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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 
 
 

                           ATTACHMENTS FILED WITH 
                               CLERK OF THE BOARD AGENDA NO. 
FORM 11-D (8/92              24.1 

 PUBLIC COMMENT: 
24.1 

During the oral communication section of the agenda for Tuesday, June 9, 2026, 
Veronica Langworthy and Greg Langworthy spoke regarding the ROV signature verification 
process and closed session items concerning the Riverside County Sheriff. 
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                           ATTACHMENTS FILED WITH 
                               CLERK OF THE BOARD AGENDA NO. 
FORM 11-D (8/92              24.2 

 PUBLIC COMMENT: 
24.2 

During the oral communication section of the agenda for Tuesday, June 9, 2026, 
Roy Bleckert spoke regarding government decisions and closed session items. 

 
_______________ 
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                           ATTACHMENTS FILED WITH 
                               CLERK OF THE BOARD AGENDA NO. 
FORM 11-D (8/92              24.3 

 PUBLIC COMMENT: 
24.3 

During the oral communication section of the agenda for Tuesday, June 9, 2026, 
Elaine Sanders spoke in support of funding for the Housing and Homelessness Programs 
and the need for an audit on administrative staff. 

 
_______________ 
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tAI-SO Admitted in Texas

May 26,2026

\TIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Melissa R. Cushman
Supervising Deputy County Cor.rnsel

Office of County Counsel
County of Riverside
3960 Orange Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-367 4

Re: Response to County Counsel's March 13,2026, Letter Regarding Demolition
Permits and Stop Work Order for Parcel Nos.297-090-010, 297-080422, and
297-090-012 (8DE2600006 and BDE2600008) - West Campus Upper Plateau
Project

Dear Ms. Cushman:

This firm represents Riverside Neighbors Opposing Warehouses ("R-NOW") in
connection with demolition and other ground-disturbing activities occurring on the West Campus

Upper Plateau (Parcel Nos. 297-090-010, 297-080-022, and297-090-012, together with the

adjacent parcels that comprise the site) (collectively, the "Properfy"). I write in response to the
County's March L3,2026,letter (the "Response Letter") regarding my client's February 13,

2026, demand that the County revoke demolition permits and issue a stop-work order.

I appreciate the County's confirmation that, as of the date of the Response Letter, the

County had not yet issued permits pursuant to demolition permit applications 8DE2600006
(demolition and removal of an abandoned 1l0-foot water tank) and BDE2600008 (demolition
and removal of fow abandoned buildings), and that a Code Enforcement Case (CVCO 260097)
remains open for the unauthorized demolition that has already occurred on the Properby. I write
now to make clear that the County cannot lawfuIly issue those permits - or any other
demolition, grading, or related permit on the Property - and to explain why the central factual
premise of the Response Letter is incorrect.
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Melissa Cushman
County of Riverside
May 26,2026

I. The Develooer Has Not Abandoned the Proiect and Continues to Pursue It.

The Response Letter asserts that R-NOW's CEQA piecemealing and pre-commitment
concems are neither "valid" nor "relevant" because the County has "received no land use
application for the identified parcels for any development project," "received no preapplication
review submittal," and is not "aware of any intended to be submitted." That premise is
demonstrably wrong. The project has not been abandoned; to the contrary, the developer has
expressly preserved its rights and signaled its intent to continue to pursue development of the
West Campus Upper Plateau under the County's jurisdiction.

The developer of the West Campus Upper Plateau Project is Meridian Park West, LLC
("Meridian"). On May 6, 2025 - less than ayear ago - Meridian's counsel, Michael W.
Shonafelt of Buchalter, submitted a letter to the Riverside County Planning Cornmission in
connection with the Commission's consideration of Draft Resolution2025-114 and Draft
Ordinance No. 997 implementing the transfer of land use authority from the March Joint Powers
Authority ("March IPA") to the County (the "Transfer"). (Letter from Michael W. Shonafelt,
Buchalter, to Chair Romelio Ruiz and Members of the Riverside County Planning Commission
(May 6, 2025) (the "Buchalter Letter").)

