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Response to Comment Letter O3: Advocates for the Environment, July 10, 2025 

Comment O3.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the comment is 
submitted regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR’s greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis. 

Response O3.1: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O3.2: This comment states that the City should require the proposed Project be net-zero in order 
to comply with California’s policy to be net-zero by 2045. The comment states that it is more affordable to 
construct new buildings to be net-zero now than to retrofit an old building in the future to meet the same 
standard. The comment then lists some examples of two large mixed use projects in California that utilized 
net-zero thresholds. The comment concludes by stating that the net-zero GHG significance threshold is well-
supported by plans such as CARB, and the Project should adopt the threshold.  

Response O3.2: The commenter asserts that the City should require the Project to be net-zero in terms of 
GHG emissions and that the City should adopt a net-zero [GHG emissions] threshold for this Project. The 
comment also makes unsubstantiated statements that it is more affordable to construct new buildings to be 
net-zero now than to retrofit an old building in the future to meet the same standard. The commenter also 
references California’s policy to achieve net-zero GHG emissions no later than 2045 (presumably Assembly 
Bill 1279). It should be noted that the State has not adopted a net-zero GHG threshold (or any GHG 
threshold) of significance for individual development projects. The State’s policy to achieve net-zero GHG 
emissions by 2045 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to ensure that Scoping Plan updates 
identify and recommend measures to achieve carbon neutrality, and to identify and implement policies and 
strategies that enable carbon dioxide removal solutions and carbon capture, utilization, and storage 
technologies.  

The Project includes industrial and commercial development at the site, whereas the examples provided in 
this comment refer only to non-industrial projects. Therefore, the examples provided in this comment do not 
necessarily apply to the proposed Project and are not consistent.  

The 2022 CARB Scoping Plan does not recommend a net-zero GHG threshold for individual development 
projects, noting that such thresholds may make it more difficult to achieve statewide goals by prohibiting or 
complicating projects that are needed to support the State’s climate goals, like infill development or solar 
arrays. The Scoping Plan also cautions using net-zero targets and specifically notes that jurisdictions 
considering a net-zero target should carefully consider the implications it may have on emissions in 
neighboring communities and beyond. Appendix D page 18 of the Scoping Plan states the following: 

Jurisdictions should also avoid creating targets that are impossible to meet as a basis to 
determine significance. For example, a net-zero target may imply that the GHG emissions 
of any project that are not reduced or offset to zero would be considered potentially 
significant. This may lead to undue burdens and frustrate project approval processes, which 
may be particularly problematic for residential development in climate-smart, infill areas. 
In addition, some jurisdictions have more land capacity to remove and store carbon, while 
others host GHG-emitting facilities that serve necessary functions and will take time to 
transition to new technology (e.g., municipal wastewater treatment plants, landfills, energy 
generation facilities). 

Local governments have the discretion to adopt targets that apply to their jurisdictions as long as those 
targets are supported by substantial evidence. The GHG analysis provided in the Draft EIR is based on 
current thresholds utilized consistently by the City of Perris as lead agency as described in Section 5.8.4 of 
the Draft EIR. As described in Section 5.8.4 of the Draft EIR, the numeric threshold applied is a widely 
accepted screening threshold developed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District and used by 
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the City and numerous cities throughout the South Coast Air Basin and is an acceptable approach for projects 
like the proposed Project. Further the qualitative analysis of impacts related to plans is consistent with Section 
15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines. As such, adoption and implementation of a City “net-zero GHG 
emission threshold” as suggested by the commenter is beyond the scope of the Project and the purview of 
the Draft EIR. 

Comment O3.3: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not quantitatively analyze the effectiveness of 
the proposed mitigation measures for reducing GHG emissions and that the conclusion that there are no 
other feasible mitigation measures that would reduce emissions is not supported by substantial evidence. The 
comment concludes that the Draft EIR should include more mitigation to reduce the Projects GHG emissions. 

Response O3.3: Draft EIR page 5.8-26 of Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions describes that GHG 
emissions generated from the proposed Project at buildout are primarily associated with vehicle and truck 
trips. Draft EIR Tables 5.8-2 through 5.8-5 shows that the Specific Plan buildout would generate a net total 
of approximately 78,867.88 to 109,258.10 MTCO2e per year, and that a majority is from mobile sources 
(80% for Scenario A and 85% for Scenario B). The Draft EIR also explains how and why there is no way to 
quantify the reductions from implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1 through GHG-5 in CalEEMod, 
and that neither the Project Applicant nor the City of Perris can reduce emissions from trucks and vehicles; 
and, therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be significant and unavoidable.  

The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR does not provide substantial evidence for the determination that 
GHG impacts of the Project would be significant and unavoidable is unsubstantiated and the comment does 
not provide specific recommended measures in which to respond to. The commenter does not provide 
additional data or specific measures for consideration or incorporation. Responses to additional comments 
provided by the commenter related to this comment are provided below (Response to Comment O8.5 to 
O8.7). The comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further response 
is warranted. 

Comment O3.4: This comment states that the Project did not adequately explore all possible mitigation 
measures in order to reduce the GHG impacts. The comment states that the City did not demonstrate that 
the proposed mitigation measures would represent the maximum feasible mitigation to support that the 
Projects impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Response O3.4: The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR does not provide substantial evidence for the 
determination that the Project will not be able to achieve any mitigation beyond what was identified in the 
proposed mitigation measures is unsubstantiated and vague. Approximately 80 to 85% of the GHG 
emissions from the Specific Plan buildout would be generated by vehicle and truck emissions based on the 
buildout scenario. The Draft EIR includes five specific mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions.  

Regarding the suggested measures in the comment, mitigation related to waste diversion and water 
conservation would not reduce GHG impacts of the Project to a less than significant level as the vast majority 
of GHG impacts are related to mobile source emissions. As shown in Draft EIR Table 5.8-4 Project Generated 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Scenario B- With Overlay, of the 109,285.10 MTCO2e generated by full buildout 
of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Specific Plan, 2,344.62 MTCO2e would be generated from water use and 
waste. Thus, even if mitigation would eliminate all GHG emissions related to those uses, Project impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable. Further, as the Lead Agency for the proposed Project, the City of Perris 
need not respond specifically to each measure that may be on various lists of potential GHG mitigation 
measures (Santa Clarita Org. for Planning the Env’t v City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197 CA4th 1042, 1055). 
As the majority of the proposed MBU buildings are speculative, it is technically infeasible to quantify the 
associated GHG emission reductions associated with further waste and water reduction measures, and 
Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-3 represent practical and feasible measures as written (Napa 
Citizens for Honest Gov’t v Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 CA4th 342, 365; Concerned Citizens 
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of S. Cent. L.A. v Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 CA4th 826, 841). Additionally, CEQA allows for a 
project to result in significant impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the City may adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations explaining why the benefits of the Project outweigh the significant 
impacts. 

Comment O3.5: This comment states that the air quality mitigation measures included in the GHG section 
should be strengthened in order to fully mitigate the Project’s GHG impact. The comment suggests the 
installation of EV charging stations instead of infrastructure for future use. The comment also suggests the 
shortening of the five minutes of permitted idling.  

Response O3.5: In response to comments provided by the commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-8 has been 
revised to restrict idling to no more than three minutes, as follows and as further detailed in Final EIR Section 
3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Idling Regulations. The Project plans and specifications shall include 
signs at loading dock facilities that include: 1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off engines when 
not in use; 2) instructions for trucks drivers to restrict idling to no more than 35 minutes once the 
vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park”, and the parking brake is engaged 
pursuant to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485; and 3) telephone numbers 
of the building facilities manager, South Coast AQMD and CARB to report violations. Signs shall be 
installed prior to receipt of an occupancy permit. 

As discussed on page 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR, as of 2025, the use of zero-emission heavy-
duty trucks in support of uses such as those proposed by the Project remains infeasible given the extremely 
limited commercial availability of zero-emission trucks, as well as infrastructure limitations, including limited 
truck-accessible charging/refueling stations and electrical grid capacity. As discussed within the Draft EIR, 
while many heavy-duty truck manufacturers have released zero-emission battery electric and hydrogen-
powered trucks, these vehicles have yet to reach large scale production, and their use remains extremely 
limited. Further, the availability of truck accessible vehicle charging stations and hydrogen refueling stations 
in California and the United States as a whole severely limits the feasibility of zero-emission trucks. Overall, 
requiring the Project to utilize emerging technology as mandatory mitigation when the various types of 
technological advancements and their timeframes for commercial availability are not known with any 
certainty, is not a feasible mitigation measure, which is further detailed on pages 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of 
the Draft EIR. However, Phase 1 would include at least 224 electric vehicle charging stations and 76 electric 
vehicle charging capable stalls, as discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description. 

Comment O3.6: This comment states that the proposed air quality mitigation measures, specifically Measures 
AQ-3, AQ-4, and AQ-18, referenced in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the Draft EIR would not 
reduce GHG emissions. This comment states that Measures AQ-2, AQ-5, AQ-12, and AQ-19 may provide 
marginal GHG reductions, but are focused primarily on air quality. The commenter states that because these 
measures do not reduce GHG emissions, they should either be revised to strengthen them or removed from 
the Draft EIR GHG section.  

Response O3.6: The comment does not provide substantial evidence of a significant impact not already 
disclosed in the EIR or evidence that the air quality measures are inadequate. Although some of the air 
quality mitigation measures are focused on non-GHG emissions, the overall reductions resulting from those 
measures do result in reductions to GHG emissions. In response to this comment, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, has been revised to remove reference to Mitigation Measures AQ-3, AQ-4, and AQ-18 in Section 
3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, within this Final EIR. As discussed by the commenter, Mitigation Measures AQ-
2, AQ-5, AQ-12, and AQ-19 would provide reductions in GHG emissions. 
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Comment O3.7: This comment states that some of the air quality mitigation measures lack enforceability 
such as not specifying the amount of EV changing stations required in Mitigation Measure AQ-9. This comment 
concludes in stating that these mitigation measures lack performance standards and are deferred in violation 
of CEQA.  

Response O3.7: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), CEQA allows for the development 
of mitigation after project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details so long as 
the agency commits itself to the mitigation, adopts specific performance standards it would achieve, and 
identifies the types of potential actions that can feasibly achieve that performance standard. While 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, and AQ-5 through AQ-7 are required to be implemented prior to the 
issuance of building or grading permits, the measures provide specific details or measures that the Applicant 
and/or Project must attain in order to comply with the mitigation and receive building or grading permits. 
Until these measures are achieved, no building or grading permit will be issued by the City of Perris. These 
measures include requirements for the use of tier 4 final construction equipment and ridesharing for 
construction employees. Therefore, these measures do not defer the formulation of mitigation until building 
permit issuance and are fully enforceable in alignment with the requirements of CEQA.  

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, GHGs are produced by both direct and 
indirect emissions sources. Direct emissions include consumption of natural gas, heating and cooling of 
buildings, landscaping activities and other equipment used directly by land uses. Indirect emissions include 
the consumption of fossil fuels for vehicle trips, electricity generation, water usage, and solid waste disposal. 
The sources related to pollutants in the context of air quality and for greenhouse gas emissions are similar. 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-5 through AQ-17, AQ-19 and Mitigation Measures GHG-1 though 
GHG-5 would require emissions reduction measures, which would lower GHG emissions buildout of the 
proposed Project. Regarding Mitigation Measures AQ-3, AQ-4, and AQ-18, these measures have been 
removed from the discussion related to GHG emissions. 

Regarding Mitigation Measures AQ-8 through AQ-17, AQ-19, and AQ-20, these measures also set forth 
specific details or measures that the Applicant and/or Project must attain in order to comply with the 
mitigation and receive certificates of occupancy. Until these measures are achieved, no certificate of 
occupancy will be issued by the City of Perris. The timing of implementation of these measures is specific to 
certificate of occupancy as these relate to specific operations of the Project for each respective tenant. 
Therefore, these measures do not defer the formulation of mitigation until certificate of occupancy issuance 
and are fully enforceable in alignment with the requirements of CEQA. Therefore, the proposed mitigation 
measures are fully enforceable and does not constitute improper deferral under CEQA.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-13 specifically requires the installation of electric truck charging infrastructure to 
support the future installation of charging stations when such trucks are commercially available, as 
determined by the City of Perris Planning Division. As stated above, the CEQA Guidelines allow for the 
development of mitigation after project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details. 
Due to the limited availability of zero emission trucks to utilize the charging stations, this mitigation measure 
would be implemented when these trucks are commercially available and would actually utilize charging 
stations onsite. The limited availability of zero-emission medium- and heavy-duty vehicles is borne out in 
CARB’s Emission Factor (EMFAC) Model, as well as data published by California’s Clean Truck and Bus 
Voucher Incentive Project (HVIP). EMFAC model outputs provide detailed information as to the vehicle fleet 
in California, including fuel types for various vehicle classes and vehicle populations. Per EMFAC data, in 
2024, battery electric trucks made up 0.01 percent of California’s medium-duty truck fleet, and 0.21 percent 
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of the heavy-duty truck fleet.7 Similarly, based on HVIP’s Zero-Emission Vehicle Population Dashboard,8 as 
of October 2024, there are currently 226 medium-duty and 197 heavy-duty zero-emission vehicles within 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) jurisdiction, which includes all of Orange County 
and the non-desert portions of Loss Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. In 2023, statewide 
deliveries totaled 183 medium-duty vehicles and 121 heavy-duty vehicles, while in 2024 there have been 
no medium-duty truck vehicle deliveries and 13 heavy-duty truck deliveries. 

Comment O3.8: This comment states that the Project is required to include fair-share mitigation for all 
significant cumulative impacts. The comment states that since the Project would likely contribute 2 million 
MTCO2e over its lifetime, which the commenter states can be used as a starting place for additional non-
offset mitigation measures such as additional vehicle charging stations, net-zero emission fleet, and 
enrollment in the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s SmartWay Program.  

Response O3.8: Regarding the lack of feasibility of additional GHG mitigation measures, page 5.8-26 of 
the Draft EIR describes that there are no feasible Project measures that would reduce substantially vehicular 
emissions and more than 80 percent of all GHG emissions (by weight) would be generated by Project mobile 
sources (vehicle trips). Neither the Project Applicant nor the Lead Agency (City of Perris) can substantively 
or materially affect reductions in Project mobile-source emissions. Regarding the EPA’s SmartWay Program 
and furthering the use of electric heavy-duty trucks, as previously discussed the future tenants of the proposed 
buildings are unknown. However, given the type of warehouse development proposed, it is unlikely that the 
future tenants would own their own fleet of heavy-duty trucks, which would render it infeasible for the City, 
Applicant, or tenant(s) to control the types of trucks accessing the Project site. Further, based on data from 
the American Trucking Associations, electrification of heavy-duty trucks is cost prohibitive for development 
and the grid network provided by Southern California Edison cannot currently meet the electricity demand 
that would be required to support electric vehicle infrastructure for heavy-duty trucks. In addition, the South 
Coast AQMD has stated that zero emission heavy duty trucks are not commercially available or 
technologically feasible to implement on a wide-scale basis beyond a limited pilot scale.9  

A typical diesel heavy-duty truck costs approximately $180,000 while a comparable battery-electric truck 
could cost approximately $400,000.10 This increase in operating costs would result in the Project being not 
economically viable given that the Project is speculative and the buildings would be nearly impossible to 
lease as operating costs would transfer to the tenants. Therefore, requiring the use of electric heavy-duty 
trucks is not economically feasible at the present time.  

Although infrastructure improvements and the installation of medium- and heavy-duty truck capable DC fast 
chargers and hydrogen fueling stations are currently in progress, the current state of charging and refueling 
infrastructure severely limits the feasibility of zero emission trucks beyond local routes where charging or 
hydrogen refueling would not be necessary outside of the location where trucks would be domiciled.  

Finally, based on the current state of the electrical grid and the increasing adoption of electric vehicles in 
California, significant investments in the grid will need to occur in the coming decades will be needed to 
keep pace. However, these upgrades will be spread out over a period of decades such that the costs of 
infrastructure upgrades in any given year may be kept reasonable. Additionally, technologies such as 

 

7 California Air Resources Board. (2025). EMFAC. https://arb.ca.gov/emfac/ 

8 California HVIP. (2025). Industry Initiatives. https://californiahvip.org/industryinitiatives/#cazevdashboard 
9 South Coast Air Quality Management District. (August 3, 2021). Letter from Wayne Nastri, Executive Officer of South 
Coast Air Quality Management District.  
10 American Trucking Associations. (March 19, 2024). New Report Pegs Cost of Electrifying U.S. Commercial Truck Fleet 
at $1 Trillion. Accessed from: https://www.trucking.org/news-insights/new-report-pegs-cost-electrifying-us-
commercial-truck-fleet-1-trillion 
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battery integrated DC fast chargers11 may be used to reduce strain on the grid and limit the need for 
expensive utility upgrades. Thus, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O3.9: This comment states that the CARB 2022 Scoping plan encourages building electrification 
and suggests the City include mitigation related to the GHG impact of refrigeration using low warming or 
alternate refrigerants.  

Response O3.9: As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, none of the proposed buildings 
are proposed or are designed to accommodate any warehouse cold storage or refrigerated uses. Thus, 
there is no nexus to implement the suggested mitigation related to refrigeration systems.  

Comment O3.10: This comment suggests that the Applicant should be required to purchase clean power for 
the remaining electricity usage that would not be generated through the onsite solar. The comment further 
suggests the use of zero-emissions equipment for stationary equipment such as fire pumps and backup 
generators.  

Response O3.10: As discussed previously, page 5.8-26 of the Draft EIR describes that there are no feasible 
Project measures that would reduce substantially vehicular emissions, and more than 80 percent of all GHG 
emissions (by weight) would be generated by Project mobile sources (vehicle trips). Neither the Project 
Applicant nor the Lead Agency (City of Perris) can substantively or materially affect reductions in Project 
mobile-source emissions. The proposed Project would include mitigation similar to those suggested in the 
comment. The proposed Project would feature at least 76 EV charging stations and a 100 percent solar-
ready roof, which is beyond Title 24 requirements. Further, Mitigation Measure AQ-14 requires installation 
to offset 100 percent of each MBU building’s office space energy needs. Mitigation Measure AQ-10 requires 
all of the industrial buildings to include infrastructure to support use of electric-powered forklifts and/or 
other interior vehicles. The requirement that all on-site yard hostlers, yard equipment, forklifts, and pallet 
jacks shall be zero-emissions equipment, or equivalent language, shall be incorporated in all Project facility 
lease documents. Mitigation Measure GHG-4 requires all development within the MBU areas shall achieve 
certification of compliance or demonstrate equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. 

Restricting natural gas is already included as part of Project design for the proposed MBU buildings as the 
buildings would not have natural gas connections. Restricting diesel powered backup generators and fire 
pumps is not a feasible or effective mitigation measure. Backup generators and fire pumps would only be 
utilized in emergency situations and for testing on a regular basis, but would not result in a meaningful 
contribution to Project emissions. Further, electric backup generators pumps are not feasible given they are 
intended to be utilized for emergency situations upon failure of electrical systems. There is no existing 
technology for electric backup generators or fire pumps for the size of proposed buildings. Further, as the 
proposed MBU buildings would not have natural gas connections, natural gas powered backup generators 
and fire pumps would be infeasible. Therefore, as it would not substantially lessen air quality emissions or 
impacts associated with those emissions and is technologically infeasible, this mitigation measure is not 
required under CEQA. 

Similarly, purchasing clean power for operational electricity usage would not substantially lessen air quality 
emissions or impacts associated with those emissions, this mitigation measure is not required under CEQA. 
CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of 
feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not 

 

11 https://freewiretech.com/pro-series/ 
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effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are 
infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. 

Comment O3.11: This comment states that the City has the authority to mitigate mobile emissions through 
mitigating VMT impacts as demonstrated in Mitigation Measure TR-1.  

