










































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, § l 5064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines§ 15064.S(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.qov. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Green 
Cultural Resources Analyst 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
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From: Kelly Lucia
To: Kristin Starbird; Samantha Robinson
Subject: NOP Comment - Mesa Verde Specific Plan
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2024 1:03:29 PM
Attachments: Outlook-bza1eb2p.png
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Outlook-xdjwysc1.png
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Kelly Lucia, M. URP 
Planning Director 
 
Cell 909.809.8778 (preferred) 
Office 909.795.9801 ext. 229 
Email klucia@cityofcalimesa.net  

      

 City of Calimesa Planning Department

From: Mauricio Alvarez <malvarez@riversidetransit.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 12:25 PM
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Subject: Mesa Verde Specific Plan
 
Hello Kelly,

 
Thank you for including RTA in the review of the NOP for the Mesa Verde Specific Plan. Although we
have no active routes that run near the proposed project, it is always good to plan ahead as the area
continues to grow. Check out our first/last mile report (Here) for information regarding walkable
developments that encourages active transportation and public transit usage.        
        
Thank you,

 
Mauricio Alvarez, MBA
Planning Analyst
Riverside Transit Agency
p: 951.565.5260 | e: malvarez@riversidetransit.com
Website | Facebook | Twitter | Instagram
1825 Third Street, Riverside, CA 92507

 

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:kstarbird@dudek.com
mailto:srobinson@dudek.com
mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/facebook
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/instagram
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/youtube
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/172/Planning
https://www.riversidetransit.com/images/DOWNLOADS/PUBLICATIONS/FIRST_MILE_LAST_MILE/First%20and%20Last%20Mile%20Mobility%20Plan%20Report%202017-04-25_r.pdf
mailto:malvarez@riversidetransit.com
http://www.riversidetransit.com/
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Riverside-Transit-Agency/115244955153960
http://twitter.com/rtabus
http://instagram.com/riversidetransit?ref=badge


















From: Kelly Lucia
To: Kristin Starbird; Samantha Robinson
Cc: David Graves
Subject: Fw: Notice of Preparation: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent EIR and Scoping Meeting (SCH#2004071045)
Date: Monday, May 20, 2024 12:07:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Good morning,

Please see below comments/questions from the City of Redlands.

Thank you,

Kelly Lucia, M. URP 
Planning Director 
 
Cell 909.809.8778 (preferred) 
Office 909.795.9801 ext. 229 
Email klucia@cityofcalimesa.net  

      

 City of Calimesa Planning Department

From: Don Young <dyoung@cityofredlands.org>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 5:24 PM
To: Brian Foote <bfoote@cityofredlands.org>; Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Cc: Goutam Dobey <gdobey@cityofredlands.org>; Vincent Anderson <vanderson@cityofredlands.org>
Subject: RE: Notice of Preparation: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent EIR and Scoping Meeting (SCH#2004071045)
 
From an engineering perspective, my primary environmental concern is storm runoff.
 
 
Live Oak Canyon Creek (to the north) and San Timoteo Canyon Creek (to the south) both flow into Redlands and then Loma Linda with San Bernardino County Flood Control District having primary
maintenance responsibilities of the creeks and then improved channels which are already impacted.
 
I roughly sketched in the project boundary and then drew in the approximate blue line drainage courses.
 
In echo of Mr. Foote’s comments, are SBFCD and Loma Linda included as responsible agencies because of work that may need to be done within their jurisdictions due to changes in runoff
volumes/rates?

 
Donald Young
Manager - One Stop Permit Center
City of Redlands
909-798-7585 x6
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mailto:dgraves@shopoff.com
mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/facebook
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/instagram
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/youtube
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/172/Planning
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You don't often get email from klucia@cityofcalimesa.net. Learn why this is important

dyoung@cityofredlands.org
 
From: Brian Foote <bfoote@cityofredlands.org> 
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 2:14 PM
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Cc: Don Young <dyoung@cityofredlands.org>; Goutam Dobey <gdobey@cityofredlands.org>; Vincent Anderson <vanderson@cityofredlands.org>
Subject: FW: Notice of Preparation: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent EIR and Scoping Meeting (SCH#2004071045)

 
Thank you for the notification, Kelly. A couple of clarifying questions for you –
 

1. I do not see any apparent direct or indirect roadway connections to or through the City of Redlands related to the project. Will any future roads or other vehicular access points be
provided to Live Oak Canyon Rd. to the north of the project site (for either regular access or emergency ingress/egress)? For example, through or across: 31900 Live Oak Canyon Rd.;
32021 Live Oak Canyon Rd.; 32029 Live Oak Canyon Rd.; or other parcels within the City of Redlands?

2. I do not see the City of Redlands identified as a “Responsible Agency” (CEQA Guidelines §15381) for any aspect of the project. Could you confirm if any discretionary action or
decision will be required from the City of Redlands at any point in the future (e.g., utility connections, roadway access, stormwater runoff, etc.) that would result in the City of Redlands
being a Responsible Agency (and having to rely on this EIR)?  

 
Thank you,
 
 
Brian Foote, AICP
City Planner/Planning Manager
City of Redlands
 
From: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net> 
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2024 8:00 AM
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Subject: Notice of Preparation: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Scoping Meeting (SCH#2004071045)

 

[NOTICE:  This message originated outside of City of Redlands -- DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments unless you are sure the content is safe.]
Good morning,
 
Please find attached the Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting for the Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. 
 
Thank you,
 
 

Kelly Lucia, M. URP 
Planning Director 
 
Cell 909.809.8778 (preferred) 
Office 909.795.9801 ext. 229 
Email klucia@cityofcalimesa.net  
 

      
 City of Calimesa Planning Department

 
 

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual(s) addressed in the message. If you are not the named addressee, you should not disseminate, distribute, or
copy this e-mail. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that disclosing, distributing, or copying this e-mail is strictly prohibited.

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/facebook
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/instagram
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/youtube
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/172/Planning
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City of Yucaipa
34272 Yucaipa Boulevard, Yucaipa, CA 92399-9950
909-797-2489 FAX (909) 790-9203 Yucaipa.gov

6/6/2024

City of Calimesa 
ATTN: Kelly Lucia, Planning Director 
908 Park Avenue
Calimesa, CA 92320
E-Mail: klucia@cityofcalimesa.net

Subject:  City of Yucaipa comments on the Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting for 
the Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SCH
#2004071045).

Dear Kelly Lucia, 

Thank you for providing the City of Yucaipa with the opportunity to comment on the above-
mentioned Project. We received this request on May 10, 2024, and attended the Public Scoping 
Meeting on May 30, 2024. The City provided feedback at this meeting and is providing this letter 
to memorialize those comments for the record. Below are the City's preliminary comments on the 
proposed revisions to the Mesa Verde Specific Plan update and the preparation of the Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Please note that additional comments may be provided upon 
the circulation of the SEIR. 

1. The City of Yucaipa wants to ensure that circulation and Levels of Service are
adequately considered and planned for. The SEIR should identify the impacts of the 
implementation of this project with a specific review of the impact on the I-10 
Freeway interchange at County Line Road, as well as other interchanges that are 
within the City of Yucaipa. This analysis should provide specificity on how trip 
generation is allocated and what assumptions are made based on directional traffic. 
The worst-case trip generation should be examined. 

2. The City has received reports that the proposed Mesa Verde Specific Plan will include 
access through the City of Yucaipa and its Freeway Corridor Specific Plan. The City 
is concerned of any potential impacts that would result from accommodating
Calimesa’s traffic directly within the City of Yucaipa, especially as this has not been
disclosed in the land use plan included with the Notice of Preparation. Please clarify 
the locations of all proposed roadways so that we can evaluate accordingly. The City 
requests to be included in the traffic scoping of the Project to consider the trip 
generation and distribution that will estimate the traffic within the proposed Plan.

3. When available, please email environmental documentation to 
bmatlock@yucaipa.gov providing, at a minimum, the full public comment period for 
review.



If you have any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact Benjamin Matlock 
(909) 797-2489 ext. 261 (bmatlock@vucaipa.gov) or Fermin Preciado, ext. 240 
( fpreciado@yucaipa.gov). 

