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Response to Comment Letter O7: Perris Neighbors in Action, July 13, 2025

Comment O7.1: This comment letter was submitted on behalf of Perris Neighbors in Action. This comment
states that the letter is provided as a follow-up letter to a letter previously submitted related to the proposed
Project. The comment further states that the Draft EIR fails to address all of the commenter’s concerns, and
that the Project is flawed and poorly mitigated.

Response O7.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not provide any substantial evidence that
the Project would result in a significant environmental impact. As further detailed in the individual responses
to comments below, none of the comments indicate that there would be a substantial increase in the severity
of a previously identified environmental impact that would not be mitigated, or that there would be any of
the other circumstances requiring recirculation as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment O7.2: This comment states that the mitigation measures included within Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2
are unenforceable and ineffective. The comment states that mitigation requiring the installation of electric
vehicle charging infrastructure with no requirement for use is inadequate.

Response O7.2: This comment does not provide substantial evidence of a significant impact not already
disclosed in the EIR or evidence that the air quality mitigation measures are inadequate. 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 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 super compliant
low VOC paints, Tier 4 final construction equipment, and ridesharing for construction employees. Therefore,
these measures do not inappropriately defer the formulation of mitigation until building permit issuance and
are fully enforceable in alignment with the requirements of CEQA.

Regarding Mitigation Measures AQ-8 through 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 inappropriately 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 allows 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 dataq, 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.’3 Similarly, based on HVIP’s Zero-Emission Vehicle Population Dashboard, 4
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.

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
Californiq, significant investments in the grid will need to occur in the coming decades 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 battery integrated DC fast

chargersls may be used to reduce strain on the grid and limit the need for expensive utility upgrades. Thus,
no further response is warranted.

Comment O7.3: This comment states that the proposed greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation measures are
vague and lack direct enforcement mechanisms as well as fail to include any net-zero measures or renewable
energy deployment. This comment further states that the original Harvest Landing Specific Plan was better
aligned with climate goals and the proposed Project is noncompliant with the State’s GHG reduction
mandates EO N-79-20 and SB 375.

Response O7.3: The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the South Coast AQMD and was
evaluated against South Coast AQMD’s thresholds and supported by substantial evidence. The proposed
Project was found to have a significant impact on GHG emissions and the Draft EIR includes Mitigation
Measures GHG-1 through GHG-5, which incorporate measures to reduce GHG emissions during Project
operation. The application of a net-zero threshold is unprecedented for warehouse projects and would
effectively result in a moratorium on such facilities within the city. While the application of a net-zero
threshold may be appropriate and feasible for residential projects, it is not appropriate to apply such a
threshold to warehouse and commercial projects where the vast majority of operational GHG emissions result
from mobile-source emissions. Similar to the air quality mitigation measures as discussed in Response to
Comment O7.2, 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, the proposed mitigation measures are fully enforceable and include
enforcement mechanisms as required by under CEQA. In addition, the City of Perris has one of the most
stringent good neighbor policies which requires significant GHG environmental measures. The proposed
warehouse uses would be subject to the City of Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines.

Additionally, the State’s GHG reductions mandates including the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan includes overall
State goals, therefore it is not a Project-specific goal. The proposed Project would provide contemporary,
energy-efficient/energy-conserving design features and operational procedures. As discussed on page 5.8-
28 of the Draft EIR, while the proposed Project would interfere with the State’s implementation of AB 1279’s

13 https://arb.ca.gov/emfac/
14 https:/ /californiahvip.org/industryinitiatives /#cazevdashboard

15 https://freewiretech.com/pro-series/
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target of 85% below 1990 levels and carbon neutrality by 2045 because it is not consistent with the VMT
reductions listed in CARB’s most recent Scoping Plan (2022) and would result in a substantial exceedance of
GHG thresholds, it would not interfere with implementation of the GHG reduction measures listed in CARB’s
Updated Scoping Plan (2022), as discussed in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, on Table 5.8-10 in the
Draft EIR. CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan reflects the 2045 target of a, 85% reduction below 1990 levels, set
by Executive Order B-55-18, and codified by AB 1279. Therefore, the Project not being proposed as net
zero emissions and while it would exceed the GHG emissions significance threshold and VMT reduction
measures, it would not interfere with any plan, policy, or goal related to GHG. The comment does not contain
any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further response is warranted.

Comment O7.4: This comment states that the proposed Project is located adjacent to Val Verde Elementary
School, a low-income Title 1 school. The comment further states that Mitigation Measure AQ-21 allows too
much flexibility for industrial development near a sensitive receiver.

Response O7.4: The commenter is commenting on Mitigation Measure AQ-20, not AQ-21 as stated in the
comment. The commenter is incorrect in their statement that this measure allows for a “choose your own
mitigation”. The mitigation measure states that the Project shall incorporate at least one measure as
applicable to Phase 2 development. As stated previously, the CEQA Guidelines allows for the development
of mitigation after project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details. In California
Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, the court held that deferred
mitigation is permissible in a program EIR only if it is accompanied by performance standards or specific
mitigation commitments. Since there is no proposed development for the Phase 2 portion of the Specific Plan,
the mitigation is programmatic and includes specific performance standards to ensure that potential impacts
would be mitigated no matter what is proposed on the site. Implementation of the 1,000-foot buffer or the
ban on diesel trucks would ensure that potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Alternatively, future developments can perform a health risk assessment to illustrate that the proposed
development would not exceed South Coast AQMD thresholds of significance and, therefore, would not have
a nexus for further mitigation. If potential impacts are found to be potentially significant, then the
developments are to adopt one of the two available measures to ensure that potential impacts would be
less than significant. Thus, it is assured that future developments implementing Mitigation Measure AQ-20
would be mitigated to a less than significant level. No further response is warranted.

Comment O7.5: This comment states that the proposed Project does not include analysis of high-cube cold
storage uses which would result in an increase in diesel emissions pollution due to Transport Refrigeration
Units (TRUs).

Response O7.5: As identified on page 3-22 of Section 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, none of the
proposed Phase 1 Business Park buildings are designed to accommodate and would not include any cold
storage or refrigerated uses. As such, cold storage is not included as part of the proposed Project.
Additionally, the proposed Project would be conditioned to prohibit future cold storage uses. Hypothetically,
if the Project was proposed to be later modified to propose cold storage, the analysis would be revised
under subsequent CEQA evaluation to evaluate the Project change, including air toxic emissions and health
impacts from cold storage and TRUs. In addition, the City Council would have to agree to revise the condition on
the prohibition of cold storage. Therefore, the Draft EIR does not need to be revised to address cold storage and
TRU use. No further response is warranted.

Comment O7.6: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include a cancer risk quantification for nearby
residents and Val Verde Elementary to assess long-term construction health impacts.

Response O7.6: The proposed Projects potential construction cancer and non-cancer health risks were
evaluated in the Draft EIR on pages 5.3-61 through 5.3-62 and the quantified results shown in Tables 5.3-
44 and 5.3-45. The health risk assessment included analysis of the construction of Phase 2 of the Specific
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Plan with Val Verde Elementary remaining onsite and with the overlay on the school site being developed.
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, as
shown in Draft EIR Table 5.3-45. As such, neither scenario would exceed the significance threshold of 10 in
one million. 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. Location R7
(residences currently under construction at Barret Avenue and West Placentia Avenue, 96 feet east of the
Project site) is the nearest receptor to the Project site and would experience the highest concentrations of
diesel particulate matter and gasoline dispensing during Project construction. Because all other modeled
receptors would experience lower concentrations of diesel particulate matter located and gasoline
dispensing during Project construction, all other receptors in the vicinity of the Project site would be exposed
to less emissions and therefore less risk (including Val Verde School located approximately 66 feet north of
the Project site). As such, Project construction would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to
nearby land uses, and potential impacts would be less than significant. Notably, the currently approved uses
for the Project site already include multiple warehouse buildings.

Comment O7.7: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include a cumulative air quality and health risk
assessment in order to model the overlapping pollution. This comment further states that the Draft EIR
understates the cumulative effect the Project would have in combination with nearby warehouse projects in
violation of CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

Response O7.7: The Draft EIR lists the cumulative projects in Draft EIR Table 5-1, Cumulative Projects List
within Section 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. Also, as detailed in Draft EIR Section 5.3.7, Cumulative
Impacts, based on guidance published in the South Coast AQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies
to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution'é, if an individual project’s emissions do not exceed the
South Coast AQMD’s significance thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact. On the other hand, if an individual project’s emissions exceed the South
Coast AQMD’s significance thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also result in a cumulatively
considerable impact. As detailed throughout Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality, the proposed Project’s
emissions would not exceed any health risk thresholds and potential impacts would be less than significant.
The South Coast AQMD’s guidance was explicitly held to satisfy CEQA in Rialto Citizens for Responsible
Growth v. City of Rialto.

Impacts related to toxics 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 at 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 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 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 be less than significant and would not be cumulatively
considerable .

16 South Coast AQMD. (2003). White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air
Pollution.  hitp://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source /Agendas/Environmental-Justice /cumulative-impacts-
working-group /cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
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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:

e Project 1: PP23170, 287,000 square foot warehouse, 110 daily truck trips

e 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 to sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project site.

Comment 0O7.8: This comment states that the Draft EIR alternatives evaluation dismisses non-industrial
options, including Alternative 4 which included compliance with the existing Specific Plan. This comment
suggests that an alternative including housing and professional office space be evaluated.

Response O7.8: The commenter incorrectly states that Alternative 4, which includes a portion of the site
remaining as the original Harvest Landing Specific Plan, was dismissed from further analysis. As discussed in
Draft EIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, only the Alternate Site Alternative and the Commercial Alternative were
rejected as alternatives to the proposed Project. Alternative 4: Phase 2 Residential Alternative was analyzed
on Draft EIR pages 8-21 through 8-35 and includes quantitative air quality, GHG, Noise, and Transportation
Impact analysis. The Draft EIR found that all of the mitigation measures for the proposed Project would still
be applicable to this alternative and this alternative would not avoid the proposed Project’s significant and
unavoidable air quality, greenhouse gas, traffic noise, or VMT impacts. However, this alternative would result
in lessened impacts to four of the 18 environmental topics analyzed in the Draft EIR.

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 such, the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR provide a reasonable range of alternatives
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.

Comment 07.9: This comment states that the proposed Density Bonus Overlay and rezoning of the 1,860
lost residential units violates California’s no-net-loss housing mandate, as it does not include concurrent,
funded, and enforceable housing development.

Response 07.9: This comment is acknowledged. However, it does not relate to an issue under CEQA and
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, faunag,
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ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The
proposed 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 proposed Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment
and does not include substantial discussion of the loss of future housing units. Therefore, no further response
is warranted. 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 O7.10: This comment states that most mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are deferred
to future tenant compliance or conditional permits and do not include performance standards as required
for CEQA compliance.

Response O7.10: This general comment does not provide any specific objections or examples, nor does it
provide substantial evidence that the proposed Project would result in a significant environmental impact.
Please see Response to Comment 07.2 for a response regarding the proposed electric charging infrastructure
and clean fleet standards mitigation.

Regarding the solar mitigation, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure GHG-5 requires solar panels to provide 100
percent of the power to the office area and utilize that onsite power for electric plug ins at loading docks
and onsite motorized equipment. The proposed Project would include solar infrastructure on each building
to support onsite renewable energy generation and use. Although the proposed Project’s future tenants are
not currently known, and the use of solar panels is generally tailored to the anticipated electrical demands
of the tenant, the building tenants would be able to install solar panels offsetting additional building space
demand. As stated previously, the CEQA Guidelines allows for the mitigation measures to be refined when
it is impractical or infeasible to include those current details. Thus, because the future tenants and their energy
needs are not known at this time, it is impractical to detail the energy required to operate. Mitigation
Measure GHG-5 would ensure the most effective mitigation for the Project once future tenants are known.

Comment O7.11: This comment states that the Draft EIR misrepresents the proposed zoning as Business Park
while a majority of the proposed buildings qualify as industrial distribution facilities in order to avoid
requiring a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), as warehouse facilities require a CUP within the Harvest Landing
Specific Plan.

