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Re: Response to April 7, 2018 Tom Boussiacos Letter 

Dear Mr. Bassi: 

This correspondence is submitted on behalf of Mann Property Company, Inc., the applicant 
for the Wildomar Crossings Retail Center Project ("Project"), located within the City of Wildomar 
("City"), in response to the April 7, 2018 letter from Tom Boussiacos (the "Boussiacos Letter").  
The Boussiacos Letter includes several comments, which are responded to below.  However, none 
of the comments raise new environmental issues.  As discussed below, these issues have been 
addressed in the Project's January 31, 2017 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
("IS/MND") and the City's April 2018 Response to Comments ("RTC") document.  Furthermore, 
these comments are comprised of argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, and narrative, 
which do not constitute substantial evidence that the Project may have a significant effect on the 
environment.  (California Public Resources Code § 21082.2(c); 14 Cal Code Regs § 15063(b)(2).) 

I. The Change from R-R Zoning to Commercial Zoning 

The Boussiacos Letter states an unsubstantiated opinion and concern regarding the change to 
the Project site's zoning from R-R Zoning to Commercial Zoning (General Commercial C-1/C-P).  
As noted in the City's RTC document,1 this concern regarding the rezoning does not constitute a 
CEQA issue and no new environmental issues are raised by this comment.   

The General Plan is the City's constitution for development.  All other land use policies, 
including zoning districts, must be consistent with the General Plan (known as vertical consistency).  

                                                 
1 RTC document, response B-2. 
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(California Government Code § 65860.)  As noted in the City's RTC document,2 the rezoning to 
General Commercial (C1/C-P) will make the Project site's zoning vertically consistent with the 
Project site's existing Commercial Retail General Plan land use designation.  Furthermore, the 
rezoning to General Commercial (C-1/C-P) is also compatible with surrounding commercial retail 
uses.   

This General Plan consistency is also explained in the City's Staff Report for the April 18, 
2018 Planning Commission meeting ("Staff Report"), incorporated herein.  The Staff Report states 
that the "zone change from R-R (Rural Residential) to C-1/C-P (General Commercial) is highly 
consistent with the [General Plan Commercial Retail] CR land use designation in that it encourages 
the development of neighborhood commercial retail centers that will provide commercial and retail 
uses to Wildomar residents consistent with the provision of this CR land use designation…. 
Therefore, the proposed change of zone to C-1/C-P will create consistent zoning with the General 
Plan for the entire project site."  (4-18-18 Staff Report, p. 22.) 

II. Over-Commercialization 

The Boussiacos Letter states an unsubstantiated opinion regarding "over-commercialization" 
in the City.  As discussed above, the rezoning of the Project site to General Commercial (C-1/C-P) 
and development of a commercial project is consistent with the General Plan and compatible with 
the surrounding commercial development.  As noted in the City's RTC document,3 a comment 
regarding the amount of retail development in the City does not constitute a CEQA issue and no 
new environmental issues are raised by this comment.   

III. Traffic 

The Boussiacos Letter's general speculation and unsubstantiated opinion regarding increases 
in traffic do not constitute substantial evidence of a potentially significant traffic impact.  The City's 
RTC document,4 the IS/MND, as well as the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads 
attached to the IS/MND all fully analyze and explain the potential environmental effects associated 
with the Project, including the potential traffic impacts.  Appropriate traffic mitigation measures 
have been included in the IS/MND to reduce all potential traffic impacts to less-than-significant 
levels.  As such, no new environmental issues are raised by this comment. 

IV. Crime, Loitering, Vandalism 

The Boussiacos Letter's general speculation and unsubstantiated opinion regarding increases 
in crime, loitering, and vandalism do not constitute substantial evidence of a potentially significant 
                                                 
2 RTC document, response B-2. 
3 RTC document, response B-1. 
4 RTC document, response C-2, D-6. 
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impact.  As described in the City's RTC document,5 these are not CEQA issues.  The IS/MND 
evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with the Project.  The Project's proposed 
use is consistent with the Project site's General Plan land use designation and is compatible with 
surrounding uses.  Furthermore, the Project applicant is conditioned to prepare Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), which will include funding and procedural mechanisms to 
address potential loitering if this occurs.   

The RTC document6 also provides that impacts to safety due to users of development is a 
social issue rather than an environmental issue, and so does not need to be reviewed in the IS/MND.  
(Saltonstall v. City of Sacramento (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 549, 585.)  Furthermore, the social 
characteristics of visitors to a proposed development is not a factor to consider in determining 
whether an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is necessary.  (City of Orange v. Valenti (1974) 37 
Cal.App.3d 240, 249.)  Regardless, the IS/MND addressed the public safety impacts and concluded 
that the Project would not significantly increase the demand for police protection services.  
Therefore, no new environmental issues are raised by this comment. 

V. Loss of Property Values/Loss of What Makes Wildomar Unique 

The Boussiacos Letter's general speculation and unsubstantiated opinion regarding loss of 
property values and loss of what makes the City unique do not constitute substantial evidence of a 
potentially significant impact.  Concerns regarding the loss of property value7 and loss of 
uniqueness do not constitute a CEQA issue.  The proposed land use is consistent with the Project 
site's General Plan designation and will be compatible with surrounding uses.   

The City's RTC document8 states that "CEQA is not designed to protect against decline in 
value of property or to analyze social impacts."  (Hecton v. People ex rel Department of Transp. 
(1976) 58 Cal.App.3d 653, 656; 14 Cal Code Regs § 15382; Porterville Citizens for Responsible 
Hillside Dev. v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 885, 903.)  (See also Maintain Our 
Desert Env't v. Town of Apple Valley (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 430, 446; Friends of Davis v. City of 
Davis (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1004, 1019.)  The purpose of the IS/MND is not to analyze social and 
psychological impacts related to a potential change in community character from a proposed 
project.  (Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560.)  Therefore, no new 
environmental issues are raised by this comment.   

 

                                                 
5 RTC document, responses C-1, C-3, D-5. 
6 RTC document, response C-1. 
7 RTC document, responses D-2, D-4. 
8 RTC document, response D-2. 
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VI. Infrastructure  

The Boussiacos Letter's general speculation and unsubstantiated opinion regarding 
insufficient infrastructure in the City do not constitute substantial evidence of a potentially 
significant impact.  The IS/MND evaluated the Project's potential impacts on the City's 
infrastructure in the Utilities and Service Systems section of the IS/MND.  (IS/MND, pages 154-
159.)  The IS/MND's analysis, incorporated herein, concludes that there will be a less-than-
significant impact on the City's utilities and service systems infrastructure.  Therefore, no new 
environmental issues are raised by this comment. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Michelle McDermott 

 