Response O3.11: As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.16, Transportation, the proposed Project includes VMT 
measures other than Mitigation Measure TR-1. VMT reduction strategies are based on research documented 
in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse 
Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity (CAPCOA 
Handbook). The CAPCOA Handbook identifies a total of 34 VMT reduction measures; however, not all 34 
measures would be effective for Project mitigation. Particularly, many measures do not apply to a non-
residential project, like the proposed Project.  

The Project would implement multiple design features and mitigation measures to reduce VMT, including 
CAPCOA Measure T-2 (Increase Job Density) by concentrating jobs within the City and shortening 
communities; CAPCOA Measure T-18 (Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement) as PDF TR-1 by installing 
sidewalks as outlined in Section 3.0, Project Description; CAPCOA Measure T-19-A (Construct or Improve 
Bike Facility) and Measure T-20 (Expand Bikeway Network) as PDF TR-2 by installing bike lanes as outlined 
in Section 3.0, Project Description; and Measure T-27 (Implement Transit-Supportive Roadway Treatments) 
as PDF TR-3 by installing new crosswalks along Project roadways and constructing two bus stops along Perris 
Boulevard. As discussed on Draft EIR page 5.8-26, even with implementation of these measures, buildout of 
the proposed Specific Plan would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to GHG emissions 
and VMT.  

Comment O3.12: This comment states that the lead agency must explain why certain mitigation measures 
cannot be legally imposed. The comment states that the lead agency has the legal authority to reduce GHG 
impacts under CEQA and suggests implementing stronger measures such as requiring LEED Gold Certification, 
exceeding Title 24 standards, and mandating an all-electric development. 

Response O3.12: As discussed previously, page 5.8-26 of the Draft EIR there are no feasible Project 
measures that would substantially reduce vehicular emissions and more than 80 percent of all GHG emissions 
(by weight) would be generated by Project mobile sources (vehicle trips). Neither the Project Applicant nor 
the Lead Agency (City of Perris) can substantively or materially affect reductions in Project mobile-source 
emissions. The proposed Project would include mitigation similar to those suggested in the comment. The 
proposed Project would feature at least 76 EV charging stations and a 100% solar-ready roof, which is 
beyond Title 24 requirements.  Further, Mitigation Measure AQ-14 requires installation to offset 100 percent 
of each MBU building’s office space energy needs. Mitigation Measure AQ-10 requires all of the industrial 
buildings to include infrastructure to support use of electric-powered forklifts and/or other interior vehicles. 
The requirement that all on-site yard hostlers, yard equipment, forklifts, and pallet jacks shall be zero-
emissions equipment, or equivalent language, shall be incorporated in all Project facility lease documents. 

CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of 
feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not 
effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are 
infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. 

Comment O3.13: This comment states that the City also has authority to reduce mobile emissions through 
entering into agreements with the applicant and/or tenant to require an electric fleet or limit the use of 
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heavy-duty trucks. The comment concludes that stricter requirements are achievable at the project level 
including requiring future use of zero-emission vehicles when they become commercially available.  

Response O3.13: Neither the Project Applicant nor the City have the authority to require all heavy-duty 
trucks accessing the Project site to be of a certain model year or engine type; or require future tenants and 
vendors to utilize heavy-duty vehicles for trips to and from the site that are zero-emissions. The future 
operational permitting requirements may include provision of trucking fleet incentives. However, the Project 
Applicant and the City do not have the authority to require future tenants and vendors to enroll into incentive 
programs; and fleet upgrades are generally driven by existing SCAG and CARB emissions requirements. 
Thus, any measures that require zero-emission heavy-duty trucks are infeasible. The proposed Project would 
feature at least 76 EV charging stations and a 100% solar-ready roof, which is beyond Title 24 
requirements.  Further, Mitigation Measure AQ-14 requires installation to offset 100 percent of each MBU 
building’s office space energy needs. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure GHG-4 requires all development within 
the MBU areas shall achieve certification of compliance or demonstrate equivalency with LEED Silver building 
standards. The comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further 
response is warranted. 

Comment O3.14: This comment states that mitigation measures do not need to be targeted at one particular 
source (mobile emissions) and alternate methods can be used to reduce impacts.  

Response O3.14: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise any specific concerns with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other specific CEQA issue. The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures 
related to construction, operational, and mobile emissions No revisions per this comment are required and 
no further response is warranted.  

Comment O3.15: This comment states that the Applicant should be required to purchase carbon offsets as 
mitigation, and the Draft EIR fails to provide evidence for why offsets would be infeasible. The comment 
concludes in stating that there are many offset project relevant to the proposed Project that should be 
considered to reduce the Project’s GHG impact.  

Response O3.15: While it is true that it may be possible to purchase carbon offsets, recent Court of Appeal 
decisions have cast considerable doubt on the use of such offsets to mitigate GHG impacts from land use 
development projects. In Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego (2020) 50 Cal, Ap.5th 467, the 
Court of Appeal invalidated a mitigation measure that required the purchase of offsets from a “CARB-
approved registry, such as the Climate Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and the Verified 
Carbon Standard” (Id. At 510.) Although the court insisted its decision “should not be construed as blanked 
prohibition on using carbon offsets” to mitigate GHG missions under CEQA, it found numerous flaws with the 
measure at issue and failed to provide a clear roadmap for how to craft a similar valid measure. The court 
also declined to express an opinion on a number of issues, including whether offsets could potentially be 
used to mitigate more than 8% of a project’s emissions and the extent to which out-of-country offsets could 
be used. (Id. At 503, 513, n 27.) Subsequent to Golden Door (and within the last year), another measure 
requiring the purchase of offsets was similarly found to be invalid in an unpublished Court of Appeal decision, 
with the court finding the measure’s inclusion of additional standards for offsets did “not cure the defects 
found in Golden Door.” (Sierra Club v. County of San Diego (Dec. 21, 2021, No. D077548) 2021 WL 
6050624, at page 11.) In light of such uncertainty, the City finds that the carbon offsets are not feasible 
methods for mitigating the Project’s GHG emissions.  

Comment O3.16: This comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze all lower emission scenarios with 
respect to GHG emissions. The comment further states that the Draft EIR did not analyze Scenarios A and B 
with and without Overlay as potential Alternatives and did not include an Alternative aimed at reducing the 
Projects VMT impact, instead just focused on the ultimate Project.  
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Response O3.16: The Draft EIR included a comprehensive analysis of Project Alternatives as required by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The “range of alternatives” to be evaluated is governed by the “rule of 
reason” and feasibility, which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives that are feasible and 
necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the Lead Agency and to foster meaningful public 
participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) 
emphasizes that the selection of project alternatives be based primarily on the ability to reduce impacts 
relative to the proposed project.  

As detailed in Draft EIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, the proposed Project includes a Specific Plan Amendment 
and would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 
noise, and transportation. Two Alternatives (Alternate Site Alternative and Commercial Alternative) were 
considered but rejected due to their infeasibility and lack of ability to meaningfully reduce Project impacts 
while meeting Project objectives. Instead, a No Project/ No Development Alternative, a No Project/Buildout 
of Existing Harvest Landing Specific Plan Alternative, a Reduced Project Alternative, and a Phase 2 
Residential Alternative. As such, the alternatives utilized by the EIR provide a reasonable range of 
alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Both the No Project/Buildout of Existing Harvest 
Landing Specific Plan and the Reduced Project Alternatives would avoid some of the proposed Project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts. However, due to the size and location of the site, they were unable to 
reduce the VMT impact. 

Regarding an alternative utilizing Scenarios A and B, with and without Overlay, the Draft EIR 
programmatically analyzed these scenarios throughout the Draft EIR. Since there is no specific development 
plan for Phase 2, the Draft EIR programmatically analyzed all the scenarios based on different likely 
buildout scenarios for Phase 2. Thus, there is no need to provide additional analysis as an alternative.  

Comment O3.17: This comment concludes the letter by stating that the lead agency has not shown that 
further mitigation related to GHG impacts are infeasible and the Draft EIR should be amended to include a 
discussion of all feasible mitigation measures.  

Response O3.17: The comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR evaluation. The commenters’ concerns have been addressed above in Responses O3.2 
through O3.17. In reviewing the above listed comments and making the appropriate revisions, when 
necessary, no significant new information was incorporated, and further, the impacts disclosed in the Draft 
EIR accurately reflect the proposed Project and subsequent potential environmental impacts. Therefore, per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, Draft EIR recirculation would not be warranted. 
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Comment Letter O4: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance, 28 pages 
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Response to Comment Letter O4: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA), July 10, 2025 

Comment O4.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the comment is 
submitted on behalf of the Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA). Additionally, it states that 
GSEJA requests to be notified regarding any subsequent environmental documents, public notices, and public 
hearings for the Project. 

Response O4.1: GSEJA will be added to the City of Perris’ notification list for the proposed Project and will 
be notified of any subsequent environmental documents, public notices, and public hearings regarding the 
proposed Project. The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O4.2: This comment includes a summary of the proposed Project. The comment also lists the 
discretionary actions needed to complete the Project. 

Response O4.2: This comment provides a summary of the proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 
required or provided. 

Comment O4.3: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include analysis of relevant environmental 
justice issues in reviewing potential impacts, including cumulative impacts from the proposed Project to the 
surrounding community. The comment states that according to the CalEnviroScreen 4.0, the proposed Project’s 
census tract ranks in the 98th percentile for ozone burden, the 53rd percentile for particulate matter 2.5 
burden, and the 82nd percentile for traffic burden. The comment also states that the census tract consists of 
a diverse community that is especially vulnerable to impacts of pollution. 

Response O4.3: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical 
changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, 
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15360). Moreover, CEQA also requires a project evaluate its impacts in relation to changes in an 
area’s population, housing needs and coverage under adequate public services. The Project’s potential 
environmental justice effects are social issues that are not considered effects on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis 
of the Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does not include substantial 
discussion of environmental justice.  

CalEnviroScreen is a general policy tool. It is generally inappropriate for CEQA review. However, the Draft 
EIR provides a detailed evaluation of the potential cumulative air quality related impacts of the proposed 
Project upon the surrounding community (localized impacts) pursuant to South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (AQMD) methodology and thresholds, which is the appropriate due to the Project’s location within the 
South Coast Air Basin. The Draft EIR also provides a detailed evaluation of the potential cumulative water 
supply, water quality, hazardous waste, and solid waste impacts of the proposed Project.  

Regarding the existing pollution burden, the existing air quality in the Project area is described in Draft EIR 
Section 5.3, Air Quality. Table 5.3-2 provides data from the closest air quality monitoring stations to the 
Project site. Data from the air quality monitoring stations indicates that the PM2.5 federal standard had 10 
exceedances in 2021, 1 exceedance in 2022, and 1 exceedance in 2023. While the Project vicinity has 
experienced exceedances of State and federal standards, the thresholds set forth by the South Coast AQMD 
are intended to be health protective and are based on Clean Air Act standards and recommendations by 
the EPA. Although there has been an increase in development in the South Coast Area Basin, emissions 
concentrations have declined, and air quality has generally improved over the last 30 years largely due to 
cleaner air vehicles and fuel requirements.  
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Impacts related to toxic air contaminants and health effects are discussed on page 5.3-67 of Section 5.3, 
Air Quality in the Draft EIR. Based on existing South Coast AQMD recommendations for Mobile Source Health 
Risk Assessments, with implementation of mitigation, the combined construction and operational impacts of 
the proposed Project at the closest effected receptor is estimated to be 6.48 in one million without the 
proposed Overlay on Val Verde Elementary School and 7.55 in one million with the Overlay, which is less 
than the South Coast AQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million. At this same location, non-cancer risks 
were estimated to be less than 0.01, which would not exceed the applicable South Coast AQMD significance 
threshold of 1.0. As such, the proposed Project would result in emissions that are far below existing South 
Coast AQMD significance thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project’s potential impacts on human health 
risks would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Draft EIR page 5.3-69 provides further cumulative analysis, stating that there are 10 cumulative projects 
located within 1,000 feet of the proposed Project site or Project truck routes. Of these 10 cumulative projects, 
eight are commercial in nature and would not generate a significant quantity of truck trips or diesel 
particulate matter emissions. The two remaining industrial projects include the following: 

• Project 1: PP23170, 287,000 square foot warehouse, 110 daily truck trips 
• Project 19: Orbis Industrial Truck Yard, 26-acre truck storage yard, 1,512 daily passenger car 

equivalent (PCE) trips 

Compared to the approximately 2,626 daily truck trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed 
Project, the 110 daily truck trips generated by Project 1 would not be anticipated to significantly affect the 
cumulative health risk. Similarly, Project 19 would not result in a significant number of truck trips, and due to 
the storage lot nature of this project, would not result in significant idling emissions occurring on the site. As 
such, due to the relatively small size and small number of truck trips associated with these two projects, any 
cumulative impacts would be minimal and be less than cumulatively considerable. The comment letter does 
not provide any additional cumulative Projects to be considered in the analysis. Any additional projects 
would be located well over 1,000 feet from the proposed Project and proposed Project truck routes. As 
such, toxic air contaminant emissions from any additional cumulative projects combined with those from the 
proposed Project would not have the potential to result in a cumulatively significant health risk impact. 

Comment O4.4: This comment states that CalEEMod is not listed as an approved energy compliance 
modeling software. The comment states that since the EIR did not accurately or adequately model impacts in 
compliance with Title 24, a finding of significance must be made and a revised EIR with modeling in one of 
the three approved software types must be circulated for public review in order to adequately analyze the 
Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts. 

Response O4.4: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. The commenter incorrectly assumes the purpose of Title 24 and California 
Energy Commission approved software programs. The approved programs serve the purpose of being used 
under the performance approach (energy budget) method of compliance for Energy Standards. The 
programs mentioned are not intended to be utilized for CEQA analysis. CalEEMod, the California Emissions 
Estimator Model, is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform 
for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria 
pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both construction and operations from a 
variety of land use projects. The model was developed for the California Air Pollution Officers Association 
(CAPCOA) in collaboration with the California Air Districts. Additionally, the proposed Project would be 
compliant with measures set forth in Title 24, which would be verified through the plan check process. The 
comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further response is 
warranted. 
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Comment O4.5: The comment states that the EIR does not have meaningful evidence to support its conclusions 
that there would be a less than significant impact related to a safety hazard within two miles of a public 
airport. The comment explains that the Project is required to be reviewed by the Riverside County Airport 
Land Use Commission (ALUC) after the EIR public review period. The comment also notes that the EIR does 
not provide substantial evidence to the claim that impacts related to airport hazards would be less than 
significant.   

Response O4.5: The proposed Project was approved by the Riverside County ALUC on May 8, 2025. The 
following revision has been included in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR:  

Due to the nature of the required City approvals (i.e. the proposed Specific Plan Amendment 
and General Plan Amendment), the City of Perris is required, pursuant to Public Utilities 
Code Section 21676, to refer the proposed Project to the Riverside County ALUC for ALUC 
review. On May 8, 2025, the proposed Project was found to be consistent with the 2014 
March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan by ALUC. The 
proposed Project would comply with this ALUC notification and all other applicable rules 
and regulations as they pertain to the March ARB/IPA ALUCP and airport safety. 

Comment O4.6: This comment states that the Draft EIR should include information regarding the May 8, 
2025 ALUC hearing date.  

Response O4.6: Please see the revisions included above in Response to Comment O4.5. No further response 
is warranted. 

Comment O4.7: This comment states that ALUC approved a smaller Project than what is considered in the 
Draft EIR. The comment concludes in stating the Project must be resubmitted for approval from RCALUC due 
to the discrepancies between the ALUC review and the Draft EIR.  

Response O4.7: As discussed above, approval was received from ALUC stating that the proposed Project 
would be consistent with the 2014 March Air Reserve Base/Inland Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan with 
additional conditions of approval. Only Phase 1 of the proposed Project was approved by ALUC as Phase 
2 is being analyzed programmatically and there are no development plans being considered for that portion 
of the site. However, the overall proposed Specific Plan Amendment was determined to be consistent with 
the March Air Reserve Base/Inland Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Implementing projects within Phase 
2 would be required to go through additional ALUC approval processes as they would result in additional 
building area not included in this approval.  

Comment O4.8: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide a qualitative analysis of the Project’s 
consistency with the General Plan buildout. The comment requests that a revised EIR include an analysis of 
buildout of the Project and projects “in the pipeline” and their development intensity to determine if they 
would exceed the projected buildout scenario. 

Response O4.8: Development assumptions and scenarios presented in the City of Perris General Plan and 
its program-level EIR should not be considered a “cap” on permissible acreage or square footage buildout 
but simply serve as a framework upon which future project-level environmental analyses may be based. 
Cumulative projects are properly included in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR and accounted for throughout the 
analysis of the Draft EIR. All previously-constructed projects (i.e., completed prior to issuance of the 2024 
Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR) are considered part of the environmental baseline and have, 
therefore, been accounted for as part of the existing conditions.  

The growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth or a 
concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in master plans, land use plans, or in projections 
made by regional planning agencies, such as SCAG. According to Connect SoCal 2024, SCAG’s 2024-2050 
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Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, population and household growth forecast 
for Perris, between 2019 and 2050, SCAG anticipates an employment increase of 15,000 additional jobs 
(from 18,300 to 33,300), yielding an 82 percent growth rate. SCAG also anticipates a population increase 
of 67,096 between 2019 and 2050 (from 78,000 to 145,096). Buildout of the Specific Plan would create 
opportunities for approximately 6,247 employees, which represents approximately 43 percent of the 
forecasted population growth between 2019 and 2050. In addition, as shown in Draft EIR Table 5.13-5, 
the City of Perris is housing rich, and an increase in employment opportunities could benefit the job/housing 
balance in the City. The employees that would fill these roles are anticipated to come from the region, as 
the unemployment rate of the City of Perris as of May 2024 was 5.7 percent, City of Hemet was 6.3 percent, 
City of Moreno Valley was 4.6 percent, and the City of Menifee was at 4.6 percent, and the County of 
Riverside was 4.4 percent (BLS, 2024). Due to the existing and projected ratio of housing to jobs and the 
levels of unemployment, it is anticipated that new employees at the Project site would reside locally and 
within commuting distance and would not generate a need for new housing.  

Comment O4.9: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide any meaningful evidence to support 
the Projects consistency with the SCAG RTP/SCS. The comment also mentions that there are errors in modeling 
and states that the Project is inconsistent with several policies within Table 5.11-1 due to the proposed 
Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. The comment states that the EIR must be revised to include a 
finding of significance due to inconsistency with the 2024-2050 RTP/SCS Connect SoCal document. 

Response O4.9: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. As discussed in Responses O4.3 and O4.4 above, appropriate CalEEMod 
defaults were utilized and there are no errors in modeling. Substantial evidence supporting the Connect 
SoCal consistency analysis is provided in Section 5.3, Air Quality, and Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
Connect SoCal provides overall regional goals, therefore, the referenced goal is not a Project specific goal. 
As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would not prevent SCAG from implementing actions that 
would reduce greenhouse gas emissions and the Project includes measures related to building design, 
landscaping, and energy systems pursuant to Title 24 guidelines that would be consistent with SCAG’s goals. 
The Project consistency discussion within Table 5.11-1 provides justification for consistency with each goal. 
Thus, the Draft EIR does not need to be revised due to an inconsistency with Connect SoCal 2024. 

Comment O4.10: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include the proposed amendments to the 
Harvest Landing Specific Plan design guidelines and the Draft EIR should be revised to include the proposed 
amendments.  

Response O4.10: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. The Harvest Landing Specific Plan Development Standards are included 
within the Draft EIR in Table 5.1-1 in Section 5.1, Aesthetics. In addition, as discussed on page 5.1-9 of the 
Draft EIR, the City of Perris Planning Division has reviewed the proposed Phase 1 developments and has 
determined the Project would not conflict with the Perris Municipal Code or General Plan design regulations 
involving building architecture, landscaping, infrastructure, and road system design standards. Additionally, 
Draft EIR Tables 5.1-3 and 5.11-2 illustrate the proposed Project’s consistency with the City of Perris Good 
Neighbor Guidelines, the purpose of which is to is to protect sensitive receptors and limit potential impacts 
primarily related to air quality and noise, while allowing for the planned development of new or modified 
industrial facilities. The Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines provides adopted policies to supplement the Perris 
Municipal Code and Specific Plans for industrial development. Thus, no further response is warranted.  