Response O7.11: The Business Park area has a Specific Plan Designation of Mixed Business Use (MBU) which
allows for a “mix of professional office, light industrial, research, and development, business park, retail
commercial, related storage and support services uses, paseos, and pedestrian linkages” as described in the
existing Harvest Landing General Plan. The proposed Industrial uses within the Phase 1 Business Park area
are accurately described in Draft EIR Section 3.0 Project Description, on Table 3-4: Business Park Site
Development Summary, which lists that the proposed structures include one parcel hub, three light industrial
buildings, and three high-cube warehouses. Industrial land uses are allowed within the existing Harvest
Landing Specific Plan; the Specific Plan Amendment is required to expand the MBU area and ensure
consistency of the floor area ratio with the City of Perris’s existing Light Industrial municipal code
requirements. The commenter incorrectly states that the Phase | Business Park area is defined as such to avoid
the required Conditional Use Permit for warehousing within the Specific Plan. As shown in Draft EIR Section
3.0, Project Description, on Table 3-8, Project Approvals and Permits, the proposed Project would require
approval of a Conditional Use Permit for all three proposed warehouses.

Comment 07.12: This comment states that the proposed Project fails to include source data/methodology
for the proposed job creation. This comment further states that warehousing offers low-wage exploitative
labor conditions compared to the previously promised professional office uses in the existing Specific Plan.
The commenter states that the EIR fails to analyze the loss of job diversity and socioeconomic downfalls of
the Project.

City of Perris 2-341
Final EIR
December 2025



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

Response O7.12: The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR does not provide a methodology
for the job creation of the proposed Project. Page 5.13-7 within Draft EIR Section 5.13 Population and
Housing, states that “[tlhe County of Riverside General Plan estimates that the MBU designation would
employ approximately one worker for every 1,030 square feet of MBU building area and one worker for
every 500 square feet of Commercial building area (County of Riverside, 2015).” A link to the Riverside
County General Plan where this source can be found is located within Draft EIR Section 5.13.13 References.

Regarding the potential salary projections and economic stability, CEQA is an environmental protection
statute that is concerned with the 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). Any economic and social effects of the proposed
project are not treated as effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)).
Therefore, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the Project’s potentially significant
physical impacts on the environment and does not include a discussion of the Project’s economic effects. Thus,
no further response is warranted. However, the employment 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 O07.13: This comment states that due to the reasons listed in the letter, the City is in legal jeopardy
as the environmental impacts are inadequately mitigated and no reasonable alternatives are brought
forward. This comment concludes the letter by urging City decision makers to reject the certification of the
EIR and bring forward a project aligned with the original Specific Plan; otherwise the City would be
vulnerable to litigation on CEQA, housing, environmental justice, and procedural grounds.

Response O7.13: This comment is conclusionary in nature and as substantiated by the previous responses
above, 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 O8: Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice (CCAEJ), 4 pages
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Response to Comment Letter O8: Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice, July 14, 2025

Comment 08.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the comment is
submitted on behalf of the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice.

Response O8.1: 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 08.2: This comment states that the residents located adjacent to the Phase 2 development area
would be exposed to degraded air quality, noise pollution, light pollution, and more.

Response 08.2: The Draft EIR evaluates the potential air quality, noise, and aesthetic (light and glare)
impacts of the proposed Project on the existing and future residences located in the vicinity of the Project
site. The following provides a summary of the potential impacts to these receptors.

The proposed Projects potential construction cancer and non-cancer health risks were evaluated in the Draft
EIR on pages 5.3-61 through 5.3-62 and shown on Tables 5.3-44 and 5.3-45. The health risk assessment
included analysis of the construction of Phase 2 of the Specific Plan with Val Verde Elementary remaining
onsite and also with the overlay on the school site being developed. 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, as shown on Draft EIR Table 5.3-45. As such, neither
scenario would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (AQMD) significance threshold of
10 in one million. 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 South Coast AQMD’s applicable significance
threshold of 1.0. Location R7 (residences currently under construction at Barret Avenue and West Placentia
Avenue, 96 feet east of the Project site) is the nearest receptor to the Project site and would experience the
highest concentrations of diesel particulate matter and gasoline dispensing during Project construction.
Because all other modeled receptors would experience lower concentrations of diesel particulate matter
located and gasoline dispensing during Project construction, all other receptors in the vicinity of the Project
would be exposed to less emissions and therefore less risk (including Val Verde School located
approximately 66 feet north of the Project site). As such, the Project construction would not cause a significant
human health or cancer risk to nearby land uses, and potential impacts would be less than significant. In
order to account for the potential emissions associated with Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) accessing
the commercial portion of the Project, the Health Risk Analysis has been updated in Appendix A to this Final
EIR and Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, to conservatively include TRUs. As shown, the results of the
updated analysis indicate that the potential health risk at maximally exposed residents and school children
would not increase as a result of the inclusion of these TRUs and potential impacts would remain less than
significant with the proposed mitigation measures.

Noise impacts were evaluated in Draft EIR Section 5.12, Noise, which found that off-site traffic noise would
result in a significant and unavoidable impact. As discussed on Draft EIR page 5.12-30, a 4 dBA reduction
in vehicle tire/pavement noise is attainable using rubberized asphalt under typical operating conditions.
However, heavy truck engine and exhaust noise would not be reduced by rubberized pavement due to the
height of the truck engine exhaust stack above the pavement. As the proposed Project would result in the
use of heavy trucks with a stack height of 11.5 feet off the ground, the tire /pavement noise reduction benefits
associated with rubberized asphalt would not reduce primary truck-related noise sources (e.g., truck engine
noise and exhaust stack noise). In addition, noise barriers were evaluated for a reduction of vehicular noise
impacts. Caltrans guidance in the Highway Design Manual, Section 1102.3(3), indicates that for design
purposes, the noise barrier should infercept the line of sight from the exhaust stack of a truck to the receptor,
and an 11.5-foot-high truck stack height is assumed to represent the truck engine and exhaust noise source.
As a result, any noise barriers at noise-sensitive land uses affected by Project-related traffic noise increases
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would need to be sufficiently tall and long to obstruct the line-of-sight between the noise source (11.5 feet
high, per Caltrans) and the receiver (5 feet high, per FHWA guidance) to achieve a 5 dBA noise reduction,
as recommended by FHWA guidance. The Harvest Landing Specific Plan and Perris Municipal Code do not
allow a wall exceeding 11.5 feet in height along Barrett Avenue between Placentia Avenue and Orange
Avenue (Segment #4) adjacent to residential uses. As a result, off-site noise barriers are not considered
feasible, and impacts related to truck traffic noise level increases would be significant and unavoidable.

As discussed on page 5.1-11 in Draft EIR Section 5.1 Aesthetics, impacts related to light and glare would be
less than significant with through compliance with Perris Municipal Code Section 19.02.110, which requires
that lights be shieled in order to prevent spillover onto other parcels. In addition, building materials would
not consist of highly reflective materials that could produce additional glare in the area and landscaping is
proposed along the Specific Plan boundaries which would screen sources of lights from spilling over and
reduce glare further. Thus, light and glare impacts would be less than significant.

Comment 08.3: This comment expresses the commenters concern over the Projects’ significant and
unavoidable air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts in an area located in the 69" percentile on
CalEnviroScreen as well as adjacent tracts which are in the top 25 most-impacts.

Response 08.3: CalEnviroScreen is a general policy tool. It is generally inappropriate for CEQA review as
it relies on socioeconomic factors such as education and poverty rates which are not relevant under CEQA.
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 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. 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 AQMD methodology and thresholds, which is
appropriate due to the Project’s location within the South Coast Air Basin. The comment asserts lack of
adequate mitigation but does not recommend any specific additional mitigation.

Comment 08.4: This comment states that it is important to address the cumulative impacts on the already
overburdened residents of Perris related to traffic congestion, road degradation, urban heat island, and
other negative health effects.

Response 08.4: An analysis of the potential for emissions from nearby warehouse uses to cumulative
combine with proposed Project operations to result in health risk impacts was prepared. As shown in Draft
EIR Figure 5.3-2, 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:

e Project 1: PP23170, 287,000 square foot warehouse, 110 daily truck trips

e 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
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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.

Comment 08.5: This comment states that trucks accessing the Project site should utilize Frontage Road which
should be designated as a preferred truck route, and truck traffic should be prohibited on Barrett Avenue,
Perris Boulevard, or any travel further east of Indian Avenue on Orange Avenue.

Response 08.5: The City of Perris General Plan Circulation Element-designated truck route map is shown
on Draft EIR Figure 5.16-2, Perris Truck Routes. The existing truck routes that currently serve the Project vicinity
include Frontage Road, Indian Avenue, and Placentia Avenue including the I-215 interchanges at Harley
Knox Boulevard and Placentia Avenue. As discussed on Draft EIR page 5.16-19 in Section 5.16
Transportation, the proposed 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. Phase 2 development without the Overlay would require at least one truck driveway along Frontage
Road and at least two truck driveways along Indian Avenue. Development of the Overlay Area would
require an additional fruck driveway along Indian Avenue, should the site be developed. The Project would
prohibit trucks from the industrial buildings from utilizing Barrett Avenue north of Orange Avenue, which
would be prevented through installation of signage as required by Mitigation Measure AQ-17. Therefore,
the proposed Project would be consistent with the truck routes identified in the General Plan Circulation
Element and the Harvest Landing Specific Plan. Thus, potential impacts related to truck route facilities would
not occur.

Comment 08.6: This comment states that the residents of Perris have expressed a need for affordable
housing and the EIR should discuss what type of housing is included in Phase 2 of the proposed Project.

Response 08.6: As discussed on page 3-23 and 3-24 of Draft EIR Section 3.0 Project Description, the Phase
2 development would include future MBU uses. No housing is proposed as part of the Project. However, up
to 615 housing units are evaluated for the Phase 2 area under Alternative 4, the Phase 2 Residential
Alternative. This alternative assumes that the housing would be a mix of low density (110 units), medium
density (160 units), and high density units (345 units) as shown on Draft EIR Figure 8-1, Alternative 4 Land
Use Plan.

Comment 08.7: This comment concludes with the letter by stating that the Project would bring an
unacceptable level of air quality and GHG emissions. Further the comment states that the EIR must identify
how the loss of housing units would be addressed, particularly regarding affordable housing.

Response 08.7: This comment expresses the commenter’s opinion that the Project would bring an
unacceptable level of air quality and GHG emissions. The commenter’s opinion is included in the Final EIR
and will be considered by the City of Perris City Council when it chooses whether to approve or deny the
proposed Project. In addition, the loss of any planned but not existing affordable housing is not treated as
an effect on the environment. Therefore, no further response is warranted.
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Comment Letter O9: Inland Valley Alliance for Environmental Justice, 8 pages
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Response to Comment Letter O9: Inland Valley Alliance for Environmental Justice, July 13, 2025

Comment 09.1: This comment states that upon review of the Draft EIR, it is clear that the Project would pose
serious unmitigated risks to the environmental integrity, public health, housing equity, and the Draft EIR fails
to meaningfully address critical issues, and that the Project is flawed and insufficiently mitigated.

Response 09.1: This comment is introductory and conclusory in nature and does not provide any substantial
evidence that the Project would result in a new or increased significant environmental impact beyond those
identified in the EIR. As further detailed in the individual responses to comments below, none of the comments
indicate that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental
impact that would not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances requiring
recirculation as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment 09.2: This comment states that the mitigation measures included within impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2
are unenforceable and ineffective. The comment states that mitigation requiring the installation of electric
vehicle charging infrastructure with no requirement for use is inadequate. The comment states that the Draft
EIR fails to provide enforceable, measurable, and effective mitigation as detailed in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4.

Response 09.2: This comment does not provide substantial evidence of a significant impact not already
disclosed in the EIR or evidence that the air quality mitigation measures are inadequate. 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 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 super compliant
low VOC paints, tier 4 final construction equipment, and ridesharing for construction employees. Therefore,
these measures do not inappropriately defer the formulation of mitigation until building permit issuance and
are fully enforceable in alignment with the requirements of CEQA.

