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June 16, 2015 

 

San Bernardino County 

Land Use Services Department 

Attention:  Heidi Duron, Supervising Planner 

385 N. Arrowhead Ave., First Floor 

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0187 

(909) 387-8311 

Email: hduron@lusd.sbccounty.gov 

 

SUBJECT: 

Notice of Preparation 

Date:  May 18, 2015 

To:  Responsible Agencies and Interested Parties 

Subject:  Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Project Title:  Joshua Tree General Retail Project 

 

Dear Ms. Duron and members of the Lead Agency, 

 

My name is Julia Buckley and I am a full time resident in the Village of Joshua Tree.  I am 

an interested party in this matter and I ask that my comments herein be reviewed and 

considered by the Lead Agency for the Project described above in the Subject line.   

 

Per the NOP, I understand that the following has to date occurred in this regard; 

 In 2012 the County prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) which was 

then modified with minor revisions recirculated between November 13 2012 – 

December 12 2012 after which time the County adopted the MND and approved the 

Project in early 2013. 

 A Lawsuit was filed in Superior Court which challenged the adequacy of the MND, 

specifically; 

o Item a. County violated CEQA by failing to valuate potential “urban decay” 

impacts related to the project 

o Item b. Project description presented in MND inadequate in not listing Dollar 

General as tenant 

o Item c. Inconsistency with County General Plan and Joshua Tree Community 

Plan 

o Item d. Inadequacy of Traffic Generation Analysis. 

I further understand that the Court ruled in favor of County regarding items b, c and d. 

However the Court ordered further analysis in item a.  Therefore the EIR is being prepared 

based on item a.  My thoughts on item a are as follows: 
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First I was compelled to try and figure out why a desert village is considered urban 

at all (?) so I looked up the definition of “urban”. 

urban (ˈɜːbən  )  

Definitions 

adjective 
1. of, relating to, or constituting a city or town 
2. living in a city or town 
 

Then I looked up “Urban Decay” 

urban decay (ˈɜːbən dɪˈkeɪ)  or urban blight 

Definitions 

noun 
1. (sociology) the decay and deterioration of an urban area due to neglect or age   ⇒ The 

district is an enclave of high unemployment, urban decay and crime. 

It’s obvious that Joshua Tree isn’t a bustling city or a metropolitan area.  But some 

people say “our town” so I looked up the difference between an uncorporated village 

area and a town: 

village (ˈvɪlɪdʒ  )  

Definitions 

noun 
1. a small group of houses in a country area, larger than a hamlet 
2. the inhabitants of such a community collectively 
3. an incorporated municipality smaller than a town in various parts of the US and Canada 
4. a group of habitats of certain animals 
5. (New Zealand) a self-contained city area having its own shops, etc 

6. (modifier) of, relating to, or characteristic of a village   ⇒ a village green 
 

community (kəˈmjuːnɪtɪ  )  

Definitions 

noun 
(plural) -ties 

1. the people living in one locality 
2. the locality in which they live 
c. (as modifier)   ⇒ community spirit 

2. a group of people having cultural, religious, ethnic, or other characteristics in 

common   ⇒ the Protestant community 
3. a group of nations having certain interests in common 
4. the public in general; society 
5. common ownership or participation 

6. similarity or agreement   ⇒ community of interests 



7. (in Wales since 1974 and Scotland since 1975) the smallest unit of local government; a 
subdivision of a district 

8. (ecology) a group of interdependent plants and animals inhabiting the same region and 
interacting with each other through food and other relationships 

 

town (taʊn  )  

Definitions 

noun 
1.  

1. a densely populated urban area, typically smaller than a city and larger than a 
village, having some local powers of government and a fixed boundary 

2. (as modifier)   ⇒ town life related adjective urban 
2. a city, borough, or other urban area 
3. (in the US) a territorial unit of local government that is smaller than a county; township 
4. the nearest town or commercial district 

rural (ˈrʊərəl  )  

Definitions 

adjective 
1. of, relating to, or characteristic of the country or country life 
2. living in or accustomed to the country 
3. of, relating to, or associated with farming 

 
Okay so what are we? Joshua Tree is unincorporated and is rural desert.   

Sorry, no results for “rural desert” in the Collins English Dictionary. 
 

Unincorporated desert? 

Sorry, no results for “unincorporated desert” in the Collins English Dictionary. 
 

Let’s try the Websters dictionary… 

 

urban 

 adjective ur·ban \ˈər-bən\ 

: of or relating to cities and the people who live in them 
 

village 

 noun, vil·lage often attributive \ˈvi-lij\ 

: a small town in the country 

: the people who live in a village 
 

community 



 noun, com·mu·ni·ty often attributive \kə-ˈmyü-nə-tē\ 

: a group of people who live in the same area (such as a city, town, or neighborhood) 

: a group of people who have the same interests, religion, race, etc. 

: a group of nations 
 

town 

 noun \ˈtau̇n\ 

: a place where people live that is larger than a village but smaller than a city 

: the people in a town 

the town : the government of a town 
rural 

 adjective ru·ral \ˈru̇r-əl\ 

Full Definition of RURAL 

:  of or relating to the country, country people or life, or agriculture 

Rural Desert – Not Found 

Unincorporated Desert – Not Found 

Urban Decay – Not Found 

 

There is no term for when a chain store that is more than twice the size of an existing shop 

moves in to a village against the community plan.  Perhaps there should be. Perhaps it 

would be called “Commercial Blight”. 

I may propose this new definition;  

Commercial decay or commercial blight 

Definitions 

noun 
1. (sociology) the decay and deterioration of a n urban  village area due to neglect or 

age  commercial enterprise which diminishes village and community reputation and 
desirability based on a business plan that is contrary to village community plan.  
⇒ The district is an enclave of high unemployment, urban decay and crime. 

 

Something like that; I’ll work on the wording.  Thank you for the inspiration by the 
way. 

 

Water is another area that needs to be analyzed seeing as we are in a drought.   

 

The Traffic Study that was originally down is seriously outdated at 2012.  I know 
personally of one fatality that occurred on the road where the store would be located 



(Sunburst) which sadly occurred in the last month.  Also a near fatality occurred 
close by on Hwy. 62 last Saturday night. And those are only two that I personally 
know of; I understand there are more.  A traffic study is seriously delinquent in this 
regard.   

 

There are so many areas that this project is in conflict with the JT Community Plan 
that I’m going to paste the entire JT Community Plan just to be sure I don’t miss one 
of them.   
 
This is my letter and I ask that it be included in it’s entirety into the NOP responses 
which are due June 17, 2015.  I will sign my name at the very bottom after I have 
posted the Joshua Tree Community Plan and I will also indicate here my name is 
Julia G. Buckley of Joshua Tree.  Thank you.  This is page 5 of 23.  

Joshua Tree 
Community Plan 
Adopted March 13, 2007 
Effective April 12, 2007 
2 April 12, 2007 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
JT1.1 PURPOSE OF THE COMMUNITY PLAN 
The primary purpose of the Joshua Tree Community Plan is to guide the future use and development of land 
within the Joshua Tree Community Plan area in a manner that preserves the character and independent 
identity of the community. By setting goals and policies for the Joshua Tree community that are distinct from 
those applied countywide, the Community Plan outlines how the County of San Bernardino will manage and 
address growth while retaining the attributes that make Joshua Tree unique. 
Community plans focus on a particular community within the overall area covered by the General Plan of a 
jurisdiction. As an integral part of the overall General Plan, a community plan must be consistent with the 
General Plan. To facilitate consistency, the Joshua Tree Community Plan builds upon the goals and policies 
of each element of the General Plan. However, to avoid repetition, those goals and policies defined within the 
overall General Plan that adequately address the conditions of the community will not be repeated in this or 
other community plans. Instead, the policies that are included within the community plan should be regarded 
as refinements of broader General Plan goals and policies that have been customized to meet the specific 
needs or unique circumstances within individual communities. 

JT1.2 COMMUNITY BACKGROUND 

JT1.2.1 LOCATION 



Joshua Tree is nestled in the foothills in southeastern California’s Mojave Desert and is located in southcentral 
San Bernardino County. The Joshua Tree plan area covers approximately 93.6 square miles. The plan 
area is generally bordered on the north by the Twentynine Palms Marine Corps Base, partially on the east by 
the City of Twentynine Palms and Copper Mountain, on the south by the Joshua Tree National Park, on the 
southwest by the Town of Yucca Valley and on the northwest by the eastern boundary of the Homestead 
Valley Community Plan area. Joshua Tree is located approximately 76 miles east of San Bernardino and 32 
miles northeast of Palm Springs. The plan area is bisected by State Route 62, known as Twentynine Palms 
Highway (see Figure 1-1, Vicinity/Regional Context). 
Joshua Tree is near the center of the Morongo Basin region that stretches along Highway 62 from Morongo 
Valley through Homestead Valley, and includes area north along Highway 247 to Landers and surrounding 
communities. 
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Figure 1-1, Vicinity/Regional Context 
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JT1.2.2 HISTORY 

The first known inhabitants of the Joshua Tree area were the hunting and gathering Serrano Tribes. Although 
the Spanish and the Mormons both explored the area in later years, neither group settled permanently. The 
1850’s brought settlements by ranchers and miners as the area continued to be a primary cattle drive route to 
Arizona. Development began to accelerate somewhat when an access route to the Mojave Basin was 
developed. In 1963, this access route grew to its current highway status (now the Twentynine Palms Highway) 
and opened up the area to continued development. In the past several decades, the community has continued 
to grow with the help of increased recreational travel on the Twentynine Palms Highway to the Colorado 
River and the nearby Joshua Tree National Park, which was established in 1936 as a National Monument. 
Joshua Tree National Monument, now a well known tourist attraction, became a wilderness area airshed 
station in 1977 and a world biosphere reserve in 1984. In 1994 it was named a National Park, resulting in an 
additional 234,000 acres and 163,000 wilderness acres added to the park’s holdings. Total holdings are 
approximately 800,000 acres. 
Other developments from the 1900s include the: Hi-Desert Airport established in 1928-29, Joshua Tree 
Branch of the County Library established in 1945, the Joshua Tree Chamber of Commerce formed in 1947, 
and the establishment of the Joshua Tree Fire Protection District in 1948. The Joshua Basin Water District 
was chartered in 1963. The 1970’s brought the Joshua Tree Community Center and Hi-Desert Playhouse. In 
1984, The Joshua Tree Campus of College of the Desert, now known as Copper Mountain College, was built 
in the Panorama Heights area. While development has gradually increased in the Joshua Tree community, it 
has been slow; with growth from 7,439 residents in 1990 to about 8,016 in 2000. 
The original Joshua Tree Community Plan was adopted in September, 1980. The plan was intended as a short 
range plan to implement those portions of the General Plan that directly affected the community of Joshua 
Tree. The 1989 General Plan update proposed that comprehensive community plans be incorporated into the 
General Plan and Development Code, however full incorporation was not completed due to budget and staff 
constraints. The Phase I Scoping of the 2006 General Plan update, recommended that the Community Plan 
program be reinstated to help fulfill the need for development guidance within certain unique communities 
within the County. The Joshua Tree Community was selected as one of 13 areas that would have a 
community plan prepared in conjunction with Phase II of the San Bernardino County General Plan update. 