The Buchalter Letter makes the developer's position unmistakable:

. Meridian inkoduced itself as the developer of "pending applications for
entitlements for the development of the West Campus Upper Plateau of the
former March Air Force Base ('Upper Plateau Project'), as well as Meridian's
interests and obligations related to properties in North and South Campus of the
Meridian Specific Plan." @uchalter Letter at 1)

. Meridian demanded that the Transfer "be seamless and not give rise to atry gaps

or voids in land use authority over pending projects," specifically identiffing
"The Upper Plateau Project" as "currently pending and could still be pending as

of July 1,2025," and insisting that "Meridian is still entitled to a hearing on the
Upper Plateau Project and a final decision by a legally competent land use
authority." (Id. at 2.)

. Meridian asserted vested rights, including under a "Draft Development
Agreement between MJPA and Meridian Park West, LLC," which by its own
terrrs "shall apply to the County when it resumes exercising land use authority
over the Property on July 1,2025," and insisted the County "must expressly honor
rights vested prior to July 1, 2025." (Id. at 4-5.)

. Meridian "reserve[d] its rights, including its right to supplement these comments
as this matter progresses to the Board of Supervisors," and confirured that
"Representatives of Meridian will be on hand" to answer questions about the
Upper Plateau Project. (Id. at 6.)

In short, the same developer whose prior project was considered by the March JPA
retained counsel to appear before the Counfy during the Transfer proceedings for the express
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Melissa Cushman
County of Riverside
May 26,2026

purpose of preserving its claimed entitlement to develop the West Campus Upper Plateau under
the County's jurisdiction. Meridian has not withdrawn or abandoned the Upper Plateau Project.

The Disposition and Development Agreement ("DDA") governing the West f,ampus
provides further, independent confirmation that the project has not been abandoned. In fact, the
Developer has a legal obligation to pursue development. Pursuant to MJPA Resolution JPA-
SA#22-02, adopted on October 26,2022, the MJPA amended the DDA and restructured the
payment schedule for the transfer of the Properfy to Meridian. Under the amended DDA,
approximately $52 million in payments by Meridian are contingent upon specific construction
milestones - including the issuance of a mass grading permit ($14,000,000), building pemrits
for each of four new buildings ($4,750,000 per building), and certificates of occupancy for those
buildings ($4,750,000 per building). Neither the MJPA nor Meridian Park LLC has modified or
terminated the DDA, and no payments under the milestone schedule have been made to date.

(See Letter attached as Exhibit A from Grace I. Martin, DPPD, Chief Executive Officer, March
Joint Powers Authority, to Jennifer Larratt-Smith, Chair, R-NOW (Nov. 12,2025) (confi::ning
that MJPA remains the Grantor under the Grant Deed and that "no transfer triggering the
enforceability of the power of terrnination has occurred").) The existence of these binding
contractual obligations - under which Meridian must construct four new buildings on the
Property in order to satisfy its payrnent obligations for the land - is wholly inconsistent with
any claim that the project has been abandoned, and confirms independently of the Buchalter
Letter that the West Campus Upper Plateau Project remains actively pursued.

The demolition work proposed - and the pending BDE2600006 and BDE2600008
permit applications - must be evaluated against that backdrop, not against a fiction that no
development project exists.

tr. The Countv Cannot Larvfully the Pendins Demolition Permits

A. Demolition Is Part of the "Whole of the Action" and Cannot Be Piecemealed

CEQA defines a "project" as "the whole of an action" with the potential to cause a direct
or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment. (CEQA Guidelines, $

15378(a); Tuolumne County Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Sonora (2007) 155

Cal.App.4th L214,1222.) It is black-letter law that CEQA "forbids 'piecemeal' review of the
significant environmental impacts of a project." (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board
of Port Cmrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th1344,1358.)

