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1 Introduction 

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared for the proposed Perris Boulevard and 

Morgan Street Industrial Park Project (project) and made available for public comment for a 30-day public review 

period from June 9, 2021, through July 8, 2021. In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines, Section 15074(b) (14 CCR 15074[b]), before approving the proposed project, the City of Perris (City), 

as the lead agency under CEQA, will consider the IS/MND with any comments received during this public review 

period. Specifically, Section 15074(b) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15074[b]) states the following: 

Prior to approving a project, the decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider the proposed 

negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any comments received during the 

public review process. The decision-making body shall adopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated 

negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole record before it (including the initial study and 

any comments received), that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect 

on the environment and that the negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration reflects the lead 

agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

The agencies and individuals who provided substantive written comments on the environmental issues addressed 

in the Draft IS/MND are listed in Table 1. Although CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) 

and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) do not explicitly require a lead agency to provide written responses 

to comments received on an IS/MND, the lead agency may do so voluntarily. Individual comments within each 

communication are numbered so comments can be cross-referenced with responses. The comment letters received 

during the public review period are included in Attachment A. 

Table 1 Comment Letter Summary 

Letter Number Commenter Date 

1 Riverside County Flood Control and Water 

Conservation District 

Signed: Deborah De Chambeau, Engineering 

Project Manager 

June 25, 2021 

2 Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California 

July 6, 2021 

3 March Joint Powers Authority June 9, 2021 

4 Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians June 21, 2021 

5 Golden State Environmental Justice 

Association Board of Directors 

July 5, 2021 

6 Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, 

Mitchell Tsai, Esq 

July 7, 2021 

7 Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, 

Lacy Padilla, Archeologist, Tribal Historic 

Preservation Office 

July 19, 2021 

 

Responses to comments are made in the following text to supplement, clarify, or expand on information already 

presented in the Draft IS/MND. These responses do not change the significance of determinations made or the 

severity of potential environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft IS/MND. Section 15073.5(c)(4) of the CEQA 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS: PERRIS BOULEVARD AND MORGAN STREET INDUSTRIAL PARK PROJECT 

   12761 

 2  August 2021 
 

Guidelines (14 CCR 15073.5[c][4]) permits the inclusion of new information within an IS/MND if the additional 

information “merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration.” 
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2 Responses to Comments 

Response to Comment Letter 1 

Deborah De Chambeau, Engineering Project Manager 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

June 25, 2021 

1-1 The City acknowledges this comment as an introduction to the comments that follow. This comment is 

included in the Final IS/MND for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final 

decision on the project. No further response is required or necessary. No changes to the Draft IS/MND 

are required as a result of this comment, and the Draft IS/MND’s analysis is adequate as provided. 

1-2 The comment letter includes possible responses from the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 

Conservation District with check boxes adjacent to each response. The City acknowledges that the 

project would not be impacted by District Master Drainage Plan facilities, and that the project is within 

the Perris Valley area for drainage fees. The City acknowledges that the project would be subject to 

fees, including any applicable drainage fees, paid prior to the issuance of grading or building permits. 

Additionally, should an encroachment permit needed, the applicant will contact the Riverside County 

Flood Control and Water Conservation District.  

1-3 The City acknowledges that the project would need to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permit. As discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft 

IS/MND, project grading and construction would be completed in accordance with an NPDES-mandated 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, which would include standard best management practices to 

reduce potential off-site water quality impacts related to erosion and spills of hazardous substances 

from equipment. No changes to the Draft IS/MND are required as a result of this comment, and the 

Draft IS/MND’s analysis is adequate as provided. 

1-4 The City acknowledges the requirements associated with projects located in a Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) mapped floodplain. As discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of the Draft IS/MND, the project site is not located in a flood hazard zone; the project site is not 

located within or in the vicinity of a 100-year flood zone; and the site is located within FEMA Zone X, which 

is an area of minimal flooding. The City notes that the comment provides factual regulatory information 

and does not raise an environmental issue related to the project. The City will include the comment as 

part of the Final IS/MND for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to a final decision on 

the project. No further response is required or necessary. No changes to the Draft IS/MND are required 

as a result of this comment, and the Draft IS/MND’s analysis is adequate as provided. 

1-5 The City acknowledges the requirements for a Section 1602 Agreement associated with projects that 

may impact a natural watercourse or mapped floodplain. As discussed in Section 3.10, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, of the Draft IS/MND, the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage 

pattern of the site or area, nor would the project alter the course of a stream or river. Thus, the project 

would not impact a watercourse or mapped floodplain. The City notes the comment provides factual 

regulatory information and does not raise an environmental issue related to the project. The City has 

included the comment as part of the Final IS/MND for review and consideration by the decision-makers 

prior to a final decision on the project. No further response is required or necessary. No changes to the 
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Draft IS/MND are required as a result of this comment, and the Draft IS/MND’s analysis is adequate 

as provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 

Sean Carlson, Team Manager, Environmental Planning Section 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) 

July 6, 2021 

2-1 The comment is an introductory comment that summarizes the proposed project and restates 

information from the project description of the Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental issues 

were identified, no further analysis is necessary. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further 

response is provided. 

2-2 The comment introduces the commenter and provides background information on the Metropolitan 

Water District of Southern California (MWD). Because no new environmental issues were identified, no 

further analysis is necessary. The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft 

IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided.  

2-3 The comment states that the MWD owns and operates the Colorado River Aqueduct within the project’s 

proximity (south of the project site). The comment provides factual background information on the 

Colorado River Aqueduct and expresses the commenter’s concern that the project may result in 

potential impacts to the pipeline. The commenter states that the MWD must be allowed to maintain its 

right-of-way and requires unobstructed access to maintain and repair its systems. The comment states 

that to avoid potential conflicts, the MWD requires any design plans for activities in the area of its 

systems to be submitted for review and approval, and will not permit procedures that could impact the 

pipeline. The comment concludes that approval of the project should be contingent on the MWD’s 

review of the design plans for portions of the project that could affect the MWD’s facilities. The City 

acknowledges the comment and notes that the Draft IS/MND noted the Colorado River Aqueduct as a 

surrounding land use (see pages 4 and 10 of the Draft IS/MND). The project site does not cross the 

right-of-way of the aqueduct; however, off-site improvements on N. Perris Boulevard may approach the 

right-of-way. Vibration impacts during construction were analyzed in Section 3.13, Noise, of the Draft 

IS/MND and were determined to be less than significant. The comment does not question the adequacy 

of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no 

further response is provided. 

2-4 The comment explains where copies of detailed plans from the MWD can be found and includes the 

MWD’s “Guidelines for Improvements and Construction Projects Proposed in the Area of Metropolitan’s 

Facilities and Rights of Way.” See Response to Comment 2-3, above, regarding the project’s proposed 

construction activities near the MWD’s Colorado River Aqueduct. Because no new environmental issues 

were identified, no further analysis is necessary. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further 

response is provided. 

2-5 The comment states that the MWD supports efforts to conserve water and recommends that the City 

require water conservation measures. The comment also provides contact information for the MWD. The 

City appreciates the comments and acknowledges the importance of water conservation. The project is 

required to comply with all applicable City requirements related to water conservation and state 

requirements in the California Building Code. Water use is analyzed in Section 3.19, Utilities and Utility 
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Systems, of the Draft IS/MND. As described therein, the project was determined to have a less-than-

significant effect on water supply. The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the 

Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided.  
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Response to Comment Letter 3 

Jeffrey Smith, AICP, Principal Planner 

March Joint Powers Authority 

June 25, 2021 

3-1 The comment states that the March Joint Powers Authority has reviewed the Draft IS/MND and 

determined that the project “is not within the jurisdiction of the March Joint Powers Authority” and that 

the March Joint Powers Authority has no comments at this time. The comment does not address the 

adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental issues were identified, 

no further analysis is necessary. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no 

further response is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter 4 

Cheryl Madrigal, Cultural Resource Manager, Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 

June 25, 2021 

4-1 The comment identifies the commenter and states that the project site occurs within the territory of the 

Luiseño people and is within the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indian’s specific area of historic interest. The 

comment states that the commenter has reviewed the Draft IS/MND and has no further comments at 

this time, but notes that other tribes may have particular knowledge of the project site and request 

additional measures. The comment states that the Rincon Band supports efforts to avoid impacts to 

cultural resources as the preferred mitigation measure. The commenter requests to be notified of any 

changes to the project plans, requests a copy of the final monitoring report, and provides contact 

information. The City acknowledges the project’s location within the territory of the Luiseño people and 

within Rincon’s specific area of historic interest. The comment does not raise an issue with the adequacy 

of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further 

analysis is necessary. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response 

is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter 5 

Golden State Environmental Justice Association 

July 5, 2021 

5-1 This comment introduces the comments that follow and states they are provided by the Golden State 

Environmental Justice Alliance. The comment requests the commenter be added to all subsequent 

environmental documents, notices, and hearings for the proposed project. The comment does not raise 

an issue under CEQA and does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. 

Therefore, no revisions are required, and no further response is provided. Because no new 

environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

5-2 The comment provides a summary of the proposed project, including the size of the project, the number 

of loading docks, and the number of parking spaces. The comment restates information from the Draft 

IS/MND regarding the proposal for a Minor Adjustment for Parking Reduction to reduce the number of 

parking spaces from the number required by the Perris Municipal Code. Since circulation of the Draft 

IS/MND, the City has determined that a Minor Adjustment for Parking Reduction is no longer required 

or requested. Revisions to the Draft IS/MND are included within the IS/MND in strike through and 

underline format. The comment does not raise an issue under CEQA and does not address the 

adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental issues were identified, 

no further analysis is necessary. 

5-3 The comment notes discrepancies in the total square footage of the warehouse buildings proposed for 

the project. The comment states that the Notice of Intent lists the project as “283,197 square feet,” 

the Draft IS/MND includes a footnote that refers to “286,892 square feet,” and the Health Risk 

Assessment and air quality analysis model “316,496 square feet.” As clearly stated on page 1 of the 

Draft IS/MND (as well as on page 9 under “Description of Project”), the total square footage of the 

warehouse would be 283,179 square feet. As restated in the comment, the Draft IS/MND explains on 

page 5 (footnote 1) that “A previous version of the draft project design included a project with 286,892 

square feet of development (an increase of 3,713 square feet over the proposed project). Because the 

technical modeling analysis in this document had commenced, and because the size of the previous 

project would provide for a conservative analysis, the previous project’s size is used throughout this 

analysis.” Therefore, the analysis contained in the Draft IS/MND is considered conservative because it 

assumes a slightly higher square footage, and therefore slightly greater impacts, than what would occur 

with the slightly smaller proposed project.  