~ 
Fermm Preciado, P.E. 
Director of Development Services/City Engineer 

Sent Via Email 

CC: Benjamin Matlock, Deputy Director of Community Development I City Planner 
Chris Mann, City Manager 

City of Yucaipa 
34272 Yucaipa Boulevard, Yucaipa, CA 92399-9950 
909-797-2489 ♦ FAX (909) 790-9203 ♦ Yucaipa.gov 
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June 6, 2024 

Kelly Lucia, Planning Director 
City of Calimesa, Community Development Department 
908 Park Avenue 
Calimesa, California 92320 
Phone: (909) 795-9801 
E-mail: klucia@cityofcalimesa.net  
 
Subject: SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report and Public Scoping Meeting for the Mesa Verde Specific Plan Area 2 

Amendment 2 [SCAG NO. IGR11069] 

Dear Kelly Lucia: 

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report and Public Scoping Meeting for the Mesa Verde Specific Plan Area 2 

Amendment 2 (“proposed project”) to the Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) for review.  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 and alignment with adopted Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) goals and 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 Mesa Verde Specific Plan Area 2 Amendment 2 in Riverside County.  The proposed 

project includes the Mesa Verde Specific Plan Area 2 Amendment 2 to develop up to 4.44 

million square feet (sf) of business park use, 3,650 dwelling units, 300,000 sf of 

commercial/retail use, two elementary schools, and 50.4 acres of public park uses on 

1,463.1 acres. 

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 IGR 

Program, attn.: Ryan Bañuelos, Associate Regional Planner, at (213) 630-1532 or 

IGR@scag.ca.gov.  Thank you.  

Sincerely, 

 
Frank Wen, Ph.D. 

Manager, Planning Strategy Department  

 
1 Local jurisdictions and other lead agencies shall have the sole discretion to determine a local project’s or 
plan’s consistency and/or alignment with Connect SoCal 2024 for the purpose of determining consistency for 
CEQA purposes.   

INNOVATING FOR A BETTER TOMORROW 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

900 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 1700 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

T· (213) 236-1800 
www.scag.ca.gov 

REGIONAL COUNCIL OFFICERS 

President 
Curt Hagman 
County of San Bernardino 

First Vice President 
Cindy Allen, Long Beach 

Second Vice President 
Ray Marquez, Chino Hills 

Immediate Past President 
Art Brown, Buena Park 

COMMITTEE CHAIRS 

Executive/Administration 
Curt Hagman 
County of San Bernardino 

Community, Economic & 
Human Development 
David J. Shapiro, Calabasas 

Energy & Environment 
Luis Plancarte 
County of Imperial 

Transportation 
Tim Sandoval, Pomona 

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 SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING FOR THE  

MESA VERDE SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 2 AMENDMENT 2 [SCAG NO. IGR11069] 
 

CONNECT SOCAL 2024 
Connect SoCal 2024 (Plan) is a long-range visioning plan for the six-county SCAG region, reflecting a continuation of 
the shift towards more efficient resource management including transportation infrastructure resources, land 
resources and environmental resources. The Plan highlights the existing land use and transportation conditions 
throughout the SCAG region and forecasts the region’s evolving transportation needs between 2024 and 2050. The 
Plan identifies and prioritizes expenditures of the anticipated funding for transportation projects of all transportation 
modes: highways, streets and roads, transit, rail, bicycle, and pedestrian, as well as aviation ground access.  
 
The Plan was developed to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) per capita emission reduction targets, consistent with 
Senate Bill (SB) 375 and other regional goals. In accordance with federal fiscal constraint requirements, Connect 
SoCal 2024 is a financially constrained Plan in terms of transportation revenues and expenditures. Connect SoCal 
2024 would reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, and improve the region’s long-term economic viability 
through more than $751 billion in transportation investments and a more sustainable regional development pattern. 
To view Connect SoCal 2024 and the accompanying technical reports, please visit the Connect SoCal 2024 webpage.  

 
Connect SoCal 2024 Vision and Goals 
The SCAG Regional Council fully adopted the Plan on April 4, 2024. Connect SoCal 2024 represents the vision for the 
region and reflects the planned transportation investments, policies, and strategies that integrate with the Forecasted 
Regional Development Pattern to achieve the Plan’s goals. The Vision and Goals for Connect SoCal 2024 are rooted in 
the direction set forth by Connect SoCal 2020, reflecting both SCAG’s statutory requirements, the emerging trends, and 
persistent challenges facing the region. Reflecting input from engagement with stakeholders and members of the public, 
SCAG’s vision for Southern California in the year 2050 is “A healthy, prosperous, accessible and connected region for a 
more resilient and equitable future.” The following goals and subgoals helps the SCAG region to achieve this vision. 
 
Mobility: Build and maintain an integrated multimodal transportation network 
 Support investments that are well-maintained and operated, coordinated, resilient and result in improved 

safety, improved air quality and minimized greenhouse gas emissions 

 Ensure that reliable, accessible, affordable and appealing travel options are readily available, while striving to 

enhance equity in the offerings in high-need communities 

 Support planning for people of all ages, abilities and backgrounds  

Communities: Develop, connect and sustain communities that are livable and thriving 

 Create human-centered communities in urban, suburban and rural settings to increase mobility options and 

reduce travel distances 

 Produce and preserve diverse housing types in an effort to improve affordability, accessibility and opportunities 

for all households 

Environment: Create a healthy region for the people of today and tomorrow 

 Develop communities that are resilient and can mitigate, adapt to and respond to chronic and acute stresses 

and disruptions, such as climate change 

 Integrate the region’s development pattern and transportation network to improve air quality, reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and enable more sustainable use of energy and water 

 Conserve the region’s resources 

Economy: Support a sustainable, efficient and productive regional economic environment that provides 

opportunities for all residents 

 Improve access to jobs and educational resources 

 Advance a resilient and efficient goods movement system that supports the economic vitality of the region, 

attainment of clean air and quality of life for our communities 

https://scag.ca.gov/connect-socal
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For ease of review, SCAG staff encourages 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: 

SCAG CONNECT SOCAL 2024 GOALS AND SUBGOALS 

Goal/Subgoal Analysis 

Mobility Goal: Build and maintain an integrated multimodal 
transportation network 

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

Mobility Subgoal: Support investments that are well-maintained 
and operated, coordinated, resilient and result 
in improved safety, improved air quality and 
minimized greenhouse gas emissions  

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 2024 Key Elements 
Unique to this plan cycle, SCAG developed a set of Regional Planning Policies and Implementation Strategies to guide 
decision-making in the region toward integrated land use and transportation planning and other goals in Connect 
SoCal 2024. Eighty-eight Regional Planning Policies provide guidance for integrating land use and transportation 
planning to realize the vision of Connect SoCal 2024. The Implementation Strategies help the region to achieve this 
vision for the future and are priorities for SCAG efforts in fulfilling or going beyond the Regional Planning Policies. 
The Regional Planning Policies and Implementation Strategies were developed to achieve California’s greenhouse 
gas emission reduction goals as set forth in SB 375 and federal Clean Air Act Section 176(c) requirements for 
transportation conformity while meeting the broader regional objectives, such as improved equity and resilience in 
addition to preservation of natural lands, improvement of public health, increased roadway safety, support for the 
region’s vital goods movement industries and more efficient use of resources. The Plan also includes a detailed 
project list; strategic investments to bridge local plans with overarching regional performance targets and goals; a 
growth forecast and regional development pattern based on population, household and employment growth 
projections by 2050; and a transportation network including a list of transportation projects and investments.   
 
Connect SoCal 2024 presents a summary of that work in five chapters of the Main Plan with additional details on 
Plan elements and analysis in the Plan’s accompanying 15 Technical Reports, including the Goods Movement 
Technical Report. SoCal 2024 builds upon the progress from previous RTP/SCS cycles, reflecting both SCAG’s 
statutory requirements, the emerging trends, and persistent challenges facing the region. These policies offer a 
resource by which County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) or local jurisdictions within the SCAG region, when 
seeking resources from state or federal programs, can refer to specific policies to demonstrate alignment with the 
RTP/SCS. 
 