JT1.2.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY AREA 

The Joshua Tree Plan Area is located approximately 76 miles east of San Bernardino, and 32 miles north and 
east of Palm Springs. Joshua Tree has an average elevation between 2,500 and 3,500 feet above sea level. Its 



climate is mild to moderate. The area is cooler in the summertime than the low desert areas and warmer in 
winter than the nearby mountains. Local temperatures can range from a high of 110 degrees Fahrenheit, or 
higher, to a low of about 32 degrees Fahrenheit. Precipitation is usually in the winter months and is less than 
6 inches per year, although sporadic thunderstorms are not uncommon. With the occasional storms, several 
inches of rain may fall in a single event and can cause erosion of hillside areas and flash-flooding. The high 
elevation brings occasional winter snows. The planning area has soil composition that ranges from sandy to 
rocky. The east-west trending Pinto Mountain Fault divides the planning area roughly in half. 
Joshua Tree provides a preferred habitat for the Joshua tree plant that grows extensively throughout the plan 
area. The Joshua tree is a defining characteristic of the plan area that bears its name. The vegetative cover for 
the plan area also consists of yucca and bunchgrass, creosote, juniper, manzanita, catsclaw, sage, cactus and 
annual wildflowers. Wildlife that are native to the area include desert tortoise, jack and cottontail rabbits, 
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coyote, ground squirrels, chuckwalla, pinion jays, eagles, quail, roadrunnersa variety of lizards including 
collared, leopard, fringe-toed, spiny, fence, side-blotched, night and desert horned lizards, a variety of snakes 
including colubrid, race, patch-nosed, leaf-nosed, gopher blind snakes and boas, and a variety of migratory 
bird species. For a detailed list of the sensitive species associated with the various habitats within the plan 
area. See the Conservation Background Report of the General Plan. 

JT1.3 COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

JT1.3.1 UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS 

Nearby, Joshua Tree National Park, internationally recognized for its rock climbing opportunities, is a 
popular destination for many tourists interested in recreation opportunities such as hiking, camping and 
desert nature viewing. The community plan area shares many of the same rural characteristics of the National 
Park; as it is characterized by an abundance of open space and natural resources. The community plan area 
has historically been predominantly a retirement and second home community, with limited commercial 
development. Increased homebuilding and increased full-time population are more recent trends in the 
community. 

JT1.3.2 ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

A series of public meetings for the preparation of the plan were held in 2003 and 2004. The issues and 
concerns identified in this section are based on input from those meetings. Several issues set Joshua Tree 
apart from other desert communities suggesting that different strategies for future growth may be 
appropriate. Among these are: 

A. RELATIONSHIP TO THE JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK 

The Park is a significant natural resource that provides residents and visitors with ample scenic, 
recreation, economic and cultural opportunities. Joshua Tree is a gateway community that serves as 
an entry point to the Joshua Tree National Park. The west entrance to the Park is located in the 
southeast portion of the Joshua Tree plan area. In 2001, according to the National Park Service, 
Joshua Tree National Park had 1,280,917 recreational visitors. Of that total, 1,024,733 were non-local 
day, hotel and camp visitors. According to the 2001 National Park Service, it was one of the most 
visited National Parks in California. Joshua Tree National Park attracted more visitors than Sequoia 
National Park and Redwood National Park, which had 846,895 and 291,264 non-local day, hotel and 
camp visitors respectively. Many residents believe that as a gateway community, the plan area is ideal 
for establishment of visitor services, including lodging, food, fuel and automotive services, 
emergency services and visitor information. Many of the residents in Joshua Tree would like to 
enhance the availability of goods and services oriented to both local needs and that of visitors; 
however, in appreciation and recognition of the Park as a vital resource, the community is adamant 
that the Park be protected. 

B. PRESERVATION OF COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

Residents feel that the high quality of life experienced in their community should not be degraded by 
unmanaged growth and the subsequent impacts of traffic congestion, strains on infrastructure and 
threats to natural resources. The community’s natural beauty is characterized by an abundance of 
open space, scenic vistas and natural vegetation. As was mentioned previously the National Park is a 
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valuable characteristic of the community. The community itself shares many of the same rural, 
peaceful, scenic and environmentally appealing qualities. Residents are concerned about the 
conversion of open space to development, particularly to a type of development that detracts from 
the natural setting and rural character currently enjoyed by the community. Residents have expressed 
the desire to retain their community character based on the following principles: to be vigilant about 
the preservation of the natural environment, and to create a central downtown core to enhance their 
tourist-based economy, without tarnishing the natural beauty of their community. 

C. INFRASTRUCTURE 

Like much of San Bernardino County, Joshua Tree faces the potential for significant growth. 
Residents understandably want to ensure that quality services and amenities are provided to meet the 
needs of a growing full-time population. Residents are particularly concerned about water supply, 
water quality, and traffic circulation. 

JT1.3.3 COMMUNITY PRIORITIES 

The community’s common priorities that have influenced the goals and policies included within this 
Community Plan are: 

• ENVIRONMENT 

A key consideration in developing this Plan has been acknowledging the potential impacts that future 
development will have on the area’s natural resources. The goals and policies included in this Community 
Plan emphasize the protection of these sensitive resources, the integration of natural vegetation, open space 
and development designed to enhance the natural surroundings. In public workshops held to develop the 
General Plan and this Community Plan, the public has identified the following principal planning issues and 
concerns to be addressed in the Plan: 
A. Preservation of open space. 
B. Conservation and protection of native wildlife and vegetation. 
C. Protect and conserve water resources. 
D. Visual and physical harmony between the natural and manmade environment. 

• COMMUNITY CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF LIFE 

The Joshua Tree Community Plan area will continue to experience growth as a variety of factors continue to 
drive people to migrate from more urban areas to areas attractive for their rural nature. As the plan area 
develops, it will be imperative that adequate services and infrastructure are provided, all improvements reflect 
the needs of locals as well as visitors, and all development maintains a sense of connection to the natural 
environment. Relating to community character and quality of life, the public has identified the following 
issues and concerns to be reflected and addressed in the Community Plan: 
A. Acknowledge the service and infrastructure capacity and limitations of the area. 
B. Promote economic development that generates sustainable revenues, benefits the local people as well 
as visitors, is compatible with the natural environment and surrounding uses, and supports 
conservation. 
C. Develop Joshua Tree as a small town with a concentrated commercial and service core. 
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D. Promote the development of community-oriented uses and public gathering places that will create a 
local gathering place, serve the commercial needs of the community and are designed with the rural 
character of the community in mind. 
E. Maintain the value of Joshua Tree’s scenic and natural resources as the foundation of their 
community character and quality of life. 

LAND USE 
April 12, 2007 15 

2 LAND USE 
JT2.1 LAND USE - INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of the land use element is to address those goals and policies that deal with the unique land use 
issues of the Community Plan area that are not addressed by the overall County General Plan. Land use, and 



the policies that govern it, contribute fundamentally to the character and form of a community. With the 
continuing growth in many of the county’s rural areas, the importance of protecting valuable natural 
resources and preserving the rural character of these unique areas has become increasingly important. 
The purpose of the Land Use Policy Map is to provide provisions for orderly growth that will preserve the 
small town desert character of the community and protect the plan areas natural resources. The Joshua Tree 
Land Use Policy Map is provided in Figure 2-1. 
The Joshua Tree Community plan area contains some Bureau of Land Management lands. Those portions of 
the Bureau of Land Management lands that are within the Joshua Tree Community Plan area comprise 
10,199.18 acres, which equates to approximately 17% of the total land area within the plan area. The Bureau 
of Land Management lands are not under the jurisdiction of the County of San Bernardino. Table 1 provides 
the general plan land use district distribution for the Joshua Tree Plan area. As shown in Table 1, the most 
prominent County land use district within the plan area is Rural Living (RL), which makes up approximately 
74% or 37,101 acres of the total land area that is under the County’s jurisdiction. The second and third most 
prominent land use districts within the plan area are Resource Conservation (RC) and Single Residential (RS), 
which make up approximately 12% and 10% of the total land area under County jurisdiction, respectively. 
The Joshua Tree plan area also contains Multiple Residential, Community Industrial, Institutional (IN), and 
several commercial land use districts; however these land use districts only make up a small percentage of the 
total plan area. The majority of the commercial and industrial land use districts are concentrated along 
Highway 62 in the southwestern portion of the plan area. 
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Figure 2-1, Land Use Policy 
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Table 1: Distribution of General Plan Land Use Districts 

Land Use Districts Area (Acres) 1 Percent of Total Land 

Area 
Resource Conservation (RC) 5,886 12% 
Rural Living (RL) 17,636 35% 
Rural Living 5 (RL-5) 18,882 37% 
Rural Living 10 (RL-10) 205 <1% 
Rural Living 20 (RL-20) 378 <1% 
Single Residential (RS) 670 1% 
Single Residential 10,000 (RS-10M) 1,259 3% 
Single Residential 14,000 (RS-14M) 710 2% 
Single Residential 20,000 (RS-20M) 324 <1% 
Single Residential 1 ac (RS-1) 1,787 4% 
Multiple Residential 895 2% 
Office Commercial (CO) 64 <1% 
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) 44 <1% 
General Commercial (CG) 363 <1% 
Service Commercial (CS) 88 <1% 
Community Industrial (IC) 350 <1% 
Institutional (IN) 261 <1% 
Floodway (FW) 128 <1% 

