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August 16, 2021 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY 

California Department of Corrections and 
Rehabilitation Facility Planning, Construction and 
Management Division  
Attention: Peter Connelly, Jr.  
P.O. Box 942833  
Sacramento, California 94283-0001  
E-mail: CDCRChinoMHCF@ascentenvironmental.com 

Re: California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility Project 
State Clearinghouse No. 2018072022 
Draft Partially Revised Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Connelly: 

Our law firm serves as the City Attorney’s office for the City of Chino and the following 
comments on the Draft Partially Revised Environmental Impact Report (“RDEIR”) for the 
California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility (“MHCF”) Project are made on behalf 
of the City of Chino, the City of Chino Hills, the County of San Bernardino and the Chino Valley 
Independent Fire District. 

As is explained in the RDEIR itself, the RDEIR was prepared in response to the superior 
court ruling in a lawsuit filed by the City of Chino, the City of Chino Hills, the County of San 
Bernardino and the Chino Valley Independent Fire District (collectively, “Petitioners”).  City of 
Chino et al. v. California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, et al., San Bernardino 
Superior Court Case No. CIVDS 1917019 (the “Pending CEQA Case”).  Thus, one issue to be 
considered is whether the RDEIR responds to the issues in that ruling on which the superior court 
found in favor of the Petitioners.  In fact, it does not do so with respect to the environmental 
baseline and traffic analysis issues. 

Environmental Setting 

In prior comment letters regarding the DEIR released for review on December 6, 2018, 
Petitioners raised the issue of the poor condition of the California Institution for Men (“CIM”) as 
documented in a report released by the Inspector General in 2008 (the “2008 Audit”).  In the 
Pending CEQA Case, Petitioners contended that the failure to describe the conditions identified in 
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the 2008 Audit and explain what had been done to address them was a failure on the part of CDCR 
to accurately describe the environmental baseline. 

The superior court agreed with Petitioners on this issue: 

Due to the vague and undefined references to “on-going repairs and 
improvements,” it is unclear whether the baseline describes existing conditions, 
future conditions, or some combination.  The EIR’s failure to state clearly and 
definitely what repairs and improvements have already been made and what still 
needs to be done renders the baseline analysis uncertain.  If the findings in the 2008 
Audit are no longer accurate, an adequate description of the current conditions will 
demonstrate that.  Insofar as the 2008 Audit may still describe some existing 
conditions at CIM, a discussion of the intended corrective measures is required.  As 
written, the EIR prevents an informed comparison of pre-project and post-project 
conditions.  The Draft and Final EIRs therefore fail as informational documents. 
(See, e.g., County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 
Cal.App.4th 931, 955.)  Therefore, the petition is granted as [to] the first cause of 
action. 

[Italic emphasis in original, underscore emphasis added.] 

Instead of responding to the superior court’s direction to “state clearly and definitely what 
repairs and improvements have already been made and what still needs to be done,” CDCR has 
limited the revised discussion of the baseline to the footprint of the MHCF project, as if it were 
going to be constructed in the middle of five miles of vacant land and nothing around the footprint 
could possibly be affected by the project or be relevant to CEQA analysis.  If that were the case, 
no EIR would ever have to describe, as is customary, the land uses surrounding a proposed project. 
Without such a description it would be impossible to analyze or address mitigation of impacts 
beyond the boundary of that area.  A refusal to accurately describe what surrounds a proposed 
project is utterly anathema to the CEQA process and completely disregards the synergy among 
facilities when a proposed project involves construction only in a part of a larger development or 
campus.  Instead of responding to the superior court’s direction, CDCR has in effect said “no, we 
don’t have to address the issues raised by the 2008 Audit,” despite the fact no court of appeal has 
reversed the superior court’s determination that such a description is required. 