Regional Growth Forecast and Forecasted Regional Development Pattern  
As part of developing a Sustainable Communities Strategy per SB 375, SCAG must include a “forecasted development 
pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation network and other transportation measures 
and policies …” enables SCAG to reach its per capita GHG emission reduction target of 19 percent below 2005 levels 
by 2035. SCAG staff prepared a Forecasted Regional Development Pattern for Connect SoCal 2024 through 2050, the 
horizon year of the Plan. The regional growth forecast determines the projected increase in population, households, 
and jobs based on local general plans and known development entitlement agreements, including available data 
from 6th cycle housing element updates. The Connect SoCal 2024 Demographic and Growth Forecast Technical 
Report includes detailed discussions on socioeconomic data, including additional detail on the growth forecast, 
growth vision, and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) consistency in Section of the Technical Report. The 
Connect SoCal 2024 Land Use and Communities Technical Report includes the most recent planning assumptions 
and estimates of population and housing.  
 

 

https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-goods-movement-final-040424.pdf?1712261912
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-goods-movement-final-040424.pdf?1712261912
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-landuse-communities-final-040424.pdf
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SCAG’s work helps facilitate implementation, but SCAG does not directly implement or construct projects or have 
land use authority. Achieving a sustained regional outcome depends upon informed and intentional local action. To 
access jurisdictional level growth estimates and forecasts for years 2030, 2035, and 2050, please refer to the Final 
Connect SoCal 2024 growth forecast data. The growth forecasts for the region and the applicable jurisdiction is 
below. 
 

 
Adopted SCAG Region Growth Forecasts 

Adopted City of Calimesa Growth 
Forecasts 

 Year 2019 Year 2030 Year 2035 Year 2050 Year 2019 Year 2035 Year 2050 

Population 18,827,000 19,476,000 19,946,000 20,909,000 9,900 11,500 13,100 

Households 6,193,000  7,006,000 7,311,000 7,814,000 3,800 4,700 5,400 

Employment 8,976,000  9,609,000 9,885,000 10,276,000 2,100 3,600 4,400 

 
Consistency with Connect SoCal 2024 
SCAG provides informational resources to facilitate the lead agency’s consistency determination of the proposed project 
with Connect SoCal 2024.  For the purpose of determining consistency with CEQA, local jurisdictions shall have the sole 
discretion to determine a local project’s or plan’s consistency and/or alignment with Connect SoCal 20242. 
 
CEQA MITIGATION MEASURES 

The SCAG Regional Council certified the Final Program Environmental Impact Report for Connect SoCal 2024 (2024 

PEIR) and adopted the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), Findings of Fact, and a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations on April 4, 2024. The mitigation approach used in the 2024 PEIR recognizes the limits of 

SCAG’s authority; distinguishes between SCAG commitments and project-level responsibilities and authorities; 

optimizes flexibility for project implementation; and facilitates CEQA streamlining (e.g., SB 375) and tiering where 

appropriate on a project-by project basis determined by each lead agency. Consistent with the approach, the 2024 

PEIR identifies regional-level mitigation measures to be implemented by SCAG over the lifetime of the Plan as well 

as project-level mitigation measures that lead agencies can and should consider, as applicable and feasible, in 

subsequent project-specific design, CEQA review, and decision-making processes. Given that SCAG is not an 

implementing agency and has no decision-making authority over projects or any land use authority, it is ultimately 

up to each lead agency’s own discretion to determine the appropriateness of mitigation measures, including 

exploring opportunities of voluntary regional advance mitigation programs, based on project-specific circumstances 

such as individual site conditions, project specific details, and community values. Therefore, SCAG staff recommends 

that the proposed project’s CEQA lead agency review the 2024 PEIR for guidance, as appropriate.   

 

 
2 SCAG. April 2024. Connect SoCal 2024 Demographic and Growth Forecast Technical Report. Accessible at: 
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf  

https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/scag2024-frtp-sed.xlsx
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/scag2024-frtp-sed.xlsx
https://scag.ca.gov/peir
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf


 
 
SENT VIA E-MAIL:  June 10, 2024 

klucia@cityofcalimesa.net 

Kelly Lucia, M. URP, Planning Director 

City of Calimesa – Planning Division 

908 Park Avenue  

Calimesa, California 92320   

 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the  

Mesa Verde Specific Plan Area 2 Amendment 2 (Proposed Project) 

SCH No. 2004071045 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciate the opportunity to 

comment on the above-mentioned document. Our comments are recommendations on the analysis of 

potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Project that should be included in the Draft Subsequent 

Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Please send a copy of the Draft SEIR upon its completion and 

public release directly to South Coast AQMD as copies of the Draft SEIR submitted to the State 

Clearinghouse are not forwarded. In addition, please send all appendices and technical documents 

related to the air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analyses (electronic versions of all 

emission calculation spreadsheets, air quality modeling, and health risk assessment input and 

output files, not PDF files). Any delays in providing all supporting documentation for our review 

will require additional review time beyond the end of the comment period. 

 

Responsible Agency and South Coast AQMD Permits 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 sets forth specific procedures for a Responsible Agency, including 

making a decision on the adequacy of the CEQA document for use as part of the process for 

conducting a review of the Proposed Project and issuing discretionary approvals. Moreover, it is 

important to note that if a Responsible Agency determines that a CEQA document is not adequate to 

rely upon for its discretionary approvals, the Responsible Agency must take further actions listed in 

CEQA Guideline Section 15096(e), which could have the effect of delaying the implementation of 

the Proposed Project. In its role as CEQA Responsible Agency, the South Coast AQMD is obligated 

to ensure that the CEQA document prepared for this Proposed Project contains a sufficient project 

description and analysis to be relied upon in order to issue any discretionary approvals that may be 

needed for air permits.   

 

For these reasons, the final CEQA document should be revised to include a discussion about any and 

all new stationary and portable equipment requiring South Coast AQMD air permits, provide the 

evaluation of their air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, and identify South Coast AQMD as a 

Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project as this information will be relied upon as the basis for 

the permit conditions and emission limits for the air permit(s). Please contact South Coast AQMD’s 

Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385 for questions regarding what types of equipment 

would require air permits. For more general information on permits, please visit South Coast 

AQMD’s webpage at https://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits.  

J1it1 South Coast 
~ Air Quality Management District 
mJm 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 9 1 765-4 I 78 
r.l.!ltLl!J (909) 396-2000 , www.aqmd.gov 

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits
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CEQA Air Quality Analysis 

Staff recommends that the Lead Agency use South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and 

website1 as guidance when preparing the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses. It is also recommended 

that the Lead Agency use the CalEEMod2 land use emissions software, which can estimate pollutant 

emissions from typical land use development and is the only software model maintained by the California 

Air Pollution Control Officers Association.  

 

South Coast AQMD has developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. South Coast 

AQMD staff recommends that the Lead Agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the 

emissions to South Coast AQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds 3  and 

localized significance thresholds (LSTs)4 to determine the Proposed Project’s air quality impacts. The 

localized analysis can be conducted by either using the LST screening tables or performing dispersion 

modeling.  

 

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all 

phases of the Proposed Project and all air pollutant sources related to the Proposed Project. Air quality 

impacts from both construction (including demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. 

Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of 

heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road 

mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction 

worker vehicle trips, material transport trips, and hauling trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may 

include, but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers and air pollution control 

devices), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe 

emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources, such as sources that generate or 

attract vehicular trips, should be included in the analysis. Furthermore, emissions from the overlapping 

construction and operational activities should be combined and compared to South Coast AQMD’s 

regional air quality CEQA operational thresholds to determine the level of significance. 

 

If the Proposed Project generates diesel emissions from long-term construction or attracts diesel-fueled 

vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it is recommended that the Lead Agency 

perform a mobile source health risk assessment5.  

 

Sensitive receptors are people that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental 

contaminants and include schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, elderly care facilities, hospitals, and 

residential dwelling units. The Proposed Project will include, among others, residential areas and is 

located in close proximity to industrial areas, and to facilitate the purpose of an SEIR as an informational 

document, it is recommended that the Lead Agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment5 to 

disclose the potential health risks6.  

 

 
1 South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Handbook and other resources for preparing air quality analyses can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook. 
2 CalEEMod is available free of charge at: www.caleemod.com. 
3 South Coast AQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds can be found at: 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-aqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf 
4 South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds. 
5 South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment can be found at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis. 
6 Ibid.      