Total Land Area Within Community Plan 

Boundary 



49,930 100% 
Source: URS Corporation 

A. Community Character (Land Use Issues/Concerns) 
One of the primary concerns expressed by residents was the impact of growth on the character of 
the community. The rural desert character of the Joshua Tree Community is defined in part by the 
geographic location, desert environment and low-density residential development. Residential 
development within the plan area is characterized by large lots, the varied placement of homes, and 
open spaces around the homes. The character of the community is further defined by the natural 
environment and by the limited commercial and industrial uses. 
Input gathered from residents of the Joshua Tree Community plan area suggests that the primary 
land use concerns in the Joshua Tree Community are that the rural desert character of the area and 
the predominance of low-density residential land uses are preserved. Residents also articulated that 
there is a need to enhance the downtown core to provide a more pedestrian- friendly setting and 
more opportunity for community interaction. Residents further articulated a desire for commercial 
services and recreation oriented uses that are compatible with existing development and that will 
promote tourism and enhance the role of Joshua Tree as a gateway community to the Joshua Tree 
National Park. However, residents within the plan area perceive the community as lacking adequate 
1 Non-jurisdictional lands within the Joshua Tree Community Plan area were extracted from the areas included within the table. 
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infrastructure and services, particularly water, paved road network, and stormwater and flood control 
facilities. 
Table 2 provides the Land Use Policy Map Maximum Potential Build-out for the Joshua Tree 
Community plan area. This build-out scenario provides the maximum build-out potential of the 
Community Plan area based on the Land Use Policy Map. Table 2 does not account for constraints 
to the maximum build-out potential. However, the southwest corner of the community plan area, is 
within the Fire Safety Overlay. In this area, stricter building codes and limits to residential density 
constrain the development potential. 
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Table 2: Land Use Policy Map Maximum Potential Build-Out 

Land Use Policy Map 

Maximum Potential Build-Out 

Land Use Designation Area 

(Acres) 

Density 

(D.U. 

Per Acre) 

Maximum Policy 

Map Build-Out 

(D.U. ‘s) 

Residential Land Use Districts 
Resource Conservation (RC) 5,886 0.025 147 
Rural Living (RL) 17,636 0.4 7,055 
Rural Living 5 (RL-5) 18,882 0.2 3,776 
Rural Living 10 (RL-10) 205 0.1 21 
Rural Living 20 (RL-20) 378 0.05 19 
Single Residential (RS) 670 6 2,678 
Single Residential 10,000 (RS-10M) 1,259 4 5,038 
Single Residential 14,000 (RS-14M) 710 3 2,131 
Single Residential 20,000 (RS-20M) 324 2.18 647 
Single Residential 1 (RS-1) 1,787 1.0 1787 
Multiple Residential 895 16.0 14,320 



Total Residential 48,632 -- 37,619 

Non-Residential Land Use Districts FAR1 SQUARE FEET2 

Office Commercial (CO) 64 .5:1 1,393,920 
Neighborhood Commercial (CN) 44 .25:1 479,160 
General Commercial (CG) 363 .5:1 7,906,140 
Service Commercial (CS) 88 .3:1 1,149,984 
Community Industrial (IC) 350 .4:1 6,098,400 
Institutional (IN) 261 .5:1 5,684,580 
Floodway (FW) 128 .3:1 1,672,704 

Total Non-Residential 1,298 24,385,148 
Source: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. and URS Corp. 

Notes: 
(1) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is a measure of development intensity. FAR is defined as the gross floor area of a 
building permitted on a site divided by the total area of the lot. For instance, a one-story building that covers 
an entire lot has an FAR of 1. Similarly, a one-story building that covers 1/2 of a lot has an FAR of 0.5. A 
two story building that covers ½ of a lot has an FAR 1.0. 
(2) The total square feet for the non-residential land use designations was calculated by multiplying the area 
(acres) by the FAR and then converting the total acres to square feet. 43,560 square feet = 1 acre 
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Table 3 outlines the projected growth in the Community Plan area over the period 2000-2030 and 
compares that growth to the maximum potential build-out shown in Table 2. The table includes 
population, households, and employment projections based on the Land Use Policy Map Maximum 
Potential Build-out and a General Plan projection. The Land Use Policy Map Maximum Potential 
Build-out is a capacity analysis (with no specific build-out time frame) based on the County’s Land 
Use Policy Map and density policies. The General Plan projection provides estimates of population, 
households and employment growth from 2000 to 2030 based on an analysis of historic and 
expected growth trends. 
The comparison of the 2000-2030 projections to the maximum potential build-out provides a 
method for testing the projected growth against ultimate build-out. The projection and maximum 
potential build-out can be used to assess land use policies, existing infrastructure capacity, and the 
need for additional infrastructure, particularly for roads, water and sewer facilities. 
The General Plan projection is based on the assumption that the Joshua Tree Community Plan area 
will continue to grow. Based on long-term trends, this would provide a population of 9,387 people 
by the year 2030. The Maximum Land Use Policy Map Build-Out assumes a maximum population of 
98,284 based on the Land Use Policy Map. The number of households is projected to reach 4,170 by 
the year 2030. The Maximum Land Use Policy Map Build-Out assumes a maximum of 34,365 
households based on the Land Use Policy Map. These numbers imply that the plan area will only 
reach 11 percent and 9 percent of its potential population and household capacity, respectively, by 
the year 2030. 
However, recent local trends in growth indicate ever greater numbers of full-time residents are 
moving to Joshua Tree. The original estimate described above relied on long-term historic trends, 
resulting in a fairly minimal increase. The growth rate in nearby Coachella Valley cities currently far 
outstrips Joshua Tree and the Morongo Basin area, but may well influence the future. Thus, further 
refinement of the growth estimates was performed, using 2002-2005 building permit data, and 
resulted in an estimate of approximately 15,500 residents by 2030. 

Table 3: Population, Households and Employment Projection 2000-2030 

1990 2000 Projection 

2030 

Average 

Annual 

Growth 

Rate: 

1990-2000 

Projected 



Average 

Annual 

Growth 

Rate: 

2000-2030 

Maximum 

Policy Map 

Build-Out 

Ratio of 2030 

Projection to 

Land Use 

Policy Map 

Build-Out 

Population 7,675 8,103 9,387 to 

15,500 
0.5% 0.5% to 
0.9% 
88,405 0.11 to 0.16 

Households 3,230 3,465 4,170 to 

6,625 
0.7% 0.6% to 
0.9% 
37,619 0.11 to 0.20 

1991 2002 1991-2002 2002-2030 

Employment 545 1,426 1,651 to 

2,728 
9.1% 0.5% to 
0.9% 
27,725 0.06 
Source: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. 2-17-05 (rev 11-10-05) 
Note: The population estimates for 1990 and 2000 were based on the U.S. Census. The employment estimates for 1991 and 2002 were based on data 
from the California Employment Development Department (EDD). 
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JT2.2 GOALS AND POLICIES 
Goal JT/LU 1. Retain the existing rural desert character of the community. 
Policies 
JT/LU 1.1 Require strict adherence to the land use policy map unless proposed changes are clearly 
demonstrated to be consistent with the community character. 
JT/LU 1.2 In recognition of the community's desire to preserve the rural character and protect the 
area’s natural resources, projects that propose to increase the density of residential land uses 
or provide additional commercial land use districts or zones within the plan area should only 
be considered if the following findings can be made: 
A. That the change will be consistent with the community character. In determining 
consistency the entire General Plan and all elements of the Community Plan shall be 
reviewed. 
B. That the change is compatible with surrounding uses, and will provide for a logical 
transition in the plan area’s development. One way to accomplish this is to incorporate 
planned development concepts in the design of projects proposed in the area. 
C. That the change shall not degrade the level of services provided in the area, and that 
there is adequate infrastructure to serve the additional development that could occur as a 
result of the change. Densities should not be increased unless there exist or are assured 
services and infrastructure, including but not limited to water, wastewater, circulation, 



police, and fire, to accommodate the increased densities. 
JT/LU 1.3 Development shall be required to maintain, conserve and be complementary to 
environmentally sensitive areas and elements, including but not limited to: Joshua trees, 
Mojave yuccas, creosote rings and other protected plants, protected fauna, hillsides, scenic 
vistas, drainage areas, habitat, and unique geological features. 
JT/LU 1.4 Reevaluate existing development standards relative to building heights, standards for 
screening mechanical equipment and storage areas, lot coverage, hillside preservation and 
locational criteria for mechanical installations and infrastructure facilities to ensure adequate 
protection of scenic vistas and the rural desert character of the plan area. 
JT/LU 1.5 Maintain a buffer between adjacent cities and the Joshua Tree community by maintaining 
existing Rural Living (RL) districts at the outer edges of the plan area, and by including open 
space areas and/or conservation easements in new development within and along the 
perimeter of Joshua Tree. 
JT/LU 1.6 Utilize Rural Living (RL) areas to buffer Resource Conservation (RC) areas from more 
intensive land uses. 
JT/LU 1.7 Provide adequate screening such as walls, berms, xeriscape and desert landscape areas in new 
developments. 
JT/LU 1.8 Require screening of storage containers. 
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JT/LU 1.9 Develop locally specific landscaping and xeriscaping standards that encourage the use of 
native materials such as desert vegetation, boulders, and rustic wood elements. 
JT/LU 1.10 Establish rural desert development standards that allow and encourage alternative housing 
types and construction methods, and that do not impose urban level requirements on rural 
development. 
JT/LU 1.11 Limit future industrial development to those uses which are compatible with the Community 
Industrial District or zone, are necessary to meet the service, employment and support needs 
of the Joshua Tree Community, do not have excessive water requirements, and do not 
adversely impact the desert environment. 

