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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

CASE ROAD MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

Comment Letter No. 1 

Jerry Sepulveda, President, Perris Valley Chamber of Commerce, May 31, 2024 

 

1.1 
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Comment 1.1: The commenter expresses the support of the Perris Valley Chamber of Commerce for the 

Project, stating that “this development has the potential to bring significant economic benefits to our community 

while also enhancing the overall quality of life for our residents and visitors.”  The commenter further states 

that the site has sat vacant for an extended period of time and “now offers opportunities for immediate job 

creation and economic growth through the industrial and retail uses, while addressing growing and future needs 

within our community through the hotel and self-storage.”  The commenter further states the Project “represents 

a thoughtful and strategic approach to land use planning given the proximity to the sewage treatment plant.”   

Response 1.1: The commenter’s support of the Project is noted.  Since the comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum, no further response is required.   
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2.1 

 

Comment Letter No. 2 

Jill Menez, June 4, 2024 
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2.2 

2.3 

2.1 (Cont’d) 

2.4 
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Comment 2.1.: The commenter claims that the industrial portion of the Project is inconsistent with the existing 

zoning.   

Response 2.1: 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.) 

The commenter claims that the use is prohibited based on a general “nuisance” type provision in the GVSP 

prohibiting enterprises which produce or cause dust, smoke, gas, noise, fumes, or vibration which may be 

detrimental to other property in the neighborhood.  (GVSP, page 3-35. )  However, the commenter does not 

provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in any of these impacts.  A full environmental 

assessment of the Project was prepared by expert consultants and is reflected in the Addendum to the final 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the GVSP and supporting expert studies.  The EIR Addendum, 

supported by substantial evidence, concludes that the Project would not result in any of the referenced impacts, 

nor would it increase the severity of any previously identified significant effects from the Final EIR for the 

GVSP.  Moreover, the Project would adhere to the City’s Good Neighbor Guidelines for the Siting of New 

and/or Modified Industrial Facilities designed to avoid or minimize such potential impacts.  In addition, the 

Project site is located adjacent to an existing regional wastewater treatment plant and commercial retail uses, 

both of which would be compatible with the Project’s proposed industrial use.  As such, the proposed industrial 

portion of the Project would not be detrimental to other property in the neighborhood. 

In short, warehousing and distribution is allowed within Planning Area 40 with a conditional use permit, as is 

being sought here, and is consistent with the zoning.   

Comment 2.2: The commenter contends that a new EIR should be completed in order to account for the 

environmental effects of the industrial portion of the Project.   

Response 2.2: A complete EIR was prepared by the City for the entire GVSP.  It analyzed the 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 the Project would 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 
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15162.)  Here, 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].). 

Consistent with CEQA, the City has prepared several addendums to the Final EIR for other projects within the 

GVSP area.  For instance, in 2017, the City approved the Phase 1A Project consisting of 314 single family 

homes.  In 2020, the City approved the Phase 1B Project consisting of 1,240 dwelling units.  In 2023, the City 

approved the Phase 2 Project with 1,756 dwelling units, a K-8 school for up to 1,000 students, 43,700 square 

feet of commercial development, and multiple open space areas and a park.   

In short, because there is no substantial evidence that the Project would result in new or substantially more 

severe significant impacts, the City can and should legally rely on the Addendum to the GVSP Final EIR for the 

Project.   

Comment 2.3: The commenter states that the proposed community benefits for the Project are “insufficient and 

absurd.” 

Response 2.3: The Project applicant is not seeking a Development Agreement and thus is not obligated by state 

or local law to provide “community benefits” or related exactions beyond those required by City Code and 

standards.  Nonetheless, the Project applicant contends that the Project itself would provide substantial benefits 

to the community with increased shopping, dining, and lodging opportunities that would also increase tax 

revenues for the City.  In addition, the Project applicant has agreed to phase the Project so as to develop 

industrial and commercial uses concurrently and widen Case Road beyond what is needed legally to 

accommodate the Project. 

Comment 2.4: The commenter asks that the mixed-use development project be denied based on the industrial 

building.   