Regarding Mitigation Measures AQ-8 through 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, which are currently unknown.
These measures do not inappropriately 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 do 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, CEQA Guidelines allows for the
development of mitigation after project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details.
Due to the current limited availability of zero emission trucks to utilize the charging stations, this mitigation
measure would be implemented when these trucks are commercially available (as determined by the City)
and would utilize charging stations onsite.
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The CARB Emission Factor (EMFAC) Model data for 2024 indicates that battery electric trucks made up 0.01
percent of California’s medium-duty truck fleet, and 0.21 percent of the heavy-duty truck fleet.!” Similarly,
based on California’s Clean Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project (HVIP) Zero-Emission Vehicle Population
Dashboard,® 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 Los 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.

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. Therefore, the mitigation measure requires
implementation when feasible, as determined by the City. Thus, the recommended mitigation measures are
enforceable and would be effective. No further response is warranted.

Comment 09.3: This comment states that the proposed greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation measures are
vague and lack direct enforcement mechanisms as well as fails to include any net-zero measures or
renewable energy deployment.

Response 09.3: The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the South Coast AQMD and was
evaluated against South Coast AQMD’s thresholds and supported by substantial evidence. The proposed
Project was found to have a significant impact on GHG emissions and the Draft EIR includes Mitigation
Measures GHG-1 through GHG-5, which incorporates measures to reduce GHG emissions during Project
operation. The application of a net-zero threshold is unprecedented for warehouse projects and would
effectively result in a moratorium on such facilities within the city. While the application of a net-zero
threshold may be appropriate and feasible for residential projects, it is not appropriate to apply such a
threshold to warehouse and commercial projects where the vast majority of operational GHG emissions result
from mobile-source emissions. Similar to the air quality mitigation measures discussed in Response to Comment
09.2, 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, the proposed mitigation measures do not defer the formulation of
mitigation, are fully enforceable, and include enforcement mechanisms, as required by CEQA. In addition,
the City of Perris has one of the most stringent good neighbor policies which requires significant GHG
environmental measures. The proposed warehouse uses would be subject to the City of Perris Good Neighbor
Guidelines.

Comment 09.4: This comment states that the proposed Project goes against the City’s climate-conscious
vision by removing the existing Harvest Landing General Plan which includes mixed use housing and open
space for the proposed Project. The comment further states that the proposed Project is noncompliant with
the State’s GHG reduction mandates EO N-79-20, SB 375, and the CARB Scoping Plan.

Response 09.4: The State’s GHG reductions mandates including the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan includes
overall state goals, and it is not a Project specific goal. The proposed Project would provide contemporary,
energy-efficient/energy-conserving design features and operational procedures. Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure GHG-4 requires that all development within the MBU areas shall achieve certification of compliance
or demonstrate equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. As discussed on page 5.8-28 of the Draft

17 https://arb.ca.gov/emfac/
18 https://californiahvip.org /industryinitiatives /#cazevdashboard
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EIR, while the proposed Project would interfere with the State’s implementation of AB 1279’s target of 85%
below 1990 levels and carbon neutrality by 2045 because it is not consistent with the VMT reductions listed
in CARB’s most recent Scoping Plan (2022) and would result in a substantial exceedance of GHG emissions
significance thresholds, it would not interfere with implementation of the GHG reduction measures listed in
CARB’s Updated Scoping Plan (2022), as discussed in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in Table 5.8-
10 in the Draft EIR. CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan reflects the 2045 target of an 85% reduction below 1990
levels, set by Executive Order B-55-18, and codified by AB 1279. Therefore, the Project is not being
proposed as net zero emissions, as it is infeasible for the Project to eliminate vehicular emissions, and while
it would conflict with the GHG emissions significance threshold and VMT reduction measures, it would not
interfere with the implementation of any plan, policy, or goal related to GHG. The comment does not contain
any information requiring changes to the Draft EIR. No further response is warranted.

Comment 09.5: This comment states that the proposed Project is located adjacent to Val Verde Elementary
School, a low-income Title 1 school. The comment further states that Mitigation Measure AQ-21 allows too
much flexibility for industrial development near a sensitive receiver. The commenter also states that students
at Val Verde Elementary School already face health impacts from chronic air pollution.

Response 09.5: The commenter is commenting on Mitigation Measure AQ-20, not AQ-21 as stated in the
comment. The commenter is incorrect in their statement that this measure allows for a “choose your own
mitigation”. The mitigation measure states that the Project shall incorporate at least one measure as
applicable to Phase 2 development. As stated previously, the CEQA Guidelines allows for the development
of mitigation after project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details. In California
Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, the court held that deferred
mitigation is permissible in a program EIR only if it is accompanied by performance standards or specific
mitigation commitments. Since there is no proposed development for the Phase 2 portion of the Specific Plan,
the mitigation is programmatic which includes specific performance standards to ensure that potential impacts
would be mitigated no matter what is proposed on the site. Implementation of the 1,000-foot buffer or the
ban on diesel trucks would ensure that potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Future developments can elect to perform a health risk assessment to illustrate that the proposed
development would not exceed South Coast AQMD thresholds of significance and, therefore, would not have
a nexus for further mitigation. If potential impacts are found to be potentially significant, then the
developments are to adopt one of the two available measures to ensure that potential impacts would be
less than significant. Thus, it is assured that future developments implementing Mitigation Measure AQ-20
would be mitigated to a less than significant level. No further response is warranted.

Comment 09.6: This comment states that implementation of the proposed Project would result in health
impacts to the students at Val Verde Elementary School due to increased air pollution. This comment further
states that the increase in adverse health impacts would result in a decrease in enrollment at the school which
would result in a loss of federal Title 1 funding.

Response 09.6: As detailed previously in response O9.5, the Draft EIR appropriately provides an analysis
of potential DPM emissions associated with truck movements in the Phase 2 area. The City of Perris will be
conditioning any future development within the Phase 2 area to solely provide truck driveways on Orange
Avenue in order to avoid the sensitive receptors located along Indian Avenue and Barrett Avenue. In addition,
as required by the Harvest Landing Specific Plan and the City’s Good Neighbor Guidelines, internal
circulation routes and loading docks would be oriented away from sensitive receptors, where possible, and
truck courts would be required to be screened from offsite view. All future industrial or warehouse
developments in Phase 2 would be subject to the requirements set forth in the City’'s Good Neighbor
Guidelines, which would further reduce impacts related to trucks on Val Verde Elementary School and the
residential development on Barrett Avenue.
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Comment 09.7: This comment states that the proposed Project does not include analysis of high-cube cold
storage uses which would result in an increase in diesel emissions pollution due to Transport Refrigeration
Units (TRUs).

Response 09.7: As identified on page 3-22 of Section 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, none of the
proposed Phase 1 Business Park buildings are designed to accommodate and would not include any cold
storage or refrigerated uses. As such, cold storage is not included as part of the proposed Project.
Additionally, the proposed Project would be conditioned to prohibit future cold storage uses. Hypothetically,
if the Project was proposed to be later modified to propose cold storage, the analysis would be revised
under subsequent CEQA evaluation to evaluate the Project change, including air toxic emissions and health
impacts from cold storage and TRUs. In addition, the City Council would have to agree to revise the condition on
the prohibition of cold storage. Therefore, the Draft EIR does not need to be revised to address cold storage and
TRU use. No further response is warranted.

Comment 09.8: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include a cancer risk quantification for nearby
residents and Val Verde Elementary to assess long-term construction health impacts.

Response 09.8: The proposed Projects potential construction cancer and non-cancer health risks were
evaluated in the Draft EIR on pages 5.3-61 through 5.3-62 and the quantified results shown in Tables 5.3-
44 and 5.3-45. The health risk assessment included analysis of the construction of Phase 2 of the Specific
Plan with Val Verde Elementary remaining onsite and with the overlay on the school site being developed.
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, as
shown on Table 5.3-45. As such, neither scenario would exceed the significance threshold of 10 in one million.
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. Location R7 (residences
currently under construction at Barret Avenue and West Placentia Avenue, 96 feet east of the Project site) is
the nearest receptor to the Project site and would experience the highest concentrations of diesel particulate
matter and gasoline dispensing during Project construction. Because all other modeled receptors would
experience lower concentrations of diesel particulate matter and gasoline dispensing during Project
construction, all other receptors in the vicinity of the Project site would be exposed to less emissions and
therefore less risk (including Val Verde School located approximately 66 feet north of the Project site). In
addition, residential sensitive receptor locations experience longer exposure times as people spend more
time in their residence than at school. As such, Project construction would not cause a significant human health
or cancer risk to nearby land uses, and potential impacts would be less than significant. Notably, the currently
approved uses for the Project site already include warehouse buildings.

Comment 09.9: This comment states that the Draft EIR must include a cumulative air quality and health risk
assessment in order to model the overlapping pollution. The comment further states that the Draft EIR
understates the cumulative effect the Project would have in combination with nearby warehouse projects in
violation of CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

Response 09.9: The Draft EIR lists the cumulative projects in Draft EIR Table 5-1, Cumulative Projects List
within Section 5.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. Also, as detailed in Draft EIR Section 5.3.7, Cumulative
Impacts, based on guidance published in the South Coast AQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies
to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution!?, if an individual project’s emissions do not exceed the

19 South Coast AQMD. (2003). White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air
Pollution.  hitp://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source /Agendas/Environmental-Justice /cumulative-impacts-
working-group /cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
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South Coast AQMD’s significance thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact. On the other hand, if an individual project’s emissions exceed the South
Coast AQMD’s significance thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also result in a cumulatively
considerable impact. As detailed throughout Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality, the proposed Project’s
emissions would not exceed any health risk thresholds and potential impacts would be less than significant.
The South Coast AQMD’s guidance was explicitly held to satisfy CEQA in Rialto Citizens for Responsible
Growth v. City of Rialto.

Impacts related to toxics and health effects are discussed on pages 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 with mitigation is estimated at 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
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 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.

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:

e Project 1: PP23170, 287,000 square foot warehouse, 110 daily truck trips

e 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 to
sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project site.

Comment 09.10: This comment states that the Draft EIR alternatives dismisses non-industrial options, including
Alternative 4 which included compliance with the existing Specific Plan. This comment suggests that an
alternative including housing and professional office space be evaluated.

Response 09.10: The commenter incorrectly states that Alternative 4, which includes a portion of the site
remaining as the original Harvest Landing Specific Plan, was dismissed from further analysis. As discussed in
Draft EIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, only the Alternate Site Alternative and the Commercial Alternative were
rejected as alternatives to the proposed Project. Alternative 4: Phase 2 Residential Alternative was analyzed
on Draft EIR pages 8-21 through 8-35 and includes quantitative air quality, GHG, Noise, and Transportation
Impact analysis. The Draft EIR found that all of the mitigation measures for the proposed Project would still
be applicable to this alternative and this alternative would not avoid the proposed Project’s significant and
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unavoidable air quality, greenhouse gas, traffic noise, or VMT impacts. However, this alternative would result
in lessened impacts to four of the 18 environmental topics analyzed in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR includes 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 be based primarily on the ability to reduce impacts relative to the
proposed project. As such, the alternatives utilized by the EIR provide a reasonable range of alternatives
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.

Comment 09.11: This comment states that the proposed Density Bonus Overlay and rezoning of the 1,860
lost residential units violates California’s no-net-loss housing mandate, as it does not include concurrent,
funded, and enforceable housing development.

Response 09.11: This comment does not relate to an issue under CEQA and does not provide any substantial
evidence that the Project would result in a significant environmental impact. 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 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 proposed Project is vacant. Property owners within the development footprint voluntarily
sold their property to the 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 proposed
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 removal of residential zoning within the 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 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. 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)).

Regarding the City’s Housing Element, 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 site inventory can simply be
updated to reflect a site’s exclusion and communicated to HCD through the annual reporting process.
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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 09.12: This comment states that most mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR are deferred
to future tenant compliance and do not include performance standards as required for CEQA compliance.