Goal JT/LU 2 Support development of the existing downtown commercial area of 

Joshua Tree as a focal point and core activity center within the 

community. 
Policies 
JT/LU 2.1 Support revitalization of the existing downtown commercial area by encouraging tourist 
services and recreation-oriented retail uses that retain the natural desert character. 
JT/LU 2.2 Integrate pedestrian-friendly walkways and public transit stops into downtown areas and 
other areas such as schools, hospital and clinics, and shopping areas. 

Goal JT/LU 3 Enhance commercial development within the plan area that is 

compatible in type and scale with the rural desert character, is located 

appropriately, and meets the needs of local residents and visitors. 
Policies 
JT/LU 3.1 Support the development of existing core areas within the community. Evaluate appropriate 
uses for location within and adjacent to these core areas, including retail and service 
commercial, recreation, and higher density residential uses. Consider the following locations 
as core areas within the community: 
A. The existing downtown area, 
B. The College/Panorama Heights area, 
C. The Hospital, and 
D. In the existing commercially designated area, in the Sunfair area, located north of the 
Roy Williams (Hi-Desert) Airport. 
JT/LU 3.2 Consider location of a commercial node in northern Joshua Tree when residential 
development is sufficient to create a market for such services, and with sufficient buffering 
to prevent conflict with existing residential uses. 
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JT/LU 3.3 Avoid strip commercial development by encouraging the expansion of commercial uses 
within well-defined core areas of the community. 
JT/LU 3.4 In coordination with the community, develop site design standards for commercial 
development to ensure that architectural detailing and signage are compatible with the desert 
character of the community and contribute to a unifying theme, to ensure that sites are 
designed to be more pedestrian-friendly and provide adequate parking and buffers between 
commercial and adjacent residential uses. 
JT/LU 3.5 Encourage the development or expansion of commercial uses that are compatible with 
adjacent land uses and respect the existing positive characteristics of the community and its 
natural environment, and that provide buffering from environmentally sensitive areas. 
JT/LU 3.6 Discourage regional commercial facilities within Joshua Tree. To avoid “big box” 
commercial developments that are out of character with the rural desert community, 
establish development standards that restrict the size and scale of retail buildings. 
JT/LU 3.7 Require desert-type vegetative landscaping or xeriscaping for all commercial and industrial 
areas through the development review process. 

Goal JT/LU 4 Establish locational criteria for future development within the plan 

area to ensure compatibility between uses. 
Policies 
JT/LU 4.1 Provide transitional land uses and buffer residential and commercial uses from the highway 
corridor and environmentally sensitive areas. 
JT/LU 4.2 Concentrate development in the existing core areas and discourage urban land use types and 
densities in the outer regions. This can be accomplished by maintaining concentrations of 
Resource Conservation (RC) and Rural Living (RL) land use zones along the boundaries of 
the plan area, in particular those areas that are adjacent to the National Park. 
JT/LU 4.3 Control commercial and industrial traffic impacts by: 
A. Locate commercial districts in areas along well-traveled streets and divert commercial 
traffic away from residential streets. 
B. Orient commercial and industrial driveways away from residential areas whenever 
possible. 
JT/LU 4.4 Limit “high density” residential development to areas compatible with adjacent land uses and 
with adequate, convenient commercial, public services and infrastructure. 
JT/LU 4.5 Industrial land uses shall be located in areas where industrial uses will best serve the needs of 
the community and will have a minimum adverse effect upon surrounding property with 
minimal disturbance to the natural environment and the total community. 
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Goal JT/LU 5. Enhance residential and commercial development by encouraging and 

accommodating mass transit facilities. 
Policies 
JT/LU 5.1 Where projects are located on or in close proximity to a transit route, work with the 
Morongo Basin Transit Authority to incorporate site design features to accommodate and to 
access mass transit facilities, such as bus stops, bus turn-outs and other passenger amenities. 
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3 CIRCULATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
JT3.1 INTRODUCTION 
The quality of life and the rural desert character of the community are dependent on the services that are 
provided. Residents in Joshua Tree expect that services such as water, roads, fire and police protection, and 
park and recreation facilities are provided at levels that meet their needs. At the same time, it is understood 
that acceptable levels of service should be provided in accordance with the rural character that is desired. 



Provisions for services in Joshua Tree should be commensurate with the rural lifestyle and low-density 
development. The impact of land development on services must be managed to ensure a balance between 
providing for population growth and preserving the rural character of the community. 

JT3.2 CIRCULATION – INTRODUCTION 
One of the overriding goals expressed by residents of Joshua Tree is to maintain the existing character of the 
community. The character of the community can be significantly impacted by roads and the traffic generated 
from the region and the community. 
The Joshua Tree Community Plan area is located along the southern edge of San Bernardino between the 
United States Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center and Joshua Tree National Park. Twentynine Palms 
Highway (SR-62) provides access from both the Yucca Valley to the west and Twentynine Palms to the east. 
Old Woman Springs Road (SR-247) is located in close proximity to the western boundary of the plan area 
and provides access to Lucerne Valley. The vast majority of travel trips in the plan area are made by 
automobile, using the existing network of state highways and County roads. 

A. Roadway System 
The existing roadway system in Joshua Tree is characterized by a combination of a state highway and 
local roadways (see Figure 3-1, Circulation). A brief description of the local roadway network 
follows: 
Twentynine Palms Highway (SR-62) is a four-lane state highway that originates as an interchange 
with I-10 in Riverside County and travels north into San Bernardino County. After passing through 
the community of Morongo Valley, it continues eastward along the southern edge of the county 
before terminating at Parker Dam Road and the Arizona State Line. 
Aberdeen Drive1 is a two-lane secondary arterial that begins as an interchange with Old Woman 
Springs Road (SR-247) and extends east to Border Avenue. 
Alta Loma Drive is a two-lane primary arterial that extends westward from Park Boulevard/Quail 
Springs Road. This facility provides a direct connection to the community of Yucca Valley located 
west of the Joshua Tree Community Planning Area. 
1 Traffic counts were not available for this roadway therefore it is not included in Table 4. 
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Winters Road2 is an unpaved two-lane roadway that extends eastward from Coyote Valley Road to 
Timothy Canyon Road. It is currently classified as a secondary highway. 
Border Avenue is a two-lane secondary arterial that extends southward from Reche Road to Golden 
Street. 
Coyote Valley Road3 is an unpaved, two-lane secondary highway that extends from Sunfair Road 
northwest then turns northeast into the United States Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Training 
Center. 
Golden Street is a two-lane secondary arterial that extends between Sunburst Avenue and Border 
Avenue. 
La Contenta Road is an two-lane secondary highway that extends from SR-62 to Vermiculite Mine 
Road. Between Alta Loma Road and Vermiculite Mine Road, it is unpaved. 
Park Boulevard is a two-lane primary arterial that extends southward between SR-62 and Alta Loma 
Drive. 
Quail Springs Road is a two-lane primary arterial that begins at the southern terminus of Park 
Boulevard and continues southeast before entering the Joshua Tree National Park. This facility is one 
of the two primary entrances to the park. 
Rice Avenue4 is an unpaved, two-lane secondary highway that extends from Broadway to SR-62. 
Sunburst Avenue is a two-lane secondary arterial that extends south from Golden Street to SR-62. 
Sunever Avenue5 is an unpaved, two-lane secondary highway that extends from Broadway to SR-62. 
Sunfair Road is a two-lane secondary arterial that travels north-south from SR-62. It is located 
immediately east of and used as the primary access to the Roy Williams (Hi Desert) Airport, as well 
as Copper Mesa Road 
Sunny Vista Road is a two-lane secondary arterial that extends between SR-62 and Alta Loma Drive. 
Yucca Mesa Road is a two-lane secondary arterial that travels southward from Aberdeen Drive into 



the community of Joshua Tree. 
2 ibid 
3 ibid 
4 ibid 
5 ibid 
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Figure 3-1, Circulation 
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During meetings held by the County, residents expressed concerns regarding future traffic 
congestion, particularly traffic congestion on SR-62, and emphasized the need for alternate routes to 
SR-62 in the downtown core. SR-62 not only accommodates traffic from the local population but 
also serves as a major circulation route between the adjacent cities of Twentynine Palms and the 
Town of Yucca Valley. Identifying and implementing future improvements will be a challenge that 
will have to address: a) a lack of local control over state-highway improvements and b) improvements 
that may be in conflict with the community’s desire to maintain the area’s scenic and natural 
resources and rural desert character. 
In addition, residents articulated the need for maintenance and improvements to the existing 
roadway system, particularly to those roads that are currently subject to frequent flooding. However, 
residents also emphasized their primary concern, to maintain the rural character of the community. 
Improvements to the circulation system within the community will need to be compatible with the 
community’s goal of maintaining the area’s character and scenic and natural resources. Residents 
expressed a preference that urban improvements such as sidewalks and street lighting be provided 
only as needed for safety. 
The operating condition of the roadway system within the plan area was examined in terms of 
congestion and delay. Table 4 provides the existing and future 2030 roadway operating conditions for 
major County roads and highways within the Joshua Tree Community Plan area. The operating 
conditions include: Average Daily Trips (ADT) data, Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratios and Level of 
Service (LOS) data. The Average Daily Trips (ADT) data was provided by the County Public Works 
Department. Most of the trips data was collected within the past one to two years. The Volume to 
Capacity (V/C) ratio was calculated using the traffic counts (or ADT) and is a standard tool for 
describing the typical operating conditions of a roadway. The Level of Service data is based on the 
V/C ratio and helps to categorize and describe the degree of congestion on the roadways. 