Comment O4.11: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to substantiate the claim that nitrogen and 
diesel particulate matter emissions would be reduced in compliance with South Coast AQMD Rule 2305.  

Response O4.11: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality, owners and operators of 
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warehouses greater than or equal to 100,000 square feet of indoor space are required by South Coast 
AQMD Rule 2305 to enroll in the Warehouse Points Compliance Obligation. Future occupants would be 
processed through the South Coast AQMD’s permitting system. Thus, the South Coast AQMD would ensure 
through their permitting process that future tenants and owners would comply with this measure. While these 
measures would be implemented, as discussed on page 5.3-26, emission reductions associated with South 
Coast AQMD Rules 402, 1301, 1401 and 2305 cannot be quantified in CalEEMod and, therefore, are not 
reflected in the emissions presented within the Draft EIR. Thus, while the emissions reductions achieved through 
compliance with 2305 cannot be quantified, implementation would be ensured through permitting with the 
South Coast AQMD.  

Comment O4.12: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include any analysis regarding the 
inconsistency of the proposed Project with some of the General Plan goals and policies, and lists Policies 
which the Project has potential to conflict with. 

Response O4.12: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. The Draft EIR is a public disclosure document that serves to provide 
information to the City’s decisionmakers and elected officials when deciding whether or not to approve a 
project. The goal of the consistency analysis is to provide the reader with a general overview of whether a 
project is in harmony with the overall intent of the applicable goals and policies. It is within the City’s purview 
to decide if the Project is consistent or inconsistent with applicable goals or policies. CEQA case law 
recognizes that “it is nearly, if not absolutely, impossible for a project to be in perfect conformity with each 
and every policy set forth in the applicable [general] plan.”  (Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale City Council (2011) 
200 Cal.App.4th 1552, 1563.) A compiled table of applicable Perris General Plan goals and policies, 
along with the Project’s consistency is included in Section 5.11, Land Use and Planning. In addition, the policies 
mentioned throughout this comment letter are not mandatory policies for the purpose of mitigating an 
environmental effect. In the case of Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) Cal.App.4th 
704, 719, the courts found that “none of the policies on which appellant relies is mandatory, and [the] project 
need not be in perfect conformity with each and every policy.” Thus, CEQA does not require the Project to 
be consistent with each comment mentioned by the commenter, as the policies referenced were not adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  

Comment O4.13: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide meaningful analysis in the Project’s 
consistency with the General Plan as it leaves out discussion of the Project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts.  

Response O4.13: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. While the proposed Project would not improve air quality, it would not 
prevent the City from implementing actions that would improve air quality within the region. Mitigation 
measures are specified to reduce the Project’s air quality impacts where necessary and feasible, and the 
Project would incorporate various measures related to building design, landscaping, and energy systems to 
promote the efficient use of energy, pursuant to Title 24 CALGreen Code and Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards. As described under Impact AQ-3 in the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in impacts related 
to health risk with implementation of mitigation. Further, as required by Mitigation Measure GHG-4, the 
Project buildings shall be built to demonstrate equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. Thus, the 
Project would not interfere with this goal for the City to support regional efforts to improve air quality.  

Regarding the proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, ultimately, it is up to the City to 
determine what the Project benefits are and if they would outweigh any potential significant and 
unavoidable impacts.  

Comment O4.14: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include the City’s requirement for Specific 
Plans listed on page 69 of the General Plan Land Use element requiring the completion of a traffic study. 
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The comment concludes that buildout of the proposed Project would exceed the number of Average Daily 
Trips allocated to the Planning Area within with General Plan and, therefore, would not comply with the 
City’s General Plan.  

Response O4.14: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. A Traffic Impact Analysis Report was prepared for the proposed Project, 
and was included as Appendix R to the Draft EIR, which included the AM and PM Peak hour trips, the average 
daily trips generated from the Project, and the distribution of projected trips to roadways providing access 
to the Specific Plan Area. The Trip Generation included in the Traffic Impact Analysis Report was reviewed 
and approved by the City’s Engineering Department.  

Regarding the Draft EIR not analyzing non-residential buildout compared to the existing Harvest Landing 
Specific Plan, this comment is incorrect. A No Project/Buildout of Existing Harvest Landing Specific Plan 
alternative was included as Alternative 4 in the Draft EIR. Section 8.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR provides 
a comparison of the impacts associated with the proposed Project and the No Project/Buildout of Existing 
Harvest Landing Specific Plan alternative.  

Comment O4.15: This comment states that the proposed Project is not in compliance with State Housing 
Element Law as implementation of the proposed Specific Plan would result in the loss of residential units 
identified in the City’s Housing Element. The comment states that the Draft EIR must show that the Housing 
Element can accommodate its share of the regional housing needs at all times. The comment concludes that 
implementation of the proposed Project would result in a shortfall of 86 dwelling units with no demonstration 
that the City can accommodate their RHNA.  

Response O4.15: Given that Harvest Landing is not City-owned property, and the proposed non-residential 
Project is not a City-initiated action, acknowledging the proposed Project and updating the City’s housing 
sites inventory accordingly to account for removal of Harvest Landing does not itself affect the City’s Housing 
Element compliance status. It is important to note that the identification of a housing site in the Housing Element 
is not a mandate that requires the City to continue to proceed with development of that site as described in 
the Housing Element despite factors indicating that residential development of a site is not realistic. To the 
contrary, both Housing Element law and No Net Loss law assume there will be changes in the sites inventory 
during the Housing Element planning period, and an ongoing accounting and reconciliation process to 
accommodate the RHNA will occur. The sites inventory can simply be updated to reflect the site’s exclusion 
and communicated to HCD through the annual reporting process. 

Comment O4.16: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss compliance with SB 330 requiring 
replacement housing sites. The comment states that replacement housing must be processed concurrently when 
an action would reduce residential development capacity. The comment concludes in stating that approval 
of the Draft EIR would be in violation of SB 330 and the EIR must be revised to discuss the inconsistency.  

Response O4.16: As required by CEQA, an analysis of the potential for the proposed Project to displace 
substantial numbers of existing people or housing is discussed on page 5.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As discussed, 
under existing conditions, the Project site is developed with two single-family residential structures and 
associated ancillary structures. At the time that the Project’s Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR was 
published on August 9, 2024, three single-family residential structures existed onsite, but the units were no 
longer occupied by residents and, therefore, the baseline condition applied for the Project site is vacant. 
Property owners within the development footprint voluntarily sold their property to the Project Applicant 
and have already relocated. Implementation of the proposed Project would remove all of the existing 
structures from the Project site. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not displace a substantial 
number of existing people or housing and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. Implementation of the Project would result in a less than significant impact.  
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Senate Bill 330 or the Housing Accountability Act and the removal of residential zoning within the Harvest 
Landing Specific Plan is not a CEQA issue as it is not considered an impact on the environment. As defined 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence 
which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, and evidence of social or economic impacts which does not contribute 
to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment do not constitute substantial evidence. CEQA is 
an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient 
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The Project’s 
potential economic and social effects are not considered effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). 

Comment O4.17: This comment states that deferring analysis of the construction and operation of 
replacement sites is piecemealing and a violation of CEQA. The comment concludes in stating that the Draft 
EIR must be revised to include analysis of the 1,860 replacement dwelling units.  

Response O4.17: Please refer above to Response O4.15 and Response O4.16 regarding the requirement 
for replacement housing. 

Comment O4.18: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide sufficient evidence to support the 
claim that the employees are expected to come from within the City or region, and the Draft EIR should be 
revised to support this claim with evidence of the available workforce and provide a definition for 
“commuting distance.” 

Response O4.18: Draft EIR page 6-3 describes that most of the new jobs that would be created by the 
Project would be positions that do not require a specialized workforce, and this type of workforce exists in 
the City of Perris and surrounding communities. As discussed in further detail in Section 5.13, Population and 
Housing, 4,654 individuals are employed in the construction industry in the City of Perris (SCAG, 2022). 
Within Riverside County as a whole, approximately 77,582 individuals are employed in the construction 
industry (ACS, 2021). In addition, the current 5.7 percent unemployment rate in the City and the 4.6 percent 
unemployment rate in Riverside County (BLS, 2024). As such, the existing labor pool would meet the 
construction needs of the Project. Thus, due to existing unemployment and the availability of a workforce, it 
is anticipated that new jobs that would be generated from Project implementation would be filled by people 
within the City of Perris and surrounding communities.  

Regarding the definition of commuting distance, the following revisions has been included in Section 3.0, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

Due to the existing and projected ratio of housing to jobs and the levels of unemployment, 
it is anticipated that new employees at the Project site would reside locally and within 
commuting distance (from within the City or one of the adjacent jurisdictions including 
Menifee, Moreno Valley, and Unincorporated Riverside County) and would not generate 
a need for new housing.  

Comment O4.19: The comment states that the proposed Project would result in unexpected growth 
compared to SCAG’s Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast. The comment further states that 
the Draft EIR must include a cumulative analysis of the impact of the proposed Project in combination with 
previous projects since 2019 and projects “in the pipeline” to determine if the Project would result in a 
cumulative exceedance of employment and population growth forecasts.  

Response O4.19: Please refer above to Response O4.8 regarding SCAG’s Connect SoCal Demographics 
and Growth Forecast and cumulative projects.  
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Comment O4.20: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include the City’s requirement for Specific 
Plans listed on page 69 of the General Plan Land Use element requiring the completion of a traffic study. 
The comment concludes that buildout of the proposed Project would exceed the number of Average Daily 
Trips allocated to the Planning Area within with General Plan and therefore would not comply with the City’s 
General Plan. 

Response O4.20: This comment is a copy of Comment O4.14. Please see Response to Comment O4.14 for 
a response to this comment.  

Comment O4.21: The comment states that the Project’s VMT analysis was underestimated as it did not include 
truck/trailer/delivery van activity. The comment concludes in saying that a revised EIR must be prepared to 
with a revised VMT analysis to include truck/trailer/and delivery van activity. 

Response O4.21: The commenter incorrectly assumes that the VMT analysis does not consider 
truck/trailer/delivery van activity. The VMT analysis conducted for the Project utilized an origin-destination 
(OD) VMT methodology, which captures all trips associated with the Project — not just employee commute 
trips. This includes VMT from employees, vendors, trucks, delivery vans, and other operational vehicle activity 
generated by the Project. The OD VMT approach is consistent with the City of Perris Transportation Impact 
Analysis Guidelines for CEQA, adopted by the City Council in May 2020.  

Comment O4.22: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the Project’s potential 
impacts regarding hazards due to a geometric design feature. The comment explains that there are areas 
of overlap between truck movements for the truck entering the site via Frontage Road at Building 2. 

Response O4.22: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact. The Project would include five truck driveways along Frontage Road and 
installation of a truck-only Private Drive A for the industrial portion of the Phase 1 development. The 
commercial component of the Phase 1 development would require one truck driveway on Orange Avenue, 
one truck driveway on Harvest Landing Way, and one truck driveway on Barrett Avenue. Lastly, while 
potential development plans and internal circulation within the Phase 2 area is unknown at this time, the City 
of Perris will be conditioning future development of the area to solely provide truck driveways for Phase 2 
developments on Orange Avenue and Frontage Road in order to avoid the sensitive receptors located along 
Indian Avenue (with Val Verde Elementary school operational along Indian Avenue) and Barrett Avenue.  

The onsite circulation design provides truck accessibility and turning ability throughout the site. Therefore, 
there is no geometric design feature that would prevent trucks or result in impacts from trucks accessing the 
site. In addition, the plans provided in the Draft EIR and Traffic Impact Analysis Report are conceptual plans. 
Should the Project be approved, design level civil engineering plans would be prepared and reviewed by 
the City’s engineering staff prior to issuance of construction related permitting to ensure that all applicable 
turning and access standards are met, which include both California Fire Code and California Building Code 
requirements, as included in the Perris Municipal Code (Sections 16.08.058 and 16.08.050).  

Comment O4.23: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the Project’s potential 
impacts regarding hazards due to a geometric design feature. The comment explains that there are areas 
of overlap between truck movements for the truck entering the site via Frontage Road at Building 6. 

Response O4.23: Please refer to Response O4.22. 

Comment O4.24: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the Projects potential 
impacts regarding hazards due to a geometric design feature. The comment explains that there are areas 
of overlap between truck movements for the truck entering the site via Frontage Road at Private Drive A 
between Buildings 2 and 3. 

Response O4.24: Please refer to Response O4.22. 
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Comment O4.25: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the Projects potential 
impacts regarding hazards due to a geometric design feature. The comment explains that there are areas 
of overlap between truck movements for the truck entering the site via Frontage Road at Building 5. 

Response O4.25: Please refer to Response O4.22. 

Comment O4.26: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the Project’s potential 
impacts regarding hazards due to a geometric design feature. The comment explains that there are areas 
of overlap between truck movements for the trucks accessing the internal truck/trailer loading dock court 
between Buildings 3 and 4. Additionally, the comment states that there are no exhibits adequately depicting 
the onsite turning radius available for trucks maneuvering throughout the parking areas of the site as well 
as exhibits depicting emergency vehicle access and maneuvering. The comment concludes in stating that the 
Draft EIR defers analysis by stating that the Riverside County Fire Department would review plans without 
listing any requirements.  

Response O4.26: As shown in Appendix R of the Draft EIR (Table 4.1b: Project Trip Generation), buildings 
3, 4 and 5 would have a truck trip generation of 6 truck trips (3 total trucks) during the AM peak hour and 
5 truck trips (3 total trucks) during the PM peak hour. These trips are for all three buildings, resulting in a 
maximum of 1 to 2 trucks per hour entering or leaving each building. Because of the very low volume of 
trucks entering and departing, delays would be minimal. It is likely that trucks would not be entering or 
leaving at the same time. Therefore, additional emissions or queuing due to conflicts between trucks would 
be negligible and not measurable. Therefore, the results of the analysis would remain unchanged.  

As detailed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed Project would include two emergency access 
only driveways, one along Orange Avenue accessing MBU Building 2 and one along Barrett Road accessing 
MBU Building 7. As detailed in Response to Comments O4.22 through O4.25, the proposed onsite conceptual 
circulation design provides emergency vehicle accessibility and turning ability throughout the site and does 
not identify potential significant environmental impacts. Should the Project be approved, design level civil 
engineering plans would be prepared and reviewed by the City’s engineering staff prior to issuance of 
construction related permitting to ensure that all applicable emergency access standards are met, which 
include both California Fire Code and California Building Code requirements, as included in the Perris 
Municipal Code (Sections 16.08.058 and 16.08.050). This is not a deferral of analysis, but the City’s 
standard development review and permitting process to ensure that all applicable design requirements are 
met, including emergency access. 

Comment O4.27: This comment states that the Project has not provided any analysis of horizontal and 
vertical sight distance at the intersection of Project driveways and adjacent streets. 

Response O4.27: Issues related to horizontal and vertical sight distance are design level civil engineering 
issues that are to be verified by the City’s Engineering Department during permitting of development projects 
and are regulated by the California Fire and Building Codes, which are included in the Perris Municipal 
Code as detailed previously. As detailed on Figure 3-7, Conceptual Site Plan and shown on Draft EIR Table 
5.1-1, buildout of the Phase 1 MBU area would include a 25-foot setback along Barret Avenue, over 100 
feet of landscaped setback along Orange Avenue, and a 25-foot setback along Frontage Road. Within the 
proposed Phase 1 Commercial areas, a 25-foot setback is proposed along North Perris Boulevard, a 15-
foot setback is proposed along Orange Avenue, over 40 feet of landscaped setback along Harvest Landing 
Way is proposed, and a 70-foot setback along Barret Avenue is proposed. This proposed conceptual design 
does not identify potential significant environmental impacts. Evaluation of sight distance is not an impact 
issue under CEQA. Sight distance could affect the safety at driveways; however, this is why the City has 
design guidelines and requires subsequent plan check review of development plans after entitlement 
approval. During the design review and plan check process, all intersection designs will be reviewed to 
ensure compliance with applicable standards. Intersections not in compliance with standard plans or 
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guidelines would need to provide subsequent analyses to justify all design exceptions. Therefore, no sight 
distance analysis is required for the Draft EIR.  

Comment O4.28: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include a cumulative analysis of the impact of 
the proposed Project in combination with previous projects since General Plan adoption and projects “in the 
pipeline” to determine if the Project would result in a cumulative exceedance of employment and population 
growth forecasts. The comment further states that buildout of the Specific plan would result in growth impacts 
related to the SCAG employment growth assumptions and the General Plan Planning Area 4 buildout.  

Response O4.28: Please refer to Response O4.8.  

Comment O4.29: This comment states that the Draft EIR should be revised to discuss the significant and 
unavoidable impacts within the context of the Projects census tract, inconsistencies with the General Plan and 
SCAG RTP/SCS, and State Housing Element Law.  

Response O4.29: As discussed throughout the Draft EIR and in the responses above and below, the proposed 
Project would be developed consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Perris General Plan and 
none of the comments raised in this letter provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
new significant environmental impact. The proposed Project consistency with the General Plan and Connect 
SoCal is shown in Draft EIR Tables 5.11-1 and 5.11-3 and further evaluated within Response to Comments 
O4.9 and O4.12. Thus, no further response is warranted.  

Comment O4.30: The comment states that a revised Draft EIR must be completed that includes an alternative 
that meets the Projects objectives and eliminates all the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. The 
comment suggests including a mixed-use project with affordable housing to reduce VMT and GHG emissions.  

Response O4.30: The Draft EIR included a comprehensive analysis of Project Alternatives as required by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The “range of alternatives” to be evaluated is governed by the “rule of 
reason” and feasibility, which requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives that are feasible and 
necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice by the Lead Agency and to foster meaningful public 
participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)). Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(b) emphasizes that the selection of project alternatives is based primarily on the ability to reduce 
impacts relative to the proposed project.  

As detailed in Draft EIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, the proposed Project includes a Specific Plan Amendment 
and would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, 
noise, and transportation. Two Alternatives (Alternate Site Alternative and Commercial Alternative) were 
considered but rejected due to infeasibility and lack of ability to meaningfully reduce Project impacts while 
meeting Project objectives. Instead, a No Project/ No Development Alternative, a No Project/Buildout of 
Existing Harvest Landing Specific Plan Alternative, a Reduced Project Alternative, and a Phase 2 Residential 
Alternative were analyzed. As such, the alternatives utilized by the EIR provide a reasonable range of 
alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. As discussed, the Reduced Project Alternative 
would avoid the Project’s construction air quality significant impact and traffic noise significant impact. 
Therefore, an alternative is included that would avoid some of the Project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts.  

Draft EIR Page 8-1 states that a pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), discussion of each 
alternative presented in this Draft EIR section is intended “to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project.” As permitted by CEQA, the significant effects of each alternative 
are discussed in less detail than those of the proposed Project, but in enough detail to provide perspective 
and allow for a reasoned choice among alternatives to the proposed Project. The qualitative analysis 
provided is sufficient to support the impacts claims.  
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Comment O4.31: This comment states that GSEJA believes the EIR is flawed and must be revised and 
recirculated for public review. GSEJA also requests to be added to the public interest list for the proposed 
Project. 

Response O4.31: The comment is conclusionary in nature and, as stated above, GSEJA will be added to the 
public interest list for the proposed Project. As substantiated by the responses above and below, none of the 
conditions arise which would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter O5: Sierra Club San Gorgonio Chapter, 9 pages 
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Response to Comment Letter O5: Sierra Club San Gorgonio Chapter, July 14, 2025 

Comment O5.1: This comment provides a summary of the Project description and states that the Project 
would remove 1,860 residential units, including hundreds of affordable housing units. The comment states 
that the Sierra Club Box Springs Group found the EIR deficient in multiple areas and includes an attachment 
of a recent settlement agreement in Moreno Valley that provides a list of potential mitigation measures and 
states that they are feasible. 