Response 09.12: This general comment does not provide any specific objections or examples of mitigation,
nor does it provide substantial evidence that the proposed Project would result in a significant environmental
impact. Please see Response to Comment 07.2 for a response regarding the proposed electric charging
infrastructure and fleet electrification mitigation.

Regarding the solar mitigation, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure GHG-5 requires solar panels to provide 100
percent of the power to the office area and utilize that onsite power for electric plug ins at loading docks
and onsite motorized equipment. The proposed Project would include solar infrastructure on each building
to support onsite renewable energy generation and use. Although the proposed Project’s future tenants are
not currently known, and the use of solar panels is generally tailored to the anticipated electrical demands
of the tenant, the building tenants would be able to install solar panels offsetting additional building space
demand. As stated previously, the CEQA Guidelines allows for mitigation measures to be refined when it is
impractical or infeasible to include those current details. Thus, because the future tenants and their energy
needs are not known at this time, it is impractical to detail the energy required to operate. Mitigation
Measure GHG-5 would ensure the most effective mitigation for the Project once future tenants are known.

Comment 09.13: This comment states that the Draft EIR misrepresents the proposed zoning as Business Park
while a majority of the proposed buildings qualify as industrial distribution facilities in order to avoid
requiring a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), as warehouse facilities require a CUP within the Harvest Landing
Specific Plan.

Response 09.13: The Business Park area has a Specific Plan Designation of Mixed Business Use (MBU) which
allows for a “mix of professional office, light industrial, research, and development, business park, retail
commercial, related storage and support services uses, paseos, and pedestrian linkages” as described in the
existing Harvest Landing General Plan. The proposed Industrial uses within the Phase 1 Business Park area
are accurately described in Draft EIR Section 3.0 Project Description, on Table 3-4: Business Park Site
Development Summary, which lists that the proposed structures include one parcel hub, three light industrial
buildings, and three high-cube warehouses. These proposed uses would be allowed within the existing
Harvest Landing Specific Plan, the Specific Plan Amendment is required to expand the MBU area. The
commenter incorrectly states that the Phase | Business Park area is defined as such to avoid the required
Conditional Use Permit for warehousing within the Specific Plan. As shown in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project
Description, on Table 3-8, Project Approvals and Permits, the proposed Project would require approval of a
conditional use permit for all three proposed warehouses.

Comment 09.14: This comment states that the proposed Project fails to include source data/methodology
for the proposed job creation. This comment further states that warehousing offers low-wage exploitative
labor conditions compared to the previously promised professional office uses in the existing Specific Plan.
The commenter states that the EIR fails to analyze the loss of job diversity and socioeconomic downfalls of
the Project.

Response 09.14: The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR does not provide a methodology
for the job creation of the proposed Project. Page 5.13-7 within Draft EIR Section 5.13 Population and
Housing, states that “[t]he County of Riverside General Plan estimates that the MBU designation would
employ approximately one worker for every 1,030 square feet of MBU building area and one worker for
every 500 square feet of Commercial building area (County of Riverside, 2015).” A link to the Riverside
County General Plan where this source can be found is located within Draft EIR Section 5.13.13 References.
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Regarding the potential salary projections and economic stability, CEQA is an environmental protection
statute that is concerned with the 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). Any economic and social effects of the proposed
project are not treated as effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)).
Therefore, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the Project’s potentially significant
physical impacts on the environment and does not include a discussion of the Project’s economic effects. Thus,
no further response is warranted. However, the employment 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 09.15: This comment states that the Draft EIR should provide a job quality analysis to disclose the
socioeconomic impacts related to the low employment diversity of the proposed Project.

Response 09.15: CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with the 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). Any economic and social effects of the proposed project are not treated as effects on the
environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131 (a)). Therefore, consistent with CEQA, the Draft
EIR includes an analysis of the Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does
not include a discussion of the Project’s economic effects. Thus, no further response is warranted. However,
the job quality 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 09.16: This comment states that due to the reasons listed in the letter, the City is in legal jeopardy
as the environmental impacts are inadequately mitigated and no reasonable alternatives are brought
forward. This comment concludes the letter by urging City decision makers to reject the certification of the
EIR and bring forward a project aligned with the original Specific Plan otherwise be vulnerable to litigation
on CEQA, housing, environmental justice, and procedural grounds.

Response 09.15: This comment is conclusionary in nature and as substantiated by the previous responses
above, 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 O10: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance, 68 pages
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Albert Armijo

August 1, 2025

Pagce 28

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, GSEJA believes the EIR is flawed and a revised EIR must be prepared
for the proposed project and circulated for public review. Golden State Environmental Justice

Alliance requests to be added to the public interest list regarding any subsequent environmental | O10.1

documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination for this project. Send all Cont.
communications to Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance P.O. Box 79222 Corona, CA
92877.
Sincerely,
Vashon Simien
Blum, Collins & Ho, LLP
Attachments:

1. Shawn Smallwood, PhD Analysis Report
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Response to Comment Letter O10: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA), August 1, 2025

Comment O10.1 through O1.32: This comment letter includes a copy of the letter included in this Final EIR
as letter O4. The letter is duplicative of the comments provided as part of Letter O4.

Response O10.1 through 010.32: Please see Responses O4.1 through O4.31 for responses to this comment
letter.

Comment 010.2: This comment introduces the attached letter by describing the proposed Project. The
comment introduces concerns regarding the Draft EIR mischaracterizing the existing environmental setting
and states that the impact analysis is flawed and mitigation measures are inadequate. The comment then
provides the qualifications for the author of the letter.

Response O10.2: The comment is intfroductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. As substantiated by the responses 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.

Comment 010.3: This comment states that while CEQA assigns priority to special-status species, it does not
exclude the need to evaluate environmental impacts on other species. The comment includes the CEQA
definition of wildlife habitat and states that special-status species depend on other species for survival and
reproduction. The comment also includes the commenter’s definition of special-status species.

Response 010.3: 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. No revisions per this comment are required
and no further response is warranted.

Comment 010.4: This comment states that, on the commenter’s behalf, a wildlife biologist visited the site to
conduct a biological survey. This comment documents the conditions at the time of two different site visits
were commenced as well as the different species that were observed during the site visit. The comment states
that the site contains grassland that is regularly disked with patches of mule fat and tamarisk, as well as
sparse trees. The comment states that the biologist saw burrowing owl, red-tailed hawk, American kestrel,
lesser goldfinch, mourning dove, Eurasian collared dove, common raven, Anna’s hummingbird, Say’s phoebe,
Cassin’s kingbird, northern mockingbird, house finch, barn swallow, cliff swallow, California ground squirrel,
monarch, canyon bat, western yellow bat, silver-haired bat, Mexican free-tailed bat, western mastiff bat,
and other species listed in a table. The comment includes images of species seen onsite at the time of the site
visit.

Response 010.4: As discussed on page 5.4-30 of the Draft EIR, general biological surveys of the Project
site were conducted on August 18, 2023. Tables 5.4-1 and 5.4-2 include lists of plant and animal species
with the potential to occur at the Project site. 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 (Draft EIR Appendix D).

As discussed on page 5.4-31 of the Draft EIR, as shown in Table 5.4-2, a total of 80 special-status animal
species have been identified with the potential to occur within the Project region. Three special-status wildlife
species were observed during the field investigation on August 18, 2023: burrowing owl, white-tailed kite,
and prairie falcon. Based on the habitat requirements for specific species and the availability of onsite
habitats, the Habitat Assessment determined that the Specific Plan Area has a high potential to support
Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, Costa’s hummingbird, northern harrier, and California horned lark; and
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a low potential to support great egret, great blue heron, snowy egret; loggerhead shrike. The Specific Plan
Area does not have the potential to support any of the other special-status species listed in Table 5.4-2.
None of the species with the potential to occur onsite are federally or State listed as endangered or
threatened; however, burrowing owl is currently a candidate for State listing. In addition, burrowing owl,
white-tailed kite, prairie falcon, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, northern harrier, California horned
lark, great blue heron, and loggerhead shrike are covered species under the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). Of the species with the potential to occur onsite,
burrowing owl, Costa’s hummingbird, and California horned lark have a higher potential to nest onsite and
burrowing owl were observed nesting onsite. Given the potential for Costa’s hummingbird and California
horned lark to nest onsite, 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. Given
the presence of burrowing owl within the Specific Plan Area, 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 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
(March 2012) and the MSHCP. Therefore, potential impacts to sensitive-status species would be less than
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2. No revisions per this comment are
required and no further response is warranted.

Comment O10.5: This comment includes a table of the species of wildlife that was observed during the site
visit.

Response 010.5: 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 commenter is referred to Response
010.35 for a discussion of the Project’s potential impacts to special-status species. No revisions per this
comment are required and no further response is warranted.

Comment 010.6: This comment states that, based on the amount of wildlife observed during the commenters
site visit, using a model can determine how many wildlife species are actually present onsite over a longer
period than can be observed during a survey. Based on modeling data and data from the Altamont Pass
Wind Resource Area, the commenter estimates at least 120 species of vertebrate wildlife rely on the Project
site for habitat.

Response O10.6: The Project site’s environmental conditions are not comparable to the conditions that the
commenter describes for the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area. The Project site is surrounded by urban
development on all sides including I-215 to the west, retail and residential uses to the south, commercial and
residential uses to the east, and public and industrial uses to the north. The Altamont Pass Wind Resource
Area is located in a rural area of Northern California. Therefore, the two locations are not comparable for
purposes of onsite biological habitat. Furthermore, biological analysis under CEQA does not rely on modeling
for an estimate of how many species could occur onsite, but on the review of existing databases and field
surveys.

Comment O10.7: This comment states that an accurately characterized environmental setting is crucial in
assessing biological impacts. The comment states that a survey for the site and reviews of literature,
databases, and local experts are required to assess an accurate baseline, which is incomplete and
misleading in the case of the proposed Project.

Response O10.7: The analysis within the Draft EIR was based on the Habitat Assessment and MSHCP
Consistency Analysis, Burrowing Owl Focused Survey Report, Jurisdictional Delineation, and Determination
of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation Report (included as Draft EIR Appendices D through G).
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The Habitat Assessment and MSHCP Consistency Analysis is based in part on a thorough literature review of
biological resources occurring within the Specific Plan Area and surrounding vicinity. The literature review
was based on the review of the following: aerial photographs, topographic maps, and database searches
of the California Natural Diversity Data Base, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species Lists,
and the California Native Plant Society rare plant lists. In addition, field surveys were conducted to document
existing conditions within the Specific Plan Area and surrounding lands. A general biological field survey,
infield habitat assessments, burrowing owl habitat assessments and focused surveys, vegetation mapping,
and investigation of jurisdictional waters and wetlands were also conducted. As discussed above and below,
the Draft EIR and biological reports prepared by ELMT are sufficient and do not warrant revisions. Thus, no
further response is warranted.

Comment O10.8: This comment states that information gathered during the field survey was incomplete and
misleading. The commenter states that the biologist incorrectly inferred that all wildlife species that were
available were detected during the field survey. The commenter states that this is indefensible as the surveys
occurred over five days, including the burrowing owl surveys, and took place in the tail-end of the nesting
bird season, when most breeding birds would have finished nesting. The commenter further states that the
unknown timing of the survey could result in a limitation of the findings.

Response 010.8: 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. 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 owl would be less than significant.

Further, regarding nesting birds, the general biological assessment is not required to be conducted during
the nesting bird season. Nevertheless, the biological assessment properly discloses that the Project site has a
high potential to support Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, Costa’s hummingbird, northern harrier, and
California horned lark; and a low potential to support great egret, great blue heron, snowy egret;
loggerhead shrike. In addition, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, prairie falcon, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned
hawk, northern harrier, California horned lark, great blue heron, and loggerhead shrike are covered species
under the MSHCP. Of the species with the potential to occur onsite, burrowing owl, Costa’s hummingbird, and
California horned lark have a higher potential to nest onsite and burrowing owl were observed nesting
onsite. Given the potential for Costa’s hummingbird and California horned lark to nest onsite, 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 010.9: This comment states that ELMT reported detecting 17 species but does not note whether
they were all detected during the reconnaissance survey or during the burrowing owl surveys. The commenter
further states that their site visit resulted in the detection of twice as many species, and ELMT’s surveys
misrepresent the existing wildlife community onsite.

