vision and values for the City of Calimesa.  
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• Mission:  

To PRESERVE and ENHANCE the OPEN SPACE atmosphere and quality of life in Calimesa.  

According to a study from Netherlands, Light  Industrial areas degrade quality of life, decrease 
property values, and create community moral malaise, decrease community morale.  A 
warehouse complex does not preserve or enhance the open space atmosphere or quality of life 
in Calimesa. 

• Vision:  

The City of Calimesa is DEDICATED to REMAINING a community that HONORS its beautiful 
NATURAL SETTING through open space PRESERVATION, WILDLIFE CORRIDORS (where is the 
wildlife corridor that was expected, where is the trail from the Singleton Bridge all the way over 
Bryant for travel by horseback to and from the Yucaipa Equestrian Center. What I am observing 
is a pattern of removing amenities and replacing them with disamenities.)  and extensive trail 
systems (where are those), as well as enriching the quality of life for Calimesa through 
SENSITIVE planning that creates increased business activity, local jobs, new parks (where are 
they) and schools.  

 

• Values:  

“The City of Calimesa incorporated in December of 1990. IT HAS DEVELOPED ITS OWN UNIQUE 
ZONING CODES AND STANDARDS, and sought to retain its open space characteristics. The 
City’s GENERAL PLAN provides businesses and neighborhoods that REFLECT that concept.” 

What concept is that? Open space characteristics, wildlife corridors, enriched and enhanced 
quality of life, providing amenities, i.e. extensive trail systems, more parks, open space, schools.  

 

• A Study from Netherlands concluded: 

1. Houses located in low density, green neighborhoods with scenic views, open space 
and parks have higher property values.  

2. Houses in high density areas with no parks, no open space, no scenic views have lower 
property values. 

3. Disamenities, industrial land and highway nearness decreases property values. 

We already have a highway and two industrial areas in this area, lets keep some open 
space or add a scenic amenity with shopping and places to see open space and scenic 
views.  

4. Road traffic noise affects property values.  

We have this in these areas, and you are proposing more road traffic, specifically semi 
trucks and trailers. 
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5. Areas closest to Light Industrial and Industrial areas have difficulty rebounding 
property values with shrinking open space and due to the disamenity being built in the 
community. 

6. An industrial site’s size affects community residents’ housing prices. The larger the 
site, the larger the range of residents affected by the Light Industrial site.  

7. Industrial Zoning of any kind increases crime and general community moral malaise.  

 

From my own observation, Industrial Areas in a community contribute to a lower community aesthetic 
and will not hold true to the mission, vision and values the City of Calimesa espouses and one that our 
City Council members agreed to use as a guide. Community morale is tied to aesthetics and amenities 
the community has within it.  

My own recent driving study on the 10 and 210 freeways showed me evidence of the look, and feel and 
character of the places I drove through. On the 10 freeway, I drove through Calimesa, Yucaipa, Redlands, 
Loma Linda, San Bernardino, Rialto, Bloomington, Fontana, Etiwanda, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga and 
Upland. Every area with Light Industrial and Industrial use with high truck traffic was blighted, and 
looking those areas up on a crime map, the areas surrounding the warehouses, light industrial and 
industrial use, were there areas with the highest crime rates.  

I drove on the 210 freeway through San Bernardino, Rialto, Fontana, Rancho Cucamonga, Upland, 
Claremont, La Verne, Glendora, Azusa to Irwindale, and every area that was residential along the 
freeway or had some business use areas, had more of a community feel and presence. There was not 
truck and trailer traffic, and the crime in the area was lower.  

Light Industrial Use absolutely reduces property values and increases crime which contributes to low 
moral malaise.  

About High Density Residential: Will the high density housing be luxury condos or apartments or section 
8 housing or homeless huts? What are we talking about here? I have many questions. Who will build? 
What have they built before? What are the price points? Who is the target group to bring to high 
density residential?  