Further, contrary to the comment, the Draft IS/MND is clear on the size of the project and explains the 

difference between the project size and the technical analysis. CEQA permits for a “worst case” analysis 

and provides that the environmental analysis may analyze impacts of a larger project but may not 

under-report potential project impacts. The Draft IS/MND accurately analyzes the project and 

recommends mitigation measures based on a slightly larger project but, importantly, does not under-

report potential impacts. Therefore, no updated analysis is required. Further, the requested preparation 

of an EIR (Environmental Impact Report) is not required under CEQA to address the size of the proposed 

project. An EIR would not change the description of the project or the technical analyses provided in 

the Draft IS/MND. 
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One editorial revision, on page 5 of the Final IS/MND, has been made to confirm the square footage 

as 283,179 square feet. However, no additional revisions are required for the Final IS/MND. Because 

no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

5-4 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND does not include any floorplans, and that Figures 2 and 3A 

through 3D do not provide information such as parcel size, site coverage, building height, or a North 

arrow. The comment claims that the Draft IS/MND has excluded these details from public review, 

“which does not comply with CEQA’s requirements for adequate informational documents and 

meaningful disclosure,” and states that an EIR must be prepared that includes these items. The parcel 

size is stated on page 2: “The proposed project site is located on a 15.60-acre (gross)...” and repeated 

throughout the Draft IS/MND. The site coverage is 44.6%, as calculated on page 77 of the Draft 

IS/MND. The Final IS/MND has been revised to clarify this is the “lot coverage” and not the “floor area 

ratio,” as described in the Draft IS/MND. The total building height is 40 feet, as stated on page 9 of the 

Draft IS/MND. The Draft IS/MND states the following in Section 2.3.1: 

With the exception of parking standards (see Site Access, Circulation, and Parking discussion 

below), the project has been designed in compliance with the applicable Development 

Standards and Guidelines outlined in the PVCCSP [Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific 

Plan], including but not limited to building setbacks, lot coverage, Floor Area Ratio, and 

architectural requirements. The project would have a height of 40 feet. Conceptual elevations 

and an architectural rendering are shown in Figure 3A-D. 

Additional specific floor plans are not available because, as stated in the Draft IS/MND, “an end user 

of the three buildings has not yet been identified”; therefore, the floor plans have not been finalized. 

The presentation of any floor plans also would not affect the analysis of potential project environmental 

impacts in the Draft IS/MND. However, the Draft IS/MND states that “for the purposes of CEQA and to 

ensure full disclosure on all potential allowable uses on the project site, this environmental impact 

assessment assumes development of industrial/warehousing.” Therefore, the analysis contained in 

the Draft IS/MND accurately reflects the potential worst-case impacts of the project as proposed, and 

no further analysis is required. An EIR would not change the description of the project or the technical 

analyses provided in the Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no 

further analysis is necessary. 

5-5 The comment expresses the commenters opinion that the agricultural and forestry resources analysis 

is misleading because it does not provide information regarding the use of the site for agricultural 

activities. The comment restates information from the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

(Appendix G-1 of the Draft IS/MND), and states that the Draft IS/MND does not provide any “meaningful 

disclosure regarding the property’s historical use for agricultural purposes” and concludes that an EIR 

must be prepared for public review and analysis. The Draft IS/MND states that cancellation of the 

existing Williamson Act contract is considered part of the proposed project (see Draft IS/MND, Section 

1.1, Project Overview, on page 1). Page 4 of the Draft IS/MND states the following: 

The project site is currently enrolled under a California Land Conservation Act contract 

(Williamson Act contract) between the current property owner and the City pursuant to the 

provisions of Government Code Sections 51240 et seq. While the project site is currently 

enrolled under a Williamson Act contract, the project site is not currently being used for 
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agricultural operations. The project site is currently mapped by the Department of Conservation 

as Urban and Built Up-Land (DOC 2016) and not used for agricultural operations. 

With respect to the CEQA thresholds, the Draft IS/MND uses the CEQA Appendix G Guidelines. Neither 

threshold requires analysis of the historic use of a project site for agricultural purposes; rather, 

Threshold (a) asks whether a project would “Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?” As 

analyzed in the Draft IS/MND, the project site is not mapped as “Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance”; rather, the site is mapped as Urban and Built Up-Land. Therefore, 

no impact to Farmland would occur. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would 

reach the same conclusion. 

Regarding Threshold (b), the Draft IS/MND analyzes the proposed cancellation of the Williamson Act 

contract and determined that the project would have a less-than-significant impact because (1) the 

agricultural operations are not currently occurring on the site; (2) the project site is mapped by the 

Department of Conservation as Urban and Built Up-Land (DOC 2016); (3) the project site is located 

within an urbanized and industrial part of the City, and no lands surrounding the project site are 

currently used for agricultural operations; (4) the project site is zoned for Light Industrial per the City’s 

Zoning Map and is located within the Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan (PVCCSP) planning 

area; and (5) the project’s requested Williamson Act contract cancellation would be subject to the City’s 

Williamson Act contract cancellation process and Government Code Sections 51280–51287. Based 

on these reasons, the Draft IS/MND determined that impacts would be less than significant. It is noted 

that these determinations are consistent with the findings in the PVCCSP EIR, which found that impacts 

under Thresholds (a) and (b) were less than significant. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed 

project, it would reach the same conclusion. The commenter has not provided any substantial evidence 

that would change the determination of project significance. Therefore, no further analysis is necessary. 

5-6 The comment states that there is no mechanism for public review of the earthwork for the project, 

including that earthwork would be 25,000 cubic yards of cut and fill, and that depths for utilities would 

be approximately 12 feet below grade. Grading quantities are based on the geotechnical report that 

was prepared for the project site and the existing topography of the site, which is generally flat. The 

project grading activities would include balanced cut and fill; thus, the project would not export soil to 

a landfill. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is 

necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would be based on the same 

assumptions for balanced cut and fill as the IS/MND and the conclusions would remain the same. 

5-7 The comment states that there are existing building foundations, an agricultural well and sump, and 

piles of debris on the project site that will need to be removed and hauled away. The project site is 

currently vacant and undeveloped, and the project site is relatively level. There is a minimal amount of 

concrete on site that will be reused for construction or be removed in the course of normal grading and 

construction activities, and may result in a nominal amount of off-site trips which would not be expected 

to increase the maximum daily emissions or the overall emissions levels to beyond a level of 

significance. Further, as noted in Response to Comment 5-3, because the size of the proposed 

buildings are slightly smaller than what was analyzed in the Draft IS/MND, the emissions presented in 

the IS/MND overestimate the actual air quality and GHG emissions and are considered conservative. 

Thus, the project would not export large amounts of material to the landfill during the site preparation 
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phase. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would reach the same conclusion. 

Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided.  

5-8 The comment states that off-site improvements have not been accounted for in the analysis. The 

minimal amount of off-site improvements, including widening Morgan Street along the project frontage 

to half of its full buildout width, is included in the proposed site plan. In addition, the emissions 

associated with construction activities of the off-site improvements are included in the Draft IS/MND 

analysis. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would be based the same analysis. 

Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided.  

5-9 The comment states that the IS/MND does not provide information regarding where construction 

materials and workers would be coming from, because the IS/MND assumes the California Emissions 

Estimator Model (CalEEMod) default vendor trip length of 6.90 miles and the worker trip length of 14.70 

miles. The use of the vendor and worker trip lengths were provided as the default values in CalEEMod for 

the project location and project land use. The default trip lengths were derived from the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) extensive survey of construction projects within the South Coast 

Air Basin and the State of California. The CalEEMod default trip lengths used for this analysis were 

established by the SCAQMD for Riverside County in the South Coast Air Basin. The commenter has not 

provided any substantial evidence to demonstrate that the SCAQMD’s average trips lengths for Riverside 

County are inaccurate.  Furthermore, the project site is located within an urban environment, with the 

availability of materials and workforce for the development of industrial buildings. If an EIR were to be 

prepared for the proposed project, it would be based upon the same trip lengths recommended by the 

SCAQMD for Riverside County and would reach the same conclusions as the Draft IS/MND. 

5-10 The comment states that there is no indication that a legal construction debris dump site exists within 

20 miles. The use of the CalEEMod default trip length is intended to be an average; thus, not all trips 

are expected to be exactly 14.7 miles. Further, as noted in Response to Comment 5-7, although it is 

anticipated that the grading activity would balance on site, it would include the reuse of the noted 

materials. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is 

necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would be based upon the same 

trip lengths recommended by the SCAQMD for Riverside County. 

5-11 The comment states that the analysis must consider electrical hookups at all loading docks for 

refrigerated trucks in accordance with PVCCSP Mitigation Measure (MM) Air 12 and that the project must 

be modeled for cold storage. As stated on page 1 of the Draft IS/MND, the project is proposed as the 

construction and operation of three non-refrigerated industrial/warehouse buildings and associated 

parking. Refrigerated uses are not proposed and would not be approved by the City under the current 

proposed actions and the IS/MND. Any future modification of the buildings to provide refrigerated uses 

would require additional discretionary approvals from the City, subject to CEQA. As such, there is no 

requirement under CEQA for the project buildings to be modeled as refrigerated warehouse buildings. To 

correct a typographical error regarding the inclusion of PVCCSP mitigation measure MM Air 12 for the 

project, MM Air 12 on page 26 of the Draft IS/MND has been revised, as follows: 

MM Air 12  Where transport refrigeration units (TRUs) are in use, electrical hookups will be 

installed at all loading and unloading stalls in order to allow TRUs with electric 

standby capabilities to use them. [Status: Not applicable to the proposed project.] 
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Therefore, no additional revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is 

provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

5-12 The comment states that because the City of Perris Municipal Code permits construction activity 

between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., the analysis must analyze a worst-case 12-hour work day. The hours 

and days of construction were analyzed based on data provided by the project applicant and industry 

standard construction schedules. A standard work week is 8 hours per day, 40 hours per week. Any 

work beyond the standard 8-hour workday would require overtime payment to the construction crew. 

Due to these standard construction hours, the CalEEMod default assumptions of 8 hours per day were 

assumed for this analysis, which is consistent with analyses for projects in the South Coast Air Basin 

and throughout Southern California. The commenter provides no substantial evidence that the 

CalEEMod defaults are improper, or that development of this project would require longer hours of 

construction. CEQA does not require an analysis of an unlikely worst-case scenario and need only 

evaluate impacts that are a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the project (High Sierra Rural 

Alliance v. County of Las Plumas (2018) 29 Cal.App.5th 102). Therefore, no revisions are required for 

the Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed 

project, it would be based upon the same default hours of construction. 

5-13 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND does not consider relevant environmental justice issues 

because it does not include cumulative impact analysis. The comment states this is particularly important 

due to the project site’s location in an area that is burdened by pollution. Potential development of the 

project site along with all other parcels within the PVCCSP planning area was previously covered under 

the PVCCSP EIR, which provides a master cumulative impact analysis of the entire PVCCSP planning 

area. Further, pursuant to CEQA, the project’s physical impacts on the environment were evaluated in the 

IS/MND using State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds and the thresholds of significance adopted 

by the SCAQMD. Neither the City of Perris, the SCAQMD, nor the State CEQA Guidelines include thresholds 

for environmental justice. Regarding air quality and health risk, the project’s regional and localized 

operational emissions would not exceed the numerical mass daily or localized thresholds of significance 

established by the SCAQMD for any criteria air pollutant or health risk thresholds. The commenter 

provides no substantial evidence that the technical studies or the conclusions of the IS/MND are 

incorrect. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. 

If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would reach the same conclusion. 

5-14 The comment states that the full text of the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was not available online; 

rather, only 12 pages were included. An HRA technical report was prepared for the project and the 

results are  summarized in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Draft IS/MND. The HRA follows the most 

recent 2015 Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for 

Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, the SCAQMD’s modeling guidance, and the SCAQMD’s Health 

Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for 

CEQA Air Quality Analysis.  

The City of Perris was unaware that the full content of the HRA was not included in the files on its 

website. However, no member of the public – including the commenter – contacted the City to inform 

it of this issue or to request a full copy of the HRA to review.  

