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2. Response to Comments 
This section of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR; Final EIR) for the Harvest Landing Retail Center 
& Business Park Project (proposed Project) includes a copy of all comment letters that were submitted during 
the public review period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), along with responses to 
comments in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088. The 
45-day review period for the Draft EIR began on May 30, 2025, and ended on July 14, 2025. A total of 
21 comment letters were received in response to the Draft EIR during the 45-day public review period, and 
one comment letter was received after the close of the public review period. 

The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft EIR and/or refer the reader to the 
appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments that are not 
directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the Project unrelated to its 
environmental impacts) are noted for the record. Where text changes in the Draft EIR are warranted based 
on comments received, updated Project information, or other information provided by City staff, those 
changes are noted in the response to comment and the reader is directed to Section 3.0, Revisions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  

These changes to the analysis contained in the Draft EIR represent only minor clarifications/amplifications 
and do not constitute significant new information. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.  

Public Comments 

All written comments received on the Draft EIR are listed in Table 2-1. All comment letters received on the 
DEIR have been coded with a number to facilitate identification and tracking. The comment letters were 
reviewed and divided into individual comments, with each comment containing a single theme, issue, or 
concern. Individual comments and the responses to them were assigned corresponding numbers. To aid 
readers and commenters, electronically bracketed comment letters have been reproduced in this document 
with the corresponding responses provided immediately following each comment letter.  

Table 2-1: Comments Received on the DEIR 

Comment Letter Commenter Date 

Agencies 

A1 CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire June 19, 2025 
A2 Riverside County Flood Control June 23, 2025 

A3 Riverside Transit Agency July 8, 2025 
A4 South Coast Air Quality Management District July 10, 2025 
A5 Eastern Municipal Water District June 25, 2025 

A6 California Department of Transportation July 14, 2025 
Organizations 

O1 SAFER June 17, 2025 

O2 CARE CA June 23, 2025 
O3 Advocates for the Environment July 10, 2025 
O4 GSEJA July 10, 2025 



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

City of Perris  2-2 
Final EIR   
February 2026 

Comment Letter Commenter Date 

O5 Sierra Club July 14, 2025 

O6 Center for Biological Diversity July 14, 2025 
O7 Perris Neighbors in Action July 13, 2025 
O8 Center for Community Action and Environmental 

Justice 
July 14, 2025 

O9 Inland Valley Alliance July 13, 2025 
O10 Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance August 1, 2025 

Individuals 

I1 Elissa Curiel May 29, 2025 

I2 JC Franco June 6, 2025 
I3 Diana Dominguez June 15, 2025 
I4 Selene Orzco July 14, 2025 

I5 Susan Segundo July 14, 2025 
I6 Jose Quintero Jr July 14, 2025 
I7 JC Franco July 14, 2025 

I8 George Hague July 14, 2025 
 

To finalize the EIR for the Project, the following responses were prepared to address these comments. 
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Comment Letter A1: CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire Department, 1 page 
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Response to Comment Letter A1: CAL FIRE/Riverside County Fire Department, June 19, 2025 

Comment A1.1: This comment states that the Fire Department has reviewed the Draft EIR and has the 
following comments. The letter states that the Project is expected to have a cumulative impact on the Fire 
Department’s ability to provide an acceptable level of service due to the additional structures, traffic, and 
population. The comment states that the existing, closest fire stations are already operating at or exceeding 
optimal capacity. 