To consider General Plan and zoning changes is an affront to every single property owner in the area. 
Many looked up the city mission, vision and values, and looked up the General Plan and zoning in the 
area before purchasing their home. To change things on them now is not accurately representing this 
city to the public, to change these things now, take away amenities, here now or those planned, to take 
away amenities and replace them with disamenities is an affront to the taxpayers and the people you 
represent.  

My last study was Calimesa, west of County Line Rd on Calimesa Blvd and Dunlap Ave. in Yucaipa. These 
Light Industrial Areas have homes surrounding them. The neighborhoods around the Light Industrial 
areas right here look vastly different from areas that are not close by.  

You can see the difference yourself. Take a drive around. It’s noticeable and undeniable.  
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When is the City of Calimesa going to stop allowing disamenities to replace our amenities and our 
opportunities to HAVE amenities in our community of hardworking, middle class people. Do the 
developers and land owners even live in Calimesa? Did they move on to Tennessee or other states? 
What is the City of Calimesa thinking? Please, reread the Mission, Vision and Values for the City of 
Calimesa again and adhere to what was intended when our city incorporated. If not, then, take the rose 
off the logo and replace it with a warehouse. Take the scenic view logo off the city website and replace it 
with a warehouse. The lack of integrity to the mission, vision and values is apparent as the city council 
approves zoning changes to allow that which was not intended.  

What can the City Council and Planning Commission now do to offset the disamenities that have been 
created in the City of Calimesa? What can they do to provide amenities and adhere to the plans for open 
space, wildlife corridors, extensive trails and parks? Are the mission, vision and values real and true or 
are they hollow words to the people you serve, who work really hard for what they have, do their best 
to provide for their families, be good community members, and respect their elected leaders? Is that 
respect given deserved? When are those who oath to serve our community going to do right for the 
many instead of amend and change the City Plan and zoning so that the few, who may not even live 
here, can benefit while bringing disamenities and moral malaise to the many who live in our City of 
Calimesa?  

I welcome the opportunity to discuss my position with you and show you the crime stats in nearby areas 
with light industrial use and high density housing. I want an extensive study on Light Industrial areas and 
crime, property values and community moral malaise to be included in the study. I would also like 
studies of light and traffic noise pollution and its effects on nearby residents to be included.  You can call 
me at  909.731.1936 or by email at danaendelaney@gmail.com.  

Sincerely, 

Danae Delaney 
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From: Debbie LeLong <debsartdesigns@gmail.com> 
Date: January 9, 2023 at 7:55:15 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Oak Valley North EIR 

Hi Kelly,  
I am attaching a letter with items I think need to be included in the study for the Environmental Impact 
Report. Some items I mention may fall under headings already listed but I wanted to be sure they were 
considered if not. 

At the Zoom meeting you said I could request to be notified on information related to the Oak Valley 
North project since I am technically not within the notification parameters that are required for 
notification.  
I would like to be included in the notifications as my home sits on the corner of Champagne and 
Rosedale and this project will definitely impact our whole community of Sharondale. My information is 
below. 

Thank you, 
Debbie 

Debra Le Long 
9695 Rosedale Dr 
Calimesa, Ca 92320 
email: debsartdesigns@gmail.com 



January 9, 2023 

 

City of Calimesa, Planning Division 

Attn: Kelly Lucia, M.URP, Planning Director 

908 Park Avenue 

Calimesa, Ca 92320 

 

