
Comment Letter No. 9 

Franco Pacheco, Inland Valley Alliance for Environmental Justice, November 12, 2024 

 

 

Comment 9.1: The commenter expresses opposition to the Project and requests continuation 

until a new council is in session. The comment also suggests that there are safety, health, and 

quality of life risks. 

Response 9.1: The comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council. A 

complete EIR was prepared by the City for the entire GVSP. With the current Addendum to the 

GVSP EIR, multiple reports by expert consultants confirm that the Project would not result in 

any new or more severe significant impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP EIR. In fact, those 

reports show that in key areas such as air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and traffic, 

the Project would result in far fewer impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP Final EIR.  (See 

EIR Addendum, pages 4-22, 4-64, 4-114 to 4-115 [showing reduced air quality emissions to all 

criteria pollutants, approximately 25,000 less metric tons of GHG emissions, and 17,069 fewer 

trips]). 
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Comment Letter No. 10 

Yesenia Contreras, November 12, 2024 

 

 

Comment 10.1: The commenter expresses opposition to the Project because of the industrial 

warehouse component. The commenter also notes that residents were not aware of the Project. 

Response 10.1: The comment expresses opposition to the Project. The comment is noted for 

consideration by the City of Perris City Council. The City sent 44 notices to owners and 

occupants within 300 feet of the Project site pursuant to the City’s standard processes for public 

hearing notices. There are no built dwelling units with renters or residents within 300 feet of the 

Project site. The City reviewed other properties beyond the standard 300-foot radius and did not 

see any need to change the noticing requirements based on the surrounding uses. 
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Comment Letter No. 11 

Fatima, November 12, 2024 

 

Comment 11.1: The commenter expresses opposition to the Project because of the industrial 

warehouse component. The comment also suggests that there are safety, health, and quality of 

life risks. 

Response 11.1: The comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council. A 

complete EIR was prepared by the City for the entire GVSP. With the current Addendum to the 

GVSP EIR, multiple reports by expert consultants confirm that the Project would not result in 

any new or more severe significant impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP EIR. In fact, those 

reports show that in key areas such as air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and traffic, 

the Project would result in far fewer impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP Final EIR.  (See 

EIR Addendum, pages 4-22, 4-64, 4-114 to 4-115 [showing reduced air quality emissions to all 

criteria pollutants, approximately 25,000 less metric tons of GHG emissions, and 17,069 fewer 

trips]). 

In addition, a Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the Project.  (EIR 

Addendum, Appendix C.)  The Health Risk Assessment concluded that the maximum potential 

cancer risk exposure was 1.23 in one million, which is substantially below the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District’s significance threshold of 10 in one million.  (EIR Addendum, p. 

4-25.)  In other words, the Project’s calculated health risk is 87 percent below the applicable 

significance threshold. 
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Comment Letter No. 12 

Cheryl Kitzerow, AICP, Community Development Director, City of Menifee, November 12, 

2024
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Comment 12.1: The commenter contends that substantial evidence supports a fair argument that 

the Project will have significant effects on the environment requiring a subsequent environmental 

impact report.   

Response 12.1: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.1 to that letter.   

Comment 12.2: The commenter claims that the EIR Addendum fails to evaluate inconsistencies 

with the General Plan Housing Element (Action 2.4 and Housing Opportunity Overlay Zone).   

Response 12.2:  This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.2 to that letter.    

Comment 12.3: The commenter questions the location of a new traffic signal at Green Valley 

Parkway and Ethanac Road given the location of other nearby signals and commercial 

driveways.  The commenter states that Green Valley Parkway should instead be realigned to the 

west to align with Evans Road or that Barnett Road should instead be realigned to the east to 

algin with Case Road to eliminate one signalized intersection.  The commenter further claims 

that the GVSP and Final Map 24648 are inconsistent with the Housing Element.   

Response 12.3:  This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.3 to that letter.  

In addition, the adopted Green Valley Specific Plan (GVSP) and recorded Final Map 24648 set 

the alignments for Green Valley Parkway and Case Road, which have been accounted for 

through median improvements already completed by the City of Perris along Ethanac Road at 

Green Valley Parkway. Final Map 24648 plainly depicts the approved alignment of Ethanac 

Road and its intersections with Green Valley Parkway, Case Road, Evans Road, and Barnett 

Road. Any proposed development south of Ethanac Road should account for recorded maps, 

existing rights-of-way, and existing improvements as part of any proposed improvements to 

Barnett Road, Evans Road, and Ethanac Road. Specifically, any potential realignment of Barnett 

Road with Case Road should be completed by future development proposals south of Ethanac 

Road adjacent to Barnett Road.  