Response A1.1: The City of Perris is aware that existing fire stations are operating at or exceeding capacity 
within the City and appreciates the Fire Department’s letter. As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 5.14-3, 
the average response time for fire stations in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area varies between 5.02 
minutes and 8.68 minutes, which are above the goal response time of 4 minutes. As discussed on page 5.14-
10 of the Draft EIR, based on responses from the Riverside County Fire Department, there is an existing 
deficiency in fire protection services as stations serving the City of Perris area are already operating at or 
exceeding capacity (Draft EIR Appendix V). However, as discussed in Impact PS-1 on page 5.14-7 of the 
Draft EIR, the City of Perris is looking to acquire land in the southern portion of Perris to construct a new fire 
station as well as provide improvements to the existing Fire Stations 90 and 101 (City of Perris, 2024). Since 
the publication of the Draft EIR, the City of Perris has identified a site for a new fire station within the Green 
Valley Specific Plan area. The City of Perris Planning Commission has reviewed the site and has 
recommended that the City Council approve an amendment to the Green Valley Specific Plan to 
accommodate the new fire station. The City Council is expected to consider the fire station site before the 
end of 2025. Construction of a new station within the southern portion of the City and the proposed 
improvements to the existing facilities is expected to alleviate the existing service deficiencies and are not 
due to the proposed Project. Future construction and operation of the new fire station has been subject to 
City policies that are designed to protect environmental resources as well as environmental review pursuant 
to CEQA to determine whether adverse physical effects on the environment would occur.  

Therefore, as the deficiency is an existing condition and the Project, by itself and cumulatively, would not 
result in the need for the provision of a new or physically altered facility, impacts would be less than 
significant. Additionally, the Project proponent would pay applicable development impact fees pursuant to 
Perris Municipal Code Chapter 19.68.020, which are intended to address direct and cumulative demand 
increases on public facilities generated by new development. 

Comment A1.2: This comment states that while the Draft EIR states that the Project will provide development 
impact fees, which are adequate to mitigate Project impacts, development impact fees alone are not 
adequate to reduce the workload of the closest fire stations. The comment states that to reduce call volume, 
an additional fire station is needed in the city. The comment requests that the Project contribute additional 
funds above and beyond development impact fees to ensure that all fire hazards are mitigated and 
response needs are met. 

Response A1.2: In regard to the need for a new fire station, as discussed in Response A1.1, the need for a 
new fire station is an existing condition and the City of Perris is looking to acquire land in the southern portion 
of Perris to construct a new fire station as well as provide improvements to the existing Fire Stations 90 and 
101 (City of Perris, 2024). Since the publication of the Draft EIR, the City of Perris has identified a site for 
a new fire station within the Green Valley Specific Plan area. The City of Perris Planning Commission has 
reviewed the site and has recommended that the City Council approve an amendment to the Green Valley 
Specific Plan to accommodate the new fire station. The City Council is expected to consider the fire station 
site before the end of 2025. As disclosed in the 2023-2024 City of Perris Capital Improvement Plan, 
$1,000,000 was allocated toward design and construction of new Fire Station 111 at the northeast corner 
of Watson Road and Murrieta Road. The funding source for the design and construction of Fire Station 111 
was the City’s development impact fee program. Construction of a station within the southern portion of the 
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City and the proposed improvements to the existing facilities is expected to alleviate the existing service 
deficiencies; and are not due to the proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter A2: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 2 pages
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Response to Comment Letter A2: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, June 
23, 2025 

Comment A2.1: This comment discusses the extent of the Riverside County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District) plan check process. The comment continues in explaining that the District 
received the Notice of Availability related to the Project but did not review the Project in detail. The comment 
states that the comment letter provides the District’s comments. 

Response A2.1: 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 A2.2: The comment is an unchecked checkbox on the District’s form that states that the Project 
would not be impacted by District Master Drainage Plan facilities nor are other facilities proposed in the 
area.  

Response A2.2: The checkbox on the form is not marked; and thus, appears unrelated to the proposed 
Project. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A2.3: This comment is a marked checkbox, which states that the Project involves Master Drainage 
Plan facilities including Perris Valley Master Drainage Plan Line H, Lateral H-2, Lines K, K-15, K-16, K-17, 
K-19, K-20, K-21, K-22, and K-24. The comment states that the Project Applicant shall enter into a 
cooperative agreement establishing the terms and conditions of inspection, operation, and maintenance with 
the District and any other maintenance partners. The comment states that fees will be required and all 
regulatory permits that are to be secured by the Project Applicant shall be submitted to the District for 
review and shall be approved by the District prior to improvement plan approval, map recordation, or 
finalization of the regulatory permits. 