Dear Kelly Lucia, 

I am writing you regarding the Oak Valley North Project which I believe will 
negatively affect my property value, my health, and quality of life. I am a retired 
Yucaipa/Calimesa Educator. After a 30 year teaching career, I chose to retire to the 
city of Calimesa. I loved the rural feel of this area and when I found the Sharondale 
55 plus Community, I knew this is where I wanted to settle to enjoy my retirement. 
I have been living in this community for 10 years now and I love the quiet beauty 
of this area. There have been lots of changes during the time I have been here. Lots 
of houses are being built and a new shopping center was built on Cherry Valley 
Blvd. to accommodate all of the housing in the area. I hate to see the rural area 
disappear but understand the need for some growth. What I don’t understand is 
Calimesa approving warehouses in our city. The mega warehouse complex on 
Cherry Valley Blvd is in its final building stages which means we have yet to see 
how the impact of truckers accessing those warehouses will have on traffic, 
freeway on and off ramps, air quality, noise, etc. Anytime there is excess traffic or 
an accident on the freeway, people get off the freeway and use Calimesa Blvd 
causing more traffic jams. Prior to the opening of Singleton Rd to Bryant I have 
been stuck in those traffic jams multiple times for 45 minutes or more just trying to 
get home from Sandalwood Dr. to Singleton Rd. I know there are plans for 
freeway on and off ramp improvements, however, those improvements have not 
even begun and the city of Calimesa is going ahead with plans for more homes and 
warehouses on the South side of the freeway. Now we receive notice that the same 
developer has submitted plans to develop more warehouses on the North side of 
the freeway… The Oak Valley North Project. 

 



The Oak Valley North Project plans do not follow the city’s warehouse size cap of 
250,000 square feet. The citizens of Calimesa fought hard to get this cap on 
warehouse sizes. Now this project is asking for a Specific Plan Amendment that 
will allow 3 warehouses, each warehouse building exceeding the 250,000 Sq. Ft. 
cap by 100,000 to 400,000 Sq. Ft. Why would the City of Calimesa even consider 
this proposal knowing that its citizens are not in favor of large warehouses? With 
warehouses planned on the South side of the freeway and the mega warehouse 
complex on Cherry Valley Blvd., why would the city risk its sensitive senior 
communities’ health? Or the air quality and safety of our children? I suppose we 
will be in a battle once again to preserve our health and quality of life!  

 

I have the following list of items that I believe should be included in the 
Environmental Impact Report.  

• Impact on the aquifer that our local wells use. Will the quality of our water 
be affected? Will there be enough water? Restrictions are already in place 
due to the drought. 

• Quality of the air for sensitive residents with health and lung issues. 
• Noise, lights, and traffic congestion. Will there be time constrictions or will 

it be 24/7 interfering with sleep quality in surrounding areas? 
• Increases in crime and safety. Increase in crime has already been seen with 

the new housing developments. 
• People as part of the environment and not just natural resources…Human 

Impact. 
• Disamenities… crime, lowering property values, safety for citizens, and 

community malaise. 
• Wildfire… residents already pay higher insurance rates because of wildfire 

risks…how will our insurance premiums be impacted by the addition of 
warehouses and the proposed high density living area that is part of this 
proposal? 

• Impact to wildlife and the wildlife corridors. 

 

Thank you for setting up the zoom meeting. It was informative and appreciated, 
especially for those of us still trying to carefully navigate this pandemic. Before the 
pandemic hit, my neighbors and I attended the city council meetings on a fairly 



regular basis. I love this community and hate to see it become like some of our 
neighboring cities that are overrun with warehouses, many of which are still sitting 
empty. 

Sincerely,  

Debra Le Long 

9695 Rosedale Dr. 

Calimesa, Ca. 92320 
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From: Laura Lewis <wylde_1b4@yahoo.com> 
Date: January 9, 2023 at 8:47:03 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Oak Valley North Project 

To Whom It May Concern, 

   I am a fairly new resident in Calimesa. I moved here in 2021 from Redlands, where i 
had lived since 1989. I watched the lovely Redlands of 1989, where an hour was more 
than enough time to go out to lunch, change to taking almost 45 minutes just to get 
back and forth with all the traffic there is now. Many times you have to wait through 
two signal cycles to even get through an intersection. 

   It was refreshing to move here. I enjoyed the open fields and wildlife that makes their 
homes there.  I enjoy seeing the goats, sheep, cattle, horses and llamas along Cherry 
Valley Blvd. Unfortunately, that is going to be short‐lived.  The warehouses on Cherry 
Valley Blvd started shortly after I moved to my home at Rancho Calimesa, along 
Calimesa Blvd between Cherry Valley Blvd and Singleton Road. 