CDCR’s narrow focus on what must be described in an EIR misses the point.  The issue is 
not whether there will be physical changes to other existing buildings and infrastructure as part of 
the MHCF project; the issue is how the MHCF project affects the environment around it, which 
includes CIM as a whole, and those impacts may differ depending on the condition of that 
environment.   
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In Section 3.1.2 of the RDEIR (p. 3-7), CDCR argues the 2008 Audit is irrelevant, stating 
“the Project will have no impact on any other structures at CIM. . . . The project would not require 
any modification of, interconnection with, demolition of, use of, or other physical change to any 
existing buildings and infrastructure other than those considered critical to the project, as addressed 
in the sections above.”  CDCR expects the public to take this statement on faith, and refuses to 
provide the information necessary to enable the public to examine the claim.  To make matters 
worse, in the context of a prison, a facility which the public cannot simply enter and exit at will, it 
is not possible for the public to do its own investigation of possible impacts in order to rebut 
CDCR’s claims.  Accordingly, simply refusing to accurately describe conditions at CIM in the 
face of demands from the public for such a description, and direction from the superior court to 
provide such a description, is not an appropriate response. 

The RDEIR must be revised to address the issue identified by the superior court, to “state 
clearly and definitely what repairs and improvements have already been made and what still needs 
to be done.”  If CDCR does not want to provide such a description, it must first file an appeal and 
obtain a decision from the court of appeal reversing the superior court’s conclusion on this issue. 

Traffic Analysis 

Petitioners do not disagree with CDCR’s conclusion in the RDEIR (Section 3.2.1) that, if 
traffic analysis based on level of service (LOS) is to continue to be applied to this project, based 
on the number of additional trips that would be generated by inmate patient traffic, no further 
intersection analysis or mitigation is required.  However, Petitioners disagree with the conclusion 
in the RDEIR (Section 3.2.2) that the traffic analysis issue is now moot. 

As noted in the RDEIR, the superior court has proposed a revision to its ruling regarding 
the traffic analysis for the project on the theory the analysis is moot because the law now requires 
traffic analysis to be based on vehicle miles travelled (VMT).  While the superior court concluded 
initially that CDCR had not properly taken inmate patient traffic into consideration, the superior 
court, on June 24, 2021, proposed a change in its ruling on the traffic analysis.  Respondents 
submitted objections to the proposed change, arguing that, because of the change in the law 
regarding the basis for analysis of traffic impacts, coupled with the fact the CEQA process 
regarding the MHCF project has not yet been completed and changes in the law apply to CEQA 
documents sent out for review after the law has changed, CDCR must conduct a new traffic 
analysis based on VMT.  A copy of the objections filed by Respondents is attached hereto and 
incorporated herein by this reference. 
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A hearing regarding Respondents’ objections to the proposed change in the superior court’s 
ruling is scheduled for August 18, 2021.  Accordingly, no further action should be taken by CDCR 
with regard to the RDEIR until the superior court has announced its decision regarding whether it 
will change its ruling. 

Very truly yours, 

ALESHIRE & WYNDER, LLP 

June S. Ailin 
Partner 

JSA:jsa 

Attachment – Petitioners’ Objection to Proposed Change in 
Part III-E. of the Court’s Ruling 

cc: Matt Ballantyne, City Manager 
Nick Liguori, Director of Development Services 
Fred Galante, City Attorney, City of Chino 
Elizabeth Calciano, Assistant City Attorney, City of Chino Hills  
Jason M. Searles, Deputy County Counsel 
Isaac Rosen, General Counsel, Chino Valley Independent Fire District 

001-6



1 ALESHIRE & WYNDER, LLP 
JUNE S. AILIN, State Bar No. 109498 

2    jailin@awattorneys.com 
FRED GALANTE, State Bar No. 178421 

3    fgalante@awattorneys.com 
ALONDRA ESPINOSA, State Bar No. 315095 

4    aespinosa@awattorneys.com 
JEFFREY D. HARADA, State Bar No. 245187 

5    jharada@awattorneys.com 
2361 Rosecrans Ave., Suite 475 

6 El Segundo, California 90245 
Telephone: (310) 527-6660 

7 Facsimile: (310) 532-7395 

8 Attorneys for Petitioner, CITY Of CHINO 

9 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

10 COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO, SAN BERNARDINO DISTRICT 

11

12 CITY OF CHINO, a municipal corporation; 
CHINO VALLEY INDEPENDENT FIRE 

13 DISTRICT, a special district; COUNTY OF 
SAN BERNARDINO, a political subdivision; 

14 CITY OF CHINO HILLS, a municipal 
corporation, 

15 
Plaintiff, 

16 
v. 