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/‌rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
http://www.caleemod.com/
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-aqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
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The California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community 

Health Perspective 7  is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts 

associated with new projects that go through the land use decision-making process with additional 

guidance on strategies to reduce air pollution exposure near high-volume roadways available in CARB’s 

technical advisory8.  

 

The South Coast AQMD’s Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and 

Local Planning9 includes suggested policies that local governments can use in their General Plans or 

through local planning to prevent or reduce potential air pollution impacts and protect public health. It is 

recommended that the Lead Agency review this Guidance Document as a tool when making local 

planning and land use decisions. 

 

The Proposed Project would potential include, among other things, gasoline service stations. Benzene, 

which is a toxic air contaminant, may be emitted from the operation. To ensure that sensitive receptors are 

not going to be adversely affected by the exposure to benzene, it is recommended that the Lead Agency 

evaluate, quantify, and perform a health risk assessment for the Proposed Project in the Draft SEIR10.  

 

The Proposed Project would include, among other things, a new school facility and is subject to the 

consultation requirements in CEQA Guidelines Section 15186. For a search of South Coast AQMD 

permitted facilities, please fill out the “Grid Search Request Form11”. 

 

South Coast AQMD staff is concerned about potential public health impacts of siting potential 

warehouses within close proximity of sensitive land uses, especially in communities that are already 

heavily affected by the existing warehouse and truck activities. The South Coast AQMD’s Multiple Air 

Toxics Exposure Study (MATES V), completed in August 2021, concluded that the largest contributor to 

cancer risk from air pollution is diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions12. According to the MATES V 

carcinogenic risk interactive map, the area surrounding the Proposed Project has an estimated cancer risk 

of over 280 in one million13. Operation of warehouses generates and attracts heavy-duty diesel-fueled 

trucks that emit DPM. When the health impacts from the Proposed Project are added to those existing 

impacts, residents living in the communities surrounding the Proposed Project will possibly face an even 

greater exposure to air pollution and bear a disproportionate burden of increasing health risks.  

 

Mitigation Measures 

In the event that the Proposed Project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires 

that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized to minimize these 

impacts. Any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be analyzed. Several resources to 

assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation measures for the Proposed Project include 

South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook,14 South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and 

 
7 CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective can be found at: 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-

community-health-perspective.pdf.  
8 CARB’s technical advisory can be found at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2017-10/rd_technical_advisory_final.pdf. 
9 South Coast AQMD. 2005. Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. 

Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/air-quality-guidance/complete-guidance-document.pdf.  
10  South Coast AQMD. Guidance for performing a gasoline dispensing station health risk assessment can be found here: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/risk-assessment. 
11 South Coast AQMD’s Grid Search Request Form can be found at: https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/permitting/ab3205-request-form-210701.pdf.  
12 South Coast AQMD. August 2021. Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin V. Available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-studies/health-studies/mates-v.  
13 South Coast AQMD. MATES V Data Visualization Tool. Accessed at: MATES Data Visualization (arcgis.com).   
14 https://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-community-health-perspective.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-community-health-perspective.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2017-10/rd_technical_advisory_final.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/air-quality-guidance/complete-guidance-document.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits/risk-assessment
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/ab3205-request-form-210701.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/ab3205-request-form-210701.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-studies/health-studies/mates-v
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/79d3b6304912414bb21ebdde80100b23?views=view_38
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
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Reporting Plan for the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan,15 and Southern California Association of 

Government’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.16.  

 

Mitigation measures for operational air quality impacts from mobile sources that the Lead Agency should 

consider in the Draft SEIR may include the following: 

 

• Require zero-emissions (ZE) or near-zero emission (NZE) on-road haul trucks such as heavy-

duty trucks with natural gas engines that meet the CARB’s adopted optional NOx emissions 

standard at 0.02 grams per brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr), if and when feasible. Given the 

state’s clean truck rules and regulations aiming to accelerate the utilization and market 

penetration of ZE and NZE trucks such as the Advanced Clean Trucks Rule17 and the Heavy-

Duty Low NOx Omnibus Regulation18 , ZE and NZE trucks will become increasingly more 

available to use. The Lead Agency should require a phase-in schedule to incentivize the use of 

these cleaner operating trucks to reduce any significant adverse air quality impacts. South Coast 

AQMD staff is available to discuss the availability of current and upcoming truck technologies 

and incentive programs with the Lead Agency. At a minimum, require the use of 2010 model 

year19 that meet CARB’s 2010 engine emissions standards at 0.01 g/bhp-hr of particulate matter 

(PM) and 0.20 g/bhp-hr of NOx emissions or newer, cleaner trucks. Include environmental 

analyses to evaluate and identify sufficient electricity and supportive infrastructures in the Energy 

and Utilities and Service Systems Sections in the CEQA document, where appropriate. Include 

the requirement in applicable bid documents, purchase orders, and contracts. Operators shall 

maintain records of all trucks associated with project construction to document that each truck 

used meets these emission standards, and make the records available for inspection. The Lead 

Agency should conduct regular inspections to the maximum extent feasible to ensure compliance. 
• Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the Proposed Project to levels analyzed in the Final 

CEQA document. If higher daily truck volumes are anticipated to visit the site, the Lead Agency 

should commit to re-evaluating the Proposed Project through CEQA prior to allowing this higher 

activity level.  

• Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations or, at a minimum, provide electrical infrastructure 

and electrical panels should be appropriately sized. Electrical hookups should be provided for 

truckers to plug in any onboard auxiliary equipment.  

 

Mitigation measures for operational air quality impacts from other area sources that the Lead Agency 

should consider in the Draft SEIR may include the following: 

 

 
15 South Coast AQMD’s 2022 Air Quality Management Plan can be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-

air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan (Chapter 4 - Control Strategy and Implementation).  
16 Southern California Association of Governments’ 2020-2045 RTP/SCS can be found at: 

https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/PEIR/certified/Exhibit-A_ConnectSoCal_PEIR.pdf.   
17 CARB. June 25, 2020. Advanced Clean Trucks Rule. Accessed at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-

trucks.  
18 CARB has recently passed a variety of new regulations that require new, cleaner heavy-duty truck technology to be sold and 

used in state. For example, on August 27, 2020, CARB approved the Heavy-Duty Low NOx Omnibus Regulation, which will 

require all trucks to meet the adopted emission standard of 0.05 g/hp-hr starting with engine model year 2024. Accessed at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/rulemaking/2020/hdomnibuslownox. 
19 CARB adopted the statewide Truck and Bus Regulation in 2010. The Regulation requires diesel trucks and buses that operate 

in California to be upgraded to reduce emissions. Newer heavier trucks and buses must meet particulate matter filter requirements 

beginning January 1, 2012. Lighter and older heavier trucks must be replaced starting January 1, 2015. By January 1, 2023, 

nearly all trucks and buses will need to have 2010 model year engines or equivalent. More information on the CARB’s Truck and 

Bus Regulation is available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/onrdiesel.htm.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan
https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/PEIR/certified/Exhibit-A_ConnectSoCal_PEIR.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-trucks
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-trucks
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/rulemaking/2020/hdomnibuslownox
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/onrdiesel.htm
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• Maximize use of solar energy by installing solar energy arrays. 

• Use light colored paving and roofing materials.  

• Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances.  

• Use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products that go beyond the requirements of South 

Coast AQMD Rule 1113. 

 

Design considerations for the Proposed Project that the Lead Agency should consider to further reduce air 

quality and health risk impacts include the following: 

• Clearly mark truck routes with trailblazer signs, so that trucks will not travel next to or near 

sensitive land uses (e.g., residences, schools, day care centers, etc.). 

• Design the Proposed Project such that truck entrances and exits are not facing sensitive receptors 

and trucks will not travel past sensitive land uses to enter or leave the Proposed Project site. 

• Design the Proposed Project such that any check-in point for trucks is inside the Proposed Project 

site to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside. 

• Design the Proposed Project to ensure that truck traffic inside the Proposed Project site is as far 

away as feasible from sensitive receptors. 

• Restrict overnight truck parking in sensitive land uses by providing overnight truck parking inside 

the Proposed Project site. 