Response 2.4: This comment expresses a request of the commenter.  The comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response is required.   
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Comment Letter No. 3 

Adam Carrillo, June 4, 2024 

 

Comment 3.1: The commenter states his opposition to the Project based on air pollution, traffic, and noise. 

Response 3.1: See Response 2.2 and Response 4.3. In addition, the Addendum to the Final EIR concluded that 

the Project would not generate operational noise levels in exceedance of the City’s daytime or nighttime noise 

level standards at any existing residences or planned future residential development within the GVSP area (See 

EIR Addendum, pages 4-97 through 4-99). 

Comment 3.2: The commenter asks that the mixed-use development project be denied based on the industrial 

building.   

Response 3.2: This comment expresses a request of the commenter.  The comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response is required.   

  

3.1 

3.2 
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Comment Letter No. 4 

Dennise Jimenez, June 4, 2024 

 

 

 

4.1 

4.2 

4.3 

4.4 
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Comment 4.1: The commenter expresses deep concern regarding the ongoing development of warehouse 

projects in the region.   

Response 4.1: This comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response 

is required.   

Comment 4.2: The commenter states that the growth of warehouse projects will worsen the health of area 

residents, citing concerns with air quality and traffic.   

Response 4.2: The Project would result in substantially less air quality and greenhouse gas emissions than were 

assumed to occur under the Green Valley Specific Plan (GVSP) Final EIR.  (See EIR Addendum, pages 4-22, 4-

64.)  However, as detailed in the EIR Addendum, the mitigation adopted with the GVSP Final EIR would 

continue to apply to the Proposed Project. In addition, since the GVSP has been approved, the City adopted the 

City of Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines for the Siting of New and/or Modified Industrial Facilities to 

minimize air quality and health effects on sensitive receptors. Additional updated mitigation has been 

recommended in the EIR Addendum to further reduce operational emissions associated with the Project. (See 

EIR Addendum, pages 4-27 and 4-28.)  The EIR Addendum also concluded that the Project would result in 

emissions below the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s localized significance thresholds for 

construction and operations.  (See EIR Addendum, pages 4-23 to 4-24.)  Furthermore, the Project would result 

in 17,069 fewer average daily vehicle trips than were assumed to occur in the GVSP Final EIR.  Thus, both 

Project and cumulative trips would be less than previously analyzed and disclosed.  The detailed trip generation 

analysis is provided in the Trip Generation Memo provided as Appendix G to the EIR Addendum.  In addition, 

a full analysis of existing plus ambient plus Project plus cumulative conditions is provided in the Traffic 

Analysis attached as Appendix G to the EIR Addendum.  Moreover, a full Mobile Source Health Risk 

Assessment was prepared for the Project.  (EIR Addendum, Appendix C.)  The Health Risk Assessment 

concluded that the maximum cancer risk exposure was 1.23 in one million, which is well below the South Coast 

Air Quality Management District’s significance threshold of 10 in one million.  (EIR Addendum, page 4-25.)  In 

other words, the Project’s calculated health risk is 87 percent below the applicable significance threshold.   

Comment 4.3: The commenter contends that the construction of warehouse buildings strains water resources, 

increases noise pollution, and adds to the heat island effect.   

Response 4.3: A Water Supply Assessment was prepared for the Project by the Eastern Municipal Water District 

(EMWD).  (EIR Addendum, Appendix J.)  The Water Supply Assessment concludes that the EMWD will be 
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able to provide adequate water supplies to meet the potable water demand of the Project as part of its existing 

and future demands.  (EIR Addendum, page 4-122.)  In regard to noise, a Noise and Vibration Analysis was 

prepared.  (EIR Addendum, Appendix K.)  The analysis concludes that Project noise levels would be below all 

applicable noise level standards.  (EIR Addendum, pages 4-98 to 4-99.)  It is also important to point out that the 

industrial building would be separated from future residential development by a 6-foot-high wall at the property 

line, followed by a landscape buffer of approximately 104 feet with mature 36-inch box trees, followed by an 

additional 14-foot-tall wall around the truck parking area.  In accordance with the Perris Good Neighbor 

Guidelines, the closest truck docks would be located at least 300 feet from the future multi-family residential 

zoned property.  The truck parking area is oriented towards Case Road adjacent to the EMWD treatment plant, 

with the truck driveway configured to direct traffic towards Case Road.  In response to heat island effect, the 

Project would result in less greenhouse gas emissions than were assumed to occur under the approved GVSP.  