The installation of a signalized intersection at Green Valley Parkway and Ethanac Road was 

adopted as a mitigation measure in the GVSP Final EIR. The Perris Crossing Retail Center was 

conditioned on installing a traffic signal at Case Road/Ethanac Road. In addition, the GVSP 

Phase 1B approvals were conditioned on the installation of a traffic signal at Green Valley 

Parkway and Ethanac Road and payment of fair share contributions towards the traffic signals at 

Ethanac Road and Case Road.  

The Proposed Project adheres to previous approvals for the GVSP, recorded Final Map 24648, 

and existing improvements to Ethanac Road, Case Road, and Green Valley Parkway. The traffic 

signal at Green Valley Parkway and Ethanac Road is not a new proposed intersection or signal. 

The signal is an identified improvement of the GVSP Final EIR and adopted traffic mitigation. 

Engineering Condition No. 5 requires installation of the traffic signal if the necessary 



encroachment permit can be obtained from the City of Menifee and, if not, restricts traffic 

movement at this intersection to right-in/right-out, left-in only. 

Comment 12.4: The commenter asks for a clarification of how the fair share contribution was 

calculated for the Ethanac/Barnett intersection, claiming it seems inconsistent with the fair share 

contribution of Menifee projects.   

Response 12.4: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.4 to that letter.     

Comment 12.5: The commenter states that the Ethanac Square and Ethanac/Barnett Warehouse 

projects should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis and requests clarification that 

the recommendations in the Traffic Analysis do not conflict with those projects.   

Response 12.5: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.5 to that letter.     

Comment 12.6: The commenter states that the applicant and City should coordinate with 

Caltrans for the necessary right-of-way required for future interchange widening and 

improvements.  

Response 12.6: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.6 to that letter.    

Comment 12.7: The commenter states that the applicant should provide appropriate right-of-

way dedication for the ultimate improvements along Ethanac Road. 

Response 12.7: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.7 to that letter.   

Comment 12.8: The commenter questions where post-development flows will go and how they 

will be treated.  The commenter states that no flows should drain to the City of Menifee’s MS4 

facilities.  The commenter also states that the EIR Addendum fails to include enforceable 

mitigation in this regard. 

Response 12.8: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.8 to that letter.   

Comment 12.9: The commenter contends that the EIR Addendum does not properly evaluate 

public services, including fire protection and associated mitigation measures.  

Response 12.9: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.9 to that letter.   

Comment 12.10: The commenter claims that the Project’s proposed use of a parcel map violates 

the Subdivision Map Act.   

Response 12.10: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.10 to that letter.    



Comment 12.11: The commenter states that CEQA review must occur prior to project approval 

and that a CEQA document must reflect the lead agency’s independent review and analysis.   

Response 12.11: This comment is the same as the one provided in the City of Menifee’s letter 

dated August 7, 2024. See Response 8.11 to that letter.  

Comment 12.12: The commenter provides their previous letter dated Augst 7, 2024 as an 

attachment.   

Response 12.12: This comment is the City of Menifee’s letter dated August 7, 2024. See 

Responses 8.1 through 8.11 to that letter.  

  



Comment Letter No. 13 

John Wuerth, Water Resources Planning Manager, Eastern Municipal Water District, 

November 12, 2024 

 

Comment 13.1: The commenter expresses the Eastern Municipal Water District’s appreciation 

for its partnership with the City and Richland for improving the north side of Watson Road and 

states that the Project is a good neighbor for that particular portion of the Perris Valley Regional 

Water Reclamation Facility.     

Response 13.1: The commenter’s appreciation and support for the Project is noted for 

consideration by the City of Perris City Council. Since the comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum, no further response is required.   
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Comment Letter No. 14 

Jillian Menez, November 12, 2024
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Comment 14.1: The commenter expresses opposition to the warehouse component of the 

Project and urges the City Council to deny the appeal for the Conditional Use Permits.     

Response 14.1: The comment expresses opposition to the Project. The comment is noted for 

consideration by the City of Perris City Council. 