If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would utilize the HRA as the basis of its 

analysis and reach the same conclusions regarding project significance. 
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5-15 The comment appears to misunderstand the way that the HRA evaluated impacts. The HRA follows the 

SCAQMD’s modeling guidance of 50-meter spacing of a receptor grid out to 1,000 meters from the 

project site to identify the maximum impacts to the surrounding areas. This means that the modeling 

extended in 50-meter increments from the project site out to a distance of 1,000 meters from the site. 

As such, the HRA captured the impacts to the nearest sensitive receptors, which also include the Park 

Place Mobile Home community and the Ensenada Village Mobile Home community located within the 

1,000-meter distance modeled for the HRA. Therefore, no revisions are required for the HRA or the 

Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed 

project, it would utilize the same modeling guidance recommended by the SCAQMD and reach the 

same conclusions regarding project significance. 

5-16 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND “does not provide a source for the modeling standards and 

exposure factors for residential, worker, and school child modeling analysis” and that it excludes school 

child or worker modeling for the analysis. Sensitive receptors are those individuals more susceptible to 

the effects of air pollution than the population at large. People most likely to be affected by air pollution 

include children, older adults, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. 

According to the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare 

centers, long-term healthcare facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement 

homes (SCAQMD 1993). Workers are not considered sensitive receptors for health risks according to 

the SCAQMD. The HRA was prepared in accordance with the 2015 Office of Environmental Health 

Hazard Assessment guidance and SCAQMD modeling guidance. Furthermore, the HRA assessed all 

sensitive receptors based on residential exposure of third-trimester to 30 years, which is more 

conservative than the exposure period of a high school student from age 13 to age 17. Therefore, the 

potential health risks associated with the proposed project have been evaluated properly and no 

revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. If an EIR were to be 

prepared for the proposed project, it would utilize the same modeling methodology and reach the same 

conclusions regarding project significance. 

5-17 The comment claims that the Draft IS/MND “utilizes misleading and uncertain language to reason that 

it does not need to provide a construction health risk assessment.” The comment gives the example 

that the Draft IS/MND refers to the 12-month construction schedule as “fairly short.” Based on an 

email from Michael Krause, Planning and Rule Manager with the SCAQMD, the health risks need to be 

evaluated separately (Krause 2019). Thus, the health risk analysis is analyzed in accordance with 

SCAQMD guidance. Furthermore, the SCAQMD does not include guidance to amortize construction 

health risk by 30 years and combine with operational health risk. Therefore, the potential health risks 

associated with the proposed project have been evaluated in accordance with SCAQMD guidance, no 

revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. If an EIR were to be 

prepared for the proposed project, it would utilize the same modeling methodology and reach the same 

conclusions regarding project significance. 

5-18 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND is misleading because it reports the nearest sensitive 

receptors in feet while the analysis is reported in meters. This does not change the results of the 

analysis; therefore, the Draft IS/MND analysis is adequate as presented. If an EIR were to be prepared 

for the proposed project, it would utilize the same modeling methodology and reach the same 

conclusions regarding project significance. 
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5-19 The comment restates concerns regarding PVCCSP MM Air 12 regarding cold storage. As stated in 

Response to Comment 5-11, the IS/MND evaluated impacts of the project as proposed by the project 

applicant. The project is proposed as the construction and operation of three non-refrigerated 

warehouse buildings and associated parking. Refrigerated uses are not proposed and would not be 

approved by the City under the current proposed actions and IS/MND. Where transport refrigeration 

units are in use, electrical hookups would be installed at all loading and unloading stalls to allow 

transport refrigeration units with electric standby capabilities to use them. Therefore, no revisions are 

required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for 

the proposed project, it would also be based on the project proposed as the construction and operation 

of three non-refrigerated warehouse buildings and associated parking. The impacts conclusions would 

not change.  

5-20 The comment states that the State of California lists two approved compliance modeling software for 

non-residential building—CBECC and EnergyPro—and that CalEEMod is not listed as approved software. 

The comment also states that the modeling does not comply with the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency 

Standards, and under-reports energy and greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts, but the comment does not 

provide evidence of this statement. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model 

designed to provide a uniform platform to calculate construction and operational emissions from land 

use development projects. CalEEMod was developed for the California Air Pollution Control Officers 

Association in collaboration with the California Air Districts. The model is a comprehensive tool for 

quantifying air quality impacts from land use projects located throughout California. The model can be 

used for a variety of situations where an air quality analysis is necessary or desirable, such as preparing 

CEQA or National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents, conducting pre-project planning, and 

verifying compliance with local air quality rules and regulations. The commenter has not provided any 

substantial evidence to demonstrate that the use of CalEEMod to estimate GHG emissions is either 

inappropriate or inaccurate. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further 

response is  necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would utilize the same 

CalEEMod modeling and reach the same conclusions regarding project significance. 

5-21 The comment states that there in discrepancies in the CalEEMod Output Sheets regarding carbon 

dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions. The commenter is incorrect to state that the emissions data used 

to analyze the project is inaccurate. The CalEEMod output files provided summarize emissions in 

pounds per day for summer and winter seasons and annual tons per year. Air quality impacts for criteria 

air pollutants are based on the amount of daily emissions generated by the project, which were 

determined to be the maximum daily summer or winter emissions. The GHG emissions impacts for the 

project are based on the annual emissions of metric tons of CO2e. The thresholds of significance for 

GHG emissions are based on the annual emissions, so the project’s annual emissions are used in the 

GHG emissions analysis and compared to the SCAQMD’s GHG emissions threshold. The CO2e 

emissions in the daily seasonal results sheets are to be ignored for the evaluation of GHG impacts.  

Thus, the project’s GHG emissions are accurately analyzed. Therefore, no revisions are required for the 

Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. 

Additionally, the comment states that modeling errors, such as those noted in the energy, air quality, 

and transportation discussions, must be corrected to adequately analyze the project’s GHG emissions. 

The commenter is referred to the previous responses for clarity on modeling. As discussed in previous 

responses, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary.  
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If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would utilize the same CalEEMod modeling 

and reach the same conclusions regarding project significance 

5-22 The comment restates concerns regarding the use of CalEEMod. Please refer to Response to Comment 

5-20. CalEEMod is the statewide land use emissions computer model and can be used to prepare CEQA 

documents. The commenter has not provided any substantial evidence to demonstrate that the use of 

CalEEMod to estimate GHG emissions is either inappropriate or inaccurate. Therefore, no revisions are 

required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is necessary. 

5-23 The comment restates the findings of the Draft IS/MND with respect to the project site’s location within 

March Air Reserve Base (MARB) Compatibility Zone B1 and Accident Potential Zone II. The comment 

states that Implementation Measures in the City’s General Plan require MARB review and comment 

prior to any land use decision. The comment then re-states Land Use Element Implementation Measure 

V.C.I and Safety Element Implementation Measure I.D.2. The comment concludes that the IS/MND is 

“misleading to the public and decision makers” by concluding that the project is consistent with the 

MARB Land Use Compatibility Plan and General Plan without review by the MARB, and that delaying 

MARB review until after CEQA is deferred mitigation; therefore, the comment states that an EIR must 

be prepared.  

Land Use Element Implementation Measure V.C.I. requires that the City circulate all development plans 

within the Clear Zone and Accident Potential Zones of the MARB/Inland Port Authority (IPA) Land Use 

Compatibility Plan area to the Department of the Air Force/MARB to provide recommendations and 

guidance on land use compatibility in accordance with the policies of the most recent Air Force 

Instruction (AFI) 32-7063. The procedures identified on page 93 of the City’s Land Use Element clarify 

that “proposed General Plan land use amendments, Zoning Code amendments, and Specific Plan 

amendments that impact density or intensity of development within the AOZ [Airport Overlay Zones] 

shall be referred to the RCALUC [Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission] for a determination 

of compatibility with the adopted March ARB/IP ALUCP [Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan]” (City of 

Perris 2016). The project site is not within the Clear Zone or an Accident Potential Zone for the 

MARB/IPA. The project also does not require a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, or Specific 

Plan Amendment. As such, the City is not required to circulate the project development plans to the 

MARB/IPA for airport compatibility review.  

The project is in compliance with Safety Element Implementation Measure I.D.2 because the Notice of 

Intent was sent to the MARB/IPA for review. Upon completion of the public review period, no comments 

were received on the project from the MARB/IPA or the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). As such, 

MARB/IPA review on the project was not delayed, and impacts related to hazards from MARB/IPA would 

not be significant. No revisions to the IS/MND are required and no further analysis is necessary.  

Regarding the suggestion that the Draft IS/MND “deferred mitigation,” the Draft IS/MND incorporates 

PVCCSP MM HAZ 2 through PVCCSP MM HAZ 6 (Draft IS/MND, pages 79–80). These mitigation 

measures identify concrete actions and performance standards and, as such, do not constitute 

deferral. Because the City provided MARB/IPA an opportunity to review and comment on the project as 

part of the CEQA process, and because PVCCSP MM HAZ 2 through PVCCSP MM HAZ 6 do not constitute 

deferred mitigation, an EIR is not required and no further analysis is necessary.  If an EIR were to be 

prepared for the proposed project, it would reach the same conclusions regarding project compatibility 

and significance. 
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5-24 The comment states that Table 3.11-1, Perris General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis, in the Draft 

IS/MND provides misleading information regarding the project’s consistency with Circulation Element 

Policy II.B. The comment states that a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is necessary to determine if the 

project is consistent with the General plan, and that excluding the TIA from the environmental 

document violates CEQA’s requirements for disclosure of impacts. The comment concludes that the 

Draft IS/MND cannot be found to be consistent with the General Plan without a TIA, and that an EIR 

must be provided.  

The commenter’s statement that an EIR must be prepared that includes a project-specific TIA because 

the Draft IS/MND did not include a TIA is incorrect. California Senate Bill 743, adopted in 2013, 

required changes to CEQA to eliminate level of service/delay (traffic congestion) and replace it with 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to determine transportation impacts of a proposed project. The congestion 

analysis conducted for a TIA may no longer be used to evaluate impacts under CEQA (Public Resources 

Code, Section 21099[b][2]). However, Senate Bill 743 “does not preclude the application of local 

general plan policies, zoning codes, conditions of approval, thresholds, or any other planning 

requirements pursuant to the police power or any other authority” (Public Resources Code, Section 

21099[b][4]). 

Although the Perris General Plan requires the preparation of a TIA for projects that generate more than 

500 average daily traffic, it does not require that the TIA be included in the CEQA document because 

the congestion analysis may not be used to evaluate project impacts under CEQA. CEQA does not 

require every source that is used in the preparation of an IS/MND or an EIR to be included as part of 

the CEQA document. Because the TIA was properly cited in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15063(d)(3), and because the TIA was available to the public at the City, the public was not 

deprived of an opportunity to review the TIA. No new environmental issues are raised, and preparation 

of an EIR is not required. 

5-25 The comment states that Table 3.11-1 does not provide a consistent analysis with all applicable 

General Plan policies. Many of the policies in the Perris General Plan are City responsibility and outside 

the responsibility of the project applicant. In addition, the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Land Use 

and Planning thresholds of significance ask whether the project would “Cause a significant 

environmental impact due to a conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect” (emphasis added). Table 3.11-1, 

Perris General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis (Draft IS/MND, pages 87–91), includes an analysis 

of the project’s consistency with each of the General Plan Policies that have been adopted by the City 

of Perris to avoid or mitigate environmental effects of new development projects. Therefore, the Draft 

IS/MND has evaluated the project’s consistency with all applicable General Plan land use policies and 

no revisions to Table 3.11-1 are necessary. Regarding compliance with Implementation Measures V.C.1 

and I.D.2, refer to Response to Comment 2-23. Because no new environmental issues were identified, 

no further analysis is necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would reach 

the same conclusions regarding project consistency. 