(EIR Addendum, page. 4-64.)   

Comment 4.4: The commenter urges a moratorium on warehouse development. 

Response 4.4: This comment expresses a request of the commenter.  The comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the Addendum.  No response is required.   
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Comment Letter No. 5 

Cheryl Kitzerow, Community Development Director, City of Menifee, June 5, 2024

 

5.1 

5.2 
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5.2 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

5.6 

5.7 
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Comment 5.1: The commenter states that a joint traffic study is underway for Ethanac Road and that a project-

specific traffic study is “premature” and that the joint traffic study “must be completed first in order to master 

plan the entire Ethanac corridor.”   

Response 5.1: The Project Traffic Analysis thoroughly and comprehensively addresses 24 area intersections, 

including multiple intersections along Ethanac Road.  (EIR Addendum, Appendix G.)  It also includes a list of 

detailed recommendations, including building out Ethanac Road to its ultimate half-width as an expressway 

(184-foot right-of-way) from Green Valley Parkway to the Project’s eastern boundary consistent with the City 

and GVSP standards.  The Traffic Analysis specifies signalization and lane widening improvements along 

Ethanac Road which the Project would construct or pay its fair share towards.  The Project Traffic Analysis is 

adequate and conforms to all industry and engineering best practices.  There is no requirement to delay 

processing of the project based on a future, unadopted study.  (See, e.g. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 

[CEQA requires analysis of whether a project is inconsistent with applicable plans, which are defined by case 

law as those which have been adopted and are legally in effect.].)   

Further, the Project Traffic Analysis was prepared based on a scope of work approved by the City Engineer.  On 

November 30, 2023, the traffic consultant contacted City of Menifee Planning Staff to obtain a current list of 

projects anticipated to contribute traffic to the study area intersections and to confirm that the information on 

the Menifee website contained the latest information available to use for the study.  On December 5, 2023, 

Menifee Senior Planner Russell Brown confirmed that the information on the Menifee website contained the 

latest information available and was appropriate to use for the Project Traffic Analysis.   

Comment 5.2: 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.   

Response 5.2: 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 imposed 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 approved 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.  
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Comment 5.3:  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 5.3: A discussion of the fair share calculation methodology is contained in Section 2.7 of the Project 

Traffic Analysis.  (EIR Addendum, Appendix G.)  The Project’s fair share cost of improvements is determined 

based on the following equation, which is the ratio of Project traffic to new traffic, and new traffic less existing 

baseline traffic:  

Project Fair Share % = Project AM/PM Traffic/(EAPC1 (2026) AM/PM Total Traffic – Existing (2024) 

AM/PM Traffic) 

The Project fair share percentage was calculated for both the AM and PM peak hours and the highest of the two 

was selected.   

The Project’s fair share impact to the Ethanac/Barnett intersection was calculated based on the above 

methodology and determined to be 7.3 percent.  Engineering Condition No. 24 requires the Project applicant to 

pay this fair share cost towards improvements at the Ethanac/Barnett intersection.   

Comment 5.4: The commenter requests clarification that the recommendations in the Traffic Analysis do not 

conflict with the Ethanac Square and Ethanac & Barnett Warehouse projects.   

Response 5.4: As confirmed by City of Perris Engineering Staff, the recommendations in the Traffic Analysis 

do not conflict with the referenced projects.   

Comment 5.5: 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 5.5: Per the Project Traffic Analysis, the Project does not cause the need for any improvements to the 

highway interchanges.  Improvements are identified as needed under Existing plus Ambient plus Cumulative 

conditions.  The Project’s fair share contribution toward such improvements is listed in Table 1-3 of the Project 

Traffic Analysis.   