Response A2.3: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 3-22 of the Draft EIR and shown in Figure 3-26, Stormwater 
Infrastructure Improvements, Phase 1 development would require the construction of a new 10-foot by 7-foot 
reinforced concrete box storm drain line in Perris Boulevard to Harvest Landing Way, which would continue 
north on Barrett Avenue and connect to the proposed storm drain line within Orange Avenue. The Project 
would include construction of an 84-inch diameter storm drain line heading west on Orange Avenue, which 
would transition to a 60-inch diameter storm drain line west of Indian Avenue. South of Harvest Landing 
Way, the Project would include construction of a new 60-inch diameter storm drain line. The Project Applicant 
would install a 48-inch storm drain line in the proposed 12-foot-wide Eastern Municipal Water District 
(EMWD) maintenance road in the vacated portion of Indian Avenue and a 24-inch storm drain line in Private 
Drive A. In addition, the Project would include improvements to approximately 1,400 linear feet of offsite 
flood control channel Perris Valley Master Drainage Plan Line K.  

The Project Applicant would pay all applicable fees to the District and would ensure all regulatory permits 
needed for stormwater improvements are routed to the District for review. Because this comment does not 
express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is 
warranted. 

Comment A2.4: This comment is an unmarked checkbox on the checklist that states that if the Project proposes 
channels, storm drains 36 inches or larger, or other facilities that could be considered regional in nature or 
an extension of the District’s facilities, the District would consider a written request for ownership of such 
facilities by the City and the Project Applicant would enter into a cooperative Agreement. 



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

City of Perris  2-9 
Final EIR   
February 2026 

Response A2.4: As discussed in Response A2.3, Project includes construction of multiple storm drain lines 
over 36-inches in diameter. Per conversations with District staff, the District would take ownership of Line K 
after construction. The Project Applicant would pay all necessary development fees and this comment will be 
forwarded to City decision makers as part of the Final EIR. Because this comment does not express any 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A2.5: This comment is a marked checkbox, which states that the Project is within the limits of the 
District’s Perris Valley Area Drainage Plan for which drainage fees have been adopted. The comment states 
that if the Project is proposing new impervious surface area, applicable fees should be paid to the Flood 
Control District or City prior to issuance of grading permits or building permits.  

Response A2.5: The Project Applicant would be required to pay all applicable fees through standard 
conditions of approval and permitting requirements. Because this comment does not express any specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A2.6: This comment is a marked checkbox, which states that an encroachment permit shall be 
obtained for any construction activities occurring within District right of way or facilities, specifically Perris 
Valley Master Drainage Plan Line J and Interim Placentia Avenue Basins and Storm Drains. The comment 
states that if a proposed storm drain connection exceeds the hydraulic performance existing drainage 
facilities, mitigation will be required. 

Response A2.6: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. At this time, the Project Applicant does not propose any construction over Line J. The Project 
includes construction of Line K, which would connect to Lateral K-6 on Medical Center Drive. The Project 
Applicant would obtain an encroachment permit for all necessary construction within District right of way. 
Further, as discussed on page 5.10-21 of the Draft EIR, use of the surface bioretention basins and subsurface 
stormwater chambers would regulate the rate and velocity of stormwater flows and would control the amount 
of discharge into the offsite drainage system. In addition, the drainage facilities proposed for the Project 
have been sized to adequately accommodate the stormwater flows from the proposed development for the 
100-year storm event and are consistent with the Riverside County Flood Control drainage plans and MS4 
permit requirements. 

Comment A2.7: This comment is a marked checkbox, which states that the District’s previous comments dated 
August 30, 2024 and June 20, 2025 are still valid.  

Response A2.7: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to City decisionmakers as part 
of the Final EIR. Because this comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment A2.8: This comment states that the Applicant shall bear the responsibility for complying with all 
mitigation measures under CEQA and regulations related to the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, California Fish and Game Code Section 1602, and the Porter 
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The comment states that the District is a responsible agency under CEQA 
and is responsible for ensuring that all actions it undertakes are consistent with the MSHCP and state/federal 
laws. The comment asks the City to include consistency determinations relates to sections of the MSHCP and 
states that the District may also require the Applicant to provide supporting technical documentation for 
environmental clearance. 