Response 010.9: The level of survey effort was appropriate given the highly disturbed and urbanized
context of the Project site, and the findings are consistent with the site’s limited habitat value. The differences
cited by the commenter do not undermine the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis or its compliance with
CEQA. No further response is warranted.
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Comment O10.10: The comment states that ELMT'’s survey transect separation was 38.6 meters, greater than
the required 30 meters. The comment further states that because the surveys were all conducted within 10
days, the survey results are deficient and do not meet the CDFW standards. The commenter’s biologist
surveyed the site earlier in the breeding season and detected burrowing owls at different locations that
were not noted in ELMT’s report and, thus, the true nature of burrowing owls on the site has not yet been
appropriately discussed.

Response 010.10: 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 County 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 MSHCP. Therefore,
potential impacts to burrowing owl would be less than significant.

Comment O10.11: This comment states that though the Project site is not located within or adjacent to a
Core Reserve Area for Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat, and impacts would be mitigated through the SKR HCP
Mitigation Fee, the Applicant could include focused SKR surveys to see if onsite mitigation would be more
useful than paying the fee. This comment states that surveys did not follow the rare plant species survey
guidelines of CDFW as it occurred late in the blooming season and did not utilize reference sites.

Response O10.11: A focused survey for Stephen’s kangaroo rat was not warranted given the lack of habitat
onsite for this species. Given all of the disturbance the site has undergone, the suitability of the site to support
special-status plant species has been greatly diminished. Due to the lack of suitable habitat, focused surveys
were not required or recommended. Focused surveys are only needed if the site was determined to provide
suitable habitat.

Comment O10.12: This comment states that the literature and database reviews were incomplete and
downplays the likelihoods of occurrence of special-status species.

Response O10.12: This comment is introductory in nature and does not provide any evidence to show that
the literature and database reviews were incomplete. Please refer to Response O10.44 below for a further
response related to the desktop review.

Comment 010.13: This comment states that ELMT’s desktop review was insufficient as their report listed that
both Non-native grassland and Disturbed habitat make up the majority of the site. The comment states that
the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNNDB) record search by ELMT was spatially limited as it did
not include all adjoining quadrangles. The comment also states that CNDDB is not designed to rule out species
from consideration but rather to identify previous positive occurrences. Additionally, CNDDB only reports
special status species and may be more or less reliable depending on how long a species has been
designated as special status. Thus, screening out the presence of a species using CNDDB lacks adequate
support.

Response 010.13: The desktop review was conducted consistent with industry standards, including CNDDB
queries for the Project site and surrounding areaq, review of available land cover data, and consultation of
other relevant sources. While CNDDB data alone does not demonstrate absence, they provide a reliable,
state-maintained source of occurrence information to help identify which species warrant focused
consideration.

The scope of the database query was appropriate given the Project site’s highly urbanized setting and lack
of high-quality habitat or natural connectivity that would support many of the species known from the
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broader region. Further, desktop reviews are intended to inform, not replace, field surveys. Qualified
biologists conducted multiple field surveys to identify special-status species and habitat conditions onsite.

Comment O010.14: This comment states that based on the commenter’s database review, 141 special status
species have the potential to occur onsite. The comment further states the Draft EIR only analyzes the
occurrence of 61 of the potential 141 species, and three species that were found onsite were “presumed
absent” in the Draft EIR. The comment further states that only 47 of the 141 potential onsite species are
covered by the MSHCP’s Incidental Take Permit. Thus 36 special-status species that potentially occur onsite
lack coverage or mitigation and warrant additional surveys to address Project impacts. Additionally, ELMT’s
report incorrectly reports burrowing owls as a species of special concern.

Response O10.14: Desktop reviews are intended to inform, not replace, field surveys. Qualified biologists
conducted multiple field surveys to identify special-status species and habitat conditions onsite to further
define the potential for certain species to occur onsite. Further, the surveys provided by the commenter
include species that were spotted onsite and within the general vicinity. Therefore, even if the species were
spotted during the commenter’s survey, there may be no habitat onsite for the species to remain at the Project
site. The Western 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 this species
to a less than significant level.

Regarding the commenter’s assertion that ELMT’s report incorrectly lists burrowing owls as a species of special
concern, the Draft EIR correctly discloses that burrowing owl is a candidate species on page 5.4-8. Therefore,
burrowing owl was correctly analyzed as a candidate species within the Draft EIR.

Comment O10.15: This comment states that ELMT mischaracterized the nature of the burrowing owil,
incorrectly citing that they are crepuscular in their activities when they are more active at night or that they
require short-stature vegetation to forage, but burrowing owls forage in tall vegetation as well. The comment
further states that burrowing owls are not adequately conserved under the MSHCP and relying on it for
mitigation would be a mistake.

Response O010.15: Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the Project site is not part of Core Areas designated
for MSHCP population targets. As such, the Draft EIR appropriately evaluates potential impacts in the context
of local, site-specific owl presence rather than projecting outcomes based on distant Core Area performance.
The Draft EIR’s use of the MSHCP framework reflects that the species is a covered species, and compliance
with  MSHCP protocols—including focused surveys, avoidance, and relocation measures—provides a
reasonable and legally defensible basis for impact assessment.

Assuming that the Project would cause significant impacts solely because some regional Core Areas are
below population targets misapplies the MSHCP’s conservation objectives. CEQA requires evaluation based
on substantial evidence at the Project site. The Draft EIR’s analysis, using site surveys and professional
observation, provides that evidence. The MSHCP remains the accepted regulatory mechanism for addressing
burrowing owl impacts in Western Riverside County, and the Draft EIR’s reliance on it is appropriate and
consistent with standard practice.

Comment 010.16: This table provides a list of the potential of special-status species.

Response O10.16: This 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. As discussed above and below, the Draft
EIR and biological reports prepared by ELMT are sufficient and do not warrant revisions. Thus, no further
response is warranted.
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Comment O10.17: This comment provides a description of the importance of well-informed predictions
based on experience.

Response O10.17: The Draft EIR’s analyses relied on established biological survey methods and site-specific
data, providing a sound basis for predicting impacts. These predictions are not speculative; they are based
on the characterization of existing environmental conditions and professional judgment consistent with the
CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding potential impacts are supported by
substantial evidence and meet CEQA'’s requirements for reasoned prediction.

Comment O10.18: This comment states that based on the commenter’s site visit and surveys near the Project
site, 655 nesting bird sites are estimated to occur onsite which is not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The loss of
nesting sites would result in the loss of approximately 3,013 birds, which is the loss of a significant habitat
value and the proposed mitigation would be inadequate.

Response 010.18: The biological assessment properly discloses that the Project site has a high potential to
support Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, Costa’s hummingbird, northern harrier, and California horned
lark; and a low potential to support great egret, great blue heron, snowy egret; loggerhead shrike. In
addition, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, prairie falcon, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, northern
harrier, California horned lark, great blue heron, and loggerhead shrike are covered species under the
MSHCP. Of the species with the potential to occur onsite, burrowing owl, Costa’s hummingbird, and California
horned lark have a higher potential to nest onsite and burrowing owl were observed nesting onsite. Given
the potential for Costa’s hummingbird and California horned lark to nest onsite, 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 O10.19: This comment states that the Draft EIR and the ELMT report are inconsistent on the
definition of a wildlife corridor. The comment further states that the Draft EIR does not provide a
characterization of how wildlife use the site for movement in the region such as bird flight paths or patterns
or mammalian travel. As such, the Draft EIR’s analysis of wildlife movement is speculative and lacks credibility.

Response 010.19: The Project site is located within a highly urbanized portion of the City of Perris,
surrounded by residential, commercial, and industrial development, and does not provide habitat linkages,
wildlife corridors, or other landscape features that would facilitate regional wildlife movement. As such, the
site does not function as an important movement area for mammails, birds, or other wildlife. While avian
species may cross over the Project site, the Project site does not provide for a wildlife corridor due to the
surrounding urban environment.

Comment 010.20: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the potential impacts to wildlife
due to the increased roadway traffic.

Response 010.20: The commenter’s analysis significantly overstates potential wildlife mortality and does
not provide substantial evidence of a project-level impact. The methodology inappropriately applies results
from Mendelsohn et al. (2009), which examined vehicle-wildlife interactions along Vasco Road—a rural
roadway with adjacent open space and natural habitat that support higher rates of wildlife movement
across roads. In contrast, the Project site is located within a highly urbanized setting and is surrounded by
existing development and roadway infrastructure. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that the Project would result
in an increase in wildlife mortality due to increased roadway traffic.

Comment O10.21: This comment states that based on the Draft EIR’s air quality and VMT analysis, the
proposed Project would result in 53,090 vertebrate wildlife fatalities due to Project generated traffic. The
comment further states that this is a significant impact caused by the Project, and mitigation measures should
be included to minimize this impact.
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Response 010.21: See Response O10.51 regarding traffic impacts on wildlife.

Comment 010.22: This comment discusses the CEQA requirement for a discussion of cumulative impacts and
states that the Draft EIR’s cumulative project list does not clarify the status of the listed projects.

Response 010.22: In response to comments provided by the commenter, Draft EIR Table 5-1 has been
revised to include the status of the cumulative projects as further detailed in Final EIR Section 3.0, Revisions
to the Draft EIR.

Comment 010.23: This comment states that neither the Draft EIR nor ELMT report provide any evidence to
support the conclusion that there would be no significant impacts related to habitat fragmentation. The
comment further states that implementation of the proposed Project would complete the process of habitat
fragmentation and remove the last remaining piece of open space in the area.

Response 010.23: The Project site is located within a highly urbanized portion of the City of Perris,
surrounded by residential, commercial, and industrial development, and does not provide habitat linkages,
wildlife corridors, or other landscape features that would facilitate regional wildlife movement. As such, the
site does not function as an important movement area for mammals, birds, or other wildlife and would not
contribute cumulatively impacts related to habitat fragmentation.

Comment 010.24: This comment states that impacts related to burrowing owls can be cumulatively
considerable even with implementation of project specific mitigation. The comment explains a survey study
completed by the commenter, which found that implementation of mitigation did not effectively decrease
impacts related to habitat loss. The study found that cumulatively, urban development reduced vertebrate
species richness despite mitigation and existing policies and regulation. Thus, the commenter concludes that
the proposed Project would result in a significant unmitigated cumulative impact related to the loss of wildlife.

Response O10.24: As described above in Response O10.54, the Project site is located within a highly
urbanized portion of the City of Perris, surrounded by residential, commercial, and industrial development,
and does not provide suitable habitat. Implementation of Mitigation measure BIO-2 would ensure that
burrowing owls onsite are able to nest onsite and then be relocated to a habitat which is not surrounded by
urban uses for long term viability. Any potential cumulative impacts to burrowing owl associated with the
proposed Project would not be cumulatively considerable.

Comment O10.25: This comment states that formulation of mitigation can follow only from an adequate
survey for wildlife on and around the Project site. The comment letter introduces the mitigation measures
included in the Draft EIR.

Response 010.25: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Thus, no further response is warranted.

Comment 010.26: This comment summarizes Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and states that the measure is a
condition for implementing a pre-construction survey and would not prevent the permanent loss of avian
reproductive capacity. This comment states that three days is not sufficient to conduct nesting bird surveys,
on a 358-acre site. The comment concludes that the mitigation measure does not mitigate the permanent loss
of birds at the Project site.

Response O10.26: Pre-construction surveys are an industry standard mitigation measure that is utilized to
ensure that the Project would not violate the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or Fish and Game Code. The City,
as the CEQA Lead Agency for the proposed Project, will enforce this mitigation measure through
implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program, included as Section 4.0 to this Final EIR.
As discussed previously, the Project site is heavily disturbed and does not provide significant habitat for
nesting bird species. While shrubs and trees within the site may be utilized by nesting birds and raptors
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during the nesting bird season, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure that no nesting birds are directly
impacted as part of Project construction.