Response O5.1: The comment is informational and general in nature and does not raise a specific issue with 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR in which to provide a detailed response. Because the comment is general and 
refers to later detailed comments, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O5.2: This comment states that the cumulative list excludes over 100 million square feet of 
warehouse development. The comment states that the cumulative analysis should account for local and 
regional warehouse development including the World Logistics Center, Stoneridge Commerce Center, San 
Jacinto Commerce Center, New Perris Commerce Center, South Perris Industrial, Ellis Logistics Center, Mapes 
Commerce Center; the 1,100 acres of foundation amendment projects in Mead Valley; all projects in 
Menifee along Ethanac Road, including Northern Gateway Logistics, Murrieta Road Warehouse, Ethanac 
Logistics Center, Menifee Commerce Center, and the Menifee Valley Specific Plan. The comment states that 
a full list of projects that need to be included are described in detail later.  

Response O5.2: The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed Project accurately analyzes potential cumulative 
impacts from the Project in conjunction with other industrial developments in the Project vicinity throughout 
the Draft EIR and specifically under the cumulative impacts section in each Section 5 subsection. The Draft EIR 
cumulative analyses uses a combination of the list method and the projection method, as appropriate based 
on different topic areas, as detailed in each cumulative analysis discussion in the Draft EIR. Table 5-1 of the 
Draft EIR lists cumulative projects utilized in the cumulative analysis of the Project in the topical areas that 
use the list approach. The list of cumulative projects was developed using a list of past, present and future 
projects within the Project vicinity that could have a potentially cumulative impact on specific EIR topical 
areas. The additional projects that the commenter provided were not included in the cumulative project list 
for the following reasons:  

• World Logistics Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it is located approximately 8.5 
miles northeast of the Harvest Landing Specific Plan and would utilize a different truck route (State Route 
60) to access I-215 given its location direction south of State Route 60, which would limit the potential 
of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Stoneridge Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (San Jacinto Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• San Jacinto Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ramona Expressway) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project.  

• New Perris Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (San Jacinto Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• South Perris Industrial was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Case Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project 
in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Ellis Logistics Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Case Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project 
in combination with the proposed Project. 
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• Mapes Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Case Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the 
project in combination with the proposed Project. In addition, while the project is still under entitlement 
review with the City of Perris, it is not active. 

• Northern Gateway Logistics was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from 
the project in combination with the proposed Project.  

• Murrieta Road Warehouse was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in 
combination with the proposed Project. 

• Ethanac Logistics Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the 
project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Menifee Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from 
the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Menifee Valley Specific Plan was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Highway 74) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the 
project in combination with the proposed Project. 

As discussed in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure 5-1, ten projects within Mead Valley were 
included as cumulative projects number 1 through 10. These projects were, therefore, considered within the 
cumulative analysis throughout the Draft EIR. The cumulative projects were selected based on the potential 
for their impacts to cumulatively combine with Project impacts. The cumulative projects selected would result 
in measurable trip distributions to the same intersections and roadway segments. Cumulative impacts have 
been analyzed by environmental topic area within each respective environmental topic section (e.g., 
cumulative air quality impacts under Section 5.3, Air Quality etc.).  

Comment O5.3: This comment states that the Project downzoning 1,860 units of housing conflicts with 
California Code Section 66300(b)(1)(A) and it needs to be examined with cumulative impacts of other similar 
residential rezone warehouse projects, including the New Perris Commerce Center. The comment states that 
the City of Perris must demonstrate no reduction in housing units and affordable housing units as part of the 
Project’s environmental impacts. 

Response O5.3: As required under CEQA, an analysis of the potential for the proposed Project to displace 
substantial numbers of existing people or housing is discussed on page 5.13-9 of the Draft EIR. As discussed, 
under existing conditions, the Project site is developed with two single-family residential structures and 
associated ancillary structures. At the time the Project’s Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR was distributed 
on August 9, 2024, three single-family residential structures existed onsite, but the units were no longer 
occupied by residents and, therefore, the baseline condition applied for the Project site is vacant. Property 
owners within the development footprint voluntarily sold their property to the Project Applicant and have 
already relocated. Implementation of the proposed Project would remove all of the existing structures from 
the Project site. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not displace a substantial number of existing 
people or housing and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 
Implementation of the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact.  

Senate Bill 330 or the Housing Accountability Act and the change to residential zoning within the existing 
Harvest Landing Specific Plan is not considered under CEQA as it is not considered an impact on the 
environment. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion 
or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, and evidence of social or economic impacts 
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which does not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment do not constitute 
substantial evidence. CEQA only requires evaluation of potential goals and policies adopted to avoid or 
mitigate physical impacts on the environment. The remaining policies listed by the comment do not involve 
physical environmental impacts, and are focused on market trends, efficient use of land, economic benefits 
of development, and development location. Thus, evaluation of these policies is not required. CEQA is an 
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The Project’s potential 
economic and social effects are not considered effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15064(e) and 15131(a)). However, the no-net-loss housing mandate aspect of the proposed Project will be 
considered by the City of Perris City Council when it chooses whether to approve or deny the proposed 
Project. 

Comment O5.4: This comment states that the Project has significant and unavoidable air quality and GHG 
impacts. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not mention that the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan 
is dependent on multiple electrification rules, which were rescinded by the United States government, and 
that Southern California has no valid plan to attain national ambient air quality standards. The comment 
states that no additional projects can be added that would be cumulatively significant in furthering the delay 
in attaining the 2015 8-hour ozone standard. The comment states that this Project does less than the minimum 
to mitigate GHG impacts and additional mitigation is necessary.  

Response O5.4: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a 
significant environmental impact not already disclosed in the Draft EIR. As disclosed in Draft EIR Section 5.3, 
Air Quality, emissions from construction of Phase 1 and Specific Plan Buildout would exceed the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (AQMD) thresholds of significance for NOx after implementation of 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. Therefore, construction-source NOx emissions would be 
significant and unavoidable on a Project-level and a cumulative basis. Emissions from operation of Phase 1 
would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of significance for VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 after 
implementation of regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. Emissions from operation of Phase 2 
would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of significance for VOC and NOx after implementation 
of regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. Emissions from Specific Plan Buildout would exceed the 
South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of significance for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 after implementation of 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. A majority of operational-source emissions (by weight) 
would be generated by Project vehicles that neither the Project applicant nor the City have the have 
regulatory authority to control. Therefore, operational-source VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions 
would be significant and unavoidable on a Project-level and a cumulative basis.  

Further, as discussed under Impact AQ-1, land use change associated with the Specific Plan Amendment 
would result in VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emission exceedances that would result in significant and 
unavoidable air quality impacts despite the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. The land use 
change associated with the proposed Project would increase summer VOC and PM2.5 and year-round NOx 
and SOx emissions compared to the previously approved land uses. Therefore, the Project would result in a 
conflict with, or obstruct, implementation of the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). This Project is 
not a review of the applicability of the 2022 AQMP. The time to comment on the legality and efficacy of 
the AQMP was prior to its adoption by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board. Furthermore, regardless 
of federal mandates being reversed, California regulations still apply. As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR 
properly discloses the Project’s conflict with the AQMP due to an exceedance of applicable air quality 
standards. 

Regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, Specific Plan buildout would generate a net total of 
approximately 109,258.10 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e) per year in the most 
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conservative scenario, thereby exceeding the significance threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year. As with 
Impact AQ-2, the majority of the GHG emissions would be from mobile sources that neither the Project 
applicant nor the City have the have regulatory authority to control. The proposed Project would be required 
to implement Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requiring diversion of waste, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requiring 
drought tolerant landscaping, Mitigation Measure GHG-3 requiring a water conservation strategy, 
Mitigation Measure GHG-4 requiring all buildings in the MBU areas to achieve LEED Silver certification or 
demonstrate consistency with such, and Mitigation Measure GHG-5 requiring the installation of infrastructure 
to allow rooftop solar photovoltaic panels. With implementation of all feasible mitigation, Specific Plan 
buildout would generate a net total of approximately 105,503.05 MTCO2e per year in the most 
conservative scenario, which assumes a longer trip length (Scenario B) and redevelopment of the Overlay 
area. The majority of the GHG emissions (80% for Scenario A and 85% for Scenario B) are associated with 
mobile sources. Emissions of motor vehicles are controlled by State and Federal standards, and the City and 
Project Applicant has no control over these emissions. As such, no additional mitigation is feasible. Thus, 
impacts related to GHG emissions would be significant and unavoidable. Furthermore, the commenter 
provides no suggested mitigation that could be implemented by the Project. 

Comment O5.5: This comment states that the Project has no truck route access based on the current City of 
Perris truck route map as it is not adjacent to Placentia Avenue, the nearest truck route. The comment states 
that designating new truck routes to build industrial land uses is not consistent with AB 98 and the Project 
needs to specify that the existing Perris truck route map would need to be modified.  

Response O5.5: The City of Perris General Plan Circulation Element designates truck routes (shown in Draft 
EIR Figure 5.16-1) and provides street standards within the Project vicinity. Further, the Harvest Landing 
Specific Plan provides street standards and design guidelines. The existing truck routes that currently serve 
the Project vicinity, and which would be used by the proposed Project, include Frontage Road, Indian Avenue, 
and Placentia Avenue including the I-215 interchanges at Harley Knox Boulevard and Placentia Avenue. As 
discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project would include five truck driveways along 
Frontage Road and installation of a truck-only Private Drive A for the industrial portion of the Phase 1 
development. The commercial component of the Phase 1 development would require one truck driveway 
along Orange Avenue, one truck driveway along Harvest Landing Way, and one truck driveway along 
Barrett Avenue south of Orange Avenue. Lastly, while potential development plans and internal circulation 
within the Phase 2 area are unknown at this time, the City of Perris will be conditioning the Project to solely 
provide truck driveways for Phase 2 developments along Orange Avenue and Frontage Road in order to 
avoid the sensitive receptors located along Indian Avenue (so long as Val Verde Elementary school is 
operational along Indian Avenue) and Barrett Avenue. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent 
with the existing truck routes identified in the City of Perris General Plan and the Harvest Landing Specific 
Plan. Thus, potential impacts related to truck route facilities would not occur. 

Comment O5.6: This comment states that the Project applies a piecemeal trip generation approach by 
separating components of the Project in its transportation section and the Project needs to be analyzed as 
the whole of the action. The comment states that the Project does not include the number of truck trips in the 
EIR and hides them in Appendix R. The comment states that the Project fails to analyze transportation impacts 
on I-215 and fails to identify the negative impact of truck routes on bike routes. The comment states that the 
analysis uses a biased study from Fehr & Peers conducted during a slow logistics year and the 11th Edition 
ITE rate for Land Use 155 has a higher rate. 

Response O5.6: The Project traffic analysis provides an appropriate approach of identifying the specific 
traffic trips that would be generated by each use (e.g. restaurant, medical office, industrial park, gasoline 
station) and then totals all of the trips that would be generated daily and during AM and PM peak hours. 
Thus, the whole of the Project is evaluated in the Draft EIR. The total trips include both truck and passenger 
car trips. The Draft EIR includes a page long summary table (Table 5.16-2 on page 5.16-20) and provides 
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a detailed breakdown in the Draft EIR Appendix R. It is standard/typical for Draft EIR sections to include 
summary of data provided in technical appendices.  

The proposed Project would not negatively impact truck routes adjacent to bike routes. As detailed in Draft 
EIR Section 5.16, Transportation, within the vicinity of the Specific Plan, Placentia Avenue contains a Class II 
bicycle lane. The Project includes the construction of a Class II bike lane on Indian Avenue, Orange Avenue, 
Perris Boulevard, and Barrett Avenue, as well as a 10-foot-wide shared use trail on Frontage Road; and the 
Project would refresh striping on the adjacent streets, thereby improving bicycle facilities and providing 
separation and distinction from truck and vehicular circulation, which would provide for safe circulation. The 
Harvest Landing Specific Plan includes various standards and guidelines for vehicular and non-vehicular 
circulation, which provide for safety. Moreover, the circulation improvements would be reviewed and 
approved through the City’s development review and permitting process to ensure safety design measures 
are adhered to. Further, the Draft EIR Section 5.16, Transportation, includes a site access safety analysis and 
a Caltrans Safety Analysis that includes evaluation of queuing, which determined that potential impacts 
related to circulation design features and safety would be less than significant. 

Regarding the trip generation rate utilized, the trip rate was included in the scoping agreement, which was 
approved by the City of Perris Engineering Department. The trip generation is not required to analyze the 
worst-case scenario and provides an adequate representation of the number of trips resulting from the 
Project. In response to this comment and comments from Caltrans, EPD Solutions prepared a separate 
Freeway Capacity and Mainline Operations Memorandum (included as Appendix C to this Final EIR) to 
evaluate potential project-related mainline volumes and cumulative traffic conditions along I-215. This 
supplemental freeway analysis is conducted as a good-faith effort to inform Caltrans and the public about 
potential operational effects, even though it is not required under CEQA.  

In summary, the technical memorandum analyzed freeway merge and diverge segments at ramp junctions 
with the Interstate-215 (I-215) mainline at the following interchanges:  

• I-215/Nuevo Road Interchange  
• I-215/Placentia Avenue Interchange   

Opening Year I 2026 Without Project Analysis Results  

During both the AM and PM peak hours for the Opening Year I (2026) Without Project scenario, all study 
segments, including basic, diverge, and merge segments, are expected to operate within capacity in both 
the northbound and southbound directions of the I-215.  

Opening Year II 2030 Without Project Analysis Results  

During both the AM and PM peak hours for the Opening Year II (2030) Without Project scenario, all study 
segments, including basic, diverge, and merge segments, are expected to operate within capacity in both 
the northbound and southbound directions of the I-215.  

General Plan 2045 Without Project Analysis Results  

During both the AM and PM peak hours under the General Plan 2045 Without Project scenario, all basic, 
diverge, and merge study segments are expected to operate at a satisfactory level of service (LOS), with 
the exception of the following segments:  

During AM Peak Hour:  

• Segment N4: Northbound Nuevo Road On-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 1.06)   
• Segment N8: Northbound Placentia Avenue On-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.96)  
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• Segment N9: I-215 Mainline between Northbound Placentia Avenue On-Ramp and Ramona Expressway 
Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.89)  

Opening Year I 2026 With Project Analysis Results  

During both the AM and PM peak hours for the Opening Year I (2026) With Project scenario, all study 
segments, including basic, diverge, and merge segments, are expected to operate within capacity in both 
the northbound and southbound directions of the I-215.  

Opening Year II 2030 With Project Analysis Results  

During both the AM and PM peak hours under the Opening Year II (2030) With Project scenario, all basic, 
diverge, and merge study segments are expected to operate at a satisfactory LOS, with the exception of 
the following segments:  

During AM Peak Hour:  

• Segment N1: I-215 Mainline between Northbound D Street On-Ramp and Northbound Nuevo Road Off-
Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.94)  

• Segment N5: I-215 Mainline between Northbound Nuevo Road On-Ramp and Northbound Placentia 
Avenue Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.89)  

During PM Peak Hour:  

• Segment N8: Northbound Placentia Avenue On-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 1.02)  
• Segment N9: I-215 Mainline between Northbound Placentia Avenue On-Ramp and Ramona Expressway 

Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.92)  
• Segment S9: I-215 Mainline between Southbound Nuevo Road On-Ramp and D Street Off-Ramp – LOS 

E (v/c ratio = 0.89)  

General Plan 2045 With Project Analysis Results  

During both the AM and PM peak hours under the General Plan 2045 With Project scenario, all basic, 
diverge, and merge study segments are expected to operate at a satisfactory LOS, with the exception of 
the following segments:  

During AM Peak Hour:  

• Segment N1: I-215 Mainline between Northbound D Street On-Ramp and Northbound Nuevo Road Off-
Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.88)  

• Segment N4: Northbound Nuevo Road On-Ramp – LOS F (v/c ratio = 1.11)  
• Segment N5: I-215 Mainline between Northbound Nuevo Road On-Ramp and Northbound Placentia 

Avenue Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.92)  
• Segment N6: Northbound Placentia Avenue Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.89)  
• Segment N8: Northbound Placentia Avenue On-Ramp – LOS F (v/c ratio = 1.07)  
• Segment N9: I-215 Mainline between Northbound Placentia Avenue On-Ramp and Ramona Expressway 

Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.92)  

Comment O5.7: This comment states that the proposed zoning does not match the existing City of Perris 
zoning code for industrial uses, which include Business Park, Light Industrial, and General Industrial zoning. 
The comment states that the Harvest Landing Specific Plan adds a Multiple Business Use, which does not 
match any of the existing zoning categories and the new zoning is not defined anywhere in the Draft EIR. 
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The comment requests why the area needs a new zoning, what the zoning permits, and how the category is 
different from the current Business Park and Light Industrial categories.  

Response O5.7: As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, the currently adopted Harvest Landing Specific 
Plan contains a Multiple Business Use (MBU) designation. The current MBU designation allows a floor area 
ratio of 0.35. The proposed Project includes a Specific Plan Amendment to increase the maximum allowed 
floor area ratio of the MBU designation from 0.35 to 0.75. The new floor area ratio would be consistent 
with the City’s Light Industrial zoning. The MBU Zone is designed to allow a broad range of commercial, 
office, service, residential, and light industrial activities while ensuring compatibility with surrounding 
development. Permitted uses (P) include retail, offices, restaurants, hotels, personal services, residential, 
clinics, laboratories, and light industrial operations, all of which remain subject to compliance with the Zoning 
Ordinance, business licensing, and the City’s review process. Development Plan Review (DPR) is required for 
all new projects regardless of use type. In addition, certain uses may proceed with an Administrative Permit 
(ADMIN) for lower impact operations, while more intensive or potentially impactful activities, such as alcohol 
sales, drive-through services, fueling stations, and hospitals, require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 

The MBU Zone also establishes clear limitations to protect community character and reduce conflicts. 
Prohibited uses include adult entertainment, swap meets, pawn/thrift shops, tattoo parlors, funeral homes, 
religious institutions, and operations involving hazardous materials. Accessory uses are permitted when 
clearly ancillary and compatible with the principal use. Any uses not specifically listed are subject to 
interpretation by the Director of Development Services, with appeal to the Planning Commission. Collectively, 
these requirements ensure that the MBU zone supports a diverse mix of business, residential, and employment 
opportunities while providing safeguards through conditional review and prohibition of incompatible land 
uses. 

Comment O5.8: This comment states that Howard Industrial Partners has a pattern of rezoning residential 
land to industrial and states that they tore down over 100 homes for the Bloomington Business Park Project, 
rezoned 159 acres of residential and recreation land in Rialto, and rezoned 9.5 acres of residential and 30 
acres of open space in Rialto. 