Comment 5.6: The commenter states that the applicant should provide appropriate right-of-way dedication for 

the ultimate improvements along Ethanac Road. 

Response 5.6: Per Engineering Condition No. 10, the Project would be conditioned to dedicate adequate right-

of-way on Ethanac Road along the property frontage to accommodate a 104-foot half width dedicated right-of-

way from Green Valley Parkway to the Project’s eastern boundary.  The required improvements for the 

dedicated portion of Ethanac Road are specified in Engineering Condition No. 5.   

Comment 5.7: 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.   

Response 5.7: As noted in the EIR Addendum, the Project would be subject to Mitigation Measure 4.3.3 from 

the GVSP Final EIR, which includes requirements to address site runoff, water quality, and erosion and 

sedimentation.  In addition to the mitigation measure in the 1990 Final EIR, the EIR Addendum included 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 as an update to portions of Mitigation Measure 4.3.3 from the GVSP Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 requires implementation of a complete final drainage plan and adequate onsite 

storm drainage facilities.  In addition, the Project would include the construction of an additional water quality 

 
1 “EAPC” refers to Existing plus Ambient plus Project plus Cumulative conditions. 
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basin, in addition to maintaining an existing water quality detention basin, thereby reducing the amount of 

runoff from the Project site.  As such, Project stormwater runoff would be controlled onsite and would not drain 

to Menifee’s MS4 facilities.   
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Comment Letter No. 6 

Franco Pacheco, June 5, 2024 

 

 

Comment 6.1: The commenter expresses opposition to the Project based on the industrial building.   

Response 6.1: This comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response 

is required.   

Comment 6.2: The commenter requests that an independent EIR be prepared by a non-biased third party.   

Response 6.2: The Green Valley Specific Plan (GVSP) Final EIR was prepared by an environmental consultant 

under contract to the City of Perris.  Because no new or substantially more severe significant environmental 

impacts were identified, an Addendum to that EIR was prepared by Ascent Environmental.  Ascent is an expert 

environmental consulting firm that also prepared the previous Addendums to the GVSP Final EIR.  Prior to 

publication of the EIR Addendum, the EIR Addendum and associated technical reports were reviewed 

consistency and accuracy by City staff and Cadence Environmental Consultants, the City’s expert 

environmental consultant, and revisions and clarifications were made in response to Cadence’s comments.  This 

is expressly allowed under CEQA and is consistent with other development projects in the City of Perris. As 

such, the EIR Addendum reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis.   

6.1 

6.2 

6.3 

6.4 

6.5 & 

6.6 
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Comment 6.3: The commenter asks about the cumulative traffic impacts of the Project. 

Response 6.3: The Project would result in approximately 17,069 fewer trips than were assumed to occur in the 

GVSP Final EIR.  Thus, both Project and cumulative trips would be less than previously reported and approved.  

The detailed trip generation analysis is provided in the Trip Generation Memo provided as Appendix G to the 

EIR Addendum.  In addition, a full analysis of existing plus ambient plus project plus cumulative conditions is 

provided in the Traffic Analysis attached as Appendix G to the EIR Addendum.  It includes recommendations 

for improvements to area intersections which the Project would be obligated to pay its fair share contribution 

towards in accordance with Engineering Conditions of Approval.   

Comment 6.4: The commenter raises questions about operational working conditions related to the industrial 

building.   

Response 6.4: This comment pertains to potential working conditions at the proposed warehouse.  It does not 

pertain to potential impacts on the environment and does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR 

Addendum.  No response is required.   

Comment 6.5: The commenter asks whether the site is zoned for the proposed industrial building.  

Response 6.5: See Response 2.1.   

Comment 6.6: The commenter asks whether the Project will affect the 30 x 30 plan. 