17 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 

18 CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION; 
RALPH DIAZ, in his official capacity as 

19 secretary of the California Department of 
Corrections and Rehabilitation; and DOES 1 to  

20 30, Inclusive, 

21 Defendant. 

22

23

24 TO THE COURT AND TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

25 Petitioners disagree with the Court’s conclusion the issue of CDCR’s failure to include 

26 inmate-patient trips to and from the MHCF is moot.  Either section III-E. of the Ruling on Submitted 

27 Matter issued on February 24, 2021 (the “Original Ruling”) should be changed to require CDCR to 

28 prepare a new analysis of transportation impacts based on vehicle miles travelled (VMT), or the 
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PETITIONERS’ OBJECTION TO PROPOSED CHANGE IN PART III-E. OF THE COURT’S RULING

Case No. CIVDS1917019 

[Exempt From Filing Fee 
Government Code § 6103] 

13    PETITIONERS’ OBJECTION TO 
PROPOSED CHANGE IN PART III-E. OF 
THE COURT’S RULING 1 

12 

1The Hon. DAVID COHN, Dept. S26 
R Action Filed: 06/07/2019 

1
R 

1 
6 

Screen Reader Instructions: This part of the document contains line numbers 1 through 28 which correlate to specific lines on each page 
for citation purposes. These line numbers have been made bold. If you want to have the line numbers announced in a way which 
differentiates them from the regular flow of content, turn on the announcement of bold text. Lines with no content have been marked as 
background and will not be announced.



1 Original Ruling should remain unchanged in recognition of the informational function of the EIR, 

2 which is unaffected by Public Resources Code § 21099.1  

3 1. 

4 The Guideline regarding determining the significance of transportation impacts provides that 

5 it “shall apply prospectively as described in [Guidelines] section 15007.”  (Guidelines § 

6 15064.3(c).)2   Section 15007 reads as follows: 

7 (a) T=These guidelines will be amended from time to time to match new 

8 developments relating to CEQA. 

9 (b)

10 requirements in amendments will apply to steps in the CEQA process not yet 

11 undertaken by the date when agencies must comply with the amendments. 

12 (c)

13 document is sent out for public review, the document shall not need to be revised to 

14 conform to any new content requirements in guideline amendments taking effect 

15 before the document is finally approved. 

16 (d) 

17 to the guidelines beginning with the earlier of the following two dates: 

18 (1) 

19 conform to the new guideline amendments; or 

20 (2) O The 120th day after the effective date of the guideline 

21 amendments. 

22

23

24 1 Petitioners’ position is that the correct conclusion, as discussed below, is that CDCR must prepare 
a new traffic analysis based on VMT.  Petitioners do not intend, by also proposing an alternative 

25 conclusion, to waive the right to assert on appeal that the correct conclusion is that CDCR must 
prepare a new traffic analysis based on VMT.  Petitioners propose the alternative only as a means 

26 of ensuring that, if it becomes necessary for Petitioners to appeal and that appeal is unsuccessful, 
the ruling is something other than a conclusion that the inmate-patient traffic issue is moot. 27 

28 2 References to sections are to the CEQA Guidelines unless otherwise indicated. 
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 V= Amendments to the guidelines apply prospectively only. New 

 N
O=

P=Prospective Operation of Amended Guidelines Is Not As Simple As It First Appears 

If a document meets the content requirements in effect when the 

N Public agencies shall comply with new requirements in amendments 
S=

N The effective date of the agency’s procedures amended to 
U=

M=



1 (e) N=Public agencies may implement any permissive or advisory elements 

2 of the guidelines beginning with the effective date of the guideline amendments. 

3 [Emphasis added.] 

4 Note that § 15007 is focused on applicable requirements for the content of the EIR, not on 

5 whether an impact is significant and requires mitigation. 

6 2. 