5-26 The comment restates Land Use Element Implementation Measure V.C.I and Safety Element 

Implementation Measure I.D.2. Please refer to Response to Comment 5-23, above, for responsive 

information. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 
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5-27 The comment restates Safety Element Implementation Measure I.D. The analysis to support the Table 

3.11-1, Perris General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis, conclusion that the project is consistent 

with Safety Element Policy I.D is included on Draft IS/MND page 90. The MARB/IPA Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plan was primarily based on the U.S. Air Force Air Installations Compatible Use Zones 

Study for March Air Reserve Base (U.S. Air Force 2018, page 1). Thus, the project is consistent with 

both the MARB/IPA Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and the Air Installation Compatibility Use Zones 

Study. No new environmental issues were identified and an EIR is not required 

5-28 The comment restates Safety Element Implementation Measure I.D.2. Please refer to Response to 

Comment 5-23, above, for responsive information. Because no new environmental issues were 

identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

5-29 The comment states that the General Plan policies require MARB review prior to making land use 

decisions. The comment restates information from Draft IS/MND Table 3.9-1 regarding the project’s 

height (40 feet) and ALUC review. The comment states that ALUC/MARB review after CEQA amount to 

“deferred mitigation” and does not comply with requirements for meaningful disclosure. The comment 

also states that the project elevations do not call out building heights. The comment concludes that an 

EIR must be prepared and include ALUC/MARB review and comment. Regarding “deferred mitigation” 

and MARB review, please refer to Response to Comment 5-23, above. Regarding building heights, the 

comment itself restates information contained in Table 3.9-1 from the Draft IS/MND, which discloses 

that the building height would be 40 feet.  

5-30 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND did not provide an analysis of the project’s consistency with 

the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Connect SoCal: 2020–2045 Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The comment suggests that the 

project has the potential to be inconsistent with Goal 5 (reduce GHG emissions and improve air quality), 

Goal 6 (support healthy and equitable communities), and Goal 7 (adapt to a changing climate). The 

comment restates information regarding the project’s annual and daily VMT, and states than an EIR 

must be prepared to analyze the project’s consistency with the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS.  

Connect SoCal was prepared through a collaborative and comprehensive process with input from local 

governments, county transportation commissions, tribal governments, non-profit organizations, 

businesses, and local stakeholders within the counties of Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San 

Bernardino, and Ventura (SCAG 2020, page 8). As part of this process, SCAG compiled population and 

employment estimates from local governments within SCAG boundaries, including the City of Perris, to 

develop regional projections. Because the proposed project is consistent with the PVCCSP, which is 

consistent with the Perris General Plan Land Use Element, the project would have already been 

accounted for in Connect SoCal. Because development of the project site for industrial use was 

accounted for in Connect SoCal; because implementation of the proposed project would not result in 

potentially significant impacts to regional emissions (Draft IS/MND pages 19–35); and because 

implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs (Draft IS/MND pages 63–72), analysis of 

the project’s consistency with Connect SoCal is not required. If an EIR were to be prepared for the 

proposed project, it would reach the same conclusions regarding project consistency with the 2020-

2045 RTP/SCS. 
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5-31 The comment states that the volume and distribution of traffic throughout the roadway network is 

necessary to do the modeling performed in Appendix H-4, and notes that a TIA has not been included 

for public review. The comment then states that the Draft IS/MND cannot conclude that the project 

does not have significant noise impacts without providing the TIA to support the conclusion, and that 

an EIR must be prepared that includes the TIA for public review. The noise analysis was based on the 

expected trip distribution from the project site site as identified in the TIA. Please see Response to 

Comment 5-38 regarding the availability of the TIA for public review. Based on the programed access 

points and truck routes, off-site noise-sensitive land uses and receptors were modeled at the locations 

shown in Figure 6, Noise Measurement Locations, of the Draft IS/MND. Section 3.13, Noise, of the 

Draft IS/MND analyzed potential off-site traffic noise on page 100 and determined that the project 

would not result in any significant impacts, including increase noise levels to above 65 dBA or increase 

noise levels by 3 dB. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response 

is necessary. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would identify the same noise 

levels and reach the same conclusions regarding impact significance. 

5-32 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND uses SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS population, households, and 

employment projections for analysis, but that the analysis should have used SCAG’s 2020–2045 

RTP/SCS projections because it was adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council on September 3, 2020. See 

Response to Comment 5-30, above. 

5-33 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND does not discuss the project’s percentage of the City’s 

employment growth. The comment restates information from the Draft IS/MND regarding the projected 

number of employees (346) and states that such an amount would be 3.3% of the total job growth in the 

City through 2045, which represents “a significant amount of growth.” The comment concludes by stating 

that an EIR must be prepared to include this analysis and a cumulative analysis of projects approved 

since 2020 and projects “in the pipeline.” As analyzed in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, of the 

Draft IS/MND, and as noted in Response to Comment 5-30, the project is consistent with the underlying 

land use and zoning designations for the project site; therefore, it would be considered planned growth 

because the uses proposed have been anticipated both at the City level (through the General Plan and 

PVCCSP) and regional level (through Connect SoCal). The commenter’s characterization that the project 

would result in approximately 3% of the City’s total job growth as “significant” expresses the opinion of 

the commenter, but no additional analysis is provided in the comment as to why this job growth would 

result in a significant impact to population and housing. A 3.3% increase in forecasted employment does 

not constitute substantial unplanned population growth within the City, and the project does not include 

housing; therefore, the Draft IS/MND appropriately concluded that impacts to population and housing are 

less than significant (Draft IS/MND pages 102–103).  

Regarding cumulative projects, the Draft IS/MND discusses the proposed projects potential to 

contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts in Section 3.21(b). As analyzed therein, the proposed 

project is part of the PVCCSP and would implement the applicable mitigation measures required under 

the PVCCSP, which are noted throughout the Draft IS/MND. Implementation of the mitigation measures 

in the Draft IS/MND, “would reduce [the project’s] contribution to any such cumulative impacts to less 

than cumulatively considerable.” If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would identify 

the same employment projections and reach the same conclusions regarding project-specific and 

cumulative impact significance. 
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5-34 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND should have used the average square foot per person to 

calculate the anticipated number of employees, rather than the median square footage per person. 

The comment states that using the average would result in approximately 148 more employees than 

the Draft IS/MND estimates. The comment then repeats claims regarding the overall size of the project 

and states that the Draft IS/MND uses “uncertain and misleading language.” The comment states that 

an EIR must be prepared to provide an accurate estimate of employees generated by the project. 

Regarding the project’s size, please refer to Response to Comment 5-2, above. Regarding the use of 

the median square footage vs. average square footage per employee, the commenter does not provide 

any reason why the average square footage should be used other than to support the commenter’s 

suggestion that the Draft IS/MND underestimates the total number of employees generated by the 

project. As stated in Response to Comment 5-33, the proposed project is consistent with the land use 

and zoning designations for the project site and with the PCCCSP; therefore, the growth generated by 

the project is planned and would not result in unplanned direct or indirect growth. The use of the 

median square footage is considered appropriate because the use, three non-refrigerated 

industrial/warehouse buildings, is expected to have lower employee totals than other industrial uses. 

This is reflected in the parking calculations, which generate a total parking requirement of 212 parking 

spaces. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would identify the same employment 

projections and would reach the same conclusions as the Draft IS/MND.  

5-35 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND should provide demographic and geographic information 

on the location of “qualified workers” to work at the project site. The comment continues that an 

estimate of the number of workers relocating to the City should be provided based on housing vacancy 

rates and projected unemployment for the project’s opening year. The comment states that an EIR 

should also include information on the number of construction jobs and the potential for workers to 

relocate to the City. The suggested analysis is not required under CEQA and would be considered too 

speculative to determine where future workers for an unknown user may move from to work at the 

project site. Additionally, the project would only result in a potentially significant impact if it induces 

substantial unplanned population growth in the area, either directly or indirectly. Although it is assumed 

that employees would come from the local workforce, the employee generation was previously planned 

for in the PVCCSP and evaluated in the PVCCSP EIR. Because the project site is already zoned Light 

Industrial and the project would provide Light Industrial uses, SCAG’s demographic projections include 

the projected employee generation for the proposed use. Any new residents moving to the City would 

move into existing or new residential units planned for, and approved by, the City of Perris. This 

comment does not raise any new environmental issues. No further analysis is required and preparation 

of an EIR is not warranted. 

5-36 The comment indicates that the Draft IS/MND misleads the public and decision makers by choosing to 

model the project as Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Land Use Code 150 – Warehouse, and 

states that this code has one of the lowest trip generates rates among all the industrial ITE land uses. 

The comment continues to state that the air quality analysis modeled the project as ITE Land Use Code 

130 – Industrial Park. The air quality analysis had commenced prior to updated versions of the site 

plan and a more accurate understanding of the proposed uses of the project; therefore, due to the 

higher trip generation rates associated with the Industrial Park land use, the air quality analysis was 

not revised because these rates provide a more conservative analysis. ITE Trip Generation Manual, 

10th Edition, defines the Industrial Park (ITE Land Use Code 130) land use as those with “highly 

diversified facilities – some with a large number of small businesses and others with one or two 
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dominant industries” (ITE 2017). The ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, defines a Warehouse 

(ITE Land Use Code 150) as “primarily devoted to the storage of materials, but it may also include office 

and maintenance areas” (ITE 2017). Based on discussions with the applicant and review of the site 

plan (which consists of three buildings, ranging from approximately 63,000 square feet to 145,000 

square feet, along with office and maintenance areas, and truck courts/loading areas), the 

Warehousing land use was determined by the City to be the most appropriate land use for the proposed 

project traffic generation. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would identify the 

same traffic generation projections and reach the same conclusions as the Draft IS/MND. 

5-37 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND relies on the City’s TIA guidelines and VMT screening to 

determine that the project would have a less-than-significant impact on VMT because the project is 

located within 0.5 miles of high-quality of transit. The comment further states that the TIA guidelines 

state that “certain projects (including residential, retail, and office projects, as well as projects that are 

a mix of these uses) will have a less than significant impact on VMT and that the proposed project is 

not one the listed project types.” Although the City’s TIA guidelines include examples of “certain 

projects,” this list is not assumed to be exhaustive. Because VMT is primarily associated with on-road 

passenger vehicles, as defined below, the proposed project would serve as an employment center, with 

employee-related trips similar to those of an office project. 

Additionally, the comment states that the operational nature of industrial/warehouse uses involves 

high rates of truck/trailer VMT, references VMT data provided in the Operational Mobile Source 

Assumptions Summary from Appendix A-1, and indicates that the project’s truck/trailer activity is 

unable to use public transit so the analysis is misleading to the public and decision makers to conclude 

that the proposed project would have less-than-significant VMT impacts solely based on this factor. 

These statements are incorrect as the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s 

Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA and the CEQA thresholds (Section 

15064.3[a]) state that “For the purposes of this section, ‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount 

and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project” (OPR 2018). The Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research Technical Advisory continues to define “automobile” as “on-road passenger 

vehicles, specifically cars and light trucks” (OPR 2018). Therefore, trucks are not included in the CEQA 

analysis of VMT because VMT is explicitly a measure of automobile travel under Senate Bill 743. 