Comment 010.27: This comment summarizes Mitigation Measure BIO-2. This comment states that since
presence of burrowing owls onsite is already known, CDFW consultation should begin earlier to obtain an
incidental take permit. The comment states that the relocation strategies summarized in the CDFW Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl (March 2012) may not be permitted.

Response 010.27: 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), included as
Appendix D to the Final EIR, for the Project and have concurred with the suggested mitigation. Further, the
Western 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 this species to a less than
significant level.

Comment O10.28: This comment summarizes Mitigation Measure BIO-3. This comment states that the
mitigation for the loss of riparian habitat lacks enforceable details such as which herbaceous plants are to
be established, what establishment means, and a monitoring plan with specific performance thresholds and
alternatives. The comment concludes in stating that a baseline characterization of the plant and wildlife
communities are needed and a commitment of a meaningful performance bond.

Response 010.28: The CDFW has reviewed the proposed mitigation as part of their review of the DBESP,
included as Appendix D to the Final EIR, for the Project 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 Regional Water Quality Control Board) during the permit processing, which would reduce
potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Comment 010.29: This comment recommends a mitigation measure requiring additional compensatory
mitigation for the impacts to special-status species not covered by the MSHCP.

Response 010.29: Compliance and consistency with the MSHCP, in coordination with the Regional
Conservation Authority and Wildlife, would reduce potential impacts to the species to less than significant
levels. The MSHCP was set up to set aside “high” quality habitat for the MSHCP listed species, while allowing
development in the “lesser” quality habitats areas. The Project site is not located within an MSHCP
designated Criteria Cell and is not described for conservation under the MSHCP. Furthermore, the Project
site does not contain suitable habitat for the majority of species described by the commenter and, therefore,
development of the proposed Project would not result in a loss of quality habitat.

Comment O10.30: This comment recommends a mitigation measure requiring compensatory mitigation for
the increased wildlife fatalities due to project generated road traffic.

Response O10.30: Based on the analysis provided in the Draft EIR and the responses to the comments in this
letter, compensatory mitigation for potential wildlife road mortality is not warranted. The Project site is
surrounded by existing urban development and an established roadway network where traffic volumes are
already high. The incremental increase in vehicle trips associated with the Project would not substantially
change existing conditions or measurably increase wildlife vehicle collisions. Therefore, there is no nexus for
requiring compensatory mitigation for wildlife and vehicle collisions.

Comment 010.31: This comment recommends a mitigation measure requiring compensatory mitigation for
the costs of injured animals that would be delivered to wildlife rehabilitation facilities.

Response 010.31: See Response O10.61 above regarding mitigation for wildlife road mortality.
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Comment 010.32: This comment recommends a mitigation measure requiring the use of California native
plant landscaping.

Response 010.32: Draft EIR Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires low-water landscaping and trees be
installed throughout the Project site and use recycled (purple pipe) irrigation water with drip irrigation and
weather based smart irrigation controllers. As required by City of Perris and Harvest Landing Specific Plan
guidelines, the Project would include native plant landscaping. Thus, no further response is warranted.
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Comment Letter I1: Elissa Curiel, 1 page
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Response to Comment Letter I1: Elissa Curiel, May 29, 2025

Comment I1.1: This comment states that the commenter is opposed to industrial development at the Project
site and requests more residential and entertainment uses.

Response 11.1: This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the proposed industrial development
at the Project site and their request for more residential and entertainment uses. This comment does not
question the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR or identify any potential environmental impacts that were
not evaluated in the Draft EIR. Thus, no further response is warranted. However, the commenter’s opinions
are included in the Final EIR and will be considered by the City of Perris City Council when it chooses whether
to approve or deny the proposed Project.

City of Perris 2-444
Final EIR
December 2025



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

Comment Letter 12: JC Franco, 1 page
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Response to Comment Letter 12: JC Franco, June 10, 2025

Comment 12.1: This comment introduces the letter requesting a meeting to discuss the proposed Project and
states that there are some preliminary questions on the Project.

Response 12.1: This comment is introductory 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 warranted.

Comment 12.2: This comment asks if the Notice of Availability was sent to residents in Spanish or only English

Response 12.2: The CEQA Guidelines do not mandate that notices are translated into non-English languages.
The Notice of Availably was mailed out to owners and occupants within a 1,000-foot radius of the Project
site on May 20, 2025 in English only. This comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Project
would result in a significant environmental impact. Thus, no further response is warranted.

Comment 12.3: This comment asks if there are any formal community benefits related to the Project, if there
are any other Projects similar in scale to the proposed Project, and why the proposed FAR is lower than the
light industrial General Plan Designation allows.

Response 12.3: Benefits agreed upon between the City and the Applicant are not within the scope of CEQA.
CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with the 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). Any
economic and social effects of the proposed project are not treated as effects on the environment (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Therefore, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an
analysis of the Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does not include a
discussion of the Project’s economic or social effects.

Comment 12.4: This comment asks what the EIR measured as the baseline. The comment further asks if the
City /owners have requested an EIR that puts the Project under higher or lower scrutiny.

Response 12.4: Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the lead agency should describe physical
environmental conditions as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR is published, or if
no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local
and regional perspective. Therefore, the baseline conditions for the Draft EIR were the conditions of the
Project site at the date the Notice of Preparation was released on August 9, 2024.

Comment 12.5: This comment asks if there is a list of business targeted for the proposed Project or if any
are excluded from operating on the site.

Response 12.5: The potential tenants for the Specific Plan are not known at this time. Thus, no further response
is warranted.

Comment 12.6: This comment asks how the proposed Project’s traffic impacts compare to other similar
projects.

Response 12.6: As part of the 2019 amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, California Senate Bill 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 City of Perris is no longer allowed to analyze impacts related to traffic congestion in a
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CEQA document as it shall not be considered an impact on the environment. Thus, no further response is
warranted.
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Comment Letter I13: Diana Dominguez, 1 page
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Response to Comment Letter I13: Diana Dominguez, June 15, 2025

Comment 13.1: This comment states that the residents want to have the Project plan revised, questions what
happened to the housing, parks, and other amenities that the residents were promised (the original Specific
Plan), and states that there is already too much smog and traffic caused by warehouses.

Response 13.1: This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the Project as proposed and the
opinion that there is already too much smog and traffic caused by warehouses. This comment does not
question the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR or identify any potential environmental impacts that were
not evaluated in the Draft EIR. Thus, no further response is warranted. However, the commenter’s opinions
are included in the Final EIR and will be considered by the City of Perris City Council when it chooses whether
to approve or deny the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter 14: Selene Orozco, 1 page
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Response to Comment Letter 14: Selene Orozco, July 14, 2025

Comment 14.1: This comment states that the commenter is opposed to the proposed industrial development
at the Project site. The comment cites characteristics of the original Specific Plan and states that that the
proposed Project would increase impacts related to traffic, pollution and noise, which would directly impact
the health and safety of Perris residents. The commenter states that the proposed Project should be rejected
and the site should be built according to the original Specific Plan including housing and open space.

Response 14.1: This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the proposed industrial development
at the Project site and their request for more residential and open space uses under the original Specific
Plan. This comment does not question the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR or identify any potential
environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR. Thus, no further response is warranted.
However, the commenter’s opinions are included in the Final EIR and will be considered by the City of Perris
City Council when it chooses whether to approve or deny the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter 15: Susan Segundo, 1 page
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Response to Comment Letter 15: Susan Segundo, July 14, 2025

Comment 15.1: This comment states that the commenter is opposed to the proposed industrial development
at the Project site. The comment cites characteristics of the original Specific Plan and states that that the
proposed Project would increase impacts related to traffic, pollution and noise, which would directly impact
the health and safety of Perris residents. The commenter states that the proposed Project should be rejected
and the site should be built according to the original Specific Plan including housing and open space.

Response 15.1: This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the proposed industrial development
at the Project site and their request for more residential and open space uses under the original Specific
Plan. This comment does not question the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR or identify any potential
environmental impacts that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR. Thus, no further response is warranted.
However, the commenter’s opinions are included in the Final EIR and will be considered by the City of Perris
City Council when it chooses whether to approve or deny the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter 16: Jose Quintero Jr, 1 page
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Response to Comment Letter 16: Jose Quintero Jr, July 14, 2025

Comment 16.1: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately mitigate significant environmental
impacts or provide adequate justification for overriding significant environmental impacts. The comment
urges the City to deny approval of the Project, require a revised Draft EIR, and reconsider the land use
designations and annexations proposed.

Response 16.1: This comment expresses the commenter’s opinion that the Draft EIR does not adequately
mitigate significant environmental impacts or provide adequate justification for overriding significant
environmental impacts. However, the commenter does not provide any additional data or specific mitigation
measures for consideration or incorporation to reduce the significant impacts of the Project. Per CEQA Section
21002.1(a), the purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on the
environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those
significant effects can be mitigated or avoided.” Therefore, the Draft EIR is not intended to serve as the
justification for adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations or as basis for the approval or denial
of the Project, but to disclose the environmental consequences of approving the Project. Through the public
hearing process, the City Council will take into consideration the environmental impacts caused by the Project
in if it decides to approve the Project.

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. In accordance with CEQA Section 21081(b) and CEQA
Guideline Section 15093, in order to approve the Project, the City is required to determine that the
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts may be considered acceptable due to specific considerations
which outweigh the unavoidable, adverse environmental impacts of the Project. If the City approves a project
which will result in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided
or substantially lessened, the City shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the
Final EIR and/or other information in the record. This Statement of Overriding Considerations shall be
supported by substantial evidence in the record. If the City decides to approve the Project and makes a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, the statement will be included in the record of the Project approval
and will be mentioned in the notice of determination.

Comment 16.2: This comment states that the City should consider existing vacant or underutilized warehouses
within the City limits before approving a project for new warehouse development. The comment also states
that the Draft EIR does not provide economic justification that would support the need for additional industrial
land uses in the City.

Response 16.2: This comment provides the commenter’s opinion that the City should consider existing vacant
or underutilized warehouses within the City limits before approving a project for new warehouse
development and that the Draft EIR does not provide economic justification that would support the need for
additional industrial land uses in the City. The opinion that the City should consider existing vacant or
underutilized warehouses within the City limits before approving a project for new warehouse does not
question the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Regarding comments on the economic justification that
would support the need for additional industrial land uses in the City, CEQA is an environmental protection
statute that is concerned with the 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). Any economic and social effects of the proposed
project are not treated as effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)).
Therefore, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the Project’s potential physical impacts
on the environment and does not include a discussion of the Project’s merits 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, completed for the purpose of identifying and
disclosing environmental impacts, to inform both the public and the City’s decision makers. It is then up to the
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City Council to weigh the environmental impacts identified in the environmental impact report, against the
Project merits (which includes its economic and social effects), in deciding whether to approve or disapprove
a proposed Project. Thus, no further response is warranted. However, the commenter’s opinions are included
in the Final EIR and will be considered by the City of Perris City Council when it chooses whether to approve
or deny the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter I7: JC Franco, 1 page
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Response to Comment Letter 17: JC Franco, July 14, 2025

Comment 17.1: This comment states that the topics of air quality, greenhouse gas, off-site traffic noise, and
increased vehicle miles traveled are unaddressed in the Draft EIR. The comment also states that the Project
would be harmful to the health and quality of life of the surrounding community. The comment also states
that the City should adopt better mitigation and alternative designs that reflect the variety in development
presented in the 2011 Harvest Landing Plan.

Response 17.1: This comment states that the topics of air quality, greenhouse gas, off-site traffic noise, and
increased vehicle miles traveled are unaddressed in the Draft EIR. However, the commenter does not identify
any specific issues under these topics that were not addressed in the Draft EIR. Each of these topics was
evaluated in the Draft EIR. The comment also states that the City should adopt better mitigation and
alternative designs that reflect the variety in development presented in the 2011 Harvest Landing Plan.
However, the commenter does not identify any specific mitigation measures for consideration or incorporation
to reduce the significant impacts of the Project. Thus, no further response is warranted. However, the
commenter’s opinions are included in the Final EIR and will be considered by the City of Perris City Council
when it chooses whether to approve or deny the proposed Project.