Comment 14.2: The commenter contends that the Project has not undergone the proper 

environmental review to warrant an informed decision, claiming the original EIR is deficient and 

outdated.  The comment also raises issues concerning air quality and cites the Project’s land use 

designations.   

Response 14.2: A complete EIR was prepared by the City for the entire Green Valley Specific 

Plan (GVSP).  It analyzed the potential impacts of 4,210 dwelling units, 42.3 acres of business 

and professional office space, 72.7 acres of commercial retail, 108.7 acres of industrial, 24 acres 

for three school sites, and 51.1 acres of public parks.  In accordance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Guidelines for Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (State CEQA Guidelines), no further EIR can legally be required for 

the Project unless there is substantial evidence that changes in the Project or circumstances under 

which it will be undertaken result in new or substantially more severe significant impacts than 

were disclosed in the GVSP EIR.  (Public Resources Code Section 21166; State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15162.)  With the current Addendum to the GVSP EIR, multiple reports by 

expert consultants confirm that the Project would not result in any new or more severe 

significant impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP EIR.  In fact, those reports show that in key 

areas such as air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and traffic, the Project would result 

14.6  

cont. 



in far fewer impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP Final EIR.  (See EIR Addendum, pages 4-

22, 4-64, 4-114 to 4-115 [showing reduced air quality emissions to all criteria pollutants, 

approximately 25,000 less metric tons of GHG emissions, and 17,069 fewer trips]).  Thus, the 

EIR Addendum is the appropriate CEQA document for the Project.   

The Project site is comprised of Planning Areas 40, 41, and 44 of the GVSP.  The industrial 

portion of the Project is located within Planning Area 40.  Planning Area 40 is designated 

Business and Professional by the GVSP.  (GVSP, page 2-3.).  In the Business Professional 

designation, various uses are permitted provided that a conditional use permit is first obtained.  

(GVSP, page 3-35.)  Such uses include Business Park uses requiring a conditional use permit per 

Perris Municipal Code Section 19.44.  (Id.)  Perris Municipal Code Section 19.44 is the City’s 

zoning code for industrial uses and includes three industrial zoning districts: Business Park, 

Light Industrial, and General Industrial.  Under the Business Park zoning designation, warehouse 

and warehouse distribution centers are allowed with a conditional use permit.  (Perris Municipal 

Code Section 19.44.020.)  Business Park is defined to include uses generally served by arterial 

roadways and freeways and including, among others, warehousing/distribution, wholesaling, and 

large-scale warehouse.  (Perris Municipal Code Section 19.44.010.)  Warehousing and 

distribution is defined as “a building or premises in which goods, merchandise or equipment are 

stored for eventual distribution.”  (Perris Municipal Code Section 19.08.010.)  Thus, the 

industrial building portion of the Project is a conditionally permitted use per the GVSP. 

Comment 14.3: The commenter notes that ten comment letters were sent by nearby residents 

who oppose the Project and summarizes the concerns raised in those letters related to working 

conditions for future warehouse workers, air quality, traffic, and other health risks associated 

with the Project.     

Response 14.3: The comment restates the opposition and concerns expressed by community 

members in their respective letters but does not raise any new issues requiring a response. This 

comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council. 

Comment 14.4: The commenter expresses concern regarding the odor from the nearby 

wastewater treatment plant and suggests that a buffer area between the plant and future housing 

would be a great usage of that space, but also notes that it can be developed into any of the other 

permitted developments that fall under the Business Park zoning. 

Response 14.4: The comment suggests alternative uses for the industrial portion of the Project 

site and that it could be developed into any of the other permitted developments that fall under 

the Business Park zoning. See Response 14.2. 

Comment 14.5: The commenter suggests that plots of land are being rezoned or reimagined to 

allow the development of warehousing rather than follow the General Plan. The comment states 

that warehouses have no business coexisting in city centers and requests that they not be allowed 

to completely change the spirit of South Perris like they did in the north. 

Response 14.5: The comment expresses opposition to warehouse projects. The Project does not 

require a rezoning – industrial warehouse use is allowed with a conditional use permit (See 



Response 14.2). However, this comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City 

Council.  

Comment 14.6: The commenter suggests that there has been an influx in the number of Planning 

Commission decisions being overruled by the City Council, most of which concerned warehouse 

projects.  