Additionally, the comment states that the Western Riverside Council of Governments’ VMT Screening 

Tool does not identify the project to be located within a transit-priority area, and that the tool fails the 

project for this measure. The proposed project is located within the City of Perris and is, therefore, 

allowed to use documentation provided by the City, as the lead agency for the project under CEQA. The 

City of Perris transit-priority areas are provided in Exhibit B of the City’s TIA Guidelines. 

Based on the above discussion, the appropriate methodology, tools, and thresholds were used, and 

the project would not have a significant impact on VMT per the City’s adopted TIA Guidelines, VMT 

screening, and VMT analysis thresholds. 

5-38 The comment indicates that the analysis throughout the Transportation section of the Draft IS/MND 

provides misleading information to the public and decision makers by not providing the TIA to determine 

if the project can comply with safety requirements of a sight distance analysis, for example, and the 

Draft IS/MND relies on the TIA for analysis without including the full TIA for review. However, the Draft 

IS/MND includes the methodology used in the sight distance analysis, concluding that “existing 
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vegetation is currently located within the 385-foot sight distance” and that “both driveways would be 

required to meet the sight distance requirements of the City, in adherence to the standards and 

guidelines outlined in the PVCCSP, prior to issuance of a building permit.”  

The comment further states that excluding the TIA from the environmental document violates CEQA’s 

requirements for meaningful disclosure, implements the project without CEQA review, and represents 

deferred mitigation. Although the Perris General Plan requires the preparation of a TIA for projects that 

generate more than 500 average daily traffic, it does not require the TIA be included in the CEQA 

document because the congestion analysis may not be used to evaluate project impacts under CEQA 

(please see Response to Comment 5-24).  Additionally, the Draft IS/MND Section 6.0, References, 

indicates that the TIA is available for review at the City of Perris Planning Division, 135 North ‘‘D’’ Street, 

Perris, CA. Additionally, CEQA does not require every source that is used in the preparation of an 

IS/MND or an EIR to be included as part of the CEQA document. Because the TIA was properly cited in 

accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d)(3) and the TIA is available to the public at 

the City, the public was not deprived of an opportunity to review the TIA. No new environmental issues 

are raised and preparation of an EIR is not required. 

5-39 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND concludes that the project would not impact California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on-/off-ramps because the future construction of Interstate 

215 at Placentia Avenue “would redistribute traffic from Ramona Expressway and Harley Knox 

Boulevard to Placentia Avenue, reducing the potential for queueing impacts and congestion related to 

addition of the project traffic at the existing off-ramps.” Note that the analysis provided in the Draft 

IS/MND does not indicate that project-related queueing or congestion impacts are present, rather that 

the future construction of Placentia Avenue would aid in the redistribution of traffic through the 

transportation network. 

The comment further states that all trucks exiting the property will use Harley Knox Boulevard, and the 

TIA has not provided any quantified analysis to demonstrate that the project will not have a significant 

impact on this or any other Caltrans facility. Note that Caltrans’ “primary review focus for a land use 

project’s impact is now VMT,” per its Transportation Impact Study Guide, released by Caltrans May 20, 

2020 (Caltrans 2020). Additionally, the study area was determined by reviewing intersections where 

the project would add 50 peak-hour trips based on the guidelines included in the City’s adopted TIA 

Guidelines (May 2020) and guidance provided in the County of Riverside’s Transportation Analysis 

Guidelines for Level of Service and Vehicle Miles Traveled (County of Riverside 2020). To provide a 

more conservative analysis, additional nearby intersections where project trips would not add greater 

than 50 trips were also included in the analysis, including Indian Avenue/Ramona Expressway, Indian 

Avenue/Morgan Street, and Indian Avenue/Placentia Avenue. As shown in Figure 13 of the TIA, 9 AM 

peak-hour passenger car equivalent (PCE) truck trips and 28 PM peak-hour PCE truck trips would travel 

eastbound through the Perris Boulevard and Morgan Street intersections toward the Harley Knox 

interchange. As such, intersections farther from the project site, including Caltrans on-/off-ramp 

intersections at Harley Knox Boulevard, were not necessary to include in the analysis. Once on the 

Interstate 215 mainline, trips would be further distributed throughout the network, and would not be 

readily measurable on Caltrans facilities. Additionally, as noted above, the Caltrans Transportation 

Impact Study Guide states that the “Department will transition away from requesting LOS [level of 

service] or other vehicle operations analyses of land use projects” (Caltrans 2020). Therefore, no 

further analysis of Caltrans facilities would be required. 
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Additionally, the comment further states that the Draft IS/MND relies on the assumption that the 

existing City truck routes will be amended to remove Perris Boulevard and Ramona Expressway, without 

giving a timeline for this to be completed, provide an interim route to be used prior to the interchange 

opening, provide if this would result in any construction delays, or provide any other meaningful 

analysis. The TIA is currently being updated to include an Existing plus Project scenario that will include 

a truck trip distribution without the Placentia interchange, but will maintain consistency with the City’s 

request to restrict truck traffic from using Ramona Expressway and Perris Boulevard. However, as 

shown in Figure 13 of the TIA, only 10 AM peak-hour PCE truck trips and 4 PM peak-hour PCE trucks 

would be routed from the Placentia interchange. These trips will be routed from the Harley Knox 

Boulevard interchange and will not significantly change the transportation patterns analyzed in the TIA, 

analyzed with the assumption of the completion of the Placentia interchange. As discussed above, the 

TIA, along with subsequent versions of the TIA, are available to the public at the City. No new 

environmental issues are raised and preparation of an EIR is not required.  

5-40 The comment is a concluding remark that expresses the opinion of the commenter that the Draft 

IS/MND is flawed and that an EIR must be prepared. The comment provides contact information and 

requests that the City provide the commenter with all environmental documents, notices, and hearings 

for the project. As discussed in Responses to Comments 5-1 through 5-39, the analysis in the Draft 

IS/MND is consistent, complete, and thorough, and not flawed as asserted by the commenter. No new 

environmental issues were identified that would warrant the preparation of an EIR. The commenter has 

not provided any substantial evidence to demonstrate that an EIR would identify different conclusions 

than the IS/MND. If an EIR were to be prepared for the proposed project, it would identify the same 

information and reach the same conclusions as the IS/MND. No new or worsened environmental 

impacts would be identified. 
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Response to Comment Letter 6 

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters 

Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law 

July 7, 2021 

6-1 The comment summarizes the project and introduces the commenter as the Southwest Regional 

Council of Carpenters. The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft 

IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided. 

Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

6-2 The comment reserves the commenter’s right to provide additional comments on the project, and 

incorporates “all comments raising issues regarding the [Draft IS/MND].” The comment does not 

address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the 

Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were 

identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

6-3 The comment requests notification from the City referring or related to the project. The comment does 

not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for 

the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were 

identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

6-4 The comment states that the City should require the applicant to hire local, skilled and trained workers 

to build the project, specifically workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor Management 

apprenticeship training program or have as many on-the-job hours of experience as would be required 

by such a state-approved apprenticeship program. The comment states that hiring local can reduce 

environmental impacts of the project by hiring workers who reside within a 10-mile radius of the project 

site. The comment further states that hiring local can have “sustainable economic development” and 

points out that cities such as Hayward are adopting policies into General Plans and Municipal Codes. 

The comment states that hiring local workers would reduce vehicle miles traveled. The comment 

suggests that the City consider a hire-local requirement to address greenhouse gas emissions, air 

quality, and transportation issues. The City appreciates the comment and notes that the Draft IS/MND 

analyzed the project’s transportation-related impacts, including in Section 3.3, Air Quality; Section 3.8, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and Section 3.17, Transportation. The comment does not address the 

adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, 

and no further response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further 

analysis is necessary. 

6-5 The comment states that the City should require the project to be built to standards that exceed the 

current 2019 California Green Building Code to address environmental impacts and advance progress 

toward the State of California’s environmental goals. The City appreciates the comment. The Draft 

IS/MND addresses energy usage in Section 3.6, Energy, and has concluded that the energy impacts of 

the project would be less than significant.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the analysis 

in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response 

is provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 
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6-6 The comment provides background information on CEQA, including CEQA’s role of informing the public 

and decision makers about the potential environmental effects of a project, and CEQA’s direction to 

avoid or reduce impacts by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. The comment provides 

background information on CEQA and serves as an introduction to comments that follow. The comment 

does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required 

for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were 

identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

6-7 The comment provides factual background information on the standard for preparing an EIR, including 

the presumption that if a “fair argument” exists that a project would have a significant effect on the 

environment, an EIR should be prepared. The comment states that, based on the comments that follow, 

under the fair argument standard, the City should prepare an EIR for the project. The comment serves 

as an introduction to comments that follow and does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the 

Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is 

provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

Nonetheless, the City notes that an EIR was prepared that covered the project site. The Perris Valley 

Commercial Center Specific Plan (PVCCSP) EIR evaluated the potential development of the PVCCSP 

planning area, including the project site and proposed uses. As analyzed therein, the proposed project 

is part of the PVCCSP and the project would implement the applicable mitigation measures required 

under the PVCCSP EIR, which are noted throughout the Draft IS/MND. The Draft IS/MND provides 

additional project-specific analysis and recommends mitigation measures to ensure that the project 

would not result in significant, unavoidable impacts. Therefore, because the project was previously 

analyzed in an EIR and the proposed project is consistent with and would implement the applicable 

mitigation measures form that prior EIR, and would further provide for project-specific mitigation 

measures to ensure impact remain less than significant, an EIR is not required.   

6-8 The comment provides factual background information regarding CEQA and Public Resources Code 

Section 21092.1 regarding recirculation when substantial new information comes to light. The 

comment serves as an introduction to comments that follow and does not address the adequacy of the 

analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further 

response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is 

necessary. 

6-9 The comment states that due to the current COVID-19 crisis, the City must adopt a mandatory finding 

of significance that the project may cause a substantial adverse effect on humans and mitigate COVID-

19 impacts. The comment provides information related to construction workplace safety during the 

COVID-19 pandemic and states that several construction sites have been identified as sources of 

community spread. The comment recommends the City adopt CEQA mitigation to mitigate public health 

risks from the project’s construction activities, and provides a list of such measures. The comment 

concludes that the City should require all construction workers undergo COVID-19 training before being 

allowed to conduct construction activities on the project site. The City acknowledges the comment. As 

noted in the comment, construction activities range in their safety and has been defined from lower to 

high risk for COVID-19. Construction activity was allowed to continue throughout the COVID pandemic 

as an “essential” activity. The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration and other 

agencies oversee workplace safety and require implementation of safety-related protocols and 
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procedures, including those related to COVID. Therefore, with regulatory compliance, the project would 

not be reasonably expected to result in an impact to human health, and no mitigation is required. 

6-10 The comment provides background information on the requirements for project descriptions. The 

comment serves as an introduction to comments that follow and does not address the adequacy of the 

analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further 

response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is 

necessary. 

6-11 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND’s project description is not accurate, stable, or finite 

because the future tenants are not yet known and because without this knowledge, it is not possible 

to determine whether cold storage will be required, or what the trip generate rate will be because 

tenants who use cold storage generate higher average daily trip rates than non-cold-storage uses. The 

comment concludes that the Draft IS/MND does not justify or attempt to justify this assumption but 

should have assumed cold storage to be more conservative.  