   And now, you propose to put more warehouses, adding a potential 222 trucks going 
in and out everyday, not even including all the employee vehicles possibly 24 hours a 
day, and 396 residential units, which could add 400 ‐ 800 vehicles coming and going 
every day.  High density residential, which is most likely apartment buildings, never 
provides enough parking for the number of residents, so that will add the blight of cars 
being parked in the streets all the time. Unfortunately these projects many times bring 
unsavory riff‐raff and more crime to the area. 

   AIR QUALITY:  The air quality is already poor along the freeway. Dust is always 
blowing from the constant breeze our community enjoys, but there is an extreme 
amount of dirt that fills the air from the freeway. The exhaust from the cars and trucks 
and the dirt from the tires clog up my A/C and furnace filters to the extent that I have to 
change them quarterly instead of the usual twice a year that I had always done in my 
previous home. 

   ENERGY:  Where is the energy going to come from to support three warehouses in 
operation 24 hours a day and provide for up to 400 new family units?  All we hear 
about is the energy crisis and are told not to run appliances after a certain time of day, 
being told not to charge the electric cars, etc.  This is adding more strain to an already 
weak energy system. 

  HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY:  The lingering droughts have depleted our water table 
considerably.  Rancho Calimesa is on a well system for its water, as I am sure other 
areas are too. The Cherry Valley Nursery has recently had to drill a new well for their 
business.  I see one well identified in your proposed plan. Is that going to supply all you 
need to support your proposed developments? How do you know it will not deplete the 
need that is already hard to supply? Where does this stop? We are told to use less, 
plant smarter etc and you want to add High Density Residential housing? It does not 
make sense, in my opinion. 
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      NOISE:  The noise pollution from the freeway is disturbing. I live in the first row of 
houses in Rancho Calimesa, and you cannot carry on a conversation with someone 
outside unless you stand right in front of them, due to the noise from the freeway. You 
cannot open your doors and windows without constant noise coming from the freeway. 
It is not only the noise, but also the vibration from the trucks.  When I first moved in, I 
thought there was an earthquake because of the vibration.  It is already bad, and now 
you propose to box us in on both sides of our community with more trucks coming and 
going 24 hours a day.  Add to that, the traffic that uses Calimesa Blvd as an escape route 
when the freeway gets backed up.  The LEAST you can do is build a noise barrier wall 
along the freeway to protect the residents from the increased disturbances that you are 
creating.  You can investigate the one parallel to the freeway along Reservoir Road 
between Wabash and Ford Streets in Redlands. 

   POPULATION/HOUSING:  Have you not learned anything from the problems that have 
been caused from the building that you have already approved?  This situation is 
reminiscent to what transpired in Moreno Valley in the early 1980s. They built on every 
vacant piece of land around and then could not keep up with the schools needed for all 
the new families that moved in.  It was a mess.  I know because I moved there in 1979 
when there was not much of anything and only one grocery store. I hate to see the 
same thing happening here. 

   PUBLIC SERVICES:  What are the plans to expand the public services?  Are there any 
plans to find a new location for the Post Office.  The six or seven parking spaces already 
do not accommodate the current population! What other services are going to suffer? 

   UTILITIES/SERVICE SYSTEMS:  You know very well these systems are already being 
strained, so how is High Density Housing and 24 hour warehouses going to help improve 
the situation? 

   I appreciate the opportunity to voice my concerns and opinions.  I’m sure more people 
would have, if the time frame had not been during the holiday and New Year. 
Interesting how that worked out. 

   In conclusion, I do not support your proposal.  I do not believe it is good to mix 
Industrial developments with Residential areas.  I do not agree with your proposal to 
change the zoning to High Density Residential. It sends a message that you are more 
interested in revenue and don’t care about the living conditions of the people you work 
for, your neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

Laura Lewis 
10320 Calimesa Blvd. Spc. 91 

Calimesa, CA 92320 
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From: David Zaitz <dzmtb100@att.net> 
Date: January 10, 2023 at 12:38:15 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Subject: Additional Comments on Scopping Meeting 

I understand today is the end of the scoping comments for the EIR for the Oak Valley North 
project.  Please include the following into the above mentioned report.  