 

On May 7, 2021, South Coast AQMD’s Governing Board adopted Rule 2305 – Warehouse Indirect 

Source Rule – Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions (WAIRE) Program, and Rule 

316 – Fees for Rule 2305. Rules 2305 and 316 are new rules that will reduce regional and local emissions 

of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter (PM), including diesel PM. These emission reductions 

will reduce public health impacts for communities located near warehouses from mobile sources that are 

associated with warehouse activities. Also, the emission reductions will help the region attain federal and 

state ambient air quality standards. Rule 2305 applies to owners and operators of warehouses greater than 

or equal to 100,000 square feet. Under Rule 2305, operators are subject to an annual WAIRE Points 

Compliance Obligation that is calculated based on the annual number of truck trips to the warehouse. 

WAIRE Points can be earned by implementing actions in a prescribed menu in Rule 2305, implementing 

a site-specific custom plan, or paying a mitigation fee. Warehouse owners are only required to submit 

limited information reports, but they can opt in to earn Points on behalf of their tenants if they so choose 

because certain actions to reduce emissions may be better achieved at the warehouse development phase, 

for instance the installation of solar and charging infrastructure. Rule 316 is a companion fee rule for Rule 

2305 to allow South Coast AQMD to recover costs associated with Rule 2305 compliance activities. 

Since the Proposed Project consists of the potential development of a multi-million-square-foot 

warehouse, the Proposed Project’s warehouse owners and operators will be required to comply with Rule 

2305 once the warehouse is occupied. Therefore, South Coast AQMD staff recommends that the Lead 

Agency review South Coast AQMD Rule 2305 to determine the potential WAIRE Points Compliance 

Obligation for future operators and explore whether additional project requirements and CEQA mitigation 

measures can be identified and implemented at the Proposed Project that may help future warehouse 

operators meet their compliance obligation20. South Coast AQMD staff is available to answer questions 

concerning Rule 2305 implementation and compliance by phone or email at (909) 396-3140 or waire-

program@aqmd.gov. For implementation guidance documents and compliance and reporting tools, please 

visit South Coast AQMD’s WAIRE Program webpage21. 

 

 

 
20 South Coast AQMD Rule 2305 – Warehouse Indirect Source Rule – Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions 

(WAIRE) Program. Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xxiii/r2305.pdf. 
21 South Coast AQMD WAIRE Program. Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/waire. 

mailto:waire-program@aqmd.gov
mailto:waire-program@aqmd.gov
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xxiii/r2305.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/waire
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Health Risk Reduction Strategies 

Many strategies are available to reduce exposures, including, but are not limited to, building filtration 

systems with MERV 13 or better, or in some cases, MERV 15 or better is recommended; building design, 

orientation, location; vegetation barriers or landscaping screening, etc. Enhanced filtration units are 

capable of reducing exposures. However, enhanced filtration systems have limitations. For example, in a 

study that South Coast AQMD conducted to investigate filters22, a cost burden is expected to be within 

the range of $120 to $240 per year to replace each filter panel. The initial start-up cost could substantially 

increase if an HVAC system needs to be installed and if standalone filter units are required. Installation 

costs may vary and include costs for conducting site assessments and obtaining permits and approvals 

before filters can be installed. Other costs may include filter life monitoring, annual maintenance, and 

training for conducting maintenance and reporting. In addition, because the filters would not have any 

effectiveness unless the HVAC system is running, there may be increased energy consumption that the 

Lead Agency should evaluate in the Draft SEIR. It is typically assumed that the filters operate 100 percent 

of the time while residents are indoors, and the environmental analysis does not generally account for the 

times when the residents have their windows or doors open or are in common space areas of the project. 

These filters have no ability to filter out any toxic gases. Furthermore, when used filters are replaced, 

replacement has the potential to result in emissions from the transportation of used filters at disposal sites 

and generate solid waste that the Lead Agency should evaluate in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, the 

presumed effectiveness and feasibility of any filtration units should be carefully evaluated in more detail 

prior to assuming that they will sufficiently alleviate exposures to diesel particulate matter emissions. 

 

 

South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that air quality, greenhouse 

gas, and health risk impacts from the Proposed Project are accurately evaluated and mitigated where 

feasible. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at swang1@aqmd.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

Sam Wang 
Sam Wang 

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR 

Planning, Rule Development & Implementation 
 
SW 

RVC240509-01 

Control Number 

 
22 This study evaluated filters rated MERV 13 or better. Accessed at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/handbook/aqmdpilotstudyfinalreport.pdf. Also see 2012 Peer Review Journal article by South Coast AQMD:  

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ina.12013.  

mailto:swang1@aqmd.gov
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/aqmdpilotstudyfinalreport.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/aqmdpilotstudyfinalreport.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ina.12013
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Please see below -

Kelly Lucia, M. URP 
Planning Director 
 
Cell 909.809.8778 (preferred) 
Office 909.795.9801 ext. 229 
Email klucia@cityofcalimesa.net  

      

 City of Calimesa Planning Department

From: Ryan Marcroft <ryan.marcroft@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2024 1:37 PM
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>; Jenna Marcroft <Jenna.Marcroft@gmail.com>
Subject: Mesa Verde vs. County Line Rd
 
Hello Kelly,
My Name is Ryan Marcroft resident at 746 W County Line Rd, Calimesa, CA 92320.
The last few years have drastically changed the face of calimesa and
specifically County Line -Road forever.  Part of the reason we moved
here 10+ years ago was to get some peace and quiet, actually i wanted
to see stars from my yard, while that is no longer possible with the
warehouse, gas station and who knows what will end up next to our home
in the empty lot but the proposal to make county line the main
entrance point to the Mesa Verde housing project although might make
sense on paper it makes no sense to any resident on county line rd, or
the future residents of the Mesa Verde Estates.
A few concerns I have that I would like to be addressed:

- How many cars are we looking at going up and down the road each day?
- When will CalTrans actually start work on improving the offramp at
County LIne Rd? We can see the issues going on at the Cherry Valley
Boulevard Exit.

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:kstarbird@dudek.com
mailto:srobinson@dudek.com
mailto:dgraves@shopoff.com
mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/facebook
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/instagram
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/youtube
https://www.cityofcalimesa.net/172/Planning


















- How many trucks are expected to be added to the traffic from the new
warehouse?
- How will we maintain the 25mph speed limit down county line rd, even
now almost every car travels well in excess of the speed limit?
- will sidewalks be added?
- will the power lines be moved underground?
- how much compensation will each resident receive from land taken from them?
- will the city or builder offer a buyout option to the residents on
county line road? for the houses too close or too affected by the new
construction?
- How many additional sherrifs will be in the area when this
development is underway and completed?
- will speed humps or bumps be placed to control traffic?
- when will home/land owners be aware of how much land they will be
losing to county line road widening efforts?
- what will the smog impact be to the area, specifically my home as I
am on the corner and will be next to massive surges of semi truck,
commercial vehicles and residential vehicle traffic in a very
centralized location?  How will this be studied?

Look forward to your responses
R/
Ryan Marcroft
951-818-3251



RESIDENTS SPEAK OUT 

We, the residents of West County Road in Calimesa, California, strong _ -
object to West County Line Road becoming the main entrance to the 3 650 
unit Develo ment in the proposed 2023 Mesa Verde Specific Plan, 
Amendment One. 

The original proposals from 2007 and 2017 listed West County Line Road as 
an EMERGENCY Access and Exit Only. Sandalwood Drive, near Bob's Big 
Boy, was designated to be the main entrance to the Mesa Verde Project. The 
proposed change would have a DISASTROUS impact on those of us living 
on West County Line Road. The street would be widened to accommodate 
the THOUSANDS of vehicles accessing and exiting the new development. 
The street would literally be on the front porch of some of our Friends and 
Neighbors homes. There would be INVASIVE TRAFFIC, NOISE, and 
POLLUTION! 

S AV E O U R S T R E E T! !! 

Signed: Name Address 
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RESIDENTS SPEAK OUT 

We, the residents of West County Road in Calimesa, California, strongly 
object to West County Line Road becoming the main entrance to the 3,650 
unit Development in the proposed 2023 Mesa Verde Specific Plan, 
Amendment One. 

The original proposals from 2007 and 2017 listed West County Line Road as 
an EMERGENCY Access and Exit Only. Sandalwood Drive, near Bob's Big 
Boy, was designated to be the main entrance to the Mesa Verde Project. The 
proposed change would have a DISASTROUS impact on those of us living 
on West County Line Road. The street would be widened to accommodate 
the THOUSANDS of vehicles accessing and exiting the new development. 
The street would literally be on the front porch of some of our Friends and 
Neighbors homes. There would be INVASIVE TRAFFIC, NOISE, and 
POLLUTION! 