Response 6.6: In October 2020, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order No. N-28-20, which establishes a 

state goal of conserving 30% of California’s lands and coastal waters by 2030.  The 30 x 30 goal is intended to 

help accelerate conservation of state lands and coastal waters through voluntary, collaborative action with 

partners across the state to: conserve and restore biodiversity, expand access to nature, and mitigate and build 

resilience to climate change.  The Project site is planned and zoned for commercial and industrial uses.  It is not 

identified as a conservation opportunity site as part of the 30 x 30 goal.  Thus, the Project would not impact or 

affect the 30 x 30 plan. 
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Comment Letter No. 7 

Victoria Carmena, June 5, 2024 

 

 

Comment 7.1: The commenter states opposition to the Project based on air quality, traffic, and health risk.       

Response 7.1: See Response 2.2 and Response 4.2.   

Comment 7.2: The commenter questions the community benefits afforded by the Project.  

Response 7.2: See Response 2.3. 

Comment 7.3: The commenter express opposition to the industrial portion of the Project and requests more 

dine-in restaurants or a theater.   

Response 7.3: This comment expresses opposition to the Project and a request of the commenter.  The 

comment does not question the content or conclusions of the Addendum.  No response is required.   

 

 

 

7.1 

7.2 

7.3 
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Comment Letter No. 8 

Silvia Tercero, June 5, 2024 

 

8.1 

8.2 

8.3 

8.4 

8.5 
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Comment 8.1: The commenter contends that a new EIR should be completed to accurately assess 

environmental impacts.  

Response 8.1: See Response 2.2. 

Comment 8.2: The commenter questions whether the Project is consistent with the Green Valley Specific Plan.  

Response 8.2: See Response 2.1.   

Comment 8.3: The commenter expresses the view that the Project should include more dine-in restaurants.   

Response 8.3: This comment expresses an opinion of the commenter.  The comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response is required.   

Comment 8.4: The commenter expresses the view that the Project should be developed as a walkable 

shopping/recreational center for future residents of the area.   

Response 8.4: The Project has been designed to allow for the safe and convenient movement of pedestrians, 

bicyclists, and motorists.  The comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  

No further response is required.   

Comment 8.5: The commenter expresses the view that the mixed-use development Project be denied based on 

the industrial building.   

Response 8.5: This comment expresses an opinion of the commenter.  The comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the Addendum.  No response is required.   
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Comment Letter No. 9 

Humberto Flores, June 5, 2024 

 

Comment 9.1: The commenter asks that the Project be denied based on allegations that the industrial portion of 

the Project is environmental racism.   

Response 9.1: This comment expresses an opinion of the commenter.  The comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response is required.   

9.1 
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Comment Letter No. 10 

Karla Cervantes, June 5, 2024 

 

Comment 10.1: The commenter states opposition to the Project based on air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 

and health risk. 

Response 10.1: See Response 2.2 and Response 4.2.   

Comment 10.2: The commenter questions how the Project will affect property values and if the Project will 

employ union labor. 

Response 10.2: This comment pertains to property values and employment conditions.  Economic factors 

including property values and employment conditions do not pertain to potential impacts on the environment 

under the California Environmental Quality Act. As such, this comment does not question the content or 

conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response is required.   

Comment 10.3: The commenter raises questions about air quality impacts and mitigation.   

Response 10.3: See Response 2.2 and Response 4.2.   

  

10.1 

10.2 

10.3 
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Comment Letter No. 11 

Natalie Solares, June 5, 2024 

 

Comment 11.1: The commenter states her opposition to the Project based on air quality and health risk. 

Response 11.1: This comment expresses an opinion of the commenter.  See Response 2.2 and Response 4.2.   

  

11.1 
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Comment Letter No. 12 

(Jesse) Adam Carrillo, June 4, 2024 

  

 

Comment 12.1: The commenter states opposition to the Project based on air pollution, traffic, and noise. 

Response 12.1: See Response 2.2, Response 4.2, and Response 4.3.   

Comment 12.2: The commenter asks that the mixed-use development project be denied based on the industrial 

building.   

Response 12.2: This comment expresses a request of the commenter.  The comment does not question the 

content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum.  No response is required.   