There is a concern about the number of diesel truck trips the the project will create into and out of the new 
facility.  

Please include this data in the EIR.  This will show the real impact the facility will have on nearby 
residence and is more easily understood at the local level.   
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From: IGR – Intergovernmental Review <IGR@scag.ca.gov> 
Date: January 10, 2023 at 12:57:04 PM PST 
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Cc: Frank Wen <WEN@scag.ca.gov>, Scott Strelecki <strelecki@scag.ca.gov> 
Subject: SCAG Comments on the NOP of a DEIR for the Oak Valley North Project [SCAG NO. IGR10809] 

Good afternoon Kelly, 

Please find attached SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Oak Valley North Project [SCAG NO. IGR10809]. 

Please contact me at (213) 630‐1427 or IGR@scag.ca.gov if you have any questions or difficulties with 
the attached file. 

If you wish to submit documents for IGR review, please submit it online via the IGR webpage or via 
email to IGR@scag.ca.gov.  

Thank you! 

Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Program 

Annaleigh Ekman (she/her), Associate Regional Planner 
Tel: (213) 630-1427 
IGR@scag.ca.gov 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
900 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 1700, Los Angeles, CA 90017



 

January 10, 2023 
 

Kelly Lucia, Planning Director 
City of Calimesa, Planning Division 
908 Park Avenue 
Calimesa, California 92320 
Phone: (909) 795-9801 
E-mail: klucia@cityofcalimesa.net  
 
RE: SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the Oak Valley North Project [SCAG NO. IGR10809] 
 
Dear Kelly Lucia, 
 
Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Oak Valley North Project (“proposed project”) to the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) for review and comment.  SCAG is responsible for providing informational 
resources to regionally significant plans, projects, and programs per the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to facilitate the consistency of these projects with SCAG’s 
adopted regional plans, to be determined by the lead agencies.1    
 
Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 375, SCAG is the designated Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency under state law and is responsible for preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) including the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  SCAG’s feedback is intended to 
assist local jurisdictions and project proponents to implement projects that have the potential 
to contribute to attainment of Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) goals and align with RTP/SCS policies.  Finally, SCAG is the authorized regional agency 
for Intergovernmental Review (IGR) of programs proposed for Federal financial assistance and 
direct Federal development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372.   
 
SCAG staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
the Oak Valley North Project in Riverside County.  The proposed project includes the adoption 
of a specific plan for up to 1,515,888 square feet of light industrial building space, up to 396 
dwelling units (DU) on 108.2 acres. Planning Area 1 would contain the three light industrial 
buildings with 222 loading dock bays on 87.0 acres. Planning Areas 2 and 3 would contain up 
to 126 DU on 6.3 acres and 270 DU on 13.5 acres, respectively. 
 
When available, please email environmental documentation to IGR@scag.ca.gov providing, 
at a minimum, the full public comment period for review.  
 
If you have any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact the 
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Program, attn.: Annaleigh Ekman, Associate Regional Planner, 
at (213) 630-1427 or IGR@scag.ca.gov.  Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Frank Wen, Ph.D. 
Manager, Planning Strategy Department 

 
1 Lead agencies such as local jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a local project’s consistency with the 
2020 RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) for the purpose of determining consistency for CEQA.   

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:IGR@scag.ca.gov
mailto:au@scag.ca.gov
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COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 
OAK VALLEY NORTH PROJECT [SCAG NO. IGR10809] 

 
CONSISTENCY WITH CONNECT SOCAL 
 
SCAG provides informational resources to facilitate the consistency of the proposed project with the adopted 2020-2045 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal).  For the purpose of 
determining consistency with CEQA, lead agencies such as local jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a 
local project’s consistency with Connect SoCal. 
 