Table 4: Mobility Statistics 

Existing 2004 Operating 

Condition 

Future 2030 

Operating Conditions 

Facility Begin-End ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS 
Alta Loma Drive Sunny Vista Rd – Park Blvd 3,050 0.244 A 3,890 0.311 A 
Border Avenue Aberdeen Dr – Golden St 300 0.026 A 1,798 0.156 A 
Golden Street Sunburst Ave – Border Ave 1,450 0.116 A 1,497 0.120 A 
La Contenta Road SR-62 – Yucca Tr 2,250 0.180 A 2,976 0.238 A 
Park Boulevard SR-62 - Alta Loma Dr 2,450 0.196 A 2,562 0.205 A 
Quail Springs Road Alta Loma Dr – Rainbow Ridge Rd 1,200 0.096 A 1,527 0.122 A 
Sunburst Avenue Golden St – Crestview Dr 
Crestview Dr – SR-62 
2,900 
4,400 
0.232 



0.440 
A 
B 
2,948 
4,980 
0.236 
0.463 
A 
B 
Sunfair Road Broadway – SR-62 900 0.078 A 3,607 0.336 A 
Sunny Vista Road SR-62 – Prescott Tr 1,000 0.071 A 1,233 0.088 A 
Yucca Mesa Road Buena Vista Dr – SR-62 3,500 0.280 A 3,935 0.315 A 

State Highways 
SR-62 Yucca Mesa Rd – Sunfair Rd 16,600 0.553 C 23,600 0.787 D 
Source: Meyer, Mohaddes Associates 
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According to Table 4, most roads within the Community Plan area are operating at a level of service 
A. A level of service A is described as low-volume, free-flow traffic conditions with little or no delay 
throughout the day. Sunburst Avenue, between Crestview Drive and State Route 62, is operating at a 
level of service B, and State Route 62 between Yucca Mesa Road and Sunfair Road is operating at a 
level of service C. Both levels of service B and C are described as stable flow operations with 
relatively low volumes and acceptable delays experienced throughout the day. However there may be 
some peak hour congestion 
Future 2030 conditions for the Joshua Tree Community Plan Area indicate that major County roads 
within the plan area are projected to continue to operate at levels of service A. Sunburst Avenue, 
between Crestview Drive and State Route 62 is projected to continue to operate at a level of service 
B. Traffic conditions on State Route 62 are projected to worsen to a level of service D. A level of 
service D is described as approaching unstable flow with poor yet tolerable delays experienced 
throughout the day. During peak hours, significant congestion and delays may be experienced. 

B. Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements and Public Transit 
The plan area lacks appropriate pedestrian and bicycle improvements. Residents have expressed a 
desire to improve the pedestrian and bicycle circulation system within their community to appeal to 
both locals and visitors and to create a pedestrian friendly downtown. Creating a pedestrian 
environment requires provisions for walking and bicycle pathways as well as an inviting streetscape. 
Creating a pedestrian oriented downtown would provide a focal point for a future system of bike 
lanes and pedestrian pathways that could extend into the surrounding residential neighborhoods, 
other activity centers such as the hospital and the college, recreational areas and the entrance to 
Joshua Tree National Park. Rather than introducing curb, gutter, and sidewalk, the design concept 
should emphasize use of pervious materials and emulate a rural desert look. 
Public transit is provided by the Morongo Basin Transit Authority. The downtown area is lacking in 
transit amenities such as centralized bus stops, shelters and benches that also recognized the use of 
mobility devices and senior needs. 

C. Scenic Routes 
Joshua Tree has outstanding desert scenery. The rugged mountains and desert landscape are two 
examples that characterize these scenic values. Scenic routes play an important role in the 
preservation and protection of environmental assets and encouraging the growth of tourism - both 
important aspects of the Joshua Tree community. County Scenic Route designation recognizes the 
value of protecting scenic resources for future generations and places restrictions on adjacent 
development including specific sign standards regarding sign placement and dimensions, utility 
placement, architectural design, grading, landscaping characteristics, and vegetation removal. Joshua 
Tree contains two County Scenic Routes, SR-62 and Park Boulevard/Quail Springs Road. It is 
important to maintain the quality of views along these scenic corridors. 
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JT3.3 GOALS AND POLICIES - CIRCULATION 
CIRCULATION 

Goal JT/CI 1. Ensure a safe and effective transportation system that provides 

adequate traffic movement while preserving the desert landscape and 

rural character. 
Policies 
JT/CI 1.1 Ensure that all new development proposals do not degrade Levels of Service (LOS) on State 
Routes and Major Arterials below LOS C. 
JT/CI 1.2 Establish a circulation system within the plan area that is consistent with adopted land use 
patterns, provides adequate connections to regional transportation facilities and provides 
emergency access, traffic and access control, traffic system management and other 
improvements in keeping with the desert character and scenic sensitivity of the plan area. 
JT/CI 1.3 Design roads to follow natural contours, minimize cuts and fills and disturbance of natural 
resources and native protected vegetation wherever possible. 
JT/CI 1.4 Preservation and protection of sensitive habitats shall have priority over road location, 
relocation or realignment, when other practical alternatives are available. 
JT/CI 1.5 Preserve the status of Twentynine Palms Highway (SR-62) and Park Boulevard/Quail 
Springs Road as County scenic routes and ensure protection of their scenic values through 
the following methods: 
A. Require compliance with the provisions of the Open Space Overlay; and 
B. Support the creation of a Hillside Preservation Ordinance that will include standards for 
hillside development to regulate densities, address allowable cut and fill heights, soil and 
slope stability, grading and blending of contours, structural relationships, building 
foundations, and the like. 
JT/CI 1.6 Seek State support and assistance for the designation of Twentynine Palms Highway (SR-62) 
as an official State Scenic Highway. 
JT/CI 1.7 Ensure that new developments are coordinated with the construction of appropriate streets 
and highways by encouraging development in the vicinity of existing road systems, to 
minimize the creation of additional roads until such time that they are needed. 
JT/CI 1.8 Where feasible, prohibit the subdivision of land smaller than 2 ½ to 5 acres in size where 
adequate paved access cannot be provided for by private or public means. 
JT/CI 1.9 Consider the ability of existing roads to handle projected traffic increases when reviewing 
new development proposals. 
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JT/CI 1.10 Coordinate with Caltrans and the local community to identify priorities and establish a plan 
for repairs and improvements to Twentynine Palms Highway (SR-62) . Priority shall be given 
to those roadways in need of flood safety improvements. The following roadways have been 
identified by Joshua Tree residents as requiring flood improvements: 
A. The intersection of Yucca Mesa/La Contenta and SR-62. Improvements to this 
intersection will require coordination with the Town of Yucca Valley; and 
B. Sunburst Ave, north of SR-62. 
C. Aberdeen Avenue. 
D. The intersection of Sunfair Road and SR-62. 
JT/CI 1.11 Coordinate with the local community to: 
A. Identify priorities and establish a schedule to pave certain roads. 
B. Provide improved maintenance of dirt roads within the plan area. As part of this review, 
Public Works shall evaluate establishment of private road maintenance districts for unpaved 
roads not maintained by the County. 
JT/CI 1.12 The general priorities for road paving as of the date of adoption of this plan will be 
determined by factors such as public safety and access to schools and other facilities. Current 
community priorities include the following improvements (priority, exact locations and 



timing to be established through coordination with the community by County Department 
of Public Works) : 
A. Extend and improve Commercial Way between Sunset and Hallee Road. 
B. Pave Sunburst Avenue between Golden and Aberdeen Avenues. 
C. Pave either Center or Rice from SR-62 north to Golden Avenue. 
D. Pave either Sunflower or Broadway between Sunburst and Sunfair Avenues. 
E. Select and improve a road south of and parallel to SR-62, between Sunburst Circle and 
Hallee Road. 
JT/CI 1.13 Street lighting shall be provided in accordance with the Night Sky Protection Ordinance and 
shall only be provided as necessary to meet safety standards. Streetlighting shall be designed 
so as not to interfere with star-gazing opportunities locally and in the National Park. 

Goal JT/CI 2. Ensure safe and efficient non-motorized traffic circulation within the 

community. 
Policies 
JT/CI 2.1 Provide pedestrian improvements in the downtown area to enhance safety, provide a high 
quality visitor experience, enhance the character of the area and reduce the need for 
vehicular travel. Work with Caltrans to provide a pedestrian crossing at Hallee Road and SR- 
62. Where feasible, separate pedestrian and bicycle traffic from vehicular traffic particularly 
along SR-62. 
JT/CI 2.2 Maintain and improve existing sidewalks, and provide additional sidewalks along main, 
paved streets in the central district, such as Park Boulevard, Commercial Street, El Reposo, 
Sunset Road, and Sunburst Avenue, and Hallee Road. 
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JT/CI 2.3 Encourage new commercial developments to provide convenient pedestrian, handicap, and 
bicycle access, and bicycle parking. 
JT/CI 2.4 Where feasible, establish and coordinate a separate system of bikeway and pedestrian trails 
connecting residential areas, recreational facilities, activity centers, downtown Joshua Tree 
and the entrance to the National Park. 
JT/CI 2.5 Promote safe and attractive pedestrian and bicycle crossings at logical points on SR-62, and 
pursue opportunities to separate pedestrian and bicycle traffic from vehicular traffic. 
JT/CI 2.6 Provide bicycle lanes adjacent to Twentynine Palms Highway and throughout the planning 
area, with safe crossing areas. 
JT/CI 2.7 Review site plans to determine if residential and commercial developments are designed for 
pedestrian use. Future developments shall contain an internal system that connects to local 
through streets, and considers access to surrounding residential areas, recreational facilities, 
activity centers, downtown Joshua Tree and the entrance to the National Park. 

Goal JT/CI 3. Improve safety on Twentynine Palms Highway (SR-62) in Joshua Tree 

for vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists, the handicapped and others, while 

avoiding unnecessary interference with through traffic. 
Policies 
JT/CI 3.1 Minimize the traffic load on SR-62 by the following: 
A. Minimize the number of additional streets and direct access points to SR-62; 
B. Encourage traffic to enter and exit SR-62 at signalized intersections by providing 
protected left turn lanes and a protected left turn in the light sequence; 
C. Synchronize traffic lights to maximize the flow of through traffic on SR-62 at the posted 
speed limit; 
D. Encourage shared driveways for adjacent commercial and/or industrial uses to minimize 
turning movements; 
E. Provide parallel, alternate routes to SR-62 in the downtown area. 
F. Request Caltrans review the speed limits and encourage the 45-mph speed zone to be 
extended east of Sunburst intersection with SR-62 
JT/CI 3.2 Work with Caltrans to provide a continuous center turn lane on SR-62 from Sunny Vista 



Road to Hallee Road and from Sunburst to Rotary Way (aka entrance to Copper Mountain 
Community College).. 
JT/CI 3.3 Encourage traffic to enter and exit SR-62 at lighted intersections by providing left turn lanes 
and a protected left turn in the light sequence. 
JT/CI 3.4 Encourage installations of traffic signals on SR-62 to improve safety at the intersections of 
Rotary Way and Sunset Road, dependent upon traffic studies. 