Courts find improper piecemealing where the reviewed activity is (l) an integral first step

toward future development (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of
California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d376,396-398), or (2) legally compels or practically presumes

completion of another action (Nelson v. County of Kern (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th252,27L-272).
Either test. standing alone, is sufficient to establish improper piecemealing. Both tests are met
here.
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Melissa Cushman
County of Riverside
May 26,2026

The structures proposed for demolition - the 110-foot water tank and four buildings
(including former mr:nitions bunkers) that the developer's own Final EIR identified as containing
asbestos, lead-based paint, PCB-containing transfonners, and treated-wood poles - are on the

very parcels the developer intends to develop as the West Campus Upper Plateau Project.

Demolition of those structures was studied as part of the project in the Final EIR prepared under

SCH #2021110304. Demolition is not an independent, stand-alone activity; it clears the site for
the future warehouse/industrial development the developer has publicly stated it will continue to
pursue.

Permitting that demolition now - in the absence of any CEQA review by the County as

the new lead agency - is precisety the "chopping [ofl a large project into many little ones" that

Berkeley Keep Jets forbids.

B. The Demolition Permits Are Not Purely Ministerial Because They Are Part of a
Discretionary Projecl

The County may be tempted to treat BDE2600006 and BDE2600008 as ministerial
building-safety permits exempt from CEQA. That analysis fails on these facts. Under CEQA
Guidelines section 15268(d), "[w]here a project involves an approval that contains elements of
both a ministerial action and a discretionary action, the project will be deemed to be

discretionary and will be subject to the requirements of CEQA." The '\rhole of the action" here

- the West Campus Upper Plateau Project - is indisputably discretionary; it requires a general

plan amendment, change of zone, specific plan, development agreement, tentative map, and

related approvals, as confirmed by Meridian's owl counsel in the Buchalter Letter. Issuance of
the demolition permits in furtherance of that discretionary project therefore triggers CEQA
review.

C. Issuance of the Permits Would Constitute Unlawful Pre-Commitment

The California Supreme Court has repeatedly condemned "pre-commitment" to a project
before CEQA review is complete . (Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116,

138-139; Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263,282-283.)
Authorizing the demolition of the very stn-lctures analyzed in the Final EIR for a project the

developer is actively pursuing - before the County has performed any CEQA analysis as lead

agency - would foreclose meaningful consideration of alternatives (including a no-project or
reduced-project alternative that preserves existing structures) and mitigation, and would signal to

the public and to the developer that the County has already decided the project will proceed. That

is the textbook definition of pre-commitment.

D. The County's Assumption of furisdiction Reinforces, Rather Than Eliminates,
Its CEQA Obligations.

The Response Letter correctly notes that land use jurisdiction over the Properly
transferred from the March JPA to the County. That transfer makes the Counfy the lead agency

for the "whole of the action," including any future entitlement application by Meridian and any
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County of Riverside
May 26,2026

antecedent demolition, grading, or site-preparation activity. Meridian's own counsel took the

position in the Buchalter Letter that the County must "assume all land use obligations and

responsibilities borne by the MJPA and that pending entitlement applications will be fully and

completely assumed and duly processed by the County." (Buchalter Letter at 2.) Meridian
cannot, consistent with its own stated position, now ask the County to pretend there is no

pending project when the County's own permit counter receives a demolition application for the

same parcels.

m. Request for Action.

For the foregoing reasons, R-NOW respectfully requests that the County:

1. Deny, or in the alternative continue indefinitely, demolition permit applications

BDE2600006 and 8DE2600008 until the County has completed CEQA review of
the West Campus Upper Plateau Project as lead agency;

2. Decline to issue any further demolition, grading, or related ground-disturbing
permit on Parcel Nos. 297-090-0 1 0, 297 -080-022, 297 -090-0 12, 297'090-00 1,

297 -090-021 , 294-020-044, 297 -080-021 , arid 297 -090-0 I 9 absent CEQA
compliance by the County;

3. Issue and enforce a written stop-work order prohibiting any further demolition,
removal of utility poles or transformers, or other ground-disturbing activity on the

Property - including any disturbance of structures identified in the Final EIR as

containing asbestos, lead-based paint, PCB-containing transfonners, or treated-

wood poles - pending resolution of Code Enforcement Case CVCO 260097 afi
completion of CEQA review; and

4. Confirrn in writing, within five (5) business days of this letter, that no demolition,
grading, or related permit will issue for the Properfy without prior CEQA review
by the County as lead agency.