Response O5.8: This comment is not related to the Draft EIR and does not provide any substantial evidence 
that the proposed Project would result in a significant environmental impact and provides unrelated 
assertations about Howard Industrial Partners. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O5.9: This comment states that the Draft EIR uses a summary of projections methodology as 
described in CEQA Guidelines for cumulative analysis; however, significant warehouse growth is planned for 
the area and is unaccounted or by Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR. The comment states that the cumulative project 
list is deficient and narrowly scoped cumulative projects. The commenter requests an adequate cumulative 
impacts list and analysis of the cumulative impacts of these projects on jobs, housing, air quality, GHGs, 
traffic, planning, and land use. The comment states that a list of projects to include that are “cumulatively 
considerable” and “reasonably foreseeable” include: 

• Cajalco Commerce Center  
• Ramona Gateway  
• Rider and Patterson Business Center 
• Harvill at Water Industrial  
• Seaton Ave and Cajalco Rd Industrial Project  
• BCI IV Harvill Industrial Center  
• Patterson and Harvill Business Center  
• GPA 240049  
• GPA 240063  
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• GPA 240026  
• GPA 240082  
• GPA 240042  
• GPA 240012  
• GPA 240022 
• GPA 240027  
• GPA 240004  
• GPA 240059  
• New Perris Commerce Center 
• South Perris Industrial  
• Perris Airport Logistics Center  
• Perris Valley Towne Center  
• Mapes Commerce Center  
• Ellis Logistics Center  
• Ethanac Logistics Center  
• Green Valley Specific Plan Warehouse  
• Mapes and Trumble  
• Waypoint Commerce Center  
• Menifee Valley Specific Plan  
• Menifee Commerce Center  
• Motte Business Center  
• Heritage Valley Business Center  
• CADO Menifee Industrial Project 
• McLaughlin and San Jacinto Project 
• Murrieta Road Warehouse Project  
• Compass Northern Gateway Project  
• Northern Gateway Logistics 
• Meridian D1 Aviation Gateway  
• World Logistics Center  
• Stoneridge Commerce Center  
• San Jacinto Commerce Center  
• Serrano Commerce Center 
• Mid County Parkway  
• Cajalco Roadway Widening  

The comment states that if the full list is considered, cumulative impacts will be seen and figure 1 shows a 
reasonable cumulative impacts map for warehouses. The comment states that Figure 2 shows the cumulative 
area per resident by municipality. The comment states that the most burdened community is Mead Valley. 
The comment states that March JPA is not included but has another 20 million square feet of warehouses. 

Response O5.9: The Draft EIR prepared for the proposed Project accurately analyzes potential cumulative 
impacts from the Project in conjunction with other industrial developments in the Project vicinity throughout 
the Draft EIR and specifically under the cumulative impacts section in each Section 5 subsection. The Draft EIR 
uses a combination of the list method and the projection method based on the potential cumulative effects 
related to different topic areas. Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR lists cumulative projects utilized in the cumulative 
analysis of the Project. The list of cumulative projects was developed using a list of past, present and future 



Harvest Landing Retail Center & Business Park Project  2. Response to Comments 

City of Perris  2-274 
Final EIR   
December 2025 

projects within the Project’s traffic study area and contains projects that may have the potential to result in 
impacts that overlap with impacts from the Project. The additional projects that the commenter provided 
were not included in the cumulative project list for the following reasons: 

• Cajalco Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Cajalco Expressway) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Ramona Gateway was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Ramona Expressway and Morgan Street) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Rider and Patterson Business Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (Placentia Avenue to the west of the I-215 and Cajalco Expressway) to access I-
215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the 
proposed Project. 

• Harvill at Water Industrial was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Placentia Avenue to the west of the I-215) to access I-215, which would limit the potential 
of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Seaton Ave and Cajalco Rd Industrial Project was not included in the cumulative project list as it would 
utilize a different truck route (Cajalco Expressway) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of 
cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• BCI IV Harvill Industrial Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Morgan Street) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from 
the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Patterson and Harvill Business Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (Harvill Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240049 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Placentia Avenue to the west of the I-215 and Cajalco Expressway) to access I-215, which would limit 
the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240063 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Harvill Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project 
in combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240026 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Placentia Avenue to the west of the I-215) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240082 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Placentia Avenue to the west of the I-215) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240042 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Placentia Avenue to the west of the I-215) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240012 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Placentia Avenue to the west of the I-21 and Cajalco Road) to access I-215, which would limit the 
potential of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240022 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Cajalco Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in 
combination with the proposed Project. 
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• GPA 240027 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Cajalco Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in 
combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240004 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Cajalco Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in 
combination with the proposed Project. 

• GPA 240059 was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck route 
(Cajalco Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in 
combination with the proposed Project. 

• New Perris Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ellis Avenue and San Jacinto Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of 
cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• South Perris Industrial was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Ellis Avenue and Goetz Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Perris Airport Logistics Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ellis Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the 
project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Perris Valley Towne Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (San Jacinto Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Mapes Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ethanac Road and Goetz Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Ellis Logistics Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Ellis Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project 
in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Ethanac Logistics Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Ellis Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project 
in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Green Valley Specific Plan Warehouse was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize 
a different truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Mapes and Trumble was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Mapes Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the 
project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Waypoint Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ellis Avenue and Mapes Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Menifee Valley Specific Plan was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Case Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the 
project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Menifee Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from 
the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Motte Business Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different truck 
route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the 
project in combination with the proposed Project. 
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• Heritage Valley Business Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• CADO Menifee Industrial Project was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• McLaughlin and San Jacinto Project was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (McLaughlin Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative 
impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Murrieta Road Warehouse Project was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Compass Northern Gateway Project was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (Ethanac Road and Goetz Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of 
cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Northern Gateway Logistics was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ethanac Road) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from 
the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Meridian D1 Aviation Gateway was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a 
different truck route (Cactus Avenue and Van Buren Boulevard) to access I-215, which would limit the 
potential of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• World Logistics Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it is located approximately 8.5 
miles northeast of the Harvest Landing Specific Plan and would utilize a different truck route (State Route 
60) to access I-215 given its location direction south of State Route 60, which would limit the potential 
of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Stoneridge Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (San Jacinto Avenue) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• San Jacinto Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it would utilize a different 
truck route (Ramona Expressway) to access I-215, which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts 
from the project in combination with the proposed Project. 

• Serrano Commerce Center was not included in the cumulative project list as it is located over 20 miles 
from the Project site and would utilize a different truck route (Temescal Canyon Road) to access I-15, 
which would limit the potential of cumulative impacts from the project in combination with the proposed 
Project. 

• Mid County Parkway was not included in the cumulative project list as it includes roadway improvements 
along Ramona Expressway which would not be utilized by trucks accessing the Project site.  

• Cajalco Roadway Widening was not included in the cumulative project list as it includes roadway 
improvements along Cajalco Road which would not be utilized by trucks accessing the Project site.  

As discussed in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure 5-1, ten projects within Mead Valley were 
included as cumulative projects number 1 through 10 based on direction on the scoping agreement. These 
projects were therefore considered within the cumulative list approach analysis throughout the Draft EIR. 
Cumulative impacts have been analyzed by environmental topic area within each respective environmental 
topic section (e.g., cumulative air quality impacts under Section 5.3, Air Quality etc.) pursuant to the 
cumulative analysis approach that is applicable to each resource topic area.  

Comment O5.10: This comment states that the Project downzoning 1,860 units of housing conflicts with 
California Code Section 66300(b)(1)(A). The comment states that the Project would reduce the housing units 
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for the City of Perris in its adopted 2022 Housing Element as Harvest Landing counted toward 1,287 units 
in the City’s RHNA. The comment states that other warehouse projects are proposing downzoning residential 
and the City must demonstrate it has no net loss of housing units and has sufficient buffer to meet its RHNA 
requirements. 

Response O5.10: Please refer above to Response O5.3 regarding housing issues.  

Comment O5.11: This comment states that the Project has significant and unavoidable air quality and 
greenhouse gas impacts; however, the Project relies on out-of-date documents that no longer apply. The 
comment states that the Project relies on the South Coast AQMD 2022 Air Quality Management Plan, which 
is dependent on multiple electrification rules that were rescinded by the United States government, and that 
Southern California has no valid plan to attain national ambient air quality standards. The comment states 
that no additional projects can be added that would be cumulatively significant in furthering the delay in 
attaining the 2015 8-hour ozone standard. The comment states that this Project does less than the minimum 
to mitigate greenhouse gas impacts, and additional mitigation is necessary. The comment states that the 
Project modeling needs to be redone because estimates of future year emissions are no longer valid based 
on future fleet electrification. 

Response O5.11: Please refer above to Response O5.4. Furthermore, the commenter provides no suggested 
mitigation that should be implemented by the Project. While the commenter attaches a settlement agreement 
between the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice and CDRE Holdings 17 LLC that includes 
project mitigation, the majority of these measures are design considerations. The feasibility and/or 
applicability of each proposed mitigation measure related to air quality and/or greenhouse gas emissions 
is discussed below. 

• Limiting operating hours between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday is not a feasible 
mitigation measure given this would effectively prohibit warehouse operations within the Project. Specific 
tenants are currently unknown; thus, the EIR evaluates 24 hour operations. 

• Solar installation for 50 percent of electricity demand is effectively addressed through the requirements 
set forth under Mitigation Measure AQ-14, which requires installation of solar to offset 100 percent of 
each building’s office space energy needs, and Mitigation Measure GHG-4, which requires compliance 
or demonstration of equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. 

• Installation of battery storage system is not a meaningful mitigation measure as it would not result in a 
substantial reduction in air quality or greenhouse gas emissions, given the majority of emissions are from 
mobile sources. However, battery storage systems may be installed as needed for each tenant’s 
operations. 

• Proper sizing of electrical room is already required by the 2022 CALGreen code. The 2022 CALGreen 
standards include mandatory electric medium-duty and heavy-duty truck charging readiness 
requirements for warehouses under Section 5.106.5.5.1. Pursuant to this section, spare raceway(s) or 
busway(s) and adequate capacity for transformer(s), service panel(s), or subpanel(s) must be installed 
at the time of construction and must meet the minimum power requirements to accommodate the 
dedicated branch circuits for the future installation of electric vehicle charging equipment and to carry 
the minimum additional system load to the future location of the charging for medium- and heavy-duty 
vehicles. The minimum power requirement is based on building type, building size, and number of off-
street loading spaces. 

• Solar reflective roof material is effectively addressed through Mitigation Measure GHG-4, which 
requires compliance or demonstration of equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. 

• LEED Silver standards are already required through Mitigation Measure GHG-4, which requires 
compliance or demonstration of equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. 
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• Requiring electric construction equipment is not a feasible mitigation measure as electric construction 
equipment is not readily commercially available and is not technologically feasible for most pieces of 
construction equipment. 

• Tier 4 construction equipment is already required under Mitigation Measure AQ-4. 
• Limiting construction hours between 7:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, is not a feasible 

mitigation measure as the Project would include nighttime concrete pours due to the cooler temperatures 
needed for pouring concrete tilt-up structures. However, the majority of construction activities would occur 
between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., pursuant to City of Perris Municipal Code Section 7.34.060. 

• Grading prohibition on days with an Air Quality Index forecast of greater than 100 for particulates or 
ozone is already required under Mitigation Measure AQ-4. 

• Recycling 75 percent of Project’s construction waste materials is not a meaningful mitigation measure as 
it would not result in a substantial reduction in air quality or greenhouse gas emissions, given the majority 
of emissions are from mobile sources. Further, there is no nexus for requiring recycling of the Project’s 
construction waste materials as the significant greenhouse gas impacts and air quality impacts are 
related to mobile vehicle emissions. 

• Limiting truck idling to three minutes is already required by Mitigation Measure AQ-8, as modified in 
Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

• Electric plug-ins at every dock door is met through compliance with Title 24. Title 24 requires the 
installation of conduit at truck loading docks and correct electrical room sizing to ensure that tenants are 
able to provide plug ins at loading docks. 

• Signage for idling restrictions is already required by Mitigation Measure AQ-8, as modified in Section 
3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

• Truck routing plan and signage is already required under Mitigation Measure AQ-18. 
• Restricting natural gas is already included as part of Project design for the proposed MBU buildings as 

the buildings would have natural gas connections. 
• Restricting diesel powered backup generators and fire pumps is not a feasible or effective mitigation 

measure. Backup generators and fire pumps would only be utilized in emergency situations and would 
not result in a meaningful contribution to Project emissions. Therefore, as it would not substantially lessen 
air quality emissions or impacts associated with those emissions, this mitigation measure is not required 
under CEQA. 

• All-electric onsite equipment is already required by Mitigation Measure AQ-10. 
• All-electric landscaping equipment is already required under Mitigation Measure AQ-17. 
• Prohibition of cold storage is already included as part of Project design. As discussed on pages 3-22 to 

3-23 of the Draft EIR, the buildings within the MBU designation are not proposed or designed to 
accommodate any warehouse cold storage or refrigerated uses. While refrigerated storage will be 
required by the supermarkets within the commercial component of the Project, prohibiting refrigerated 
storage as part of commercial operations would be infeasible as it would restrict whole uses proposed 
under the commercial component of the Project. 

• Drought tolerant landscaping is already required by Mitigation Measure GHG-2. 
• Level 2 EV charging stations and EV ready spaces are already required as part of Project design. The 

Phase 1 Business Park site would include 300 electric vehicle capable stalls with 76 electric vehicle 
charging stalls.  

• Requiring the installation of heavy-duty and medium-duty truck charging stations is not a meaningful 
mitigation measure as zero-emission heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercially available or 
technologically feasible. As discussed on page 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR, as of 2025, the 
use of zero-emission heavy-duty trucks in support of uses such as those proposed by the Project remains 
infeasible given the extremely limited commercial availability of zero-emission trucks, as well as 
infrastructure limitations, including limited truck-accessible charging/refueling stations and electrical grid 
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capacity. As discussed within the Draft EIR, while many heavy-duty truck manufacturers have released 
zero-emission battery electric and hydrogen-powered trucks, these vehicles have yet to reach large 
scale production, and their use remains extremely limited. Further, the availability of truck accessible 
vehicle charging stations and hydrogen refueling stations in California and the United States as a whole 
severely limits the feasibility of zero-emission trucks. Overall, requiring the Project to utilize emerging 
technology as mandatory mitigation when the various types of technological advancements and their 
timeframes for commercial availability are not known with any certainty, is not a feasible mitigation 
measure, which is further detailed on pages 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-13 requires the installation of conduit to support future installation of charging 
stations when such trucks become commercially available. 

• Bike lockers are currently included as part of the Project design. 
• Heavy-duty trucks with model year 2014 or later emissions standards is already required by Mitigation 

Measure AQ-12. 
• Transition to electric trucks within three years of final certificate of occupancy or when trucks are 

commercially available is not a meaningful mitigation measure given the time at which heavy-duty trucks 
become commercially available is unknown. Requiring the Project to utilize emerging technology as 
mandatory mitigation when the various types of technological advancements and their timeframes for 
commercial availability are not known with any certainty, is not a feasible mitigation measure, which is 
further detailed on pages 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR. 

• Requiring all electric Class 2 through 6 trucks as part of Project operations is not a feasible mitigation 
measure. Overall, requiring the Project to utilize emerging technology as mandatory mitigation when the 
various types of technological advancements and their timeframes for commercial availability are not 
known with any certainty, is not a feasible mitigation measure, which is further detailed on pages 5.3-
54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR. Further, as the majority of MBU building tenants are unknown and it 
is not known whether tenants would own their own fleets, it is infeasible to restrict all Class 2 through 6 
trucks accessing the site to zero emission vehicles.  

• Installation and funding of air quality monitoring stations is not a meaningful mitigation measure as it 
would not substantially lessen air quality emissions or impacts associated with those emissions. CEQA 
does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of feasible 
mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15041).  

• Air filtration fund is not warranted as CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(A)–(B) specifies 
that mitigation is only required where there is an essential nexus between impacts and proposed 
mitigation. As impacts related to health risk and exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants 
are less than significant, there is no nexus for requiring the Applicant to pay for enhanced air filtration 
at nearby residences.  

• Monitoring and compliance plan for trucks is required by Mitigation Measure AQ-19 and the South 
Coast AQMD WAIRE Rule.  

In addition, the modeling prepared for the Project assumes a conservative opening year for Phase 1 of 
2026 and an opening year of 2030 for Phase 2. The modeling does not assume the use of any electric trucks 
within the Project’s fleet. Therefore, no remodeling is necessary.  

Comment O5.12: This comment states that the Project has no truck route access based on the current City of 
Perris truck route map as it is not adjacent to Placentia Avenue. The comment states that designating new 
truck routes is not consistent with AB 98 guidelines and that the Project needs to state that it is modifying the 
existing Truck Route Circulation Map. The comment states that Frontage Road is not currently a City of Perris 
truck route and modifying the City’s Truck Route Circulation Map is a significant and unavoidable impact 
and discretionary action. 
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Response O5.12: Please refer above to Response O5.3 regarding truck routes and truck access. While 
Frontage Road is not a currently designated truck route within the City of Perris General Plan Circulation 
Element Truck Route Circulation Map, the proposed Project truck route would meet the intent of AB 98 as 
trucks would be routed toward Frontage Road north to Placentia Avenue. No trucks would be allowed along 
Barrett Avenue or Orange Avenue north of Orange Avenue while Val Verde Elementary school remains in 
place. Further, as stated under Perris Municipal Code Section 10.40.030,  

“[n]othing in this section shall prohibit the operator of any vehicle exceeding the various maximum 
gross weights established by this section coming from a truck route established hereunder from 
having ingress and egress by direct route to and from restricted streets when necessary for the 
purpose of making pickups and deliveries of goods, wares or merchandise from or to any building 
or structure located on such restricted streets or for the purpose of delivering materials to be used 
in the actual and bona fide repair, alteration, remodeling or construction of any building or structure 
upon such restricted streets for which a building permit has previously been obtained therefor.” 

Therefore, pursuant to the Perris Municipal Code, trucks may utilize other routes to directly access an 
approved truck route. Overall, the Project would not result in a conflict with the existing City Truck Route 
Circulation Map. 

Comment O5.13: The comment states that the proposed zoning does not match the existing City of Perris 
zoning code for industrial uses, which include Business Park, Light Industrial, and General Industrial zoning. 
The comment states that the Harvest Landing Specific Plan adds a Multiple Business Use, which does not 
match any of the existing zoning categories and the new zoning is not defined anywhere in the Draft EIR. 
The comment requests why the area needs a new zoning, what the zoning permits, and how the category is 
different from the current Business Park and Light Industrial categories. 

The comment states that the Project is incompatible with Connect SoCal 2024 projections of industrial land 
use growth cumulatively as Perris, Mead Valley, March JPA, Menifee, and Nuevo are all undergoing 
significant amounts of industrial rezones from residential. The comment states that this is incomplete with 
complete streets, air quality goals, and climate resilience, as well as employment opportunities 

Response O5.13: Please refer above to Response O5.3 regarding zoning.  

Regarding consistency with Connect SoCal 2024, as discussed on Draft EIR pages 5.11-5 through 5.11-9 
and in Table 5.11-2, SCAG’s Connect SoCal 2024 policies focus largely on regional transportation and the 
efficiency of transportation, which are implemented by counties and cities within the SCAG region, as part 
of the overall planning and maintenance of the regional transportation system. As an individual development, 
the policies are not directly applicable to the Project. As shown in Draft EIR Table 5.11-1, the Project would 
not conflict with the adopted Connect SoCal 2024. Cumulative impacts associated with land use and planning 
are analyzed in relation to projected growth in the City of Perris. Cumulative projects in the City of Perris 
would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact if they would, in combination, conflict with existing 
land use plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
impact. Cumulative projects in the City of Perris would utilize regional planning documents such as Connect 
SoCal 2024 during planning, and the City of Perris General Plan would be consistent with the regional plans, 
to the extent that they are applicable. Cumulative projects in this jurisdiction would be required to comply 
with the applicable land use plan or they would not be approved without a general plan amendment. While 
cumulative projects could include General Plan amendments and/or zone changes, the proposed Project 
would be within the projected growth analyzed within the City of Perris General Plan and Connect SoCal 
2024. Past and present cumulative projects do not involve amendments that would eliminate the application 
of policies that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. Determining 
whether any future project might include such amendments and determining the cumulative effects of any 
such amendments would be speculative since it cannot be known what applications that are not currently 
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filed might request. Thus, it is expected that the land uses of cumulative projects would be consistent with 
policies that avoid an environmental effect; therefore, cumulatively considerable impacts from cumulative 
projects related to policy consistency would be less than significant. 