 
CONNECT SOCAL GOALS 
 
The SCAG Regional Council fully adopted Connect SoCal in September 2020.  Connect SoCal, also known as the 2020 – 
2045 RTP/SCS, builds upon and expands land use and transportation strategies established over several planning cycles 
to increase mobility options and achieve a more sustainable growth pattern. The long-range visioning plan balances 
future mobility and housing needs with goals for the environment, the regional economy, social equity and 
environmental justice, and public health.  The goals included in Connect SoCal may be pertinent to the proposed project.  
These goals are meant to provide guidance for considering the proposed project.  Among the relevant goals of Connect 
SoCal are the following: 
 

SCAG CONNECT SOCAL GOALS 

Goal #1: Encourage regional economic prosperity and global competitiveness 

Goal #2: Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability and travel safety for people and goods 

Goal #3: Enhance the preservation, security, and resilience of the regional transportation system 

Goal #4: Increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the transportation system 

Goal #5: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality 

Goal #6: Support healthy and equitable communities 

Goal #7: Adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated regional development pattern and transportation 

network 

Goal #8: Leverage new transportation technologies and data-driven solutions that result in more efficient travel 

Goal #9: Encourage development of diverse housing types in areas that are supported by multiple transportation 

options 

Goal #10: Promote conservation of natural and agricultural lands and restoration of habitats 

 
 
For ease of review, we encourage the use of a side-by-side comparison of SCAG goals with discussions of the 
consistency, non-consistency or non-applicability of the goals and supportive analysis in a table format.  Suggested 
format is as follows: 
 
 

https://scag.ca.gov/read-plan-adopted-final-plan
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SCAG CONNECT SOCAL GOALS 

Goal Analysis 

Goal #1: Encourage regional economic prosperity and global 
competitiveness 

Consistent: Statement as to why; 
Not-Consistent: Statement as to why; 
Or 
Not Applicable: Statement as to why; 
DEIR page number reference 

Goal #2: Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability and travel safety for 
people and goods 

Consistent: Statement as to why; 
Not-Consistent: Statement as to why; 
Or 
Not Applicable: Statement as to why; 
DEIR page number reference 

etc.  etc. 

 

 
Connect SoCal Strategies 
 

To achieve the goals of Connect SoCal, a wide range of land use and transportation strategies are included in the 
accompanying twenty (20) technical reports.  Of particular note are multiple strategies included in Chapter 3 of 
Connect SoCal intended to support implementation of the regional Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) framed 
within the context of focusing growth near destinations and mobility options; promoting diverse housing choices; 
leveraging technology innovations; supporting implementation of sustainability policies; and promoting a Green 
Region.  To view Connect SoCal and the accompanying technical reports, please visit the Connect SoCal webpage.  
Connect SoCal builds upon the progress from previous RTP/SCS cycles and continues to focus on integrated, 
coordinated, and balanced planning for land use and transportation that helps the SCAG region strive towards a 
more sustainable region, while meeting statutory requirements pertinent to RTP/SCSs.  These strategies within the 
regional context are provided as guidance for lead agencies such as local jurisdictions when the proposed project is 
under consideration.  
 
The 2020 Connect SoCal also identifies a goods movement system in the SCAG region and develops strategies to address 
expected growth trends and demands in goods movement.  For further information on the goods movement strategies, 
please see the 2020 Connect SoCal Goods Movement Technical Report. For further information on industrial 
development and warehousing in Southern California, please see Industrial Warehousing in the SCAG Region. 
 
Connect SoCal identified Key Connections that lie at the intersection of land use, transportation and innovation 
meant to advance policy discussions and strategies to leverage new technologies and create better partnerships to 
increase progress on the regional goals. Accelerated Electrification is one of the Key Connections and was established 
to create a holistic and coordinated approach to de-carbonizing or electrifying passenger vehicles, transit, and goods 
movement vehicles. The Accelerated Electrification Key Connection sets a vision to reduce both the local and global 
emissions associated with multiple modes of transportation by deploying clean mobility solutions and the 
infrastructure needed to support them. SCAG staff encourages the lead agency to incorporate clean mobility 
solutions and supporting infrastructure into the project, as appropriate.  
 