Thank you for reading my 23 page letter and including it in the NOP responses.  Please send to 

me any follow-up information and notices in regards to this project..   

Sincerely,  

 

Julia G. Buckley 

HC 1 Box 376 

Joshua Tree, CA 92252 

Tujie7@gmail.com 
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Dear County Leaders: 

By now I'm sure you've heard us loud and clear in Joshua Tree -- we do not think 
Dollar General belongs here. Here are the reasons as I see them. 

1. Joshua Tree is a village, a tourist town. In order for tourists to feel like they've 
gone somewhere different than where they live, we do not need to fill up Joshua Tree 
with franchise stores. Those stores can easily be found in the towns that bookend 
Joshua Tree. 

2. The traffic is already problematic here and a huge retail business like that will 
contribute to worsening traffic. Plus, it will likely contribute and worsen blight 
(already occurring with the Circle K). 

3. There are already Mom and Pop locally-owned and operated stores existing in 
Joshua Tree (Sam's and Mike's). They will likely be put out of business by Dollar 
General. 
 
4. Here is an opportunity for county leaders to make decisions that ensure Joshua 
Tree as an up and coming tourist destination, akin to Taos or Sedona. We cannot 
achieve that by turning Joshua Tree into another Yucca Valley. Help us create that 
vision! 

Most sincerely, 

Stacy Doolittle 
7088 Sunnyhill Road  
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 

 



June 17, 2015 
 
Ms. Heidi Duron 
Supervising Planner 
Land Use Services Department 
San Bernardino County 
hduron@lusd.sbcounty.gov 
 
Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 For the “Joshua Tree General Retail Project” 
 
Ms. Duron 
 
Please accept these comments into the record regarding the above-referenced matter. 
 
Although litigation is still pending regarding the adequacy of the county’s initial approval of a 
conditional use permit (CUP) and a mitigated negative declaration (MND) for the “Joshua Tree 
General Retail Project,” the Land Use Services Department has resolved to move ahead with a 
new, albeit limited, CEQA process.  Regarding the CUP, I remind the county that the court order 
invalidated that as well as the MND.  The county must re-evaluate this project pursuant to the 
CUP procedures and standards, including consistency with the Joshua Tree Community Plan.  
Regarding the NOP, the county must address at least the following as part of the Environmental 
Review Report: 

 
• Urban decay impacts, as required by the court order. 
• Neighborhood impacts, due to changes in circumstances.  
• Traffic Impacts, due to changes in circumstances. 
• Access and parking, due to changes in circumstances. 
• Domestic Water, due to changes in circumstances. 
• Sanitary Sewer, due to changes in circumstances. 

 
Regarding Neighborhood and Traffic impacts, and access and parking, changes in circumstances 
since the previous CEQA review include new businesses opening in the central Joshua Tree 
commercial district as well as an increase in district-wide events, re-location of the Joshua Tree 
Elementary School, the opening of the casino in Twentynine Palms, the National Park Service 
actively encouraging visitors to pass through Joshua Tree because that entrance is so busy and go 
to Twentynine Palms instead,  increased use of the Morongo Basin Transit Authority services, 



expanding programs at the Sunburst Community Center, and increases in the residential 
population in Joshua Tree north of Highway 62.  
 
All of these changes affect the pattern and timing of residential activity in and around the 
neighborhood and intersections near the project site, including pedestrian and bicycle activity, 
the timing, direction and density of vehicle traffic, the frequency and duration of bus stops, and 
the frequency and duration of cycles at the traffic light at Sunburst and Highway 62.  Neither the 
county nor the California Department of Transportation has done a traffic study at that 
intersection for over ten years.  Given the changes in circumstances since the last CEQA review 
for this project, it is not possible for the county to declare the project will have no impact on the 
neighborhood, or local or highway traffic without studying at least the Sunburst/Hwy 62 
intersection.  The project will bring additional veRehicle traffic, delivery trucks, pedestrian 
traffic, bicycle traffic and an increase in the frequency and duration of bus stops, all affecting an 
already over-burdened intersection and impacting adjacent neighborhoods on both sides of the 
Highway.   
 
In addition, Highway 62 has been identified as one of the deadliest highways in the country,i 
with Joshua Tree identified as a “hot spot.”  Consultation with the California Highway Patrol 
will show that vehicle-on-vehicle and vehicle-on-pedestrian accidents happen as a routine matter.  
Increased vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian use on Sunburst has resulted in more accidents on that 
road as well.   
 
These changes in circumstances require the county to re-evaluate the impacts this project will 
impose on the neighborhoods, traffic and how access and parking will contribute to these 
impacts.  
 
Regarding Domestic Water, the county is well-aware that California is facing an extended 
drought.  As part of its response, the State has imposed mandatory water-use reductions.  Joshua 
Basin Water District is required to lower water-use by 28%.  It has recently tabled a request for a  
“Will Serve” letter for a proposed housing development in Joshua Tree because of this mandate. 
 
This change in circumstances requires to county to re-evaluate the impacts this project will have 
on domestic water resources. 
 
Regarding Sanitary Sewer, the Colorado Water Quality Management District has made it known 
that it is concerned about aquifer contamination from septic tanks in the Joshua Tree area, and 
may soon consider imposing limitations in Joshua Tree similar to those facing the Town of 
Yucca Valley.  This change in circumstances requires the county to re-evaluate the impacts this 



project may have on sanitary sewer in the area. (For example, it may increase the need for such 
limitations.)  
 
Additionally, CEQA requires that the intended occupant be identified as part of the review 
process.  The county persists in identifying this as the ambiguous “Joshua Tree General Retail 
Project,” even though the real party in interest in the litigation, Dynamic General, has stated in 
its brief to the California State Appellate Court that the occupant will be Dollar General.  Any 
further notices, reports or other CEQA documents (or CUP review documents) should identify 
Dollar General as the intended occupant.  
 
Please enter these comments in the record of this matter. 
Please notify me of any proceedings, reviews or reports (CEQA or otherwise) regarding this 
matter.  Finally, pursuant to the California Public Records requirements, I request the list of all 
agencies and individuals provided any form of notice of the above-referenced NOP.   
 
Thank you. 
 
Celeste Doyle 
Joshua Tree 
Celestedoyle12@gmail.com 
61707 29 Palms Hwy 
Joshua Tree, CA 
92252  
 
                                                 
i http://www.desertsun.com/longform/news/investigations/2014/11/13/highway-62-deadliest/16004104/ 
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I opened my own business in Joshua Tree 21 years ago.  I am very invested in the town.  
I am opposed to the Dollar General Store coming to Joshua Tree for many many reasons.   
 

Just a few of the reasons that I am opposed: 

The building does not suit Joshua Tree - it is ugly and does not fit the tourist-based theme that the 
town is striving for.   

It would open the doors for more disrespect of the Joshua Tree Community Plan and more formula 
retail. 

A Dollar General diffuses the unique Community Identity of Joshua Tree that has a regional, national 
and international draw 

A Sams Market in Joshua Tree has close to similar pricing on mutually carried items (compared to 
YV Dollar General) 

There's already three Dollar General stores in the Morongo basin, there's six dollar stores in the 
Morongo basin 

There's a Walmart SuperCenter four miles to the West and four additional major grocery stores 
slightly further West 

 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Ethan Feltges 

owner of Coyote Corner 

6535 Park Blvd 

Joshua Tree, CA  92252 

 

















From: Thomas Fjallstam [mailto:totalunity@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 4:27 PM 
To: Duron, Heidi - LUS 
Cc: Supervisor Ramos; Paule, Philip; Hudson, Tom; JoshuaTreeDBA@gmail.com 
Subject: Comments on the NOP of a Draft EIR for 'Joshua Tree General Retail Project' 
  
To whom it may concern, 
Below please find my comments on the NOP of a Draft EIR for 'Joshua Tree General Retail 
Project'  AKA Joshua Tree Dollar General 
  
Despite what the project proponents have stated about having the potential for the building being 
three separate units - the building cannot be divided into three separate units. There is only one 
restroom facility, located in the corner of the building. Therefor this project should be considered 
as one continuous 9100 sq ft business structure.  
  
Three separate parcels are being merged to build this one building project on. This will prevent 
properly scaled businesses from building in the future. The three lots were created for three 
separate uses. This project will significantly negate that possibility.  
  
Project building is out of character in scale with the downtown Joshua Tree area and will be 
nearly 3 times larger in floor area than the biggest convenience store in downtown Joshua Tree, 
Sam’s Market, a similar type of store. (See attached photo) 
  
The original plans do not include plans for a sheltered waiting area for a bus stop that is already 
pre existing.  
  
Joshua Tree has the signature experience of being a unique small town with a distinct community 
character which goes beyond surface application of a ‘Western ‘mining town’ theme. Buildings 
in Joshua Tree has been renovated under the guidance of professional artists. Several articles 
have been written in the Los Angelese Times Travel Section about this unique experience. 
  
The potential negative competitive impact from a chain store with the advantage of being a $16 
Billion annual revenue corporation and nearly three times the square foot floor size of it’s next 
nearest competitor, would lead to that competing stores closure and smaller stores to close. Other 
potential businesses will not be willing to move into an area that already has a major competitor 
such as Dollar General. The potential is for those building to remain vacant, resulting in urban 
decay. 
  
Dollar General sells a wide range of goods and therefore competes in a wide range of markets. 
Therefore it’s impact would significant;y limit the willingness of many types of potentially 
competing businesses to replace those that may have closed due to not being able to compete.  
  