S AV E O U R S T R E E T! ! ! 

Signed: Name Address 
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June 6th 2024

Dear Calimesa City Planning Commision,

I am writing this letter in opposition to the proposed plan to the Mesa Verde Specific Plan
Area 2 Amendment 2. This project was recently bought by the Orange County developer
Shopoff. The proposed plan has several changes that are not good for Calimesa as a whole and
need to be rejected. I urge the planning commission to reject the proposed plan and send it
back to Shopoff with the following recommendations:

1. Calimesa is a rural and neighborhood community; we do not need more commercial
buildings in this development. Calmesa does not desire to become Fontana or Orange
County.The original mission statement for the development describes “The new vision
for the community is based on the history of the site, California Rural. The preservation
of open space and oaks trees support and enhance this theme. The community is
planned as a sustainable development that includes more sport facilities, increased open
space preservation, a variety of residential units, expanded commercial square footage,
and a drought- tolerant design theme that is supportive of Calimesa’s character of rural
living.” The increase in High density is unacceptable for the future of Calimesa.

a. Increasing the commercial space by 250 Acres does not meet this mission
b. Removal of Very Low Residential from the approved 158 lots to 0 does not meet

the mission.
c. Lowering Low Residential from the approved 428 lots to 139 lots, reducing Low

Medium Residential by 16 lots, and removing 219 Medium Residential lots does
not meet the mission.

d. Medium High Residential upped by 250 lots does not meet the mission.
e. Multi-Family (High Density Residential) upped by 432 lots does not meet the

mission nor is it true to the character of Calimesa.

2. Proposed entrance to the residential community down County Line Rd will create undo
traffic to a residential community and require eminent domain of property not owned by
the city. The use of County Line Rd as a main artery for this development is
unacceptable and must be rejected.

a. County Line Rd has been a dead end road for many years and the houses were
here pre-existing to the road. These 22 houses and families deserve to be
protected from the encroachments of an Orange County developer.

b. County Line Rd is currently only 20 ft wide and would have to be widened to
accommodate the unacceptable traffic increase.

c. To widen the road is impossible without the use of eminent domain due to houses
being very close to the road and not within the required 20 ft setback from the
road.

d. This developer should use the existing plan to enter the development off of
Sandalwood and Calimesa Blvd. that was developed in 2017 with County Line
Rd designated as an emergency exit. This was agreed to with the previous
developer after much debate. This would allow egress from the area in case of a



June 6th 2024

fire. Additionally there will be fire protection from the development itself as it
clears brush and replaces it with houses and open spaces

e. The traffic on the road will be unacceptable. 3650 units x 2.4 trips per day (AAA
website) x 2 vehicles = 17,520 trips. This amount of traffic will not work with
houses on the road. This is a main artery of a city, not a quiet neighborhood.
i. For the safety of the children that live on the street don’t allow a

developer to bulldoze an existing Calimesa Community.
ii. Imagine a road of this magnitude in front of your residential house. It is

unacceptable, unsafe, and makes no sense.
3. The acres of land that Calimesa has in its boundary can be more wisely used for the

good of Calimesa and its current and future residents.
a. Do not make a “good” financial decision for the short term that will drive people

away from your community in the long run by ruining the very character of it.
b. This development will be Chapman heights all over again in 10 years with run

down rental properties with homeowners fleeing the high density areas.
c. Do not trample the property rights of your existing resident by destroying their

neighborhood with a main artery road through their front yards or living rooms.
d. Keep Calimesa rural and reject the increased commercial acres.

Sincerely,
Travis Feenstra
878 W. County Line Rd
Calimesa Ca 92320



05/15/2024 

To: City of Calimesa Planning Division 

Statement of opposition to the Mesa Verde Specific Plan Area 2 Amendment 2.  

This development project was debated for years that led to the approval. With the purchase of this 
development by Shopoff in 2021 and this latest Amendment 2, we are now literally faced with 
starting over due to the major changes being requested that would greatly affect the character of 
rural living, greatly increase density, and create an unacceptable traffic problem.  

The original, what I call, mission statement published for this project is below and can be found at 
https://formacompanies.com/project/mesa-verde-calimesa/  

“Mesa Verde, Calimesa. Development of Community Master Plan and Specific Plan Amendment 
covering over 1,460 acres in the city of Calimesa, represents over 15% of the City’s area. The new 
vision for the community is based on the history of the site, California Rural. The preservation of 
open space and oak trees support and enhance this theme. The community is planned as a 
sustainable development that includes more sport facilities, increased open space preservation, a 
variety of residential units, expanded commercial square footage, and a drought-tolerant design 
theme that is supportive of Calimesa’s character of rural living.” 

Quick summary shows the latest Amendment 2 being proposed that does NOT meet the above 
mission statement: 

Elimination of Very Low Residential from the approved 158 lots to 0.  

Significantly reduced Low Residential from the approved 428 lots to 139 lots, a decrease of 
289 lots.  

Low Medium Residential reduced by 16 lots 

Medium Residential reduced by 219 lots 

Medium High Residential INCREASED by 250 lots 

Multi-Family (High Density Residential) INCREASED by 432 lots 

Increase in 250 acres of Business Park (is going to to shove more homes in smaller area) 

These proposed changes in Amendment 2 do NOT fall within the original theme of Calimesa’s 
character of rural living. The increase in High density is unacceptable.  

The proposed change in Amendment 2 to utilize County Line Rd as the main access point is an 
egregious slap in the face to the residents of W County Line Rd. Countless hours were spent at City 
Council and Planning Commission meetings by the residents of the street when this development 
process started and helped to shape it into its 2007 approval.  To put it bluntly, a 60’ right of way 
does not fit W County Line Rd. The proximity of a widened street encroaches the required 20’ 
setbacks on most homes. There are also many homes where the road would be within feet of their 
doorsteps, and inside of one.  



The approved specific plan from 2007 / 2017 stated that W County Line Rd would only be used as 
Emergency access.  

Here is the stated use of County Line Rd from the original approval.  

 

After the developer gets done stripping the land for the house pads, removing, and reshaping the 
hills, cutting down the trees, and adding in the roads, the fire hazard will be significantly and 
drastically reduced. The new roads and landscape will provide buffers all around this project. The 
addition of the current project to the South and the Yucaipa freeway corridor to the North and West 
also ensures this. The point being, that the original “Emergency Access” that was approved is still 
sufficient, fire hazard will decrease. This will no longer be open range.  

To summarize why W County Line Rd should NOT be used as access: 

Traffic !!! An unacceptable amount of traffic!!! 

 (3650 units x 2 vehicles x 3.6 trips per day = 26,280 trips per day. This is just an estimate based 
on Dept of Transportation data, it is likely MUCH greater). 

 Noise Pollution from traffic. 

 Air Pollution. 

Reduced property values. 

I. S ecific Plan Com onents 

C. Circulation 

3. Emergency Access 

MESA VERDE 

SPECIFIC PLAN 

Interim Emergency access will be provided from Avenue l , adjacent to the existing Mesa 
View School through Planning Area 13 (proposed elementary school site) to Street 'A' for 
the first phase of development. Permanent emergency access will be provided to County 
Line Road through Street 'D' (refer to Figure 1.3, Circulation Master Plan). County Line 
Road at the property boundary will be gated with a Knox activated electric gate per 
Riverside County Fire Department standards to permit Fi re Department access to the site 
but restrict public access to the sit e, (refer to Chapter II, l andscape Design Guidelines, 
Section C.6., Fuel Modification Master Plan). 

On the Project side, pressure pads w ill be provided to allow unrestricted egress from the 
site. Public egress from the site into County Line Road during non-emergencies will be 
restricted by installation of signage prohibiting egress in non-emergency situations. A 
camera will be installed to capture the license plate of the violators. The Cc&Rs will include 
provisions to issue tickets, impose and collect fines from the violators. In addition, signage 
will be provided on t he Project side to indicate "Emergency Egress Only" and on the County 
Line Road side to indicate "Emergency Vehicles Access Only". 



Safety. 

Proximity of the road to the front door of most homes would be less than the city code 20’ 
setback. 