 
DEMOGRAPHICS AND GROWTH FORECASTS 
 

A key, formative step in projecting future population, households, and employment through 2045 for Connect SoCal 
was the generation of a forecast of regional and county level growth in collaboration with expert demographers and 
economists on Southern California. From there, jurisdictional level forecasts were ground-truthed by subregions and 
local agencies, which helped SCAG identify opportunities and barriers to future development. This forecast helps the 
region understand, in a very general sense, where we are expected to grow, and allows SCAG to focus attention on 
areas that are experiencing change and may have increased transportation needs. After a year-long engagement 
effort with all 197 jurisdictions one-on-one, 82 percent of SCAG’s 197 jurisdictions provided feedback on the forecast 

https://scag.ca.gov/read-plan-adopted-final-plan
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal_goods-movement.pdf?1606001690
https://scag.ca.gov/freightworks
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of future growth for Connect SoCal. SCAG also sought feedback on potential sustainable growth strategies from a 
broad range of stakeholder groups – including local jurisdictions, county transportation commissions, other partner 
agencies, industry groups, community-based organizations, and the general public. Connect SoCal utilizes a bottom-
up approach in that total projected growth for each jurisdiction reflects feedback received from jurisdiction staff, 
including city managers, community development/planning directors, and local staff. Growth at the neighborhood 
level (i.e., transportation analysis zone (TAZ) reflects entitled projects and adheres to current general and specific 
plan maximum densities as conveyed by jurisdictions (except in cases where entitled projects and development 
agreements exceed these capacities as calculated by SCAG). Neighborhood level growth projections also feature 
strategies that help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from automobiles and light trucks to achieve 
Southern California’s GHG reduction target, approved by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in accordance 
with state planning law. Connect SoCal’s Forecasted Development Pattern is utilized for long range modeling 
purposes and does not supersede actions taken by elected bodies on future development, including entitlements 
and development agreements.  SCAG does not have the authority to implement the plan -- neither through decisions 
about what type of development is built where, nor what transportation projects are ultimately built, as Connect 
SoCal is adopted at the jurisdictional level. Achieving a sustained regional outcome depends upon informed and 
intentional local action. To access jurisdictional level growth estimates and forecasts for years 2016 and 2045, please 
refer to the Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast Technical Report. The growth forecasts for the region 
and applicable jurisdictions are below. 
 

 Adopted SCAG Region Wide Forecasts Adopted City of Calimesa Forecasts 

 Year 2020 Year 2030 Year 2035 Year 2045 Year 2020 Year 2030 Year 2035 Year 2045 

Population 19,517,731 20,821,171 21,443,006 22,503,899 9,251 13,079 15,552 20,554 

Households 6,333,458 6,902,821 7,170,110 7,633,451 4,009 6,241 7,655 10,409 

Employment 8,695,427 9,303,627 9,566,384 10,048,822 2,223 3,289 3,643 4,066 

 

 
MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

SCAG staff recommends that you review the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) for Connect 
SoCal for guidance, as appropriate.  SCAG’s Regional Council certified the PEIR and adopted the associated Findings 
of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (FOF/SOC) and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) on May 7, 2020 and also adopted a PEIR Addendum and amended the MMRP on September 3, 2020 (please 
see the PEIR webpage and scroll to the bottom of the page for the PEIR Addendum).  The PEIR includes a list of 
project-level performance standards-based mitigation measures that may be considered for adoption and 
implementation by lead, responsible, or trustee agencies in the region, as applicable and feasible. Project-level 
mitigation measures are within responsibility, authority, and/or jurisdiction of project-implementing agency or other 
public agency serving as lead agency under CEQA in subsequent project- and site- specific design, CEQA review, and 
decision-making processes, to meet the performance standards for each of the CEQA resource categories.    
 

https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal_demographics-and-growth-forecast.pdf?1606001579
https://scag.ca.gov/certified-2020-peir
https://scag.ca.gov/certified-2020-peir
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