7 Events; Analysis of the Prospective Application of Guidelines § 15007 Leads to the 

8 Conclusion CDCR Must Conduct a New Traffic Analysis Based on VMT 

9 In Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento (2019) 43 Cal.App.5th 

10 609, 625 (“Citizens”), one of the issues raised by the petitioner was “that the 2035 General Plan’s 

11 impacts on traffic congestion in certain areas of the City constitute significant impacts within the 

12 meaning of CEQA, and that the City failed to property analyze and mitigate such impacts.”    When 

13 Citizens was decided by the court of appeal in mid-November 2019, the law on traffic analysis was 

14 in transition.  Under Public Resources Code § 21099, LOS was no longer the proper standard for 

15 determining the significance of traffic impacts, but VMT would not be the required standard until 

16 July 1, 2020, a date then approximately 6 and half months away.  The fact VMT was not yet required 

17 influenced the court’s decision in Citizens.  Because the issue pertained to the significance of the 

18 transportation impacts, and because of the timing of the CEQA process in that case relative to when 

19 VMT analysis would apply statewide, there was nothing the court of appeal could require the lead 

20 agency to do at that time about further traffic analysis.  (Id. at 625-626.) 

21 In this case, however, the issue identified in the Original Ruling with regard to traffic was 

22 an informational issue that might or might not have had any impact on the significance of traffic 

23 impacts.  The issue, which was identified in the Original Ruling as a “failure of the Final EIR as an 

24 informational document,” was that inmate-patient trips were not considered in the Transportation 

25 Impact Analysis.  (Original Ruling at page 26.)  However, CDCR’s Final EIR stands in a different 

26 temporal relationship to the implementation of VMT analysis than the EIR that was the subject of 

27 Citizens. 

28 / / / 
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1 The Draft EIR regarding the MHCF was made available for public review on December 6, 

2 2018 (AR 1282), 22 days before Guidelines § 15064.3 was certified by the Secretary of the Natural 

3 Resources Agency.  Under Guidelines § 15007(b), the Draft EIR could proceed with a traffic 

4 analysis based on LOS, level of service.  The Draft EIR concluded traffic impacts were not 

5 significant.  However, notwithstanding that conclusion, the court found in the Original Ruling that 

6 the failure to consider inmate-patient trips in the Transportation Impact Analysis was a flaw that 

7 needed to be addressed.  “[T]he assertion that the Project ‘would not result in a substantial increase 

8 in overall intersection delay, and this issue does not warrant further study’ (AR 170) is unsupported 

9 by the record resulting in a failure of the Final EIR as an informational document.”  The issue was 

10 an informational one, not one relating to the significance of automobile delay.  Public Resources 

11 Code § 21099 does nothing to relieve lead agencies from their informational responsibilities.   

12 The timeline of events in this case relative to the transition from LOS to VMT as the proper 

13 methodology for traffic impact analysis, however, is different in this case from that in Citizens and 

14 must lead to a different result.  Here is a comparison of the timeliness affecting the EIRs in Citizens 

15 and in this case: 

16 Citizens CDCR 

17 Draft EIR released August 2014  12/6/2018  (AR 1282) 

18 Final EIR certified     3/3/2015    5/8/2019  (AR 10-14) 

19 § 15064.3 effective 12/28/2018 12/28/2018 

20 Court of appeal decision 11/26/2019 

21 VMT becomes mandatory     7/1/2020    7/1/2020 

22 Entry of judgment    7/??/2021 

23 The court of appeal in Citizens stated that, in mandamus proceedings, the law that should be 

24 applied is the law in effect at the time of judgment.  (Id. at 626.) When the court of appeal in Citizens 

25 entered its opinion, under subdivision (c) of § 15064.3, the city could have elected to adopt VMT 

26 as its traffic analysis standard, but it had not done so.  Further, at the time, VMT was months away 

27 from being mandatory and under Public Resources Code § 21099(b)(2) LOS was no longer 

28 applicable.  (Id. at 625-626.)  Thus, the issue of how traffic impacts should be analyzed was not 
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1 moot in the sense of having been resolved.  Rather, the court of appeal found itself in a situation in 

2 which

3 the court of appeal could order the city to follow. 

4 That is not the case here.  VMT is now in effect, and under § 15007, this court, having found 

5 the traffic analysis in the Final EIR deficient, should order CDCR to analyze traffic impacts based 

6 on VMT.  Because LOS is no longer the applicable standard, § 15007 requires CDCR to prepare a 

7 traffic analysis based on VMT.   