Dollar General has applied for a liquor license to sell alcoholic beverages and therefor will also 
compete with other existing liquor selling businesses. If the competition is unbalanced by having 
a $16 billion corporation moving into the nearby vicinity, then those businesses are likely to 
close, leaving even more vacancies, resulting in urban decay.  
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Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Regards, 
Thomas Fjallstam 
PO Box 23 
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 
415-717-5595 
  
<image001.jpg> 
 





I am totally against the construction of a Dollar General in Joshua Tree. Joshua tree has a charm 
all it's own with small family owned business. There aren't any "big box' stores to ruin the 
ambiance and small town atmosphere.  
 
There are already many of the same kind of stores.....Dollar General and Dollar Stores, and 99 
cent stores as close as only 4 - 5 miles from Joshua Tree. (three Dollar General stores in the 
Morongo basin, and six dollar stores in the Morongo basin) Most are located in Yucca Valley 
which to me is ugly and they fit in well there. There is also a Super Walmart just minutes down 
the highway with low prices on many of the same products which these types of stores carry.  
 
Joshua Tree has Sam's Market for many of the same items and as a small family business is 
loved and respected in our community.  
 
Joshua Tree does not need the extra traffic, or any more traffic lights, or any ugly and 
unnecessary 'big box' stores. Residents want the small town atmosphere and unique stores which 
are in our downtown area.  
 
Please deny Dollar General the right to build here in our unique and small town community. I 
value our unique community and don't want to see it ruined.  
 
Carol Gerratana 
61638 La Jolla Drive 
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 
email: chekoya@gmail.com 
760-406-3411 
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This project is so out of touch for our rural, historic community.  There are few places that our children and visitors 
can visit, that doesn't have the corporate formula stores.  This Dollar General project has been a sneaky sham from 
the beginning.  Our county supervisors are so out of touch with our community because we are different.  We are 
different because we want to be different.  We want to remain a small piece of uniqueness that you can bring your 
families to without the distractions of corporate formula stores.  Come and see our small, privately owned businesses. 
Joshua Tree is not conducive to absorbing a huge store like 9100sq ft Dollar General proposes.  It goes against 
everything in our General Plan, and it was pretty crafty and crappy that Dollar General changes its formula to force its 
will on small communities. Shameful. 
Joshua Tree relies on tourists from all over the world to visit us.  They come for our Dark Skies...Dollar General will 
forever change our star viewing.  Tourist dollars keep us all afloat. 
Stores like Dollar General will attract the person that begs, throws trash on the ground, while creating light and noise 
pollution. Someone who is used to that environment won't appreciate the fact that a huge store like this will kill this 
small, historic village and everything it stands for.  And for what?  Dollar General has no redeeming qualities they can 
offer our village.  The historic, visual, quality of life destruction this store will cause is immeasurable.  Small 
businesses will close, not because Dollar General will take their business, but because we will no longer be the 
unique, quirky village people come from all over the world to see..to share our music...to share our art...to stare at our 
dark skies..and visitors do not want to visit Dollar General. 
Listen to U2's...The Joshua Tree... 
 
Hoping someone will "Get It"... 
Patti Glover 
6864 Outpost Rd 
Joshua Tree, Ca  92252 
760-413-2948 
 



Hi Heidi, 
 
1.  I know that I missed the 30 day requirement, but would you please include the 
attached documents as my input to EIR? 
2.  I have provided the above documents to the Board of Supervisors in emails last 
year.  The description of the documents are as follows (follow documents left to right): 
  
a.  Section One-Table of Contents:  Describing the type of attached information. 
b.  Section Two-Julian G. Gonzalez Qualifications:  To show that I have the same 
qualifications as Celeste Doyle or JTDBA members in which Judge Alvarez relied his 
decision on. 
c.  Section Three-Joshua Tree Business Description:  I have included all businesses in 
the downtown area of Joshua Tree.  I have amplified explanations and analysis on 
specific businesses which the Court made their decision on.  I have provided detailed 
personal experience and back ground that I have had with this businesses.  I live 
here.  I have provided a detailed Conclusion based on personal observations and 
experience in the community. 
d.  Section Four-Court Decision Responses: 
(1)  Again, I have responded to every line item of the Courts decision.  The responses 
are supported my personal involvement from the beginning of this project.  My 
responses are not canned or standard responses.  The responses are based on 
personal experience in this community and controversial encounters with the people 
that live here.  In support of my responses, I have provided documents that I personally 
drafted, and presented to the various approving authorities. 
(2)  The Attachments (A) thru (C) are the documents I presented at Board of Supervisor 
meetings or Planning Commission meetings. 
(3)  The Enclosures (1 thru 7), are pictures of buildings that are facts.  I have been here 
for over 17 years and I have a lot of knowledge of the businesses and the Joshua Tree 
area in general.  I also participated in 2 operations of the 2010 Census.  The pictures 
and enclosures are facts that can't be denied and were not presented to any of the 
approving agencies, including the Court. 
 
2.  The above documents are a detailed CONTRADICTION to the ridiculous statements 
made by Celeste Doyle and JTDBA.  The documents support a successful EIR.  I know 
that the documents have a lot of detail, but I think they could establish the basis for your 
EIR. 
3.  Would you please let me know if you will include this email and attachments in 
your response to the CEQA? 
Thank you, 
 
Julian Gonzalez 
62169 Calle Los Amigos 
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 
(760) 221-6551 

 



































































June 17, 2015 
  
Ms. Heidi Duron 
Supervising Planner 
Land Use Services Department 
San Bernardino County 
hduron@lusd.sbcounty.gov 
  
Re:      Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
            For the “Joshua Tree General Retail Project” 

Ms. Duron 

As property owners and small business owners directly across the highway from the above 
proposed project, as well as Joshua Tree residents we have a vested interest in the long term 
fiscal, environmental, and cultural sustainability of the unincorporated community of Joshua 
Tree. After a family discussion, I began drafting a more personal letter to convey our deepest 
concerns with this proposed project, but at this point in time we’ve decided to save that for a 
later time and stick to those issues that have more teeth so to speak in terms of the law, as history 
with this saga has seemed to show that is what matters to the decision makers of the San 
Bernardino County Land Use Services Department. So we write to you and ask you to please 
accept these comments into the record regarding the above-referenced matter. 

Although litigation is still pending regarding the adequacy of the county’s initial approval of a 
conditional use permit (CUP) and a mitigated negative declaration (MND) for the “Joshua Tree 
General Retail Project,” the Land Use Services Department has resolved to move ahead with a 
new, albeit limited, CEQA process.  Regarding the CUP, I remind the county that the court order 
invalidated that as well as the MND.  The county must re-evaluate this project pursuant to the 
CUP procedures and standards, including consistency with the Joshua Tree Community 
Plan.  Regarding the NOP, the county must address at least the following as part of the 
Environmental Review Report:  

•      Urban decay impacts, as required by the court order. 

•      Neighborhood impacts, due to changes in circumstances.  

•      Traffic Impacts, due to changes in circumstances. 

•      Access and parking, due to changes in circumstances. 

•      Domestic Water, due to changes in circumstances. 

•      Sanitary Sewer, due to changes in circumstances. 
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Regarding Neighborhood and Traffic impacts, and access and parking, changes in circumstances 
since the previous CEQA review include new businesses opening in the central Joshua Tree 
commercial district as well as an increase in district-wide events, re-location of the Joshua Tree 
Elementary School, the opening of the casino in Twentynine Palms, the National Park Service 
actively encouraging visitors to pass through Joshua Tree because that entrance is so busy and go 
to Twentynine Palms instead, increased use of the Morongo Basin Transit Authority services, 
expanding programs at the Sunburst Community Center, and increases in the residential 
population in Joshua Tree north of Highway 62.  

All of these changes affect the pattern and timing of residential activity in and around the 
neighborhood and intersections near the project site, including pedestrian and bicycle activity, 
the timing, direction and density of vehicle traffic, the frequency and duration of bus stops, and 
the frequency and duration of cycles at the traffic light at Sunburst and Highway 62.  Neither the 
county nor the California Department of Transportation has done a traffic study at that 
intersection for over ten years.  Given the changes in circumstances since the last CEQA review 
for this project, it is not possible for the county to declare the project will have no impact on the 
neighborhood, or local or highway traffic without studying at least the Sunburst/Hwy 62 
intersection.  The project will bring additional vehicle traffic, delivery trucks, pedestrian traffic, 
bicycle traffic and an increase in the frequency and duration of bus stops, all affecting an already 
over-burdened intersection and impacting adjacent neighborhoods on both sides of the Highway.   

In addition, Highway 62 has been identified as one of the deadliest highways in the country,[i] 
with Joshua Tree identified as a “hot spot.”  Consultation with the California Highway Patrol 
will show that vehicle-on-vehicle and vehicle-on-pedestrian accidents happen as a routine 
matter.  Increased vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian use on Sunburst has resulted in more accidents 
on that road as well.   

These changes in circumstances require the county to re-evaluate the impacts this project will 
impose on the neighborhoods, traffic and how access and parking will contribute to these 
impacts.  

Regarding Domestic Water, the county is well-aware that California is facing an extended 
drought.  As part of its response, the State has imposed mandatory water-use reductions.  Joshua 
Basin Water District is required to lower water-use by 28%.  It has recently tabled a request for a  
“Will Serve” letter for a proposed housing development in Joshua Tree because of this mandate. 

This change in circumstances requires the county to re-evaluate the impacts this project will have 
on domestic water resources. 

Regarding Sanitary Sewer, the Colorado Water Quality Management District has made it known 
that it is concerned about aquifer contamination from septic tanks in the Joshua Tree area, and 
may soon consider imposing limitations in Joshua Tree similar to those facing the Town of 
Yucca Valley.  This change in circumstances requires the county to re-evaluate the impacts this 
project may have on sanitary sewer in the area. (For example, it may increase the need for such 
limitations.)  



Additionally, CEQA requires that the intended occupant be identified as part of the review 
process.  The county persists in identifying this as the ambiguous “Joshua Tree General Retail 
Project,” even though the real party in interest in the litigation, Dynamic General, has stated in 
its brief to the California State Appellate Court that the occupant will be Dollar General.  Any 
further notices, reports or other CEQA documents (or CUP review documents) should identify 
Dollar General as the intended occupant.  

Please enter these comments in the record of this matter. 

Thank you. 