In terms of jobs generated by the Project, as shown in Draft EIR Table 5.13-4, employment in the City of 
Perris is expected to increase by 15,000 jobs between 2019 and 2050. Based on these growth projections, 
buildout of Phase 1 would represent approximately 16.89 percent of projected employment growth within 
the City of Perris, with 11.18 percent growth resulting from MBU development, and 5.71 percent growth 
resulting from commercial development. Thus, the employment growth that would occur from Phase 1 is within 
the growth projections used to prepare Connect SoCal 2024. 

Comment O5.14: this comment states that the transportation analysis applies several questionable inputs as 
part of the analysis, including invalid trip rates for fulfillment centers, piecemeal analysis of Project sections, 
and no analysis of freeway impacts despite being within 0.5 mile of the freeway. The comment states that 
there are systematic underestimates of Project impacts that need to be addressed.  

Response O5.14: Please refer above to Response O5.6.  

Comment O5.15: The comment states that the Project omits truck trip rates from the main body of the Draft 
EIR and hides them in Appendix R. The comment states that the analysis uses a biased study from Fehr & 
Peers conducted during a slow logistics year and the 11th Edition ITE rate for Land Use 155 has a higher 
rate. The comment states that the ITE 11th Edition trip rates should be used for a conservative estimate.  

Response O5.15: Please refer above to Response O5.6. The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft EIR 
does not include trip rates as each rate is specified within Draft EIR Table 5.16-2, Project Trip Generation. In 
addition, they are provided in full within Appendix R (Transportation Impact Analysis). The passenger and 
truck trip rates from the Fehr & Peers study used in the analysis is publicly available on 
https://wrcog.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12142023-730 and is based on empirical data from 
local fulfillment centers.   

Comment O5.16: This comment states that the Project applies a piecemeal trip generation approach by 
separating components of the Project in the transportation analysis. The comment states that the Project needs 
to be analyzed as the whole of the action as it causes significant and unavoidable impacts from adding 
more industrial to an area full of warehouses while reducing the residential and commercial mix to include 
bikeable, walkable mixed-use communities as the adopted specific plan intended.   

Response O5.16: Please refer above to Response O5.6. The Draft EIR does not piecemeal analysis of 
multiple components as it presents a trip generation for buildout of the entire Specific Plan Amendment in 
Draft EIR 5.16-2. Project components are separated within the table for informational purposes and 
readability, but the overall trip generation is utilized for analysis of Project impacts within each respective 
impact area. The Draft EIR properly discloses that the Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to conflict with the Air Quality Management Plan, regional air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, traffic noise, and vehicle miles traveled. The commenter provides no substantial evidence of 
additional significant impacts not disclosed in the Draft EIR.  

The Project’s vehicle miles traveled impact derives from the inclusion of commercial uses, not warehouse uses. 
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.16, Transportation, on pages 5.16-23 through 5.16-27, as shown in Table 
5.16-6, the VMT/SP for the Commercial portion of Phase 1 would be 111.53 percent above the threshold 
under Project Baseline (2024) conditions and 108.55 percent above the threshold under General Plan 
buildout (2045) conditions. As shown in Table 5.16-8, the VMT/SP for buildout of the Specific Plan would 
be 14.12 percent above the threshold under Project Baseline (2024) conditions and 18.27 percent above 
the threshold under General Plan buildout (2045) conditions. Table 5.16-9 shows that with implementation 
of the design features and mitigation measures, the commercial component of Phase 1 would still have a 

https://wrcog.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12142023-730
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VMT/SP that is 98.59 percent above the threshold in Baseline (2024) conditions and 95.91 percent above 
the threshold during General Plan buildout (2045) conditions. Table 5.16-10 shows that with implementation 
of the design features and mitigation measures, buildout of the Specific Plan would still result in a VMT/SP 
that is 1.18 percent above the threshold in Baseline (2024) conditions and 5.33 percent above the threshold 
during General Plan buildout (2045) conditions. Therefore, despite implementation of mitigation measures, 
impacts related to VMT from the commercial component of Phase 1 and buildout of the Specific Plan would 
be significant and unavoidable. 

Comment O5.17: This comment states that the Project does not analyze transportation impacts on I-215 and 
the Caltrans traffic census indicates high volumes of total traffic and trucks. The comment states that there is 
significant congestion on I-215 and the condition of the freeway is poor. The comment states that omitting 
traffic or environmental analysis of the thousands of truck and passenger trips on the freeway is bonkers 
and piecemealing. The comment asks for an estimate of the number of additional passenger and truck trips 
that will use I-215 from the entirety of the cumulative projects list to assess whether the existing freeway 
infrastructure is sufficient in coordination with Caltrans.  

Response O5.17: As part of the 2018 amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the 
revised CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of 
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Public Resources Code Section 
21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of 
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” 
(Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not allowed to analyze impacts, including cumulative impacts, related to traffic 
congestion.  

Nonetheless, the comment raises valid operational concerns regarding the I-215 mainline and its use by 
regional freight and cumulative projects. While such operational conditions are outside the scope of CEQA, 
the Project team prepared a separate Freeway Capacity and Mainline Operations Memorandum attached 
as Appendix C to evaluate potential project-related mainline volumes and cumulative traffic conditions along 
I-215. This supplemental freeway analysis is conducted as a good-faith effort to inform Caltrans and the 
public about potential operational effects, even though it is not required under CEQA.  The commenter is 
referred to Response O5.6 for a discussion of the findings of the Freeway Capacity and Mainline Operations 
Memorandum. 

Comment O5.18: This comment states that Howard Industrial Partners has a pattern of rezoning residential 
land to industrial and states that they tore down over 100 homes for the Bloomington Business Park Project, 
rezoned 159 acres of residential and recreation land in Rialto, and rezoned 9.5 acres of residential and 30 
acres of open space in Rialto. 

Response O5.18: This comment is not related to the EIR, does not provide any substantial evidence that the 
Project would result in a significant environmental impact, and provides unrelated assertations about Howard 
Industrial Partners. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O5.19: This comment thanks the City for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and states 
that the commenter hopes the comments are taken seriously and addressed fully to mitigate the significant 
unaddressed impacts associated with the Project. The comment requests that the Sierra Club Box Springs 
Group be notified of all documents and meetings related to the Project. 

Response O5.19: As substantiated by the responses above, none of the conditions arise which identify a 
new significant environmental impact that would result from the proposed Project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. Also, no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact was identified by the comment letter. The Sierra Club Box Springs Group will be included on the 
notification list for this Project.   
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Comment Letter O6: Center for Biological Diversity, 30 Pages 
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Response to Comment Letter O6: Center for Biological Diversity, July 14, 2025 

Comment O6.1: This comment states that the Center for Biological Diversity (“Center”) has reviewed the 
Draft EIR and states that the Draft EIR provided inadequate analysis and mitigation regarding greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions, transportation, water quality, noise, and air quality impacts. The letter request revisions 
to the Draft EIR to analyze and mitigate these topics. The comment also provides a brief overview of the 
Center and describes that its organization is dedicated to the protection of native species and their habitats. 

Response O6.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. A specific discussion of the commenter’s assertions regarding 
GHG emissions, transportation, water quality, noise, and air quality impacts is provided in the responses 
below. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O6.2: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s GHG analysis does not adequately address the 
Project’s impact on the environment and climate change. The comment states that Draft EIR does not properly 
discuss the significance of the Project’s GHG impact or provide adequate mitigation. 

Response O6.2: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Responses to the concerns raised by this comment are covered in Responses O6.3 through 
O6.9. 

Comment O6.3: This comment states that the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has 
determined there is strong international scientific consensus that human-caused climate change is leading to 
widespread, severe, and in some cases irreversible damage to both human societies and natural ecosystems. 
Reports from the IPCC and the U.S. National Climate Assessment confirm that GHG emissions, primarily from 
fossil fuel use, have unequivocally caused global warming, which is already contributing to more frequent 
and intense weather events worldwide. The comment continues by stating that the United States is warming 
faster than the global average, and scientists now have high confidence in linking extreme weather events 
to climate change. The comment states that without immediate and aggressive emissions reductions, the world 
risks surpassing critical temperature thresholds, resulting in devastating impacts including species extinctions, 
threats to food and water security, and harm to human health and ecosystems. 

Response O6.3: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O6.4: This comment states that the level of GHG emissions projected in the Draft EIR are 
significantly above the City’s threshold of significance of 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 
(MTCO2e) per year which is based on the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) thresholds 
for mixed-use projects. The comment states that the Project’s projected GHG emissions would be a significant 
contribution to the climate crisis. The comment also states that the Draft EIR discloses that the Project’s level 
of emissions would not be consistent with the state’s carbon neutrality and emissions reduction goals. The 
comment also states that implementation of the Title 24 Energy Code is not an adequate emission reduction 
measure and does not show a strong commitment to emissions reduction goals because compliance is 
mandatory. The comment concludes by stating compliance with State and federal standards is not enough 
and that the City needs to exercise all possible actions to mitigate the GHG impacts of the Project. 

Response O6.4: The commenter is correct that compliance with the 2022 Title 24 Energy Code, while 
required by law, is considered a regulatory baseline and not an adequate standalone mitigation measure 
under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does not rely on Title 24 compliance as mitigation and does not utilize 
consistency with Title 24 alone to determine significance. Instead, the Draft EIR identifies all feasible GHG 
reduction measures that can be incorporated into the Project. These measures are identified as Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1 through GHG-5 and include requirements for waste diversion, drought tolerant 
landscaping, reduction in water usage, LEED Silver building standards, and installation of solar to offset 
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electricity usage of any proposed office space in any MBU development. However, even after 
implementation of these mitigation measures, the residual GHG emissions remain significant. As discussed on 
Draft EIR page 5.8-26, the majority of the GHG emissions (80% for Scenario A and 85% for Scenario B) 
are associated with mobile sources. Emissions of motor vehicles are controlled by State and Federal 
standards, and the City and Project Applicant has no control over these emissions. Thus, impacts related to 
GHG emissions would be significant and unavoidable.  

Further, CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption 
of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not 
effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are 
infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. In 
addition, the commenter does not identify any additional feasible mitigation measures that could be 
incorporated by the Project.  

Comment O6.5: This comment states that CEQA requires a lead agency to identify a project's significant 
environmental impacts and propose feasible, effective mitigation measures to reduce or avoid them. The 
comment states that effective mitigation measures should be proportional to the project’s impacts, and that 
multiple mitigation measures can be used to mitigate all or a portion of an impact. The comment notes that 
CEQA does not require agencies to analyze every possible mitigation measure that could reduce impacts. 
The comment continues to state that agencies must adopt all feasible mitigation measures and cannot reject 
them solely due to cost unless supported by substantial evidence. The comment states that the Draft EIR 
identifies significant GHG impacts but fails to propose effective mitigation. The comment describes that the 
California Attorney General has recommended both smaller actions (e.g., carpool programs, limiting idling) 
and larger strategies (e.g., electric truck infrastructure, rooftop solar) to meaningfully reduce GHG emissions. 

Response O6.5: The Draft EIR identifies that the proposed Project would result in significant GHG emissions 
even after implementation of mitigation and, thus, correctly classifies the impact as significant and 
unavoidable. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-19 and GHG-1 through GHG-
5, which would work to reduce GHG emissions. The commenter does not provide any suggested feasible 
mitigation measures that should be adopted for the Project. CEQA does not require adoption of every 
potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” 
a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures 
that could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR 
may decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and 
need not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail 
mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, 
the City may adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations explaining why the benefits of the Project 
outweigh the significant impacts. 

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion for implementing a carpool program for employee commutes, 
Mitigation Measure AQ-11 requires implementation of a transportation management association, which 
would in turn implement a carpooling program. Regarding limiting idling to two minutes or less, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-8 limits idling to three minutes in compliance with the California Attorney General’s best 
practices. Regarding installation of air filtration systems and provision of onsite meals, these measures would 
not serve to substantially lessen air quality or greenhouse gas emissions; therefore, they are not considered 
an effective mitigation measure under CEQA. 

Regarding electric truck infrastructure and reducing diesel emissions, the infeasibility of zero emission trucks 
and accompanying infrastructure is discussed in detail on pages 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR. 
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Regarding solar infrastructure, Mitigation Measure GHG-5 requires the installation of onsite solar panels to 
generate enough electricity to offset 100 percent of the building office’s energy needs. 

Comment O6.6: This comment states that the Draft EIR must significantly increase electric truck charging 
infrastructure in order to accommodate the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) goal to have 100 percent 
zero-emission medium and heavy-duty on-road vehicles statewide by 2045. The comment states that the 
Project should include electric vehicle charging stations to accommodate every truck that would serve the 
facility. Additionally, if cold storage is planned for future warehouse use, each dock door should be 
equipped with electric plugs for electric transport refrigeration units. 

Response O6.6: As discussed on page 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR, as of 2025, the use of zero-
emission heavy-duty trucks in support of uses such as those proposed by the Project remains infeasible given 
the extremely limited commercial availability of zero-emission trucks, as well as infrastructure limitations, 
including limited truck-accessible charging/refueling stations and electrical grid capacity. As discussed within 
the Draft EIR, while many heavy-duty truck manufacturers have released zero-emission battery electric and 
hydrogen-powered trucks, these vehicles have yet to reach large scale production, and their use remains 
extremely limited. Further, the availability of truck accessible vehicle charging stations and hydrogen 
refueling stations in California and the United States as a whole severely limits the feasibility of zero-emission 
trucks. Overall, requiring the Project to utilize emerging technology as mandatory mitigation when the various 
types of technological advancements and their timeframes for commercial availability are not known with 
any certainty, is not a feasible mitigation measure, which is further detailed on pages 5.3-54 through 5.3-
55 of the Draft EIR. Further, as described on page 3-22 through 3-23 of the Draft EIR, the MBU buildings 
would not include cold storage uses. 

Comment O6.7: This comment states that the Project’s proposed diesel fire pumps and emergency 
generators would contribute to a large production of diesel particulate matter which can cause adverse 
health and environmental effects. The comment also states that the Project is already located in an area with 
existing high levels of pollution which the Project will further contribute to. The comment states that the EIR 
should replace proposed diesel infrastructure with the cleanest technology available.  

Response O6.7: The comment correctly notes that diesel particulate matter is a toxic air contaminant with 
established links to adverse health outcomes, including respiratory illness, cardiovascular effects, and cancer. 
Consistent with the South Coast AQMD guidelines, the Draft EIR evaluates potential health risk impacts 
associated with construction and operation of the Project. The Health Risk Assessment concluded that at the 
maximally exposed individual receptor location (Location R7, approximately 96 feet east of the Specific 
Plan Area), the maximum incremental cancer risk attributable to Project construction-source diesel particulate 
matter and gasoline dispensing emissions prior to mitigation is estimated to be 4.46 in one million in the 
Phase 2 without Overlay scenario and 4.26 in one million in the Phase 2 with Overlay scenario, which would 
not exceed South Coast AQMD threshold of significance and would be less than significant (Draft EIR Page 
5.3-61). Additionally, with implementation of the mitigation that is required for construction regional 
emissions (Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-7), the maximum incremental cancer risk would be reduced 
to 1.08 in one million in the Phase 2 without Overlay scenario and 1.03 in one million in the Phase 2 with 
Overlay scenario (Draft EIR Page 5.3-62). At this same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to be 
≤0.01 under both scenarios with and without mitigation, which would not exceed the applicable significance 
threshold of 1.0 (Draft EIR Page 5.3-62).  

During operation, the maximum incremental cancer risk attributable to Project operational-source toxic air 
contaminant emissions is estimated to be 13.19 in one million under the Specific Plan Buildout without Overlay 
scenario and 12.82 in one million under Specific Plan Buildout the with Overlay scenario, both of which would 
exceed the South Coast AQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million, resulting in a potentially significant 
impact (Draft EIR Page 5.3-63). Therefore, the Project includes Mitigation Measure AQ-20, which requires 
either: a minimum 1,000-foot setback between building loading docks and the residential development east 
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of Barrett Avenue and between Val Verde Elementary School to any future MBU development on the Phase 
2 block east of Indian Avenue; restriction of diesel powered trucks accessing any future MBU development 
on the Phase 2 block east of Indian Avenue; or preparation of a site specific health risk assessment prior to 
approval of any future MBU development on the Phase 2 block east of Indian Avenue demonstrating that 
significant cancer risk impacts could be avoided without implementation of setbacks or diesel truck 
restrictions. In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-8 would limit idling to 3 minutes onsite. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-8 and AQ-20, the highest cancer risk without overlay would 
be Location R7 with a cancer risk of 6.48. With Overlay, the highest cancer risk would be at Location R6, 
located approximately 454 south of the site at 102 Oaktree Drive, and would be 7.55 in one million, which 
would not exceed the South Coast AQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million (Draft EIR Page 5.3-
63). At this same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to be ≤0.01 under both scenarios, with and 
without mitigation, which would not exceed the applicable significance threshold of 1.0. Because all other 
modeled receptors are further from the Specific Plan Area and would experience lower concentrations of 
toxic air contaminants during Project operation, all other receptors in the vicinity of the Project would be 
exposed to less emissions and therefore subject to less risk. As such, the Project would not cause a significant 
human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result of Project construction or operational activity. 

Comment O6.8: This comment states that installation of rooftop solar panels on large warehouses is a good 
use of sun-exposed space that would otherwise go unused. The comment states that current technology 
enables new buildings to either meet 100 percent of their energy needs with rooftop solar or be built to 
support future installation. The comment states that California must significantly expand its clean energy 
infrastructure, including installing 2.8 gigawatts of solar power annually over the next 20 year, in order to 
achieve its decarbonization goals. 

Response O6.8: This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any 
other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O6.9: This comment states that the main challenge to expanding solar capacity at the pace 
required to meet State goals is access to large amounts of flat, sunlit land. The comment notes that the Project 
provides mitigation to make proposed buildings solar ready; however, there is not commitment to full 
installation of a solar system. The comment states that providing solar ready roofs does not go far enough 
to mitigate the GHG emissions projected to result from the Project. The comment also states that the California 
Attorney General’s Office recommends solar rooftops for new warehouse construction. The comment states 
that rooftop solar mitigation measures should be a mandatory requirement in the Draft EIR to ensure the 
buildings are entirely energy efficient. 

Response O6.9: The proposed Project incorporates Mitigation Measure AQ-14 which requires the Project 
to install all the necessary infrastructure to allow solar photovoltaic systems on the Project site to be installed 
in the future, with a specified electrical generation capacity in order to meet California Green Building Code 
Standards. This is because the proposed buildings are speculative, thus a future tenant is not known at this 
time. Therefore, future energy demands of the future tenants cannot be precisely determined at this time. 
However, Mitigation Measure AQ-14 also requires that the entire roof of the office section of each industrial 
building to be designed to support solar installations; and, once the building tenant has been identified, 
solar panels are required to be installed in order to generate enough energy to meet 100 percent of the 
building office's energy needs. Thus, once a tenant has been chosen, a large portion of the building’s energy 
needs will be completely offset by solar panels. Additionally, as explained on page 5.6-16 of the Draft EIR, 
a majority of the emissions that would result from the proposed Project are from vehicles. Thus, mandating 
additional solar would not result in a substantial reduction in the Project’s overall emissions. 

Comment O6.10: This comment states that EIRs must thoroughly analyze a project's effects on transportation 
and traffic. The comment states that the construction and operation of the proposed Project will significantly 
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increase local vehicle traffic during construction and operation. The comment states that the Draft EIR provides 
a vague traffic analysis, failing to clearly account for the greater impact of truck trips by not using passenger 
car equivalents, potentially understating the project's traffic effects. 

Response O6.10: Passenger car equivalents (PCE) are used solely for determined impacts related to level 
of service (LOS) which is no longer considered under CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). 
Nevertheless, the Traffic Impact Analysis Report, included as Appendix B to this Final EIR, includes the trip 
generation in PCE. 

Comment O6.11: This comment states that the Draft EIR estimates 40,321 daily vehicle trips would occur 
from operation of the Project but fails to specify vehicle types or convert heavy-duty truck trips into PCE. 
The comment states that without PCEs, the analysis understates the true impact of truck traffic, which has far 
greater effects on emissions, congestion, and road wear than passenger cars. The comment states that given 
that heavy-duty trucks contribute disproportionately to air pollution and GHG emissions, the Draft EIR’s 
omission is misleading and must be corrected for an accurate evaluation of transportation impacts. 