 

12.1 

12.2 



1 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
CASE ROAD MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

Comment Letter No. 13 

Amy NcNeill, Engineering Project Manager, Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, July 30, 2024 

 

13.1 

13.2 



2 
 

 

13.3 

13.4
 

13.5
 

13.6
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Comment 13.1: The commenter provides general information with respect to limiting its comments on specific 
items within the District’s purview, acknowledges that the District has not reviewed the project in detail and 
does not plan check City land use cases, and clarifies that the comments do not constitute endorsements or 
approvals.   

Response 13.1: The commenter’s general background information is noted. Since the comment does not 
question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum, no further response is required.   

Comment 13.2: The commenter indicates that the project involves District proposed Master Drainage Plan 
facilities, namely, Romoland Master Drainage Plan Line A-13. The District indicates that it will accept 
ownership of such facilities on written request by the City and that the Project Applicant shall enter into a 
cooperative agreement establishing the terms and conditions of inspection, operation, and maintenance with the 
District and any other maintenance partners. Additionally, the comment states that facilities must be constructed 
to District standards, and District plan check and inspection will be required for District acceptance. Plan check, 
inspection, and administrative fees will be required, and all regulatory permits are to be secured by the 
Applicant and shall be submitted to the District for review. Furthermore, the District has approval authority over 
regulatory permit terms and conditions, which shall be secured prior to improvement plan approval, map 
recordation, or finalization of the regulatory permits. Finally, the District requires that operation and 
maintenance of the flood control facility to protect public health and safety shall not be constrained. 

Response 13.2: The commenter’s identification of the project involving Romoland Master Drainage Plan Line 
A-13 is acknowledged. All District requirements will be adhered to by the applicant and the City during design, 
permitting, construction, and operation. Since the comment does not question the content or conclusions of the 
EIR Addendum, no further response is required.   

Comment 13.3: The commenter indicates that the project is located within the limits of the District's San 
Jacinto River Drainage Plan and that applicable drainage fees shall be paid prior to issuance of grading or 
building permits.  

Response 13.3: The commenter’s identification of the project within the San Jacinto River Drainage Plan area 
is acknowledged. Applicable drainage fees will be paid by the applicant prior to issuance of grading or building 
permits. All District requirements will be adhered to by the applicant and the City during design, permitting, 
construction, and operation. Since the comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR 
Addendum, no further response is required.   

Comment 13.4: The commenter indicates that an encroachment permit shall be obtained for any construction 
related activities occurring within District right of way or facilities, namely, Romoland Master Drainage Plan 
Line A-13 and Romoland Master Drainage Plan Line A. Additionally, the comment states that mitigation would 
be required if a proposed storm drain connection exceeds the hydraulic performance of the existing drainage 
facilities.  

Response 13.4: The commenter’s identification of requirements to obtain an encroachment permit for 
construction activities within the Romoland Master Drainage Plan Line A-13 and Line A is acknowledged. An 
encroachment permit will be obtained prior to issuance of a grading or building permit for the Project. Drainage 
will be designed to be within the hydraulic capacity of the existing drainage facilities. All District requirements 
will be adhered to by the applicant and the City during design, permitting, construction, and operation. Since the 
comment does not question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum, no further response is required.   
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Comment 13.5: The commenter states that the District's previous comments dated June 7, 2024 are still valid. 

Response 13.5: The commenter’s previous comments dated June 7, 2024, which are the same as comments in 
this letter, are acknowledged. Comments have been addressed accordingly. 

Comment 13.6: The commenter provides general information regarding National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain mapping, 
and natural watercourse permitting requirements, and notes that the project proponent shall comply with all 
CEQA mitigation measures and other regulatory requirements.  

Response 13.6:  The commenter’s identification of permitting requirements is acknowledged. The project 
proponent will comply with applicable permit requirements and obtain any necessary permits prior to issuance 
of a grading or building permit. Additionally, an EIR Addendum was prepared for the Project, which identified 
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. The project applicant will be required to 
implement all feasible mitigation measures identified in the EIR Addendum. Since the comment does not 
question the content or conclusions of the EIR Addendum, no further response is required.   

 