As stated on page 1 of the Draft IS/MND, the project is proposed as the construction and operation of 

three non-refrigerated industrial/warehouse buildings and associated parking. Refrigerated uses are 

not proposed and would not be approved by the City under the current proposed actions and the 

IS/MND. Any future tenant requesting cold storage would be required to process such a request 

through the City, and future CEQA review may be required if the City determines that the addition of 

cold storage may result in the potential to cause environmental impacts. Because cold storage is not 

proposed at this time, the project description and analysis of potential project impacts in the Draft 

IS/MND is accurate. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response 

is provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

6-12 The comment provides factual background information on CEQA and mitigation. The comment states 

that CEQA does not allow for the deferral of mitigation that is based on future studies or mitigation that 

fails to commit to specific performance standards. The comment serves as an introduction to 

comments that follow and does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. 

Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided. Because 

no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary.  

6-13 The comment states that Mitigation Measure (MM-)CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, MM-GEO-1, and MM-HAZ-1 are 

deferred mitigation. The City does not concur with the comment. 

With respect to MM-CUL-1, the Draft IS/MND does specify the qualifications, timing, monitoring 

procedures, and reporting procedures for the qualified archaeologist to conduct monitoring duties, 

including “maintaining daily field notes and a photographic record, and for reporting all finds to the 

developer and the City of Perris in a timely manner.” Because the measure is for unknown and 

inadvertent discoveries, it is speculative to provide additional detailed requirements. 

With respect to MM-CUL-2, regulatory compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section 

7050.5(b) includes specific actions in the event of a discovery of human remains. 

With respect to MM-GEO-1, the Draft IS/MND specifies the following: 
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The approved paleontologist shall be prepared to quickly salvage fossils as they are unearthed 

to avoid construction delays [and] … remove samples of sediments which are likely to contain 

the remains of small fossil invertebrates and vertebrates [and]… have the power to temporarily 

halt or divert grading equipment to allow for removal of abundant or large specimens. 

Collected samples of sediments shall be washed to recover small invertebrate and vertebrate 

fossils. Recovered specimens shall be prepared so that they can be identified and permanently 

preserved. Specimens shall be identified and curated and placed into an accredited repository 

(such as the Western Science Center or the Riverside Metropolitan Museum) with permanent 

curation and retrievable storage. 

With respect to MM-HAZ-1, the Draft IS/MND does specify required regulatory compliance. as noted by 

the comment, which provides the performance standards for hazardous materials handling. 

The specifications listed in each of these mitigation measures demonstrate that the mitigation actions 

will not be deferred. 

6-14 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND must be revised to include specific mitigation measures 

with applicable performance standards. Please refer to Response to Comment 6-13, above.  

6-15 The comment provides background information on CEQA procedures for when “new information” is 

brought to light that demonstrates an impact discussed in a Draft EIR that was found to be insignificant 

has the potential for a significant effect that is supported by substantial evidence. The comment serves 

as an introduction to comments that follow and does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the 

Draft IS/MND. Please refer to Responses to Comments 6-16 through 6-21, below. Because no new 

environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. Therefore, no revisions are 

required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided.  

6-16 The comment states that the Draft IS/MND’s air quality and GHG analysis are not supported by 

substantial evidence because the Draft IS/MND did not assume and analyze the potential for cold 

storage, which would result in higher average daily trip rates. The comment also claims that the Draft 

IS/MND failed to substantiate the vehicle trip generation and trip length assumptions, which the 

comment notes should follow the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s recommended 

approach to use the cold storage trip rates when the tenant is unknown and the proposed warehouse 

may accommodate that use. The City acknowledges the comment and refers the commenter to 

Response to Comment 6-11, which explains that the project would not accommodate cold storage and, 

therefore, it is appropriate to not use trip rates associated with cold storage facilities. Because cold 

storage is not proposed, the analysis in the Draft IS/MND for the proposed non-refrigerated 

industrial/warehouse buildings is accurate. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, 

and no further response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further 

analysis is necessary. 

6-17 The comment states that the transit-priority area screening criteria assumes a project will be residential 

or mixed use, and that the proposed warehousing will have longer trip lengths; therefore, the transit-

priority area screening tool should not be used. Please refer to Response to Comment 5-37. 
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6-18 The comment restates claims that the analysis should have considered cold storage for the project. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 6-11 regarding cold storage. Because cold storage is not 

proposed at this time, the analysis in the Draft IS/MND for the proposed non-refrigerated 

industrial/warehouse buildings is accurate. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, 

and no further response is provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further 

analysis is necessary. 

6-19 The comment provides background information on California planning and zoning law that an EIR must 

identify, fully analyze, and mitigate inconsistencies between a project and the general, specific, 

regional, and other plans that apply to the project. The comment serves as an introduction to comments 

that follow and does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no 

revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided. Because no new 

environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

6-20 The comment states that the “DEIR” (sic) did not include discussion of Southern California Association 

of Governments’ Connect SoCal 2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy. The comment states that Connect SoCal includes specific strategies for warehouses that 

apply to the project. Please refer to Response to Comment 5-30. Because development of the project 

site for industrial use was accounted for in Connect SoCal, and because implementation of the 

proposed project would not result in potentially significant impacts to regional emissions (Draft IS/MND 

pages 19–35) or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases (Draft IS/MND pages 63–72), consistency with Connect 

SoCal is not required in the IS/MND or in an EIR. 

6-21 The comment provides concluding remarks and does not address the adequacy of the analysis in the 

Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no further response is 

provided. Because no new environmental issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. 

6-22 The comment provides three attachments to the comment letter. These attachments include a March 

8, 2021, letter from the Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise regarding Local Hire Requirements and 

Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling, and the CVs for Paul Rosenfeld and Matt Hagemann. 

The attachments are referenced in Response to Comment 6-4. The comment does not address the 

adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental issues were identified, 

no further analysis is necessary. Therefore, no revisions are required for the Final IS/MND, and no 

further response is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter 7 

Lacy Padilla, Archeologist, Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

July 19, 2021 

7-1 The comment identifies the commenter and states that the commenter has reviewed the Draft IS/MND 

and that the mitigation measures to address cultural resources are sufficient. The comment concludes 

by providing contact information. The City appreciates the comment, and notes the comment does not 

raise an issue with the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft IS/MND. Because no new environmental 

issues were identified, no further analysis is necessary. Therefore, no revisions are required for the 

Final IS/MND, and no further response is provided.
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July 5, 2021 

VIA EMAIL 

Chantal Power, AICP, Contract Planner 
City of Perris  
Planning Division  
135 North “D” Street 
Perris, California 92570 
cpower@interwestgrp.com  

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON PERRIS AND MORGAN 3 INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS 
MND (SCH No. 2021060092) 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the 
proposed Perris and Morgan 3 Building Industrial Complex Project.  Please accept and consider 
these comments on behalf of Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance.  Also, Golden State 
Environmental Justice Alliance formally requests to be added to the public interest list regarding 
any subsequent environmental documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of 
determination for this project.  Send all communications to Golden State Environmental Justice 
Alliance P.O. Box 79222 Corona, CA 92877. 

1.0 Summary 

The project proposes the construction and operation of three warehouse buildings totaling 
286,179 square feet, inclusive of office/mezzanine areas for each building.  The project proposes 

Comment Letter 5
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45 loading docks, 0 designated parking spaces for trucks/trailers, and 203 parking spaces for 
passenger vehicles.  According to the MND, Section 19.69.030 of the Perris Municipal Code 
requires 214 parking spaces for the project. However, City staff has requested that the project 
applicant reduce the parking supply to accommodate the circulation of truck traffic within the 
site. As such, the project would provide 203 parking spaces, which is 9 spaces below the code 
requirement. A Minor Adjustment for Parking Reduction is requested as part of the project to 
accommodate onsite truck circulation.  

2.0 Project Description  

The proposed square footages and number of buildings are unclear and inconsistent throughout 
the MND and its appendices.  The Project Description states that the proposed project includes 
three warehouse buildings “equaling approximately 286,179 square feet, inclusive of an office/
mezzanine.”  The Project Description is inadequate and does not provide all information required 
for environmental analysis, such as the precise square footage of the office space and 
mezzanines.  A footnote in the Project Description states that "a previous version of the draft 
project design included a project with 286,892 square feet of development (an increase of 3,713 
square feet over the proposed project). Because the technical modeling analysis in this document 
had commenced, and because the size of the previous project would provide for a conservative 
analysis, the previous project’s size is used throughout this analysis.”  However, this square 
footage is not used consistently for analysis throughout the MND.  For example, the Population 
and Housing analysis utilizes a project size of 283,179 square feet including warehouse and 
office space.  The Air Quality analysis models a 316,496 square foot project (10,000 sf office 
space; 306,496 sf warehouse).  The Health Risk Assessment analyzes the construction of 
four single industrial/warehouse buildings equaling approximately 316,496 square feet, inclusive 
of an office/mezzanine.  The Notice of Intent lists the project as 283,197 square feet, inclusive of 
approximately 14,000 square feet of office/mezzanine space.  The footnote in the Project 
Description is misleading to the public and decision makers as the project size listed is not used 
for analysis throughout the MND.  There is no consistency among the project size utilized for 
analysis throughout the MND.  A project EIR must be prepared which utilizes an accurate project 
size for the proposed project consistently throughout all portions of environmental analysis in 
order to comply with CEQA’s requirements for adequate informational documents and 
meaningful disclosure (CEQA § 15121 and 21003(b)).  
  
Further, it is also notable that the MND does not include a floor plan for any of the buildings.  
The basic components of a Planning Application include a site plan, floor plan, conceptual 
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grading plan, and elevations.    Additionally, the site plan provided in Figure 2 and the elevations 
of Figures 3A-D do not provide any detailed information such as parcel size, site coverage, or 
building height; the site plan does not include the basic north arrow.  The MND has excluded the 
proposed floor plans, conceptual grading plan, and a detailed site plan/elevations from public 
review, which does not comply with CEQA’s requirements for adequate informational documents 
and meaningful disclosure (CEQA § 15121 and 21003(b)).  An EIR must be prepared which 
includes these informational items. 

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

The MND’s analysis is misleading to the public and decision makers in that it does not provide 
any information regarding the use of the site for agricultural activities as described in the Phase I 
ESA (Appendix G-1).  The Phase I ESA states: 

“The site was observed to have been used for agricultural purposes from 1938 until 2013.  The 
agricultural uses at the site included a facility that consisted of seven structures used for the 
storage of farming chemicals, farming equipment, vehicle storage, and a groundwater well for 
agricultural uses.  As part of the agriculture operation, the site utilized and stored herbicides, 
pesticides, a diesel fuel underground storage tank (UST), a gasoline UST, and a septic tank.” 

The MND does not provide any meaningful disclosure regarding the property’s historical use for 
agriculture purposes.  An EIR must be prepared which includes this information for public 
review and analysis, especially in association with the cancellation of the property’s Williamson 
Act Contract.  