R-NOW reseryes all rights, including its right to seek injunctive relief and a writ of
mandate under Public Resources Code section2ll68.9 and Code of Civil Procedure sections

1085 and 1094.5 if the County issues the demolition permits or otherwise authorizes ftrther
ground-disturbing activify without first complying with CEQA.

I may be contacted at (3I0) 982-1760 or jamie.hall@channellawgroup.com if you have

any questions, cofilments, or concerns. We appreciate the County's attention to this matter and

look forward to your prompt response.

Sincerely,

Jamie T. Hall

5



rvrwlioia UUShman
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cc: Minh C. Tran, County Counsel (mitran@rivco.org)
iose r\ledina, First District Supervisor (district 1 @rivco. org)
Rania O denbau gh, TLMA Director (rodenb augh@rivco. org)
John Hildebrand, Plann i n g Director (hildebr@rivco. org)
Sarah Moore, Assistant Planning Director (smoore@rivco.org)
Sam Shahrouri, Director, Building and Safety (sshahrouri@rivco.org)
Brian Contino, Director, Code Enforcement (bcontino@rivco.org)
Riverside Neighbors Opposing Warehouses (R-NOW)
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Channel Law Group, LLP

May 26,2026

r.rwoponse ro Lounry Uounse-l's March 13, 2026, Letter Regarding
Demolition Permits and Stop Work Order for Parcel Nos. 297-090-010,

297 -080 -022, and 297 -090-0 1 2 (BDE2 600006 and BDE2 60000 8) -
West Campus Upper Plateau Project

E,XHIBIT A
Letter from Grace I. Martin, DPPD, Chief Executive Officer, March
Joint Powers Authority, to Jennifer Larratt-Smith, Chair, R-NOW

dated November 12,2025
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November 12.2025

Jenni lcr Larratt-Sm ith- Chair
R-NOW
16069 Van Buren Boulevard. #114-314
Riverside. CA 92508

Via email to

RE: Grant Deed for the West Campus Uppcr Plateau

Dear Ms. Larratt-Smith:

The March Joint Powers Authority is in receipt of your September 8 letter regarding the

Grant Deed for the property commonly known as the West Campus Upper Plateau. Plcase accept

this letter as the Authority's response.

In your letter. you ask which entity is considered the Grantor under the Crant Deed. The

Gmntor is identified in the deed as the March Joint Powers Authority. Nothing has changed in

that regard. nor would a transition of land use authority affect property rights sttch as reversionary

rights. You also inquire regarding the termination process under the Grant Deed. Please note that

the power of termination, under Section 4.1 of the Grant Deed, becomes enfbrceable "upon each

andevery conveyance, assignment, lease, gift, transfer. .. orother alienation by Granteeof allor
any portion of the Property . . . ." The Grantee is listed as Meridian Park. LLC. To our knowledge

no transfer triggering the enforceability of the power of termination has occurred.

With regard to land use matters (including luture development agreement negotiations),

the Authority w'ill defer to the County as the current land use authority for the West Campus Upper

Plateau. To the extent the Authority's presence would be helpful for luture discussions regarding

a path ibrrvard. I would bc more than happy to participate.

Sin lr.

racc [. Martin. DPPD
Chief, Executive Officer

Paqkway. Ste.,I{O f ive-7pi{e; QA925IB @ www:marchjpa.com..i+*;/sfoiij 
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