City of Perris 2-458
Final EIR
December 2025



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

Comment Letter 18: George Hague, 14 pages
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Response to Comment Letter 18: George Hague, July 14, 2025

Comment 18.1: This comment states that the Compass Danbe Centerpointe warehouse developer agreed to
all of the mitigation measures listed under Exhibit 1 as part of a settlement agreement. The comment states
that they are, therefore, feasible and the Harvest Landing Project Final EIR will be inadequate unless the
measures or better measures are incorporated. The comment states that the settlement was for a warehouse
in the City of Moreno Valley, less than 15 miles away from Perris. The comment states that each mitigation
measure not incorporated must fully justify the reasons why and cost cannot be considered a justification.

Response 18.1: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. However, the comment suggests that mitigation adopted for a different project in a different
jurisdiction is applicable to the proposed Project. Each of the mitigation measures listed under Exhibit 1 is
discussed in the following responses.

Comment 18.2: This comment states that the Final EIR needs to compare the proposed plan’s pollution levels,
including noise, air, greenhouse gas, odor, and light, with one that incorporates all of those found under the
commenter’s name from the Compass Danbe Centerpointe settlement agreement during the first ten years
of operation or it will be inadequate. The comment states that the fact that a nearby warehouse developer
signed the settlement agreement proves they are considered feasible. The comment asks that the commenter
is informed of all meetings and documents related to the proposed Project.

Response 18.2: A settlement agreement with mitigation measures does not cement such measures as feasible
or required for all projects. The applicability and feasibility, or infeasibility, for each mitigation measure
included in the Compass Danbe Centerpointe settlement agreement is included in Responses 18.3 through
18.24. As discussed below, measures that are infeasible for the Project would not be implemented and an
analysis of the reduced impacts associated with implementation of infeasible mitigation measures is not
required. Further, many of the measures provided have been incorporated as either design features within
the proposed Project or mitigation measures in the Draft EIR and, therefore, their associated impact
reductions have already been evaluated. Overall, CEQA does not require an impact comparison of the
Project, as proposed, with the Project incorporating all of the measures listed by the commenter.

Comment 18.3: This comment provides measures for buffering and screening of the Compass Danbe
Centerpointe project as well as requirements for landscape plans and plant palettes. The measures include
requirements for setbacks, trees, irrigation, and approval of the landscape plan.

Response 18.3: The comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact and is not
related to the environmental analysis within the Draft EIR. The measures provided do not relate any specific
potential environmental impacts of the Harvest Landing Retail Center & Business Park Project as they are
specific to the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project. The Harvest Landing Specific Plan includes requirements
for buffering, screening, and landscaping that are identified within Section 4.0, Development Standards, and
Section 5.0, Design Guidelines, of the Specific Plan. The proposed warehouse uses would also be subject to
the City of Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines which also include policies that have been adopted for the
purpose of protecting neighborhood characteristics and providing buffers between warehouses and sensitive
receptors. The comment does not raise any issue with these standards included in the Project and the Good
Neighbor Guidelines, and no additional response is warranted.

Comment 18.4: This comment provides requirements from the Compass Danbe Centerpointe settlement
agreement for site design such as:

e loading docks shall be oriented away from sensitive receptors and not within 300 feet of a sensitive
receptor

o  Warehouses shall be single-story and shall not exceed 50 feet in height with all rooftop equipment
shielded
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e  Warehouse facades shall include design features to minimize the appearance of a flat wall surface
o All architectural coatings and paints shall have volatile organic compound (VOC) levels of less than 10

g/L

The settlement agreement also requires that the City of Moreno Valley approve the site plan prior to the
issuance of any building permit, and the Petitioners shall be provided with a copy of the approved plan.

Response 18.4: The comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact that was
not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The provided measures and requirements do not relate to the Harvest Landing
Retail Center & Business Park Project as they are specific to the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project.
However, the proposed Project would be consistent with these site design features. As required by the
Harvest Landing Specific Plan, the Phase 1 Business Park area is not located within 300 feet of any sensitive
receptors. Future development within the Phase 2 MBU area would be required to construct dock doors at
least 300 feet from Val Verde Elementary School and the other surrounding residences, consistent with the
City of Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines. Further, proposed Phase 1 MBU buildings would have a maximum
height of 60 feet and commercial buildings would have a maximum height of 50.5 feet, consistent with the
requirements set forth in the Harvest Landing Specific Plan. Rooftop equipment would be screened pursuant
to City and Specific Plan requirements. Furthermore, the buildings would be designed with various
architectural elements such as smooth concrete, masonry block with textured or sandblasted finishes, glass
and curtainwall glazing systems, natural and manufactured stone and limited metal panel systems to limit
the appearance of a flat surface. In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires the use of Super-Compliant
low VOC paints with no more than 10 g/L of VOC for architectural coating and exterior building surfaces.
Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the site design measures listed by the comment. No additional
requirements or revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted.

Comment 18.5: This portion of the settlement agreement requires that the Compass Danbe Centerpointe
applicant communicate to tenants that it is preferred that tenants do not require three employee shifts and
that tenants limit operating hours to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
This measure does not prohibit 24 /7 operations but requires written proof of compliance to the Petitioners.

Response 18.5: To provide a conservative analysis of Project operations, an evaluation of 24-hour
operations has been provided in the Draft EIR. The specific tenants and operations of each future tenant are
currently unknown. Thus, the Draft EIR includes an appropriate analysis of 24-hour operations. In addition,
limiting operating hours between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., Monday through Friday would not measurably
reduce any of the Project’s significant impacts (air quality, greenhouse gas, off-site traffic noise, and VMT).
Further, high cube warehouses and commercial deliveries typically operate 24 /7 and have off-peak truck
deliveries to limit congestion on highways and interstates. Therefore, it would be technically infeasible to
limit the Project’s hours of operation.

Comment 18.6: This portion of the settlement agreement requires that the Compass Danbe Centerpointe
project install the maximum amount of rooftop solar onsite as permitted to meet the Project’s electricity
demand. The measure requires that under no circumstances shall solar generation supply less than 50 percent
of the Project’s electricity demand. The agreement includes other provisions related to the installation of solar
panels and verification to be provided to the Petitioners. The agreement requires that, if solar panels cannot
provide power to supply the full operational electricity demand, 100 percent carbon-free electricity sources
should be provided for the rest of the life of the facility. The agreement also requires installation of a battery
energy storage system and that the electrical rooms are designed and constructed to accommodate the
necessary infrastructure.

Response 18.6: 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
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compliance or demonstration of equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. Further, the Project’s design
provides solar-ready infrastructure that allows for future expansion as technology or tenant needs evolve.
However, implementing mitigation requiring installation of solar panels to offset 100 percent of each
building’s electricity demand is infeasible at the present time due to numerous economic and technological
factors listed below:

®  Roof Structural Capacity: Due to the nature of warehouse construction, warehouse rooftops have a limited
carrying capacity as they are constructed using lightweight materials. Each typical solar panel system
can add approximately three to four pounds per square foot to a roof’s structural load, which
substantially limits live loads available that are required to be maintained for temporary loads and
maintenance.20 Further, warehouse rooftops would already have a large portion of space taken up by
heating and ventilation equipment, further limiting the ability of the rooftop to maintain enough
photovoltaic panels to offset 100 percent of a building’s electricity demand.

o  Grid Capabilities. Installing solar equipment to offset 100 percent of each building’s energy use would
also be technologically and legally infeasible at the present time as it would require significant off-site
grid improvements by Southern California Edison that would be outside out the City of Perris’s control.
Therefore, as the City has no control over Southern California Edison’s grid improvements, this measure
would be legally infeasible.

e Economic Infeasibility. As shown on Table 5.6-17 of the Draft EIR, the Phase 1 MBU buildings would have
an annual electricity demand of 10,499,829 kWh. Assuming the average commercial solar panel system
produces between 1,000 and 1,300 kWh per year and costs an average of three dollars per watt to
install, it would cost up to $28,500,000 to install solar panels to offset 100 percent of the electricity
demand of only the MBU buildings in Phase 1.2' The Project applicant has informed the City that this
cost would ultimately render the Project infeasible from an economic perspective as there would be a
negligible return on investment for the Project developer and transferring costs to tenants would make
the buildings too expensive to lease.

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 that would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level, given the majority of emissions from the Project are from mobile sources. An EIR is not
required to adopt a mitigation measure that does not effectively address a significant impact (Napa Citizens
for Honest Gov't v Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 CA4th 342, 365). Furthermore, requiring
installation of a battery energy storage system is not a feasible mitigation measure at the present time given
the technological and economic limitations of battery energy storage on the scale necessary to store solar
energy to power the industrial buildings. Further, battery energy storage units can occupy the equivalent of
approximately four parking spaces, with multiple units required to store the necessary backup energy
needed based on the comment. In addition, additional fire safety clearances would be necessary to install
battery energy storage systems given their associated fire risk, which may result in additional impacts. For
all of the reasons listed above, installation of battery energy storage systems to support at least four hours
of Project operation would currently be infeasible.

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

20 Gen819 Roofing & Solar. (2025). Solar Panel Installation on Commercial Roofs: Considerations and Benefits.
https://www.gen819.com/solar-panel-installation-on-commercial-roofs-guide /

21 Coldwell Solar. (2025). How Much Do Industrial Solar Panels Cost? https:/ /coldwellsolar.com/how-much-do-industrial-
solar-panels-cost/
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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. Overall, no
additional mitigation measures or revisions to currently proposed mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.7: This portion of the settlement agreement requires that roof material have a solar reflective
index of no less than 78 and that the Applicant must provide Petitioners with written verification that this
requirement has been met within one month of issuance of any certificate of occupancy.

Response 18.7: 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
building standards require that all roofing material for buildings be CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance
or greater and 0.75 thermal emittance. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the measure provided
in the comment.

Comment 18.8: This portion of the settlement agreement requires the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project
be built to LEED Silver standards and certain verifications.

Response 18.8: LEED Silver standards are already required through Mitigation Measure GHG-4, which
requires compliance or demonstration of equivalency with LEED Silver building standards. Therefore, the
Project would be consistent with the measure provided in the comment.

Comment 18.9: This portion of the settlement agreement requires the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project
provide Petitioners with a lighting plan that limits exterior light poles to 18 feet except lights on the south
side of project buildings. It requires lights to be dimmed when no motion has been detected for eight minutes
and shielding of lights.

Response 18.9: The comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact that was
not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The measures provided do not relate to the Harvest Landing Retail Center &
Business Park Project as they are specific to the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project. The Harvest Landing
Specific Plan includes requirements for lighting within Section 5.0, Design Guidelines, of the Specific Plan. As
discussed on Draft EIR pages 5.1-11 and 5.1-12, lights would be shielded consistent with Perris Municipal
Code Section 19.02.110 and Harvest Landing Specific Plan requirements. The proposed Project would
create limited new sources of light or glare from security and site lighting but would not adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area given the similarity of the existing lighting in the surrounding urbanizing
environment. Thus, operation of the Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. The comment does not identify any potential new
or increased Project impact. No additional mitigation measures or revisions to currently proposed mitigation
measures are warranted.

Comment 18.10: This portion of the settlement agreement requires the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project
to meet the City’s applicable noise standards and requires that vehicles unloading /loading after 9:00 p.m.
include self-adjudging back-up beepers to reduce noise levels to no more than 5 decibels above the ambient
noise level. The settlement agreement prohibits the use of an outdoor PA system between 7:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m., unless for emergency purposes and that PA systems are oriented away from residential receptors.

Response 18.10: CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.4 (a)(4)(A)—(B) specifies that mitigation is only required
where there is an essential nexus between impacts and proposed mitigation. As detailed in Draft EIR Section
5.12, Noise, impacts related to onsite operational noise would be less than significant. Thus, there is no nexus
for requiring the measures provided in the settlement agreement. Further, Section 5.0, Design Guidelines, of
the Harvest Landing Specific Plan specifies that loading docks should be oriented away from sensitive
receptors to limit noise impacts. The proposed warehouse uses would also be subject to the City of Perris
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Good Neighbor Guidelines which also include policies that have been adopted for the purpose of protecting
neighborhood characteristics and providing buffers between warehouses and sensitive receptors. Overall,
no additional mitigation measures or revisions to the currently proposed Draft EIR mitigation measures are
warranted.