3.3 Air Quality  

The Project Description states that the proposed earthwork and grading activities include 
approximately 25,000 cubic yards of cut and approximately 25,000 cubic yards of fill.  There is 
no mechanism for public review of this information such as a grading plan included in the MND.    
Further, the Project Description states that “excavation would occur to depths of up to 
approximately 12 feet below grade for the installation of utility improvements,” without noting 
how this will impact the soils onsite required for export.  An EIR must be prepared to include a 
grading plan and information regarding the export/import of soils and materials and associated 
truck hauling trips. 
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Further, the CalEEMod output sheets do not accurately model the proposed project.  The Phase I 
ESA (Appendix G-1) depicts existing large concrete building foundations on the north east and 
north west areas of the property, an agricultural well and sump, piles of debris and asphalt, and a 
cinder block structure on the property.  These items will need to be removed and hauled away 
during the site preparation phase.  The CalEEMod output sheets have not included any truck 
hauling trips for analysis during the site preparation phase.  Additionally, the off-site disturbance 
area for required off-site improvements has not been added for analysis.  An EIR must be 
prepared which includes these necessary items for analysis.   

The CalEEMod output sheets assumes vendor trip length of 6.90 miles and worker trip length of 
14.70 miles for all phases of construction.  The MND does not provide information regarding 
where the construction materials are sourced from or if they are all coming from the same 
location during all phases.  There is no information given regarding the availability of 
construction workers within 14.70 miles.  Further, there is no indication that a legal construction 
debris dump site is available within 20 miles.  An EIR must be prepared to include an AQA 
which presents an accurate, meaningful analysis of all potentially significant impacts in order to 
be an adequate informational document. 

The Air Quality analysis and HRA have not considered the requirement of PVCCSP MM Air 12 
for the project to provide electrical hookups at all loading docks for refrigerated trucks.  The 
proposed warehouse space must be modeled as refrigerated/cold storage, especially since the Air 
Quality Analysis states that the project will comply with PVCCSP MM Air 12.  A project EIR 
must be prepared which includes this analysis.  

Section 7.34.060 of the Perris Municipal Code permits construction activity between the hours of 
7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. Monday through Saturday.  The MND does not provide a “worst-case 
scenario” analysis of construction equipment emitting pollutants for the legal 12 hours per day, 6 
days per week.  It is legal for construction to occur for much longer hours (12 hours per day 
permitted while 8 hours per day analyzed) and an additional day (6 days per week permitted 
while 5 days per week analyzed) than modeled in the Air Quality Analysis.  An EIR must be 
prepared with revised Air Quality modeling to account for these legally possible longer 
construction days and increased number of construction days.  If shorter hours of construction 
are proposed, this must be included as an enforceable mitigation measure with field verification 
by an enforcement entity of the lead agency (CEQA § 21081.6 (b)).  

The MND does not include for analysis relevant environmental justice issues in reviewing 
potential impacts, including cumulative impacts from the proposed project. This is especially 
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significant as the surrounding community is highly burdened by pollution. According to 
CalEnviroScreen 3.0, CalEPA’s screening tool that ranks each census tract in the state for 
pollution and socioeconomic vulnerability, the proposed project’s census tract (6065042620) and 
the surrounding community, including sensitive receptors such as the mobile home residences to 
the north east and south east, bears the impact of multiple sources of pollution and is more 
polluted than average on every pollution indicator measured by CalEnviroScreen. For example, 
the project census tract ranks in the 98th percentile for ozone burden and 84th percentile for 
PM2.5 burden, which are typically attributed to heavy truck activity in the area.  

Further, the project’s census tract is a diverse community including 65% Hispanic and 12% 
African-American residents, which are especially vulnerable to the impacts of pollution. The 
community has a high rate of low educational attainment, meaning 76% of the census tract over 
age 25 has not attained a high school diploma, which is an indication that they may lack health 
insurance or access to medical care. The community ranks in the 92nd percentile for incidence of 
cardiovascular disease and 57th percentile for asthma, which are exacerbated by Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas impacts.  The environmental burden is heightened further as the census tract is 
comprised of 19% children under the age of 10 compared to an average 13% children under the 
age of 10 per census tract in California.  The surrounding community has a higher proportion of 
babies born with low birth weights than 71% of the state, which makes those children more 
vulnerable to asthma and other health issues. 

Appendix A-2: Health Risk Assessment Report provided by the City’s website does not include 
the full document .  Only 12 pages of the document are included, which include a table of 1

contents and repeat basic project information given in the MND.  The analysis pages of the HRA 
are excluded from public review, which does not comply with CEQA’s requirements for 
meaningful disclosure; incorporation by reference (CEQA § 15150 (f)) is not appropriate here as 
the full HRA report contributes directly to analysis of the problem at hand.  An EIR must be 
prepared which includes the full HRA report for review, analysis, and comment by the public and 
decision makers.  This is especially vital as the Notice of Intent for the MND availability was 
published on June 9, 2021 which is prior to the California Governor’s end of the Safer at Home 
Executive Orders on June 15, 2021.  

The MND states that "the health risk assessment evaluated impacts using a uniform Cartesian 
grid of receptors spaced 50 meters apart, 1,000 meters from the project site, and then converted 
to discrete receptors.”  However, modeling receptors at a distance of 1,000 meters skews impacts 

 Appendix A-2: HRA Report https://www.cityofperris.org/home/showpublisheddocument/1

14174/637582389797270000
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downward as nearby sensitive receptors are much closer to the project site than 1,000 meters.  
The Park Place Mobile Home community to the north east is approximately 467 meters from the 
project site and the Ensenada Village Mobile Home community to the south east is 
approximately 449 meters from the project site.  An EIR must be prepared which adequately 
analyzes the potential cancer risk generated by the proposed project by accurately modeling the 
nearby sensitive receptors at the actual distance from the project site as measured from the 
nearest property lines of the project site and receptor.   

The MND does not provide a source for the modeling standards and exposure factors for 
residential, worker, and school child modeling analysis.  The MND is not a reliable informational 
document and does not present meaningful evidence to support the conclusion that the project 
will result in less than significant health impacts to sensitive receptors.  The MND also excludes 
any school child or worker modeling for analysis.  An EIR must be prepared which utilizes 
SCAQMD’s risk assessment procedures (also known as SCAQMD’s Permit Application Package 
N ) including construction and operations modeling for all residential age bins in Package N, 2

including -0.25 - 0, 0-2, 2-16, and 16 - 70 for operations and construction analysis, 9 year school 
child analysis for operations and construction, and 25 year worker exposure with all scenarios 
reflecting Package N exposure factors in the detailed risk calculations.  The worker analysis must 
include Package N’s required weight adjustment factor (WAF) of 1.0 for operations 24 hours a 
day, 7 days per week at the closest locations of employment, which include the properties to the 
north, east, and west of the project site.  An EIR must be prepared to include these modeling 
scenarios in order to be an adequate informational document and accurately analyze the 
incremental cancer risk attributable to the project.   

Additionally, the MND utilizes misleading and uncertain language to reason that it does not need 
to provide a construction health risk assessment.  For example, the MND states that the 
“relatively short” 12 month project construction timeline is “a small percentage of the total 30-
year exposure period.”  However, the construction period is in addition to the recommended 30 
year operational exposure period recommended by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA).  It should be amortized over the 30 year exposure period and added to 
the maximum cancer risk in order to accurately and adequately analyze the proposed project’s 
potentially significant health impacts.  The MND also states here that the “the closest sensitive 
receptors are located about 1,500 feet from the project site,” which is misleading as the 
operational analysis models receptors in meters instead of feet.  As noted above, the nearest 

 SCAQMD Permit Application Package N http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/permitting/2

rule-1401-risk-assessment/attachmentn-v8-1.pdf?sfvrsn=4 
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sensitive receptor is actually 449 meters (1,473 feet) from the project site; an environmental 
document must use the same units of measurement consistently in order to be an adequate 
informational document and meaningfully disclose the analysis.  There is no map given of the 
sensitive receptors utilized for modeling or analysis.  An EIR must be prepared which includes 
this analysis and information. 

3.6 Energy  

The Energy analysis has not considered the requirement of PVCCSP MM Air 12 for the project 
to provide electrical hookups at all loading docks for refrigerated trucks.  The proposed 
warehouse space must be modeled as refrigerated/cold storage, especially since the Air Quality 
Analysis states that the project will comply with PVCCSP MM Air 12.  A project EIR must be 
prepared which includes this analysis.  

The State of California lists two approved compliance modeling softwares  for non-residential 3

buildings: CBECC-Com and EnergyPro.  CalEEMod is not listed as an approved software.  The 
modeling provided in the MND does not comply with the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards and under reports the project’s potentially significant GHG and Energy impacts to the 
public and decision makers.  Since the MND did not accurately or adequately model the Energy 
impacts in compliance with Title 24, a finding of significance must be made.  An EIR with 
modeling in one of the two approved software types must be circulated for public review in order 
to adequately analyze the project’s potentially significant environmental impacts.  This is vital as 
the MND utilizes the CalEEMod defaults for construction equipment/operational sources and a 
spreadsheet modeling analysis sourced to The Climate Registry, which is clearly not one of the 
approved softwares. 

3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

There are discrepancies within the CalEEMod Output Sheets regarding CO2 emissions.  The 
summer analysis determined there will be 7,796 MTCO2e during construction and 5,825 
MTCO2e during project operations; the winter analysis determined there will be 7,430 MTCO2e 
during construction and 5,825 MTCO2e during project operations.  However, the annual analysis 
reduces these emissions to 725 MTCO2e during construction and 5,333 MTCO2e during project 

 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Approved Computer Compliance Programs, California 3

Energy Commission. https://www.energy.ca.gov/programs-and-topics/programs/building-energy-
efficiency-standards/2019-building-energy-efficiency-2  
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operations.  There is no explanation for the reductions given or the manner in which the 
reductions were achieved.  Additionally, modeling errors such as those noted in the Energy, Air 
Quality, and Transportation discussions must be corrected in order to adequately analyze the 
project’s GHG emissions.  An EIR must be prepared which presents this for analysis and a 
finding of significance.   

Additionally, as noted above, the State of California lists two approved compliance modeling 
softwares  for non-residential buildings: CBECC-Com and EnergyPro.  CalEEMod is not listed 4

as an approved software.  The modeling provided in the MND does not comply with the 2019 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards and under reports the project’s potentially significant 
GHG and Energy impacts to the public and decision makers.  Since the MND did not accurately 
or adequately model the GHG and Energy impacts in compliance with Title 24, a finding of 
significance must be made.  A project EIR with modeling in one of the two approved software 
types must be circulated for public review in order to adequately analyze the project’s potentially 
significant environmental impacts.   

3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

The proposed project site is within March Air Reserve Base (MARB)/Inland Port Airport 
Compatibility  Zone B1 and Accident Potential Zone II.  The MND concludes that the project is 
consistent with the requirements of the MARB/IPA LUCP.  However, Implementation Measures 
of the General Plan require MARB review and comment prior to making any land use decisions: 

Land Use Element Implementation Measure V.C.I. Circulate all development plans within the 
Clear Zone and Accident Potential Zones of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Plan to 
Department of the Air Force, MARCH Air Reserve Base to provide recommendations and 
guidance on land use compatibility in accordance with the policies of the most recent Air Force 
Instruction (AFI) 32-7063. 

Safety Element Implementation Measure I.D.2 Continue to notify March Air Reserve Base of 
new development project applications and consider their input prior to making land use 
decisions.   