Response O6.11: The commenter incorrectly asserts that PCEs are used to determine emissions. The modeling 
of air quality and GHG emissions relies on the actual trip generation and not the PCE trip generation. Each 
type of vehicle (passenger car, medium duty truck, heavy duty truck, etc.) is independently input into 
CalEEMod to determine potential emissions resulting from mobile sources in relation to the proposed Project. 
Further, regarding traffic and road wear, as part of the 2018 amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 
directed that the revised CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the 
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Public Resources Code 
Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures 
of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” 
(Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not allowed to analyze impacts, including cumulative impacts, related to traffic 
congestion. Therefore, no response to the comment related to LOS is warranted. 

Comment O6.12: This comment states that CEQA requires EIRs to identify and mitigate significant 
environmental impacts, including those related to transportation. The comment notes that the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that the Project will significantly increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT), with Commercial Phase 
1 VMT more than double the significance threshold and the full buildout 14–18 percent above it. The 
comment states that the Draft EIR proposes only one limited mitigation measure focused on reducing 
employee commutes, neglecting civilian trips to new commercial areas. The comment states that this measure 
is insufficient as it fails to address the broader transportation impacts, such as increased sprawl, reduced 
investment in infill housing, and more single-occupancy vehicle use. 

Response O6.12: The Project would implement multiple design features and mitigation measures to reduce 
VMT, including California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Measure T-2 (Increase Job 
Density) by concentrating jobs within the City and shortening communities; CAPCOA Measure T-18 (Provide 
Pedestrian Network Improvement) as PDF TR-1 by installing sidewalks as outlined in Section 3.0, Project 
Description; CAPCOA Measure T-19-A (Construct or Improve Bike Facility) and Measure T-20 (Expand 
Bikeway Network) as PDF TR-2 by installing bike lanes as outlined in Section 3.0, Project Description; and 
Measure T-27 (Implement Transit-Supportive Roadway Treatments) as PDF TR-3 by installing new crosswalks 
along Project roadways and constructing two bus stops along Perris Boulevard. Furthermore, the Project 
would implement Mitigation Measure TR-1, which would require a voluntary commute trip reduction program 
for facilities with fewer than 250 employees, and Mitigation Measure AQ-11, which would require a 
mandatory commute trip reduction program/transportation management association. Implementation of PDF 
TR-1 through TR-3 and Mitigation Measure TR-1 would reduce VMT to the extent feasible, as discussed on 
Draft EIR Page 5.16-25.  
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CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of 
feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not 
effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are 
infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. 
Furthermore, the commenter does not provide any additional mitigation measures that it deems feasible to 
reduce VMT. 

Comment O6.13: This comment states that the Project promotes urban sprawl and would require the 
development of new infrastructure. The comment states that the investment in exurban sprawl will discourage 
investment in city centers, furthering the urban sprawl problem and pushing residents away from the city’s 
core. The comment states that sprawl imposes higher financial burdens, with infrastructure costs estimated to 
be 50 percent greater than those of more compact, urban development. 

Response O6.13: The proposed Project site is located within a developed area within the City limits of Perris 
and is already designated for urban development under the site’s existing land use and zoning designations. 
The site is surrounded by residential uses, industrial uses, commercial uses, and some vacant parcels. As 
described on Page 6-4 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project involves expanding existing infrastructure to 
support the full development of the Specific Plan area. This includes installation of new water, sewer, and 
stormwater systems to connect with existing infrastructure in surrounding roadways to meet the demands of 
the Project. The Project also includes the improvement of several roadways to their ultimate width, such as 
Orange Avenue, Perris Boulevard, and Barrett Avenue, and the construction of new roadways Harvest 
Landing Way and Private Drive A to facilitate traffic flow. However, the Project does not propose extending 
roads into undeveloped areas but focuses on enhancing existing infrastructure to accommodate the proposed 
development. The Project would not increase urban sprawl in the area as the site is already designated for 
urban development and is surrounded by existing urban development on all sides. 

Further, under CEQA, economic or social effects are not considered significant effects on the environment. 
Rather, these effects are considered in the context of their potential linkage or indirect connections between 
the proposed project and physical environmental effects. As such, the Draft EIR need not include a discussion 
of urban sprawl. 

Comment O6.14: This comment states that if Project Alternative 2 or 4 is selected to move forward, 
additional residential units would be produced. The comment notes that California is in need of additional 
housing, but specifically needs equitable housing for low-income residents. The comment states that the 
Project alternatives propose market-rate housing on the urban fringe and does not address affordability. 
The comment states that the City should be densifying its urban areas with existing public infrastructure while 
making sure to preserve open space. 

Response O6.14: As noted under Response O6.13, under CEQA, economic or social effects are not 
considered significant effects on the environment. Rather, these effects are considered in the context of their 
potential linkage or indirect connections between the proposed project and physical environmental effects. 
More specifically, the direction for treatment of economic and social effects is stated in Section 15131(a) of 
the CEQA Guidelines: 

“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a 
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical 
changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or 
social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain 
of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on physical changes.” 
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Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, a social or economic change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect, but a social or economic change may be considered in determining whether 
the physical change is itself significant. 

CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 
ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The 
Project’s potential economic and social effects are not considered effects on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis 
of the Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does not include substantial 
discussion of the Project’s economic or social effects. Further, it is not the purpose of a CEQA document to 
advocate for or against any specific project. Instead, environmental impact reports are objective and 
technical documents, prepared for the purpose of identifying and disclosing environmental impacts, to inform 
both the public and the City’s decision makers. It is then in the discretion of the City’s decision makers to 
weigh the environmental impacts identified in the environmental impact report against the Project’s merits 
(including its economic and social effects) to decide whether to approve or disapprove the Project. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) states that when responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 
reviewers, and provides the following direction related to EIR comments and responses: 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are 
most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that 
would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the 
same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms 
of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at 
issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the 
project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors. 

Thus, this Final EIR does not provide detailed responses to comments that do not raise a significant 
environmental question (Citizens for E. Shore Parks v. State Lands Commission (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549). 
Because comments regarding the Project’s social and economic merits do not pertain to the potential for 
significant physical impacts, or the objective analysis of the same, such comments are not responded to in 
detail in this Final EIR. 

Even though the EIR does not provide detailed analysis regarding the Project’s economic and social effects, 
such effects are important and will be considered by the City’s decision makers in determining what action 
to take on the proposed Project. The Planning Commission and City Council will hold publicly-noticed hearings 
to consider the Project, which will include consideration of the Project’s merits (including economic and social 
effects). 

Comment O6.15: This comment states that the Projects estimated 40,321 daily trips increases traffic in the 
region but also compromises community health. The comment states that additional vehicle emissions will 
increase air pollutants which can lead to health impacts. The comment also states that increased traffic can 
lead to safety issues. 

Response O6.15: As described on Page 5.3-36 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would not result in 
emissions that exceeded the South Coast AQMD’s localized significance thresholds. Therefore, the proposed 
Project would not be expected to exceed the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality 
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standards for emissions of CO, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. Therefore, the Project would not generate emissions 
on a localized scale that are expected to result in an exceedance of applicable standards, which are 
intended to be protective of public health. In addition, a Health Risk Assessment was prepared, which 
determined that Project construction would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to nearby land 
uses. As detailed on Page 5.3-66 through 6.3-67 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-8 and AQ-20, the highest cancer risk without overlay would be Location R7 with a cancer risk 
of 6.48. With Overlay, the highest cancer risk would be at Location R6, located approximately 454 south 
of the site at 102 Oaktree Drive, and would be 7.55 in one million, which would not exceed the South Coast 
AQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million (Draft EIR Page 5.3-63). At this same location, non-cancer 
risks were estimated to be ≤0.01 under both scenarios, with and without mitigation, which would not exceed 
the applicable significance threshold of 1.0. Because all other modeled receptors are further from the 
Specific Plan Area and would experience lower concentrations of toxic air contaminants during Project 
operation, all other receptors in the vicinity of the Project would be exposed to less emissions and therefore 
subject to less risk. As such, the Project would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent 
land uses as a result of Project construction or operational activity. 

Further, while buildout of the Project would add additional daily trips to the area, impacts related to queuing 
and safety were determined to be less than significant. As detailed on Page 5.16-28 through 5.16-30 of 
the Draft EIR, onsite driveways have been evaluated to ensure that the necessary queue length is provided 
to ensure trucks accessing the business park buildings would not back onto Frontage Road, Orange Avenue, 
Harvest Landing Way, or Barrett Avenue. In addition, once tenants are known for the proposed drive-thru 
restaurants, a tenant-specific queueing analysis would be prepared and reviewed by the City Engineering 
Department prior to issuance of a building permit. Onsite traffic signing and striping would also be 
implemented in conjunction with detailed construction plans with implementation of the Project. Additionally, 
sight distance at the Project’s access points would be reviewed with respect to City standards at the time of 
final grading, landscape, and street improvement plan reviews. Additionally, Project frontage improvements 
and site access points would be constructed to be consistent with the identified roadway classifications and 
respective cross-sections in accordance with the City of Perris General Plan Circulation Element and Harvest 
Landing Specific Plan. Compliance with existing regulations would be ensured through the City’s construction 
permitting process. 

Comment O6.16: This comment states that the Draft EIR only includes one measure to mitigate the 
transportation impacts of the Project. The comment provides recommendations from the California Attorney 
General’s Office such as designing employee pickup and drop off areas, consulting with the local public 
transit agency for increased public transit service to the area, implementing traffic control measures like 
speed bumps, and constructing new transit stops. 

Response O6.16: As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.16, Transportation, the proposed Project includes VMT 
measures other than Mitigation Measure TR-1. VMT reduction strategies are based on research documented 
in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse 
Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity (CAPCOA 
Handbook). The CAPCOA Handbook identifies a total of 34 VMT reduction measures; however, not all 34 
measures would be effective for Project mitigation. Particularly, many measures do not apply to a non-
residential project, like the proposed Project.  

The Project would implement multiple design features and mitigation measures to reduce VMT, including 
CAPCOA Measure T-2 (Increase Job Density) by concentrating jobs within the City and shortening 
communities; CAPCOA Measure T-18 (Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement) as PDF TR-1 by installing 
sidewalks as outlined in Section 3.0, Project Description; CAPCOA Measure T-19-A (Construct or Improve 
Bike Facility) and Measure T-20 (Expand Bikeway Network) as PDF TR-2 by installing bike lanes as outlined 
in Section 3.0, Project Description; and Measure T-27 (Implement Transit-Supportive Roadway Treatments) 
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as PDF TR-3 by installing new crosswalks along Project roadways and constructing two bus stops along Perris 
Boulevard. 

The City considered the references provided by California Attorney General when developing the mitigation 
measures for the Project. However, CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure 
and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). The Draft EIR’s mitigation measures are consistent with and support the 
overarching recommendations in the provided references and no revisions are warranted.  

This comment does not provide substantial evidence of a significant impact not already disclosed in the EIR 
or evidence that not all feasible mitigation has been included in the Draft EIR. 

Comment O6.17: This comment notes that the Project proposes an additional bus stop on Perris Boulevard. 
The comment states that this stop is placed too closely between two existing bus stops along Perris Boulevard, 
which can adversely affect bus route efficiency. The comment states that the recommended spacing between 
bus stops is 1,300 feet, which the existing bus stops meet. The comment states that adding an additional bus 
stop between the two existing stops would cause delays. The comment states that there are other streets 
along the perimeter of the site that do not have existing bus stops (Barett Avenue, Placentia Avenue, and 
Indian Avenue). The comment states that the Project should increase public transit along the streets without 
existing bus stops. 

Response O6.17: This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The bus 
stop location was reviewed and approved by the Riverside Transit Authority.  

Comment O6.18: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address the Project’s water 
quality impacts because it omits information about existing contamination in the San Jacinto Groundwater 
Basin. The comment states that the basin is already polluted with nitrates, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
perchlorate, fuels, PFAS, and other harmful substances from industrial and military sources, including the 
March Air Reserve Base. The comment states that despite the area's known water quality issues, the Draft 
EIR does not identify these contaminants, explain their health risks, or assess how the Project could worsen 
the situation. The comment states that this lack of baseline data undermines the validity of the Draft EIR’s 
impact analysis. 

Response O6.18: While the San Jacinto Groundwater Basin may be impacted by pollutants, the Project site 
is not located over a contaminated groundwater plume. As described in Draft EIR Section 5.10, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, the proposed Project would not worsen any existing groundwater pollution with 
compliance with existing regulatory requirements. The Project would implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and an erosion control plan which would ensure that the Project’s implementation 
does not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during construction activities. 
Additionally, pursuant to the requirements of State Water Resources Board Order No. R8-2002-0011, 
NPDES No. CAS618033, the Project would be required to implement a Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) which is a site-specific post-construction water quality management program designed to minimize 
the release of potential waterborne pollutants, including pollutants of concern for downstream receiving 
waters, under long term conditions via Best Management Practices (BMPs). Thus, adherence to the existing 
regulations would ensure degradation of water quality would be less than significant. 

Comment O6.19: This comment notes that the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project could significantly 
impair water quality; however, the Project would implement a SWPPP in accordance with the law. The 
comment states that compliance with existing law does not adequately reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant. The comment states that the lead agency cannot rely on existing law to make a finding of no 
significant impact without substantial to support a no-impact finding. The comment also states that the Draft 
EIR also fails to address how the Project could worsen already significant groundwater contamination in the 
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area. The comment states that without concrete mitigation measures, the City has not fulfilled its duty to 
prevent further water pollution. 

Response O6.19: A SWPPP is the primary mechanism to manage construction-related stormwater pollution. 
The Project incorporates a SWPPP to minimize stormwater impacts, consistent with the requirements of the 
California General Construction Permit and Perris Municipal Code. The SWPPP identifies all potential 
pollution sources and specifies BMPs to be implemented throughout construction to prevent the discharge of 
pollutants into the stormwater system and local waterways. Specific mitigation measures include erosion 
control, construction waste management, post-construction measures, and monitoring and enforcement. 
Additionally, as discussed on Draft EIR Page 5.10-14, pursuant to the requirements of State Water Resources 
Board Order No. R8-2002-0011, NPDES No. CAS618033, the Project would be required to implement a 
WQMP which is a site-specific post-construction water quality management program designed to minimize 
the release of potential waterborne pollutants, including pollutants of concern for downstream receiving 
waters, under long term conditions via BMPs. Implementation of the WQMP ensures on-going, long-term 
protection of the watershed basin. As discussed in the Preliminary WQMP (Draft EIR Appendix O) and Table 
5.10-2, development of Phase 1 includes onsite structural source control BMPs that consists of bioretention 
basins, underground stormwater chambers with modular wetland systems, and pervious landscaped areas 
that would be sized to treat and retain the WQMP volume. Additionally, future development proposed 
within the Phase 2 Specific Plan area would be required to meet the specifications of the City’s NPDES Permit 
and implement a WQMP pursuant to the requirements of State Water Resources Board Order No. R8-2002-
0011, NPDES No. CAS618033. The City maintains that post construction BMPs included in the development 
specific required WQMP would avoid potential quality degradation of receiving waters resulting from 
proposed developments. Further, plans for grading, drainage, erosion control and water quality would be 
reviewed by the City’s Public Works Department prior to issuance of grading permits to ensure that the 
applicable and required Low Impact Development BMPs are constructed during implementation. 

Further, the case law that the commenter refers to does not relate to water quality issues or the fact that 
regulatory requirements for stormwater quality would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant 
level. 

Comment O6.20: This comment states that air quality is a major environmental and public health issue in 
California, as unhealthy air quality contributes to a wide range of diseases, increased mortality, and 
economic costs. The comment states that in addition to harming human health, especially among children, the 
elderly, and low-income communities, air pollution also damages crops, ecosystems, and wildlife. The 
comment states that GHGs like carbon dioxide not only drive climate change but also worsen air pollution, 
creating a harmful feedback loop. The comment states that Riverside County suffers from some of the worst 
air quality in the nation, ranking second for ozone pollution and eleventh for year-round particulate matter 
(PM2.5). The comment states that the pollutants of greatest concern are ozone, PM2.5, and toxic air 
contaminants. The comment states that these pollutants are linked to cancer, birth defects, and severe heart 
and lung conditions. The comment states that diesel emissions are a major contributor of pollutants in the 
region. 

Response O6.20: The City agrees that air quality is a major environmental and public health issue in 
California. This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other 
CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is required or provided 

Comment O6.21: This comment states that the Project’s location makes its air quality impacts especially 
harmful because it is situated near sensitive receptors, including Val Verde Elementary School (66 feet away), 
Perris Early Head Start (720 feet away), and nearby homes (as close as 96 feet). The comment states that 
children and residents in close proximity to the Project would be exposed to harmful pollutants from ongoing 
truck traffic and industrial operations. The comment states that the Draft EIR acknowledges significant air 
quality impacts related to increased VOCs and nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions, and provides mitigation to 
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reduce impacts, but only offers mitigation focused on construction and employee commuting. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address long-term pollution from heavy-duty diesel trucks. The 
comment states the Draft EIR must be revised to include more comprehensive, evidence-based mitigation 
measures. 

Response O6.21: As detailed beginning on page 5.3-61 of the Draft EIR, a Construction and Operational 
Health Risk Assessment was prepared to evaluate Project health risk impacts to residents, schools, and 
workers as a result of exposure to diesel particulate matter from heavy-duty diesel trucks traveling to and 
from the site, maneuvering onsite, and entering and leaving the site. The land use with the greatest potential 
exposure to combined Project construction-source and operational-source diesel particulate matter and 
gasoline dispensing emissions is located approximately 96 feet east of the Project site at the residences 
currently under construction at Barrett Avenue and West Placentia Avenue (identified as Location R7 in the 
Draft EIR). As shown in Draft EIR Table 5.3-49, with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-8 and AQ-
20, the highest cancer risk without overlay would be Location R7 with a cancer risk of 6.48. With Overlay, 
the highest cancer risk would be at Location R6, located approximately 454 south of the site at 102 Oaktree 
Drive, and would be 7.55 in one million, which would not exceed the South Coast AQMD significance 
threshold of 10 in one million (Draft EIR Page 5.3-63). At this same location, non-cancer risks were estimated 
to be ≤0.01 under both scenarios, with and without mitigation, which would not exceed the applicable 
significance threshold of 1.0. Because all other modeled receptors are further from the Specific Plan Area 
and would experience lower concentrations of toxic air contaminants during Project operation, all other 
receptors in the vicinity of the Project would be exposed to less emissions and therefore subject to less risk. 
As such, the Project would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to adjacent land uses as a result 
of Project construction or operational activity. 

Regarding regional air quality impacts, as discussed in Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, land use 
change associated with the Specific Plan Amendment would result in VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 
emission exceedances that would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts despite the 
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. The land use change associated with the Project would 
increase summer VOC and PM2.5 and year-round NOx and SOx emissions compared to the previously 
approved land uses. Therefore, the Project would result in a conflict with, or obstruct, implementation of the 
applicable Air Quality Management Plan. Emissions from construction of Phase 1 and Specific Plan Buildout 
would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of significance for NOx after implementation of 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. Therefore, construction-source NOx emissions would be 
significant and unavoidable on a Project-level and a cumulative basis. 

Emissions from operation of Phase 1 would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of significance for 
VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 after implementation of regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. 
Emissions from operation of Phase 2 would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of significance for 
VOC and NOx after implementation of regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. Emissions from 
Specific Plan Buildout would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of significance for VOC, NOx, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5 after implementation of regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. A majority of 
operational-source emissions (by weight) would be generated by Project vehicles that neither the Project 
applicant nor the City have the have regulatory authority to control. Therefore, operational-source VOC, 
NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would be significant and unavoidable on a Project-level and a 
cumulative basis. Therefore, the Draft EIR accurately discloses that the Project would result in an increase in 
emissions and contribute to nonattainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards and California Ambient 
Air Quality Standards. 