Not able to access our property due to traffic. Many have horse trailers, travel trailers, or RV’s 
that must be backed in. 

In addition, the recent construction of the commercial building at the County Line Rd offramp is 
estimated to have 1000 big rigs coming and going from the building each day. That building alone is 
going to bottleneck the whole interchange area at County Line Rd. The mention of adding in a traffic 
signal to help with truck traffic is going to cause huge backups onto the freeway and into the 
surrounding neighborhoods. Round-abouts are NOT going to alleviate the traffic problem either. 
With just the Commercial building at County Line Rd the estimated traffic delays due to the truck 
traffic that were spoken of during its approval process was an obscene of amount of delay time to 
navigate County Line Rd.  

The Yucaipa freeway corridor plan also states that it will utilize County Line Rd as an access point. It 
has nearly 2300 homes and approx. 5 million sq ft of Commercial building and the truck traffic that 
accompanies it. This will also be utilizing the County Line Rd offramp.  

Now add in IF W County Line Rd were approved as the main access point to the 3650-unit Mesa 
Verde Development, that would add in an additional, approximately 26,000 vehicles a day, going to 
and from the development on W County Line Rd based on Department of Transportation data of 3.6 
trips per person per day. The number is much higher.  

W County Line Rd is currently a 20’ road.  

There is a 60’ right of way for W County Line Rd. Utilizing the full 60’ right of way would put the curb 
of the road dangerously close to the front doorsteps of many of the homes. Less than the required 
20’ setback. It would come within a few feet of many homes and inside of one. This amount of 
traffic will also cause unacceptable noise and pollution at our front doors. Such a plan is NOT 
plausible. 

Trying to get in and out of our own driveways with such a large amount of traffic is a huge concern as 
well. If the road were widened, where would the majority of residents park as the 20’ setback would 
be encroached for most of the homes.  

Property values would plummet due to the traffic, the noise generated by the traffic, as well as the 
proximity of the curb to the front doors.  

Utilizing W County Line Rd as main access, instead of the already approved “emergency access” in 
the original and amended approvals, would destroy the quality of life for each of the residents. Such 
a decision by the city to do so is not only impractical but irresponsible.  

Sandalwood Drive makes way more sense, as originally approved.   

This new EIR (Environmental Impact Report) had better address the approximately 26,000 plus 
vehicles a day on W County Line Rd and the impact this would have on the residents, as well as the 
proximity to the existing homes. An UNACCEPTABLE impact!  



The residents of Calimesa as well as the residents of W County Line Rd should not be overrun by a 
developer / development but should be fairly represented by our elected officials. I am concerned 
that the tactic of financial gifts whether it be through actual monies, land, buildings, improvements, 
trips, lunches, or negotiations, otherwise known as donations, could be used to lead to gain favor 
with anyone employed or serving within the framework of the City of Calimesa. It is my belief and 
opinion that this has already happened when the previous City Manager took land from the 
homeowner at the West end of County Line Rd “to establish right of way” around a year after this 
development was purchased. The developer’s property boundary is approximately 600’ to the West. 
However, after the City of Calimesa took the right of way from the property owner, the developer 
then paid for the 10’ tall gates and approximately 600’ of 6’ fencing that leads to the developer’s 
property boundary to the West. This fencing is NOT on the developer’s land. It is on the Northern 
property boundary of the landowner and has now blocked them from accessing their land. 
However, it now provides access to the developer’s land. We have not yet received an acceptable 
response from the City of Calimesa about this transaction to explain how it was okay to take the 
right of way, to the benefit of the developer, and have the developer pay for the gates and fencing 
when this newly established right of way is on private property and city property. Flash forward 
approximately a year to this Amendment 2 being presented with the request to now use County Line 
Rd as main access instead of Sandalwood Drive. The optics here are horrible. An answer or 
investigation needs to be forthcoming to address this. Additionally, if the “right of way” was taken 
the entirety of the property owner’s northern property line, it would literally put the curb several feet 
INSIDE OF the house. This seems to explain why the City only took right of way approximately 
halfway up the northern boundary of the property owner and left the rest of the property owner's 
land where the home is located alone. The propety address is 867 W County Line Rd. THIS IS A 
PROBLEM GOING FORWARD IF THE REST OF THE RIGHT OF WAY IS TO BE UTILIZED. You cannot 
have a road literally 3 feet INSIDE OF A HOUSE THAT HAS BEEN THERE SINCE 1946. Also, if you try 
and “take” the land from the other side of the street, the same situation occurs for that home 
putting the road within feet of that house. All these matters must be addressed.  

Add in the fact that even if the West end of County Line Rd was used for “Emergency Access” as 
planned, the current extension road to the west of the gate that leads to the development boundary 
was built by the then land owner from the 1940’s, later paved by them, not the County of Riverside, 
and the Southern part of the road adjacent to the asphalt is fill dirt. None of this extension that 
leads to the development land boundary was ever built by the County of Riverside. The Northern 
side of the extension is a hillside covered in mature oak trees adjacent to the existing sewer plant 
road. This fun fact is something that needs to be addressed as well if this is to be used as 
“Emergency Access.”  Either way, there are major obstacles in place that must be addressed.  

 The integrity of City officials is paramount to those of us that elected our representatives, and those 
that are employees within the city framework, and I ask that oversight be put in place and that 
transparency to the public at large prevails. Such is NOT in place based on the activities that took 
place described above, in my opinion. We are watching this issue very closely.  

This Amendment 2 should be rejected based on its merits. This DOES NOT fit the rural atmosphere 
or character of our community. Instead, it brings High Density housing to the forefront. We do NOT 
want this to become Moreno Valley. Using W County Line Rd as access is not plausible. Traffic is 
already going to be a nightmare at the interstate offramp with the Big Rig truck traffic, and the 



Yucaipa Freeway Corridor. There is no room for an additional 25,000 vehicles a day or more either at 
the freeway offramp area or down W County Line Rd. The original approval used Sandalwood Drive 
as the main access point, and it should stay there. There are no existing homes over there to 
disrupt. The original approval also utilized Roberts Rd. Where did that go?  

How about the wildlife? Burrowing Owls, Coyotes, Mountain lion, Bobcats, Birds, squirrels, 
chipmonks, Skunks, etc, are all collateral damage, that will either be killed or displaced.  

The mature Oak trees mentioned in the above narrative, “The preservation of open space and oaks 
trees support and enhance this theme.” The majority will be cut down and replaced…so maybe in 
100 years they get back to what they were originally, and our city representatives are okay with 
this...?   

I urge each of you to drive down W County Line Rd and see firsthand that a widened road would not 
fit. If it was widened, thousands of vehicles is not practical, or safe, and would destroy the quality of 
life for each of the residents, as well as their property values. No residents anywhere within 
Calimesa should have to weather the amount of traffic that this development will create, and the 
problems associated with such. Please reject this Amendment 2.  

 

Sincerely,  

Clarence Hoefer 

870 W County Line Rd  

Calimesa, Ca  

37-year Calimesa resident  





Dear City of Calimesa Planning Department, 

I write as a concerned resident of Calimesa to object to the 
proposed Mesa Verde development plan. I believe the 
development plan as proposed is not good for residents 
living on West County Line Road. I live at 806 W. County Line 

Road, and understand the serious negative impact this 
development would have for every homeowner on the street. 
The proposed plan shows the primary access for the new 
development to be County Line Road. In order to 

accommodate the traffic associated with such a large 
development, the currently roughly 18 feet wide road would 

need to be approximately 60 feet wide. This would require 
taking the front yards of all the residents on County Line 
Road, and many of the homes as well, as the new road would 

be just several feet from the front door of the houses if not 
actually touching the houses in some cases. 
Inevitably, most of the residents, my family included, would 

be forced out of what is currently a beautiful, quiet 
neighborhood to raise a family. This could be avoided by 
amending the Mesa Verde development plan, taking into 

consideration the residents on County Line Road. The 
primary access to the development could come from 
Sandalwood and alternate accesses ought to be explored 

where long time residents of Calimesa do not lose their 
property and homes. 
Please do not approve this development plan as proposed 

with County Line Road as the primary access. The residents 
understand that the development will likely happen at some 
point. We just don't want to lose our property and homes for 



it to happen. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

Nick Meelker 

806 W. County Line Rd. 
Calimesa, CA 92320 



June 7, 2024 

 

RE: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Area 2, Amendment 2 Environmental Impact Report/Public Scoping 

 

City of Calimesa, Planning Commission, 

I am opposed and disappointed with the Planning Commission for considering ruining me and my fellow 

resident’s quality of life when considering projects such as the aforementioned. I have watched our 

politicians with our city planners eat away and leveling our beautiful hillsides. Calimesa once surrounded 

by rolling hills now covering them with dense housing and concrete. Our freeways and streets have 

eroded and are crowded beyond belief. The infrastructure is overwhelmed. Obviously, the visions have 

become financially motivated, and those elected have failed to protect the quality of life of their 

residents. 