8 Guideline § 15007(c) provides that “[i]f a document meets the content requirements in effect 

9 when the document is sent out for public review, the document shall not need to be revised to 

10 conform to any new content requirements.”  However, this court has found that the EIR did not meet 

11 the content requirements in effect when either the Draft EIR or the Final EIR was sent out for review. 

12 This court has found that analysis was deficient because it did not take inmate-patient trips into 

13 account.  As described in § 15007(b), steps remain in the CEQA process due to this litigation which 

14 will be undertaken after VMT became the required standard for analysis of traffic impacts under § 

15 15064.3.  Therefore, if the court is going to change its ruling, rather than finding that the traffic 

16 analysis issue is moot, the court should require CDCR to redo the traffic analysis for the MHCF on 

17 the basis of VMT and that analysis should include the inmate-patient trips, many of which will 

18 involve travelling a significant number of miles. 

19 Accordingly, if the court if going to revise the Original Ruling, the revision should provide 

20 that CDCR must redo the transportation impact analysis based on VMT.   

21 3. O Alternatively, The Informational Function of the EIR Still Warrants Revision of the O
22 Traffic Analysis to Include Inmate-Patient Traffic 

23 The Draft EIR regarding the MHCF was made available for public review on December 6, 

24 2018 (AR 1282), 22 days before Guidelines § 15064.3 was certified by the Secretary of the Natural 

25 Resources Agency.  At the time, under Guidelines § 15007(b), the Draft EIR could proceed with a 

26 traffic analysis based on LOS, level of service.  The Draft EIR concluded traffic impacts were not 

27 significant.  However, notwithstanding that conclusion, the court found in the Original Ruling that 

28 the failure to consider inmate-patient trips in the Transportation Impact Analysis was a flaw that 
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 there was no law then applicable regarding analysis of the significance of traffic impacts that 



1 needed to be addressed.  “[T]he assertion that the Project ‘would not result in a substantial increase 

2 in overall intersection delay, and this issue does not warrant further study’ (AR 170) is unsupported 

3 by the record resulting in a failure of the Final EIR as an informational document.”  (Original Ruling 

4 at p. 26 [emph. added].)  Thus, the issue was an informational one, not one relating to the 

5 significance of a traffic impact based on automobile delay.  Public Resources Code § 21099 does 

6 nothing to relieve lead agencies of their informational responsibilities.   

7 For purposes of determining the prospective effect of amendments to the Guidelines, section 

8 15007 is focused on content requirements, not on what is or is not a significant impact that must be 

9 mitigated if it is feasible to do so.  This focus is important because an EIR is not prepared solely for 

10 the benefit of the decisionmakers who must decide whether or not to approve a project.  It is also an 

11 informational document for the benefit of the public.  “The purpose of an environmental impact 

12 report is to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the 

13 effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment.”  (Public Resources Code § 

14 21061 [emph. added]; Guidelines § 15003(b)-(e); Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport 

15 Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1220.)  Information useful to the public can be properly 

16 included in an EIR without it necessarily resulting in a conclusion that there is a significant impact 

17 on the environment that requires mitigation.  (See, South of Market Community Action Network v. 

18 City & County of San Francisco (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 347 [EIR included information on 

19 possible wind tunnel effects of mixed use project even though such effects were below significance 

20 threshold; including such information in EIR did not necessarily mean mitigation was required].)  

21 Failure to meet informational disclosure requirements may be a prejudicial abuse of discretion 

22 regardless of whether the outcome of the analysis would have been different if the informational 

23 requirements were met.  (Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 

24 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1392.) 

25 That increases in traffic are still relevant from an informational standpoint is reflected in the 

26 fact lead agencies still must consider transportation impacts when analyzing air quality, noise, safety 

27 or any other impact associated with transportation.  (Public Resources Code § 21099(b)(3).  Thus, 

28 the volume of inmate-patient traffic is still relevant even if LOS is no longer a basis for determining 

01225.0003/726140.1 -6-
PETITIONERS’ OBJECTION TO PROPOSED CHANGE IN PART III-E. OF THE COURT’S RULING



1 the significance of transportation impacts.  If the court is not persuaded that CDCR must analyze 

2 traffic impacts based on VMT, then requiring a revision of the traffic analysis to take into account 

3 inmate-patient trips is still warranted by the informational aspect of CEQA. 