The comment does not provide any suggested additional feasible mitigation measures that the Project could 
implement to further reduce impacts. CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure 
and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts 
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(CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s 
significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a 
mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss 
mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it 
concludes are infeasible. 

Comment O6.22: This comment states that the Project is proposed in an area already in violation of the 
Clean Air Act’s National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The comment states that the South Coast Air Basin 
is in violation of standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10). The comment states that 
despite the region’s need for major emission reductions to meet air quality goals, the Draft EIR fails to fully 
analyze the Project’s contribution to increased emissions or how it may hinder the region's progress under 
State Implementation Plans. The comment states that the Draft EIR also does not provide adequate mitigation 
to address these significant impacts. 

Response O6.22: As discussed on Draft EIR Pages 5.3-29 through 5.3-31, land use change associated with 
the Specific Plan Amendment would result in VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emission exceedances that 
would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts despite the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures. The land use change associated with the Project would increase summer VOC and PM2.5 
and year-round NOx and SOx emissions compared to the previously approved land uses. Therefore, the 
Project would result in conflict with, or obstruct, implementation of the applicable AQMP, which serves as the 
State Implementation Plan. As such, the Draft EIR properly assesses how the Project would conflict with the 
South Coast AQMD AQMP and contribute to existing nonattainment of National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards.  

The comment does not provide any suggested additional feasible mitigation measures that the Project could 
implement to further reduce impacts. CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure 
and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s 
significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a 
mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss 
mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it 
concludes are infeasible. 

Comment O6.23: This comment states that the Project will have significant and unavoidable air quality 
impacts, even with implementation of the proposed 21 mitigation measures. The comment states that the City 
is failing to consider all feasible mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the Project’s significant air quality 
impacts. 

Response O6.23: As discussed in Responses O6.4, O6.5, and O6.12, CEQA does not require adoption of 
every potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially 
lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible 
measures that could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). 
An EIR may decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact 
and need not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in 
detail mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. Further, the comment does not provide any suggested 
feasible mitigation measures. 

Comment O6.24: This comment states that the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project’s NOx emissions will 
exceed regulatory thresholds and has an obligation to adopt all feasible mitigation measures. The comment 
states that instead of adopting stronger measures, the Draft EIR proposes a five-minute truck idling limit 
mitigation measure, which is already required by state law. The comment states that this is misleading 
because compliance with existing regulations does not qualify as a true mitigation measure under CEQA. 
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The comment states that the California Attorney General recommends a two-minute idling limit and the Draft 
EIR does not explain why limiting idling to two minutes is not feasible. The comment states the mitigation 
measure must be revised to require idling times to be reduced to two minutes. 

Response O6.24: In response to comments provided by this and other commenters, Mitigation Measure AQ-
8 has been revised as follows and as further detailed in Final EIR Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Idling Regulations. The Project plans and specifications shall 
include signs at loading dock facilities that include: 1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off 
engines when not in use; 2) instructions for trucks drivers to restrict idling to no more than 35 
minutes once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park”, and the 
parking brake is engaged pursuant to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 
2485; and 3) telephone numbers of the building facilities manager, South Coast AQMD and 
CARB to report violations. Signs shall be installed prior to receipt of an occupancy permit. 

Furthermore, the commenter incorrectly states that the California Attorney General Recommends a two-
minute idling limit. Page 9 of the Attorney General’s Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation 
Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act clearly states, “Forbidding trucks from idling 
for more than three minutes and requiring operators to turn off engines when not in use.”12 

Comment O6.25: This comment states that the Project will increase traffic near sensitive receptors. The 
comment states that Project should incorporate measures recommended by the California Attorney General, 
including installing vegetative or structural barriers to block pollution and applying all options under 
Mitigation Measure AQ-21, including providing a 1,000-foot setback between loading docks and sensitive 
receptors, a ban on diesel trucks in Phase II, and a site-specific Health Risk Assessment. The comment states 
that even if the Health Risk Assessment shows no threshold exceedance, the other protections should still be 
required, as there is no evidence they are infeasible. 

Response O6.25: The City considered the references provided by California Attorney General when 
developing the mitigation measures for the Project. However, CEQA does not require adoption of every 
potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” 
a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). The Draft EIR’s mitigation measures are 
consistent with and support the overarching recommendations in the provided references and no revisions 
are warranted. 

Comment O6.26: This comment states that noise from the Project, particularly from diesel trucks and 
unloading activities, poses a significant impact to nearby residents and wildlife and has not been adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR. The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the impact of construction 
and operational noise on local species, despite research showing that traffic noise can harm wildlife, 
particularly migrating songbirds, by reducing feeding and increasing stress, ultimately lowering survival 
rates. The comment states that studies have shown notable declines in bird abundance and behavioral 
disruptions at noise levels similar to those expected from the Project.  

Response O6.26: The Project site is located in a relatively developed area directly adjacent to Interstate 
215. Additionally, the results of the Habitat Assessment (Draft EIR Appendix D) confirm that there is no noise 
sensitive habitat within or near the Project site. Further, as detailed in Draft EIR Section 5.12, Noise, impacts 

 

12 California Attorney General (September 2022). Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to 
Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/media/warehouse-best-
practices.pdf 



Harvest Landing Retail Center & Business Park Project  2. Response to Comments 

City of Perris  2-326 
Final EIR   
December 2025 

related to onsite construction and operational noise were determined to be less than significant. Therefore, 
the Project would not result in significant onsite noise impacts to sensitive receivers or sensitive wildlife habitat.  

Comment O6.27: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the Project’s noise impacts on nearby 
sensitive receptors, including homes and an elementary school located 66 feet away from the Project site. 
The comment states that noise pollution is the second leading environmental health risk after air pollution and 
that long-term exposure to noise has been linked to serious health issues such as heart disease, stroke, 
diabetes, sleep disorders, mental health problems, and developmental delays in children. The comments 
states that children are especially vulnerable, with noise shown to impair learning, memory, and 
concentration. The comment states that a thorough assessment and incorporation of mitigation of noise 
impacts are needed due to the Project’s proximity to sensitive receptors. 

Response O6.27: The Draft EIR adequately analyzed noise impacts on sensitive receptors near the Project 
site. As detailed on Tables 5.12-7 through 5.12-12, construction noise from Phase 1, Phase 2 with the 
Overlay, and Phase 2 Without the Overlay would not exceed the Perris Municipal Code 80 dBA Lmax 
daytime construction noise level threshold at the nearby sensitive receiver locations. Additionally, construction 
related increases to ambient noise would not exceed the 12 dBA threshold of significance. Therefore, impacts 
related to construction noise from Phase 1, Phase 2 with the Overlay, and Phase 2 Without the Overlay 
would be less than significant.  

Further, as described on Draft EIR Page 5.12-28 through 5.12-29, with authorization from the City of Perris, 
the Project may involve nighttime concrete pouring. However, as shown on Tabe 5.12-13, concrete pouring 
activities would range from 50.9 to 55.9 dBA Lmax at the nearby receiver locations, which would be less 
than the City’s 60 dBA Lmax residential nighttime noise level standard. Therefore, potential impacts from 
nighttime concrete pouring activities onto nearby receptors would be less than significant. 

As indicated on Table 5.12-27, with operation of Phase 1, the daytime increase in noise would range from 
0.0 to 1.0 dBA Leq and Table 5.12-28 shows that the nighttime increase in noise would range from 0.1 to 
0.9 dBA Leq, which would not generate a significant daytime or nighttime operational noise level increase 
at the sensitive receiver locations. As shown in Table 5.12-29, with operation of Phase 2 with Overlay, the 
daytime increase in noise would range from 0.0 to 0.8 dBA Leq and Table 5.12-29 shows that the nighttime 
increase in noise would range from 0.1 to 1.5 dBA Leq, which would not generate a significant daytime or 
nighttime operational noise level increase at the sensitive receiver locations. As shown in Table 5.12-31, with 
operation of Phase 2 without the Overlay, the daytime increase in noise would range from 0.0 to 4.0 dBA 
Leq and Table 5.12-32 shows that the nighttime increase in noise would range from 0.1 to 1.5 dBA Leq, 
which would not generate a significant daytime or nighttime operational noise level increase at the sensitive 
receiver locations. Therefore, operational impacts to nearby sensitive receptors would be less than significant. 
As such, there is no nexus for requiring noise mitigation related to onsite noise generation. 

Comment O6.28: This comment states that the Draft EIR determined that traffic noise would be potentially 
significant; however, the Draft EIR did not include feasible mitigation measures recommended by the 
California Attorney General. The comment states that these recommended measures include installing noise 
barriers, relocating noisy equipment away from sensitive areas, using properly maintained mufflers, 
surrounding combustion equipment with noise protection, restricting construction hours, paving roads with low-
noise asphalt, and limiting PA system volume and orientation. 

Response O6.28: The City considered the references provided by California Attorney General when 
developing the mitigation measures for the Project. However, CEQA does not require adoption of every 
potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” 
a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). Further, the Draft EIR includes a detailed 
discussion of how there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce traffic noise on page 5.12-30. As 
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discussed, noise barriers and rubberized asphalt are not considered feasible mitigation for the proposed 
Project and impacts related to traffic noise level increases would be significant and unavoidable. 

Comment O6.29: This comment states that the Draft EIR lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusion 
that the Project’s impact on biological resources would be less than significant. The comment states that the 
Draft EIR failed to conduct adequate surveys, contains inconsistencies in data, and provides insufficient 
mitigation. The comment states that potential impacts to burrowing owls, other raptors, rare plants, and 
riparian and riverine habitats must be more thoroughly examined and mitigated. The comment states that 
the Draft EIR also fails in complying with the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, 
particularly in assessing impacts to burrowing owls, raptors, rare plants, and riparian habitats. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR only provides mitigation for burrowing owls, nesting birds, and riparian habitat even 
through the Draft EIR states 84 special-status species could exist in the vicinity of the site. 

Response O6.29: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Responses to the concerns raised by this comment are covered in Responses O6.30 through 
O6.44. 

Comment O6.30: This comment states that the Project site is located within the region of the Western 
Burrowing Owl, which is currently listed as a candidate species under the California Endangered Species 
Act. The comment describes that western burrowing owl population are affected by number of factors 
including a loss of habitat due to development and unsuccessful relocation attempts. The comment notes that 
the Project’s impacts to the western burrowing owl should be fully considered and disclosed to the public. 

Response O6.30: Potential impacts to burrowing owl have been fully considered and disclosed to the public 
in the Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Report included as Appendix E to the Draft EIR and on pages 5.4-31 
through 5.4-35 of the Draft EIR.  

Comment O6.31: This comment claims that the burrowing owl surveys conducted by the Project’s biologist 
were not consistent with the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (MSHCP) or with the recommendations in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. The comment states that the burrowing owl surveys were conducted too 
quickly compared to the recommended guidance.  

Response O6.31: Most of the buffer area surrounding the Project site does not provide suitable habitat for 
burrowing owl and was not surveyed since it is developed or heavily disturbed. Two of ELMTs biologists 
along with a biological intern (not listed in the reports) surveyed the mapped suitable habitat. Approximately 
358 acres were mapped, which is a little over 100 acres per survey. Therefore, the survey was consistent 
with the MSHCP guidelines. As the Project site is located within the Western Riverside MSHCP, the CDFW 
(2012) Staff Report guidelines are not required to be followed. Furthermore, given that burrowing owl were 
detected onsite, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is included to require a preconstruction burrowing owl survey. 
Should burrowing owl be detected during the preconstruction burrowing owl survey, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2 would require development of a Burrowing Owl Plan, which would provide measures for avoidance, 
relocation, and monitoring of onsite burrowing owls in accordance with guidelines in the CDFW Staff Report 
on Burrowing Owl (March 2012) and the Western Riverside County MSHCP. Therefore, potential impacts to 
burrowing would be less than significant.   

Comment O6.32: This comment claims that the burrowing owl surveys were conducted outside of the period 
which the species is most active, as recommended by the MSHCP. 

Response O6.32: Weather conditions during the surveys and timing of the surveys were suitable since 
burrowing owls were detected during the first two surveys. Further, surveys were conducted following the 
requirements set forth by the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 
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Comment O6.33: This comment claims that the burrowing owl surveys were conducted too close together. 

Response O6.33: Weather conditions during the surveys and timing of the surveys were suitable since 
burrowing owls were detected during the first two surveys. Further, surveys were conducted following the 
requirements set forth by the Western Riverside County MSHCP. 

Comment O6.34: This comment claims that the burrowing owl survey transects were further apart than 
required by the MSHCP or the CDFW Staff Report. 

Response O6.34: The comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact. The 
survey transects depicted in Exhibit 4 are not to scale. Transects were spaced 100 feet apart in accordance 
with the Western Riverside County MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions. As the Project site is located 
within the area subject to the Western Riverside County MSHCP, the CDFW (2012) Staff Report guidelines 
are not required to be followed. 

Comment O6.35: This comment claims that the MSHCP Instructions for burrowing owl surveys direct surveys 
to map all “potential owl burrows.” The comment states it is unclear whether the Project surveys followed this 
approach. 

Response O6.35: All suitable burrows were mapped during the initial focused burrow survey in accordance 
with the Western Riverside County MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions. 

Comment O6.36: This comment states that the burrowing owl surveys are insufficient because they did not 
follow the instructions of the MSHCP or the CDFW Staff Report. The comment also claims that the original 
surveys are outdated and may not reflect current conditions of the Project site. 

Response O6.36: The burrowing owl surveys were conducted following the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions. As the Project site is located within the area subject to the Western 
Riverside MSHCP, the CDFW (2012) Staff Report guidelines are not required to be followed. Additional 
surveys of the Project site would not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR given that burrowing owl were 
detected onsite.  

Comment O6.37: This comment states that the Habitat Assessment makes conflicting conclusions about what 
dates burrowing owls were observed on the Project site. 

Response O6.37: The burrowing owl observations and associated dates were recorded by the biologist 
and may not always be exact, as they could differ by a few days. Regardless, burrowing owls were 
observed onsite during the first couple of surveys and not observed within the subsequent surveys. Additional 
surveys of the property would not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR given that burrowing owl were 
detected onsite.  

Comment O6.38: This comment states that Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is insufficient in reducing the Project’s 
impacts on burrowing owl. The comment claims the mitigation is deferred and violates CEQA. 

Response O6.38: The CDFW has reviewed the burrowing owl survey and proposed mitigation as part of 
their review of the Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) for the Project, 
included as Appendix D to the Final EIR, and has concurred with the suggested mitigation. Further, burrowing 
owl is a covered species under the Western Riverside County MSHCP. Compliance with the MSHCP, in 
coordination with the Regional Conservation Authority and Wildlife Agencies to relocate the owls as required 
by Mitigation Measure BIO-2, would reduce potential impacts to the species to a less than significant level. 

Comment O6.39: This comment states that Mitigation Measure BIO-2 does not properly mitigate for 
occupied burrows in accordance with recommendations in the CDFW Staff Report. 

Response O6.39: Please refer above to Response O6.38. 



Harvest Landing Retail Center & Business Park Project  2. Response to Comments 

City of Perris  2-329 
Final EIR   
December 2025 

Comment O6.40: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately mitigate impacts to other 
sensitive raptor species. 

Response O6.40: Although incidental observations of prairie falcon were made during the burrowing owl 
survey, these observations do not indicate that the Project site provides suitable nesting habitat or that the 
site supports regular or sustained use by these species. The Project site is surrounded by existing urban 
development and does not contain the large, undisturbed open spaces, cliffs, or mature woodlands typically 
required for raptor nesting. Consequently, the Project site lacks the habitat features necessary to support 
nesting prairie falcon or white-tailed kite. The occasional presence of these species is expected given their 
wide foraging ranges, but such observations do not elevate the site’s habitat value or undermine the Draft 
EIR’s conclusion that potential impacts to sensitive raptors would be less than significant with implementation 
of mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is included to require a preconstruction nesting bird survey. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, potential impacts to avian species (with the exception of 
burrowing owl) with the potential to occur and nest onsite would be less than significant. 

Comment O6.41: This comment states the Mitigation Measure BIO-1 should be modified to clearly explain 
the surveying methodology that will be used during preconstruction nesting bird surveys. 

Response O6.41: Mitigation Measure BIO-1 clearly outlines the requirements for conducting nesting bird 
surveys across the entirety of the Project site and states that the surveys shall encompass all suitable areas 
including trees, shrubs, bare ground, burrows, cavities, and structures. Therefore, no revisions to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 are warranted.  

Comment O6.42: This comment states that the eastern edge of the Project area contains appropriate habitat 
and soils for special status plants and lies with the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area; therefore, the 
MSHCP requires a focused narrow endemic plant survey to be conducted. 

Response O6.42: Given all of the disturbance the site has undergone, as noted in the comment, the suitability 
of the site to support Narrow Endemic Plant Species has been greatly diminished. Due to the lack of suitable 
habitat, a Narrow Endemic Plant Species focused survey is not required in accordance with the MSHCP. 
Focused surveys are only required if the site is determined to provide suitable habitat, which, for the Project 
site, it does not.  

Comment O6.43: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide any mitigation measures for 
impacts to special plant species.  

Response O6.43: See Response O6.42 above regarding impacts to special status plant impacts. As 
discussed on pages 5.4-30 to 5.4-31 of the Draft EIR, 24 special-status plant species are associated with 
the Project region. None of the special-status plant species were observed during the general biological 
surveys conducted on August 18, 2023. The Specific Plan Area and surrounding vicinity have been subject 
to decades of anthropogenic disturbances from development and agricultural activities, which has removed 
native plant communities that have historically occurred in the area. Based on the habitat requirements for 
specific species and the quality of onsite habitats, the site has a low potential to support smooth tarplant 
and paniculate tarplant (Deinandra paniculata) and the site has no potential to support the other special-
status plant species listed in Table 5.4-1 (EIR Appendix D).  

Smooth tarplant and paniculate tarplant are neither federally nor State listed as threatened or endangered; 
but are listed as California Native Plant Society Rare Plant Rank species. They are not listed as a covered 
species under the MSHCP. While historic anthropogenic disturbances onsite have removed the natural plant 
communities that once occurred in the area, smooth tarplant and paniculate tarplant are known for tolerating 
disturbed conditions and are commonly seen growing in similar areas throughout western Riverside County. 
In addition, local records show that this species is known to occur in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area. As 
such, smooth tarplant and paniculate tarplant were determined to have a low potential to occur within the 
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Specific Plan Area despite not being observed onsite or in offsite improvement areas during field surveys 
(EIR Appendix D). The Specific Plan Area is isolated from known occupied areas and previously mentioned 
observations in the vicinity are scant and widespread. Therefore, if any smooth tarplant or paniculate 
tarplant are present onsite, they are not expected to contribute to the long-term conservation value of the 
species. Therefore, development within the Specific Plan Area would result in less-than-significant impacts to 
special-status plant species. 

Comment O6.44: This comment states that the mitigation measure for onsite establishment of herbaceous 
riparian environment or the purchase of credits would not properly mitigate impacts to riparian ecosystems. 

Response O6.44: The CDFW has reviewed the proposed mitigation as part of their review of the DBESP 
for the Project, included as Appendix D to the Final EIR, and have concurred with the suggested mitigation. 
Further, the final mitigation plan and monitoring required will be negotiated with the regulatory agencies 
(CDFW and the RWQCB) during the permit processing, which would reduce potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

Comment O6.45: This comment concludes the Center for Biological Diversity’s discussion and summarizes the 
standard practice for Lead Agencies when responding to public comments. The comment also thanks the Lead 
Agency for giving the Center for Biological Diversity the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and contact 
information if future questions arise. 

Response O6.45: The comment is conclusionary in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

  