  

Nicholas Holmes, Jenny Holmes, Wiley Holmes, Ulla Holmes, Jens Holmes 

Joshua Tree 

TheNourishingTree@gmail.com 

62057 Twentynine Palms Hwy. 

Joshua Tree, CA 

92252  
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June 17, 2015 
 
Ms. Heidi Duron 
Supervising Planner 
Land Use Services Department 
San Bernardino County 
hduron@lusd.sbcounty.gov 
  
Dear Ms. Duran, 
 
Please accept my statement, here enclosed, that joins the sentiments of many others in my 
community of Joshua Tree, CSA 20, in voicing opposition to the inclusion of a retail business stated 
to be built on highway 62, within our village of Joshua Tree, called Dollar General. 
 
There is overwhelming evidence showing negative resulting impacts to communities similar to 
Joshua Tree, that is caused by such business types and varieties, like Dollar General, which are 
known to be severe in all measure of negative influence upon the general desired ambience and 
cultural nature of a community, like Joshua Tree. All evidence, strongly, suggests that these impacts 
will accompany this development. 
 
There is additional evidence that such business types, when built in small, rural, communities, set up 
a cascading flow of other predatory enterprises that add burden to overall economic well being by 
removing key and needed economic elements crucial to those communities. As such, these negative 
impacts create degraded prosperity with reduced growth and supported incentives for enhancing 
locally owned and privately operated businesses. 
 
Additionally, the Dollar General retail store, that is specific to our community's overwhelming 
opposition, which is, now, under consideration for approval of applications for construction in Joshua 
Tree, set up worrisome and valid concerns for public safety of citizens accessing this business. 
Accident rates are already extreme in numbers and severity, with documented incident reports 
claiming that accidents involving Highway 62, in the region, are 300% above statewide averages. 
This proposed Dollar General retail store will assuredly add to and magnify potential dangers 
associated with the roadways in the immediate vicinity. 
 
With all the stated concerns from the community, and evidence from other sources related to 
negative impacts accompanying such developments, associated with similar conditions, it shows 
clearly, approval of such planning is not prudent and may, perhaps, be considered negligent.  
Please reject all applications and refuse approval for construction of the Dollar General retail store in 
Joshua Tree. 
 
Respectfully, 
Tom O'Key 
Resident, Community Member, Joshua Tree 
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I opened my own business in Joshua Tree 21 years ago.  I am very invested in the town.  
I am opposed to the Dollar General Store coming to Joshua Tree for many many reasons.   
 

Just a few of the reasons that I am opposed: 

The building does not suit Joshua Tree - it is ugly and does not fit the tourist-based theme that the 
town is striving for.   

It would open the doors for more disrespect of the Joshua Tree Community Plan and more formula 
retail. 

A Dollar General diffuses the unique Community Identity of Joshua Tree that has a regional, national 
and international draw 

A Sams Market in Joshua Tree has close to similar pricing on mutually carried items (compared to 
YV Dollar General) 

There's already three Dollar General stores in the Morongo basin, there's six dollar stores in the 
Morongo basin 

There's a Walmart SuperCenter four miles to the West and four additional major grocery stores 
slightly further West 

 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Christine Pfranger 

owner of Coyote Corner 

6535 Park Blvd 

Joshua Tree, CA  92252 

 







From: Eva Soltes [mailto:soltes@mindspring.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 17, 2015 12:29 PM 
To: Duron, Heidi - LUS 
Cc: Hudson, Tom; Supervisor Ramos 
Subject: Dollar General comment 
  
Dear Supervisor Ramos, Mr. Hudson and Ms. Duron, 
  
I'm writing with regards to the comment period for the issue of Dollar General opening a store in 
Joshua Tree.  As you all well know this is an ongoing situation that many business owners and 
residents of Joshua Tree have been opposing.   
  
As the years have gone by the 'village' of Joshua Tree has been increasingly branded as a tourism 
destination that offers an "off the beaten path" and Bohemian experience.  More and more 
businesses that cater to the 'Arts' and 'Cultural Tourism' are taking over the downtown. 
  
Additionally there has been private investment in the many millions of dollars spent in this 
community on the part of people who are buying up ramshackle properties and turning them into 
works of art that are rented to vacationers for relatively high rates.  We are attracting a very high 
quality of visitors who tend to spend more time and spend more money in our downtown, too 
because of the "cultural" experience that is offered here combined with the beauty and serenity of 
nature that Joshua Tree offers. 
  
A business such as Dollar General in the downtown area is going to create havoc on our tourism 
industry and it will discourage private investment by individuals who are coming from other 
places and spending large amounts of cash in San Bernardino County to rehab old houses-- 
because they are attracted to this lifestyle and the mom and pop businesses that 'brand' this town. 
  
A "box store" of any kind in Joshua Tree will begin a slow and steady erosion of the atmosphere 
and businesses. As a piece of practical advice to the County it is not in your best interest 
financially to let a store like that open in Joshua Tree.  There are other nearby places that sell the 
same goods, mostly at cheaper prices, that are easily accessible to people who want to shop for 
those items.  The super Walmart is a few bus stops away! 
  
Please consider this issue very carefully and understand what makes Joshua Tree a bright spot in 
the County. 
  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Eva Soltes   
  
  
Eva Soltes, Founder/Director 
Harrison House Music, Arts & Ecology 
P.O. Box 416 
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 
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760.366.4712 
soltes@mindspring.com 
www.harrisondocumentary.com 
A Non-Profit Project of Community Initiatives 

Help us "keep it going!" Donate to Harrison House Music, Arts & 
Ecology 
http://communityin.org/project/harrison-house-music-arts/ 
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June 16, 2015 
 
San Bernardino County Planning Department 
Attn: Heidi Duron  
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, First Floor 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
Via Email: hduron@lusd.sbcounty.gov 
 
Dear Ms. Duron: 
 
I wish to comment on the Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the proposed Dollar General Store in Joshua Tree, 
published May 8, 2015.  The siting in downtown Joshua Tree for this proposed store is inappropriate and will 
have many negative consequences if built.  
 
Joshua Tree has a history of small, locally-owned businesses that are part of the draw for tourists, and tourism is 
the primary economic engine of Joshua Tree.  Tourism has been vibrant and economically valuable especially 
in recent years, as the Park visitors have increasingly used the Joshua Tree Visitor Center as their entry point.  
Visitors from all over the United States and the world closely associate the town with an experience they can’t 
get elsewhere, both the beauty and attraction of Joshua Tree National Park itself and the many individual and 
unique businesses they can patronize during their visit to the Joshua Tree “village.”  Visitors to the Park 
comment to the Park and to local businesses on their enjoyment of the unique atmosphere in Joshua Tree. 
Visitors want to see something different when they vacation and visit a National Park – they don’t come to shop 
at a Dollar General store – or any other inappropriate chain store – in our “quaint and quirky” National Park 
Gateway town.  They come to the Art Galleries, coffee shops, Antique/Thrift shops, and restaurants in our town.  
They can pick up any needed “big store” items on their way into Joshua Tree at the SuperWalMart in Yucca 
Valley – or the other Dollar General located there – or the Dollar Tree store – or the Dollar General or Dollar 
Tree in Twentynine Palms.    
 
If Dollar General were built, the local residents who think they want such a store will find out all too soon that 
that the allegedly cheap merchandise is just that – cheap and poorly made.  I shopped with my mother in Dollar 
General stores in another state for a number of years, and saw the low quality of merchandise and poor quality 
foodstuffs that fill the shelves.  But if our local residents are fooled for a while into thinking they have a great 
“discount” store for their everyday goods, and this continues long enough for other stores to go out of business, 
the decline of Joshua Tree and its economic health will be quick and painful.  Both residents and visitors will be 
affected, and the now-thriving community will be wounded.  “Downward spiral” is a phrase that comes to mind 
to describe the cycle that has happened in other small communities that experienced the greedy influx of a chain 
store that is unneeded and unwanted.   
 
Other issues I am concerned about include traffic and noise issues around the store site, the excessive size of the 
store in a small-business commercial area of a National Park gateway town, and the equivocation of the 
proponents about the selling of alcohol. 
 
I plan to follow the legal issues surrounding this proposed project and will continue to state my opposition to its 
approval. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Laraine Turk 
PO Box 305 
64024 Hollinger Road 
Joshua Tree, CA  92252-0305 
Laraine518@earthlink.net 



Heidi Duron,  
 
I am writting you today to voice my opinion on the proposed 9100 Sq. Foot retail store that is 
proposed for Joshua Tree. 
This type of corporate small box store does not fit into the Joshua Tree Community Plan. If you 
have ever visited Joshua Tree you would know this. 
It does not matter if it is a Dollar General or any other store of this size, it simply does not fit 
with the very rural small village feel and size. 
 
This store is proposed in an area that is a family oriented neighborhood, as homes are directly 
behind the proposed lot. 
The Dynamic development corporation, testified in front of the county supervisors, "this is a 
small type of store and would not be selling alcohol. 
Right after the board approved the initial permit, within 2 weeks a Notice to Sell Alcohol sign 
went up?  A bold face lie was told to the supervisors at that time who asked questions about 
alcohol. 
This is a predatory retail corporation, who does not care what any of the residents of Joshua Tree 
have to say, it is only about the all mighty dollar $$$$$$. 
And speaking of Dollars, all the profits leave the town and county and go back to Tennessee.   
They treat their employees poorly, by not providing adequate help to get the work done, and low 
wages for any position.  
They do not pay a living wage, and have several complaints against them, they will not be good 
neighbors. 
 
Our community has a large tourist based economy, the National Park is a tourist destination 
recognized all over the world, and within the United States. 
People come here to visit one of the last rural community driven places full of Art, Music and 
beautiful scenic vistas, no one comes here to see anywhere USA. 
 
Keep our place special for all who visit and make Joshua Tree home. 
 
Focus your energy on promoting local small business, and keep the dollars local. 
I for one shop local when ever I can to support my friends and neighbors, and do not shop 
corporate greed driven retail stores. 
 
Thank you for your time, Valeree Woodard 
 
Property Owner, Tax Payer, Concerned Citizen 
 
Valeree Woodard 
64114 Foothill Drive 
Joshua Tree, CA 92252 
 
760-821-5711 
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