Comment 18.11: This portion of the settlement agreement requires the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project
use electric-powered construction equipment, and all nonelectric equipment must meet the most stringent,
highest tier California Air Resources Board emissions guidelines. The measure requires that a construction
equipment list be kept onsite for verification by City staff and that no equipment idle longer than 5 minutes.
The measure also requires that the City provide onsite charging for electric construction equipment and
vehicles and that all heavy-duty trucks accessing the site be model year 2014 or later and meet California
Air Resources Board’s lowest optional low NOx standard.

Response 18.11: The City of Perris does consider the requirement to use electric construction equipment to
be a feasible mitigation measure as electric construction equipment is not readily commercially available
and is not technologically feasible for most pieces of construction equipment. Equipment being not readily
commercially available means that it is not available for purchase at a commercial level by contractors or is
cost prohibitive for use on a larger scale. However, Tier 4 construction equipment is required under Mitigation
Measure AQ-4 and idling over 5 minutes is prohibited by state law. Further, Mitigation Measure AQ-5
requires Project construction plans and specifications to require on-road heavy-duty haul trucks to be model
year 2014 or newer if diesel-fueled. As such, no additional mitigation measures or revisions to the currently
proposed Draft EIR mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.12: This portion of the settlement agreement restricts the construction hours for Compass Danbe
Centerpointe project to between 7:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, with building construction
allowed between 7:30 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. on Saturday. The agreement also prohibits grading on days with
an Air Quality Index forecast of greater than 100 for particulates or ozone for the project.

Response 18.12: 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 could require occasional nighttime concrete pours due to the
cooler temperatures needed for pouring concrete tilt-up structures. The majority of construction activities
would occur between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., pursuant to Perris Municipal Code Section 7.34.060.
Mitigation Measure AQ-4 already prohibits grading on days with an Air Quality Index forecast of greater
than 100 for particulates or ozone. The comment does not identify any potential new or increased Project
impact. As such, no additional mitigation measures or revisions to currently proposed mitigation measures
are warranted.

Comment 18.13: This portion of the settlement agreement requires the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project
recycle a minimum of 75 percent of construction waste materials and provide confirmation to Petitioners
within one month after completion of construction.

Response 18.13: Recycling 75 percent of Project’s construction waste materials is not a meaningful mitigation
measure as it is only 10 percent more than the 65 percent minimum that is currently required by Section
5.408 of the California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code As such, no additional mitigation
measures or revisions to the currently proposed Draft EIR mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.14: This portion of the settlement agreement requires the Compass Danbe project Centerpointe
to limit idling to three minutes per truck and install electric plug-ins at every dock door. It requires that
auxiliary power units operate no longer than three minutes at the project site and requires that signage be
installed in English and Spanish detailing idling restrictions, parking restrictions, use of plug-ins, and the truck
route.
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Response 18.14: Limiting truck idling to three minutes and signage stating such is already required by
Mitigation Measure AQ-8, as modified in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. Requiring
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. Further, Mitigation Measure AQ-17 requires the posting of signs at every truck
driveway providing directional information to the truck route in English and Spanish, as modified in Section
3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with these measures. No additional
mitigation measures or revisions to currently proposed mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.15: This portion of the settlement agreement requires the Compass Danbe Centerpointe project
provide Petitioners with a Truck Routing Plan prior to execution of the settlement agreement and provides
specific restrictions for truck routing for the project. The agreement also requires installation of signage
indicating the direction of travel to the truck route and provision of a driveway plan.

Response 18.15: The City of Perris General Plan Circulation Element designates adopted truck routes (shown
in Draft EIR Figure 5.16-1). The existing truck routes that currently serves the Project vicinity 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 on Orange Avenue, one truck driveway on Harvest Landing Way, and one truck driveway
on Barrett Avenue south of Orange 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 the Project 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 (so long as Val Verde Elementary school is operational
along Indian Avenue) and Barrett Avenue. Mitigation Measure AQ-17 requires posting of signs at every
truck driveway providing directional information to the truck route. The comment does not identify any
potential new or increased Project impact. No additional mitigation measures or revisions to currently
proposed mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.16: This portion of the settlement agreement requires that the Compass Danbe Centerpointe
project provide indoor employee break areas in each building that are accessible to truck drivers and
provide amenities. The agreement also requires that break areas include signage related to idling.

Response 18.16: All proposed MBU buildings would include employee break rooms that could be utilized
by truck drivers. In addition, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-8 requires Project plans and specifications to
include signs at loading dock facilities instructing drivers that idling is restricted to no more than three minutes.
As such, no additional mitigation measures or revisions to the currently proposed Draft EIR mitigation
measures are warranted.

Comment 18.17: This portion of the settlement agreement restricts the use of natural gas by the Compass
Danbe Centerpointe project and that diesel-powered backup generators be prohibited unless for use of a
fire pump. The agreement requires that all onsite equipment and landscaping equipment be electrified and
sufficient charging be provided for such equipment.

Response 18.17: 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 generator 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.
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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.

All-electric onsite equipment and all-electric landscaping equipment is already required by Mitigation
Measures AQ-10 and AQ-17, respectively. As such, no additional mitigation measures or revisions to the
currently proposed Draft EIR mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.18: This portion of the settlement agreement requires a covenant of the title of the property
prohibits the use of cold warehouse space.

Response 18.18: As identified on page 3-22 of Section 3.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, none of the
proposed Phase 1 Business Park buildings are designed to accommodate and would not include any cold
storage or refrigerated uses. As such, cold storage is not included as part of the proposed Project.
Additionally, the proposed Project would be conditioned to prohibit future cold storage uses. Hypothetically,
if the Project was proposed to be later modified to propose cold storage, the analysis would be revised
under subsequent CEQA evaluation to evaluate the Project change, including air toxic emissions and health
impacts from cold storage and Transport Refrigeration Units. In addition, the City Council would have to agree
to revise the condition on the prohibition of cold storage.

Comment 18.19: This portion of the settlement agreement requires landscaping be documented and utilize
drought-tolerant plants and trees to provide at least 50% shade cover over parking areas

Response 18.19: Drought tolerant landscaping is already required by Mitigation Measure GHG-2. The
Harvest Landing Specific Plan includes requirements for landscaping within Section 4.0, Development
Standards, and Section 5.0, Design Guidelines, of the Specific Plan consistent with Perris Municipal Code
Section 19.02.130.B. Additionally, 50% shade coverage of the parking area is required within 5 years of
planning, consistent with Perris Municipal Code Section 10.71.050 and Section 5.106.12 of the CALGreen
Code (15 years). Therefore, the Project would be consistent with these measures and no additional
requirements related to landscaping are warranted.

Comment 18.20: This portion of the settlement agreement requires parking areas to use light colored
concrete with a reflective index of no less than 30. The agreement also requires at least 15 percent of all
passenger vehicle parking spaces to be equipped with working Level 2 quick-charge EV charging stations
and a minimum of 10 percent of loading docks to be equipped with EV charging infrastructure. At least one
electric charger is to be installed within two years of issuance of the final certificate of occupancy. The
agreement also requires signage stating that headlights are to be turned off after five minutes and one
motorcycle parking stall for every 25 employee parking stall shall be provided.

Response 18.20: 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 at least 300 electric vehicle capable stalls with 76
electric vehicle charging stalls. The 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.

Regarding signage stating that headlights are to be turned off after five minutes, as discussed on page 5.1-
11 of the Draft EIR, proposed landscaping along the Specific Plan boundaries would screen sources of light
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from surrounding properties. The proposed Project would create limited new sources of light or glare from
security and site lighting but would not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area given the similarity
of the existing lighting in the surrounding urbanizing environment. Thus, operation of the Project would not
create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area, and potential impacts would be less than significant. Given that impacts related to operational light
impacts are less than significant, there is no nexus for requiring such a mitigation measure. In addition, the
measure would not result in meaningful change and is infeasible as it is unenforceable given that Project
tenants could not enforce visitors to turn off headlights within five minutes of arriving within the Project.

Regarding provision of motorcycle parking, motorcycles would be allowed to park in any passenger vehicle
space. Provision of parking specifically for motorcycles would not result in a reduction in air quality or GHG
emissions as provision of parking is not directly correlated with employees and/or visitors solely utilizing
motorcycles instead of passenger vehicles. Therefore, provision of motorcycle parking would not result in a
quantifiable reduction in emissions and would not be a meaningful mitigation measure.

Comment 18.21: This portion of the settlement agreement requires bike lockers or racks in compliance with
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The agreement further requires at least three electric charging
stations for electric bikes and scooters.

Response 18.21: As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, each Business Park building would
include bike racks in compliance with Title 24 requirements. Compliance with Title 24 requirements is required
and is not project-specific mitigation for an otherwise potentially significant impact. As such, no additional
mitigation measures or revisions to the currently proposed Draft EIR mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.22: This portion of the settlement agreement requires that all heavy-duty trucks serving the
project comply with model year 2014 emissions standards and transition to a fully electric fleet within three
years of issuance of the final certificate of occupancy. The agreement states that that the Compass Danbe
Centerpointe project shall provide documentation demonstrating the inability to obtain the required EV’s and
must offer documentation every 24 months. The agreement further requires a 100% electric fleet of
vehicle /delivery vans/trucks within seven years of issuance of the first certificate of occupancy as well as
provide $5,000 to fund the installation of one or more air quality monitors. If an EV fleet of heavy-duty
trucks cannot be obtained within three years of the first certificate of occupancy, the Compass Danbe project
shall fund an air filtration fund in the amount of $1,200,000.

Response 18.22: Draft EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-12 requires that all facility-owned and operated fleet
equipment with a gross vehicle weight rating greater than 14,000 pounds accessing the site meet or exceed
2014 model-year emissions equivalent engine standards as currently defined in California Code of
Regulations Title 13, Division 3, Chapter 1, Article 4.5, Section 2025. However, the City of Perris cannot
restrict the types of trucks accessing the Project site that are not owned and operated by a Project tenant.
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.

Installation and funding of air quality monitoring stations is not a meaningful mitigation measure as it would
not 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). An air filtration fund
is not warranted as CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.4 (a)(4)(A)—(B) specify that mitigation is only required
where there is an essential nexus between impacts and proposed mitigation. As impacts related to health
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risk and exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants would be less than significant, as detailed
in Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality. Thus, there is no nexus for requiring the Applicant to pay for enhanced
air filtration at nearby residences. As such, no additional mitigation measures or revisions to the currently
proposed Draft EIR mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment 18.23: This portion of the settlement agreement requires that the Compass Danbe Centerpointe
project provide a monitoring and compliance plan to ensure compliance with current air quality regulations
for on-road trucks.

Response 18.23: Draft EIR Mitigation Measure AQ-18 ensures that agreements for each industrial building
require that every tenant to train its staff in charge of keeping vehicle records in diesel technologies and
compliance with CARB regulations, by attending CARB-approved courses. Also, if the tenant /facility operator
owns its own fleet of vehicles, subject to 13 California Code of Regulations section 2025, require such
tenants /facility operators to maintain records on-site demonstrating compliance and make records available
for inspection by the local jurisdiction, air district, and state upon request. Additionally, a monitoring and
compliance plan for trucks is required by Mitigation Measure AQ-19 and the South Coast AQMD WAIRE
Rule. As such, no additional mitigation measures or revisions to the currently proposed Draft EIR mitigation
measures are warranted.

Comment 18.24: This portion of the settlement agreement requires that the Compass Danbe Centerpointe
project provide a site maintenance plan.

Response 18.24: The proposed Project would be required to remove any graffiti onsite per Perris Municipal
Code Section 7.26.050. Additionally, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, the proposed
Business Park site could be operational 24/7, which would deter graffiti onsite. As such, no additional
mitigation measures or revisions to the currently proposed Draft EIR mitigation measures are warranted.
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