4

5 DATED:  July 2, 2021 ALESHIRE & WYNDER, LLP 
JUNE S. AILIN 
FRED GALANTE 6

7

8 
By: 

9 JUNE S. AILIN 
Attorneys for Petitioner, CITY Of CHINO

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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1 PROOF OF SERVICE 

2 City of Chino, et al. v. California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation; Ralph Diaz 
Case No. CIVDS1917019 

3 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

4 
At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this action.  I am 

5 employed in the County of Los Angeles, State of California.  My business address is 2361 Rosecrans 
Ave., Suite 475, El Segundo, CA 90245. 

6 
On July 2, 2021, I served true copies of the following document(s) described as 

7 PETITIONERS’ OBJECTION TO PROPOSED CHANGE IN PART III-E. OF THE 
COURT’S RULING on the interested parties in this action as follows: 

8 
SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

9 
BY MAIL:  I enclosed the document(s) in a sealed envelope or package addressed to the 

10 persons at the addresses listed in the Service List and placed the envelope for collection and mailing, 
following our ordinary business practices.  I am readily familiar with the practice of Aleshire & 

11 Wynder, LLP for collecting and processing correspondence for mailing.  On the same day that 
correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business 

12 with the United States Postal Service, in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid.  I am a 
resident or employed in the county where the mailing occurred.  The envelope was placed in the 

13 mail at El Segundo, California. 

14 BY E-MAIL OR ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION:  Based on a court order or an 
agreement of the parties to accept service by e-mail or electronic transmission, I caused the 

15 document(s) to be sent from e-mail address cevans@awattorneys.com to the persons at the e-mail 
addresses listed in the Service List.  I did not receive, within a reasonable time after the transmission, 

16 any electronic message or other indication that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

17 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct. 

18 
Executed on July 2, 2021, at El Segundo, California. 

19 

20

21 
Claire Z. Evans

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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1 SERVICE LIST 

2 City of Chino, et al. v. California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation; Ralph Diaz 
Case No. CIVDS1917019 

3 
Eric M. Katz, Supervising Deputy Attorney General 

4 Carol A. Zimmerman Boyd, Deputy Attorney 
General 5 300 South Spring Street, Suite 1702 

6 Los Angeles, CA  90013 
Telephone:  (213) 269-6359 

7 Facsimile:   (213) 897-2802 
Email:  Carol.Boyd@doj.ca.gov 

8 
BEST, BEST & KRIEGER LLP 9 
Jeffrey S. Ballinger, State Bar No. 205531 

10 Isaac M. Rosen, State Bar No. 296369 
300 South Grand Ave., 

11 25th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Telephone: (213) 617-8100 12 Facsimile: (213) 617-7480 

13 Email:  jeff.ballinger@bbklaw.com 
             isaac.rosen@bbklaw.com 

14 
Michelle D. Blakemore, State Bar No. 110474 

15 County Counsel  
Bart W. Brizzee, State Bar No. 120475 

16 Principal Assistant County Counsel 
Jason M. Searles, State Bar No. 285896 

17 Deputy County Counsel 
OFFICE OF COUNTY COUNSEL 

18 COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 

19 San Bernardino, CA  92415-0140 
Telephone: (909) 387-5445 

20 Facsimile: (909) 387-5462 
Email:  mblakemore@cc.sbcounty.gov 

21              bbrizzee@cc.sbcounty.gov 
             jason.searles@cc.sbcounty.gov 

22 
HENSLEY LAW GROUP 

23 Mark D. Hensley, State Bar no. 142653 
Elizabeth M. Calciano, State Bar No. 161080 

24 2600 West Olive Avenue, Suite 500 
Burbank, CA  91505  

25 Telephone: (818) 333-5120  
Facsimile: (818) 333-5121  

26 Email:    mhensley@hensleylawgroup.com 
               ecalciano@hensleylawgroup.com 

27

28
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Attorneys for Respondents, 
California Department of Corrections 
and Ralph Diaz 