This current plan wants to make our small street a main throughway for over 3000 homes. It will 

devastate our small street increasing not only ruining our rural atmosphere, but safety, noise, and 

property encroachment are issues. Adding 3000+ homes and taking away our outdoor spaces for MORE 

homes is not the direction Calimesa residents, especially on our small street want to see. I have cats, 

dogs, horses—it will severely impact the use of my property to have the traffic from these homes (more 

than 3000 cars driving past my house daily?) traveling up and down my street.  I used to be able to ride 

my horse in town, the amount of traffic has made that unsafe, and to make me unable to ride out my 

own driveway? With the traffic this project will create on my street my kids no longer be able to safely 

ride their bicycles or play ball in the front yard.  Just since they built the 76 gas station, the traffic has 

increased—and I live almost to the end of the street, the furthest from the gas station. And now the 

warehouse with hundreds of big trucks going in and out all day long? Have you even seen our County 

Line exit lately? Undoubtedly you have seen the mess at Live Oak Canyon? You will have cars backed up 

down our whole street. 

High density housing brings many other issues too—I know you are aware of crime, but why would you 

build high density housing next to a poop factory who the fire dept themselves told me if it ever caught 

fire, it would level our block.  The last fires set by the trash company employee and kids playing with 

fireworks had three firetrucks stationed in front of my house. And that was their reason. Of course, that 

was scary—but now you’re going to turn a blind eye to get a dense housing project approved?  And your 

reason for using our street was for potential fire escape---you better think of a better escape route if our 

block is leveled, it will be impassable, not to mention we are further away that you plan to put the 

project. Maybe all the blown-up dead people won’t need a way to get out.  It looks like safety is not 

really the concern?  

And now let’s talk about all the displaced wildlife. With the fires and already increased neighboring 

traffic I have seen a definite decrease in natural wildlife. When we first moved here, we had deer, 

bobcat, burrowing owls, and hawks, hundreds of rabbits, and many other wildlife species. And though 

I’m not particularly a spider lover, the massive number of migrating tarantulas in August and September 

was quite impressive. And the many beautiful oak trees—hundreds of years old. I guess all those will just 

be collateral damage too? It is so unfair to our future generations to obliterate these natural resources. 



I get it that you want more taxes, and the State waving cash in front of your faces if you promote high 

density housing, but that’s NOT what your residents want. These politicians do not live here and have 

ruined many cities with their not so bright ideas. Don’t let them ruin ours too. We live here because we 

want to enjoy the beauty of the land. Calimesa promised the rural atmosphere Quit mowing down our 

hillsides, don’t turn our City into just another concrete jungle—Neighboring Beaumont is a mess—

backed-up streets, City corruption---keep our small town feel. Keep us safe and don’t let greed ruin 

Calimesa as it has our neighbors. 

Sincerely and respectfully, 

Linda Smerber 

 

850 W County Line Rd 

Calimesa CA 92320 

951-201-8904 



From: Kelly Lucia
To: Kristin Starbird; Samantha Robinson; David Graves
Subject: Fwd: Notice of Preparation: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and Scoping

Meeting (SCH#2004071045)
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2024 5:38:16 AM
Attachments: Outlook-1qdftm3b.png

Outlook-wh41we2t.png
Outlook-hr45hnys.png
Outlook-olqp4zv2.png

Begin forwarded message:

From: tim beemer <beemer_tim@hotmail.com>
Date: June 10, 2024 at 10:03:02 PM PDT
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Subject: Re: Notice of Preparation: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report and Scoping Meeting (SCH#2004071045)

﻿
To Whom it May Concern,

Here are my public comments and concerns for the proposed Mesa Verde
Specific Plan Area 2 Amendment 2.

Addition of 243.1 acres of business park/industrial warehouses serves to
completely change the outlook and overall mantra of the project. This is no
longer a residential project, but rather an industrial project with a side of
residential. This doesn't align with the city General Plan, "Support
Calimesa’s transition from a small rural city to a more populous community
that welcomes the new residents who will live in neighborhoods in master-
planned areas, while retaining the city’s sense of community and rural
identity". This new amendment is the complete opposite.
With the revised road network, the impact will be far greater to the
residential properties down County Line Road. The mind-boggling choice to
use the heavily constricted County Line Road as the main point of entry for
residential traffic flow is almost commical. And will provide the absolute
greatest impact to existing and future residents.
 Business industrial warehouses are now located to impact the current
existing Mesa View traffic flow and are now putting heavy pollution
creators closest to the school. The Inland Empire has the heaviest density of
warehouses in the nation and as such ranks highest in pollution and air
quality studies. This new Amendment say we "Calimesa Planning and City
Council" that we don't care about pollution on how much can we cram into

• 

• 

• 

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:kstarbird@dudek.com
mailto:srobinson@dudek.com
mailto:dgraves@shopoff.com


















our rural land.
The new Amendment does not increase any housing units but merely
densifies the units/acre sardine can residents to allow for business
industrials parks, why aren't we trying to solve the housing crisis as
mandated by CA government?
This plan moves Calimesa from rural to densified urban space, without
maintaining the city's community identity. 
We have also decreased the land usage for schools. Not to mention there
locations will further impact local traffic flow and  commute times due to
the limited one entrance/exit design.
With 1 main path of traffic flow already planned to use the County Line
Road on/off ramp to the I-10 the already non-compliant interchange will
become even greater of a nuisance and safety risk as more and more
travelers will choose to exit and complete illegal U-turns at County Line
Lane. Further impacted by the truck stop where no control has been
mandated to regulate 75'-long trucks from turning left across all lanes.

At a minimum this proposed Amendment should be postponed and further
planning attempted to reduce impact to all of those affected. 

Non-elected city staff should look painstakingly look at this plan and provide
better solutions to this area. Multiple access points, less land purchases, less
impacted residents, result in better project outcomes. I implore City Council to
hold these staff members accountable for their actions and designs/review.

From: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2024 8:00 AM
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Subject: Notice of Preparation: Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report and Scoping Meeting (SCH#2004071045)
 
Good morning,

Please find attached the Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting for the
Mesa Verde Specific Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. 

Thank you,

• 

• 

• 

• 
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From: Kelly Lucia
To: Kristin Starbird; Samantha Robinson; David Graves
Subject: Fwd: Regarding Mesa Verde Project
Date: Tuesday, June 11, 2024 5:39:13 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Sage Porter <randmlgl@yahoo.com>
Date: June 10, 2024 at 11:55:46 PM PDT
To: Kelly Lucia <klucia@cityofcalimesa.net>
Subject: Regarding Mesa Verde Project

﻿
Hello, 

I hope this isn't too late, we just saw the meeting on YouTube regarding
the Mesa Verde Project posted 12 hours ago. Said we can comment here.

It's a shame to take out the very low residential housing. I believe I read
that was suppose to be for horse property, which would be wonderful
especially being near the already existing horse properties. Unfortunately
the equestrian area neighboring this project will be running out of space to
ride their horses, it would be great to add horse trails and horse parks and
give them some space even adding more horse property for people to live
in and enjoy keeping their horses with them at home.

There is way too much space for the "business park". I've been reading a
lot about all the empty warehouses in California and that they're going to
have to purchase already existing warehouses to use, that will continue
now that people are going out more. Also been reading what California
may be doing with the empty buildings which will be housing homeless,
which is great for bigger cities but not for our lil' rural area which is why we
all want to live here. Even our very own Equestrian Center would be great
in that project, a morale booster!

Thank you for your time.

mailto:klucia@cityofcalimesa.net
mailto:kstarbird@dudek.com
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