Response 14.6: This comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council but 

does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  

  



Comment Letter No. 15 

Silvia Tercero, November 12, 2024 

 

Comment 15.1: The commenter expresses opposition to the warehouse component of the 

Project and urges the City Council to deny the appeal for the Conditional Use Permits. The 

comment also suggests that the Project would significantly alter the intended land use and 

potentially impact the surrounding community.     

Response 15.1: The comment expresses opposition to the Project. The comment is noted for 

consideration by the City of Perris City Council. A complete EIR was prepared by the City for 

the entire GVSP. With the current Addendum to the GVSP EIR, multiple reports by expert 

consultants confirm that the Project would not result in any new or more severe significant 

impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP EIR. In fact, those reports show that in key areas such 

as air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and traffic, the Project would result in far fewer 

impacts than were disclosed in the GVSP Final EIR.  (See EIR Addendum, pages 4-22, 4-64, 4-

114 to 4-115 [showing reduced air quality emissions to all criteria pollutants, approximately 

25,000 less metric tons of GHG emissions, and 17,069 fewer trips]). 

In addition, a Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment was prepared for the Project.  (EIR 

Addendum, Appendix C.)  The Health Risk Assessment concluded that the maximum potential 

cancer risk exposure was 1.23 in one million, which is substantially below the South Coast Air 

15.1 



Quality Management District’s significance threshold of 10 in one million.  (EIR Addendum, p. 

4-25.)  In other words, the Project’s calculated health risk is 87 percent below the applicable 

significance threshold. 

The Project site is comprised of Planning Areas 40, 41, and 44 of the Green Valley Specific Plan 

(GVSP).  The industrial portion of the Project is located within Planning Area 40.  Planning Area 

40 is designated Business and Professional by the GVSP.  (GVSP, page 2-3.).  In the Business 

Professional designation, various uses are permitted provided that a conditional use permit is first 

obtained.  (GVSP, page 3-35.)  Such uses include Business Park uses requiring a conditional use 

permit per Perris Municipal Code Section 19.44.  (Id.)  Perris Municipal Code Section 19.44 is 

the City’s zoning code for industrial uses and includes three industrial zoning districts: Business 

Park, Light Industrial, and General Industrial.  Under the Business Park zoning designation, 

warehouse and warehouse distribution centers are allowed with a conditional use permit.  (Perris 

Municipal Code Section 19.44.020.)  Business Park is defined to include uses generally served 

by arterial roadways and freeways and including, among others, warehousing/distribution, 

wholesaling, and large-scale warehouse.  (Perris Municipal Code Section 19.44.010.)  

Warehousing and distribution is defined as “a building or premises in which goods, merchandise 

or equipment are stored for eventual distribution.”  (Perris Municipal Code Section 19.08.010.)  

Thus, the industrial building portion of the Project is a conditionally permitted use per the GVSP. 

  



Comment Letter No. 16 

Marven E. Norman, Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice, November 

12, 2024
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Comment 16.1: The comment provides a description of three agenda items that were on the City 

Council Agenda for consideration by the City Council on November 12, 2024. The Proposed 

Project is Agenda item I, and agenda items H and J are different projects.  

Response 16.1: This comment is informational only and does not question the content or 

conclusions of the EIR Addendum. No further response is required.   

Comment 16.2: The comment requests that the City Council uphold the Planning Commission’s 

decision and deny the appeals under consideration for agenda items H, I, and J.  

Response 16.2: This comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council. 

Comment 16.3: The comment requests that the items under consideration be tabled to allow for 

robust outreach.  

Response 16.3: This comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council. The 

comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum. No further 

response is required. 

Comment 16.4: The comment states that the region suffers from poor air quality, traffic 

congestion, and noise pollution, and that the decisions will have implications on the 

community’s well-being. The comment suggests the decision should not be rushed and be given 

thoughtful examination.  

Response 16.4: This comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council. The 

comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum. No further 

response is required. 

Comment 16.5: The comment states an opinion that the EIRs for the projects on the agenda do 

not adequately address the full spectrum of negative impacts that could disproportionately affect 

the residents of Perris and requests more detailed and inclusive analysis.  

Response 16.5: The comment does not provide specific comments on the analysis that are 

supported by facts or otherwise substantiate inadequacies regarding the conclusions of the EIR 

Addendum. No further response is required. 

Comment 16.6: The comment requests that the decision on the items be deferred to allow more 

community input.  

Response 16.6: This comment is noted for consideration by the City of Perris City Council. The 

comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum. No further 

response is required. 

 