 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards Approved Computer Compliance Programs, California 4

Energy Commission. https://www.energy.ca.gov/programs-and-topics/programs/building-energy-
efficiency-standards/2019-building-energy-efficiency-2  
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The MND is misleading to the public and decision makers by concluding that the project is 
consistent with MARB/IPA LUCP and the General Plan without MARB review.  Delaying 
MARB review until after the CEQA process is implementation of the project prior to CEQA 
review and deferred mitigation in violation of CEQA.  An EIR must be prepared which includes 
a review and comment letter regarding the proposed development plans from MARB.   

3.11 Land Use and Planning 

Table 3.11-1: Perris General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis provides misleading 
information to the public and decision makers.  The analysis determines the project is consistent 
with Circulation Element Policy II.B because "a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) is being 
prepared for the project and is subject to review and approval by the City prior to project 
approval.”  The TIA is necessary to determine if the project is consistent with the General Plan.  
The MND relies on the project trip generation from the TIA for modeling throughout several 
sections of environmental analysis without including the entire TIA document for public review.  
Excluding the TIA from the environmental document violates CEQA’s requirements for 
meaningful disclosure and implements the project without CEQA review.  The MND cannot 
conclude that the project is consistent with the Perris General Plan without providing the TIA to 
support the conclusion.  An EIR must be prepared which includes the TIA for public review.   

Table 3.11-1: Perris General Plan Land Use Consistency Analysis does not provide a consistency 
analysis with all applicable Perris General Plan policies.  An EIR must be prepared with this 
analysis, including the following policies: 

Land Use Element Implementation Measure V.C.I. Circulate all development plans within the 
Clear Zone and Accident Potential Zones of the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Plan to 
Department of the Air Force, MARCH Air Reserve Base to provide recommendations and 
guidance on land use compatibility in accordance with the policies of the most recent Air Force 
Instruction (AFI) 32-7063. 

Safety Element Policy I.D. Consult the AICUZ Land Use Compatibility Guidelines and ALUP 
Airport Influence Area development restrictions when considering development project 
applications.  
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Safety Element Implementation Measure I.D.2 Continue to notify March Air Reserve Base of 
new development project applications and consider their input prior to making land use 
decisions.   

The above policies require review from March Air Reserve Base (MARB) prior to making land 
use decisions.  Table 3.9-1 states that “The project would feature a maximum building height of 
40 feet. The project would undergo ALUC review to ensure the project’s height would not pose a 
hazard to aircraft.”  The ALUC/MARB review are delayed after CEQA review and represent 
deferred mitigation, which does not comply with CEQA’s requirements for meaningful 
disclosure (CEQA § 21003(b)).  It must also be noted that the project elevations provided in the 
MND do not call out the building height, which prevents the public and decision makers from 
verifying this claim.  A project EIR must be prepared which includes ALUC/MARB review and 
comment to provide meaningful evidence of consistency.  

Additionally, the MND has not provided any consistency analysis with SCAG’s 2020-2045 
Connect SoCal RTP/SCS.  Due to errors in modeling or modeling without supporting evidence, 
such as exclusion of a TIA for technical traffic analysis, the proposed project has signifiant 
potential for inconsistency with Goal 5 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air 
quality, Goal 6 to support healthy and equitable communities, and Goal 7 to adapt to a changing 
climate.  The spreadsheet based modeling for Operational Mobile Source Assumptions Summary 
from Appendix A-1: Air Quality concludes that the project will generate 4,193,558 annual 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which results in an average of 11,489 VMT per day.  An EIR must 
be prepared to include revised Air Quality/HRA, Energy, and GHG modeling in order to 
accurately analyze potential consistency  or inconsistency with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 
document.  

3.13 Noise 

Appendix H-4: Traffic Noise Calculations models two scenarios, "Existing with Project” and 
“Year 2022 with Project.”  The volume of traffic generated by the proposed project and 
distribution of traffic throughout the roadway network is necessary to do this modeling, and 
should be provided by a TIA.  However, a TIA has not been included for public review.  The 
MND cannot conclude that the project does not have significant Noise impacts without providing 
the TIA to support the conclusion.  An EIR must be prepared which includes the TIA for public 
review.   
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3.14 Population and Housing  

The MND utilizes SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS population, households, and employment projections 
for analysis.  However, SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS projections  should be utilized for analysis 5

as it was adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council on September 3, 2020. 

The MND does not discuss the proposed project as percentage of the City’s employment  
growth.  The MND calculates that the project will employ 346 people.  SCAG’s 2045 growth 
forecast projects that the number of jobs will grow by 10,300 through 2045, making the proposed 
project 3.3% of total job growth through 2045.  For one project, this represents a significant 
amount of growth.  An EIR must be prepared which includes this analysis, and also provide a 
cumulative analysis discussion of projects approved since 2020 and projects “in the pipeline.” 

Additionally, the MND utilizes SCAG’s Employment Density Study  median square footage per 6

person of 819 sf rather than the average sf per person, 581 sf, which presents a more accurate 
calculation.  Applying the average ratio of 581 sf per person for the 286,892 sf project size 
results in a total of 494 employees generated by the proposed project.  The MND utilizes 
uncertain and misleading language which does not provide any meaningful analysis of the 
project’s population and employment generation. A project EIR must be prepared which uses the 
Project Description’s stated project size for analysis and SCAG’s average sf per employee for 
calculation.   In order to comply with CEQA’s requirements for meaningful disclosure, the EIR 
must provide an accurate estimate of employees generated by the proposed project. It must also 
provide demographic and geographic information on the location of qualified workers to fill 
these positions.  Additionally, an estimate of the number of workers relocating to the City as a 
result of the project should be provided utilizing existing housing vacancy rates in the City and 
the projected City unemployment rate at the time of project year opening.  An EIR must also 
include information and analysis regarding the number of construction jobs generated by the 
project and their potential to relocate to the City. 

 SCAG Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast 2045 Technical Report https://scag.ca.gov/5

sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal_demographics-and-growth-forecast.pdf?
1606001579#:~:text=In%20the%20SCAG%20region%2C%20a,residents%20between%202020%20and
%202045 

 SCAG Employment Density Study http://www.mwcog.org/file.aspx?6

A=QTTlTR24POOOUIw5mPNzK8F4d8djdJe4LF9Exj6lXOU%3D 
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3.17 Transportation  

The MND misleads the public and decision makers by choosing to model the project as ITE land 
use code 150 - Warehousing.  Land use code 150 has one of the lowest trip generation rates 
among all the industrial ITE land uses.  Modeling the proposed project as land use code 150 
serves to skew total trips, average daily trips, and VMT downward artificially and misrepresent 
the potentially significant impacts of the proposed project.  The Air Quality analysis modeled 
project as ITE land use code 130 - Industrial Park and the Project Description states the proposed 
project is industrial/warehousing, which accurately captures a mix of uses as described by ITE 
and CalEEMod for land use code 130 - Industrial Park .  The Transportation analysis must be 7

revised as part of an EIR to model the project as ITE land use code 130 - Industrial Park as well 
in order to be an internally consistent informational document. 

The MND relies upon the City’s TIA Guidelines and VMT screening to determine that the 
project will have a less than significant impact on VMT because the project is located within a 
half mile of high-quality transit.  However, the TIA guidelines state that “certain projects 
(including residential, retail, and office projects, as well as projects that are a mix of these uses)” 
will have a less than significant impact on VMT.  The proposed industrial/warehouse project is 
not one of the listed project types.  The operational nature of industrial/warehouse uses involves 
high rates of truck/trailer VMT due to traveling from large regional distribution centers to 
smaller industrial parks (such as the proposed project) and then to their final delivery 
destinations.  The spreadsheet based modeling for Operational Mobile Source Assumptions 
Summary from Appendix A-1: Air Quality concludes that the project will generate 4,193,558 
annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which results in an average of 11,489 VMT per day. The 
project’s truck/trailer activity is unable to utilize public transit and it is misleading to the public 
and decision makers to screen out the proposed project as less than significant VMT impacts 
solely based on this factor.   It must also be noted that Appendix I - VMT Screening Tool Excerpt 
indicates that the WRCOG VMT Screening Tool does not identify the project to be located 
within a TPA.  The tool fails the project for this measure. 

The analysis throughout the Transportation section provides misleading information to the public 
and decision makers.  For example, the MND states that “a TIA is being prepared for the project 
and is subject to review and approval by the City prior to project approval, which provides a 
sight distance analysis. By preparing the sight distance analysis in the TIA, the project complies 

 CalEEMod User Guide - May 2021 Update http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/user-7

guide-2021/01_user-39-s-guide2020-4-0.pdf?sfvrsn=6 
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with PVCCSP EIR mitigation measure MM Trans 2.”   The TIA is necessary to determine if the 
project can comply with safety requirements of a sight distance analysis.  The MND relies on the 
TIA for analysis throughout the Transpiration section and several other sections of environmental 
analysis (Air Quality, GHG, Noise, etc) without including the entire TIA document for public 
review.   For example, several sections throughout the MND rely on table 3.17-2 Project Trip 
Generation for modeling without providing the full TIA for review.  Excluding the TIA from the 
environmental document violates CEQA’s requirements for meaningful disclosure, implements 
the project without CEQA review, and represents deferred mitigation.  The MND cannot 
conclude that the project does not have significant Transportation impacts without providing the 
TIA to support the conclusion.  An EIR must be prepared which includes the TIA for public 
review.   

Further, the MND concludes that the project would not impact Caltrans on/off ramps because the 
future construction of the I-215 freeway at Placentia Ave. “would redistribute traffic from 
Ramona Expressway and Harley Knox Boulevard to Placentia Avenue, reducing the potential for 
queuing impacts and congestion related to addition of the project traffic at the existing off-
ramps.”  However, the MND also states that all “Exit truck access from Morgan Street shall be to 
Redlands Avenue to Harley Knox Boulevard, to I-215,” meaning that all trucks exiting the 
property will utilize Harley Knox Boulevard, and the TIA has not provided any quantified 
analysis to demonstrate that the project will not have a significant impact on this or any other 
Caltrans facility.  Further, the MND relies on the assumption that the existing City truck routes 
will be amended to remove Perris Blvd. and Ramona Expwy., without giving a timeline for this 
to be completed, provide an interim route to be utilized prior to the interchange opening or in 
result of a construction delay, or any other meaningful analysis.  An EIR must be prepared which 
includes a quantified analysis with meaningful evidence regarding the potentially significant 
impact of the project on Caltrans facilities. 

Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, GSEJA believes the MND is flawed and an EIR must be prepared for 
the proposed project and circulated for public review.  Golden State Environmental Justice 
Alliance requests to be added to the public interest list regarding any subsequent environmental 
documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination for this project.  Send 
all communications to Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance P.O. Box 79222 Corona, CA 
92877. 
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Sincerely, 

Board of Directors 
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance 
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03-041-2020-006

Dear Ms. Chantal Power,

The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) appreciates your efforts to include the 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) in the Perris Boulevard and Morgan Street 
Industrial Park project. We have reviewed the documents and have the following comments: 

[VIA EMAIL TO:cpower@interwestgrp.com]
Interwest Consulting Group
Ms. Chantal Power

,  

July 19, 2021

Re: Perris Boulevard and Morgan Street Industrial Park Project

Again, the Agua Caliente appreciates your interest in our cultural heritage. If you have questions 
or require additional information, please call me at (760)699-6956. You may also email me at 
ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net.

Cordially,

Lacy Padilla
Archaeologist
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
 AGUA CALIENTE BAND
OF CAHUILLA INDIANS

0 *The Mitigated Negative Declaration document included standard mitigation 
measures to address impacts to cultural resources. We found these measures to be 
sufficient.
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