Attorneys for Petitioner, 
CHINO VALLEY INDEPENDENT 
FIRE DISTRICT 

Attorneys for Petitioner,  
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

Attorneys for Petitioner, 
CITY OF CHINO HILLS 



August 11, 2021 

To Mr. Peter Connelly, Jr., California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Facility 

Planning, Construction and Management Division, 

I am writing regarding the Notice of Availability and Public Comment Opportunity for a Draft 

Partially Revised Environmental Impact Report. I recently received. It is regarding the State 

wanting to build a "Mental Health Crisis Facility at the California Institution for Men at Chino." 

The following are some of my questions concerning this facility. 

1. Back on 6-22-19 The Chino Champion updated regarding the Chino Prison Mental

Hospital. It stated the size increase was 13.1% (61,000 to 69,000 square feet, while the

cost was increased 156.9% ($36 to $92.5 million)? At THAT time it was a ridiculous

amount of increase, monetarily. Now after the pandemic who knows what the costs will

be?

2. What will be done to address safety concerns of the citizens of Chino and the First

Responders concerning, escapes from CIM? Who will be responsible for the cost of

additional precautions to be taken by the Mental Hospital? Who will be responsible for

compensation for the homeowners/taxpayers/business people who take a loss on their

property? What about the crunibling infer-structure of the current prison facilities?

What would be done regarding the additionalrieeds .and pre(:autions atthe inclusion of

women to the men's prison Mental Hospital; which l do NOT recall having been

discussed?

3. What is being done to make the city of Chino a "safe" place while locating the Mental

Hospital here? The prison has been here many years, with protections for the local

citizens generally sufficient, with a number of exceptions. With the inclusion of the

Mental Hospital what additional protection is the State taking for the safety of the Chino

Citizens? We would then be dealing with prisoners with serious Mental Health problems

which demand special additional protections. Will the precautions be sufficient for the

safety of our citizens, just who will pay for this?

4. Additionally, as we are hopefully coming out of the pandemic and NOT returning to

lockdown is it wise to committee to such a large project? Could there be another

lockdown. What about all of the citizens who were .unable to work, the businesses that

closed? Just where will this tax money be coming from?Don't you believe we,as a

city/county, have been through enough? Why put the city through this, now?

These are just a few of my q1,.1estions, I do not feel have been addressed satisfactory by

the State. I have even re.ad the Partially Revised Environmental Impact Report for the

California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Pacility Projectdt still left my

questions unanswered. 
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I have attended a number of meetings and written and called my local, State and 

Federal Officials regarding this matter. I have received several responses but NONE 

answering my questions. Additionally, I question WHY the State is so strongly intent on 

this Mental Hospital here in Chino. It was been attempted before by the State! A 

number of years ago I remember the State wanting to put an AIDS wing at this same 

prison. Thankfully, it was not put in. Why does it seem that every ten years or so the 

STATE tries to put something, no one wants in their backyard, here in Chino? Chino has 

worked very hard to change the name Chino. When people would hear Chino people 

automatically thought of the prison. Over the years Chino has had the Rancho Rides, Jr. 

Fair, Christmas Parades, all positive things to overcome people thinking Chino/prison. 

Chino was also named one of the 100 Best 100 Communities for Young People. Now the 

State wants to throw ALL the hard work away, without any consideration for the work, 

sweat, and tears people put in to changing the image, over the years! 

I would appreciate a prompt response to my questions and comments in this letter. I 

wrote similar letters of concern in Mid-July, 2019. 

    
Joannelavello 

5009 Lincoln Avenue 

Chino, CA 91710 

Cc/: Congresswoman Norma Torres 

State Assemblyman Freddie Rodrfguez 

State Senator Connie Leyva 

S.B. County Supervisor, 4th • District, Curt Hagman 

Chino Mayor Eunice Ulloa 

Mr. Matt Ballantyne, Chino City Manager 

Mr. Peter Connelly, Jr., Construction Management Division, Ca. 

Corrections 

Department of 
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