The comment states that the Project may require a NPDES permit from the State Water Resources Control 
Board and that clearance for grading should not be given until the City has determined that the Project has 
been granted a permit or shown to be exempt. The comment states that if the Project involves a mapped 
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floodplain, it should obtain a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and Letter of Map Revision 
(LOMR). 

Response A2.8: As mentioned by the District, the Project Applicant would bear responsibility for compliance 
with all mitigation measures included in the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program, included as Section 
4.0 of this Final EIR. As discussed on pages 5.4-33 to 5.4-34 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would 
be consistent with MSHCP Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, and 6.3.2 with payment of applicable MSHCP fees 
and implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3. Therefore, the proposed Project would not 
conflict with the MSHCP. Further, regarding California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 and Sections 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act, as discussed on page 5.4-32 of the Draft EIR, two unnamed ephemeral 
drainage features, Drainage 1 and Drainage 2, were observed onsite during the Project site field survey. 
The onsite ephemeral drainage features are not a relatively permanent, standing, or continuously flowing 
body of water and, therefore, would not qualify as waters of the United States under the regulatory 
authority of the United States Army Corps of Engineers. However, the drainage feature will likely qualify as 
waters of the State and fall under the regulatory authority of the Santa Ana Regional Water Board and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). As demonstrated by the Jurisdictional Delineation, 
approximately 0.23 acre (2,978 linear feet) of non-wetland waters of the State occur onsite within the Phase 
1 and Phase 2 areas and are under the jurisdictional authority of the Santa Ana Regional Water Board, 
and the CDFW streambed area onsite totals 0.25 acre (2,978 linear feet). Both Drainage 1 and Drainage 
2 would be disturbed and developed as part of Phase 1 development and roadway improvement 
construction. Therefore, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 is included to require an Army Corps of Engineers 
Approved Jurisdictional Determination or Waiver, Regional Board Clean Water Act Section Report of Waste 
Discharge, and a CDFW Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement and establishment of an 
onsite drainage at a 2:1 ratio (0.5 acre) within the Phase 2 area of the Specific Plan which shall include 
herbaceous riparian habitat, as further outlined in the DBESP Report, included as Draft EIR Appendix G. 

As part of the permitting approval process, the proposed drainage, water quality design, and engineering 
plans would be reviewed by the City of Perris Engineering Department to ensure compliance with the City’s 
NPDES Permit requirements and limit the potential for erosion and siltation. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 5.10-7 within Section 5.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, according to FEMA 
FIRM Map 06065C1430H and 06065C1440H, the Project site is located within Zone A, which is an area of 
minimal flood hazard. In addition, Zone X flood plain areas are outside the 100-year floodplain. Therefore, 
the proposed Project would be located outside any 100-year flood zones and has low risk due to flooding. 
As such, the proposed Project would not require a CLOMR or LOMR from FEMA. 
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Comment Letter A3: Riverside Transit Agency, 1 page 
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Response to Comment Letter A3: Riverside Transit Agency, July 8, 2025 

Comment A3.1: This comment states that the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) appreciates being included in 
the development review for the proposed Project. The comment states that after reviewing the latest set of 
plans, RTA has no additional comments for the Project and appreciates that their recommendations have 
been incorporated including, two ADA compliant bus turnouts on the southwest corners of Perris Boulevard 
and Orange Avenue and Perris Boulevard and Harvest Landig Way. The comment states that RTA’s Route 
19 operates along Perris Boulevard and having stops at those locations will be beneficial. 

Response A3.1: This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the City decisionmakers as 
part of the Final EIR. Because the comment does not express any concern or question regarding the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 
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Comment Letter A4: South Coast Air Quality Management District (11 pages) 
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Response to Comment Letter A4: South Coast Air Quality Management District, July 10, 2025 

Comment A4.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) is appreciative of their opportunity to comment. 

Response A4.1: 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 required or provided. 

Comment A4.2: This comment summarizes the proposed Project description from the Draft EIR. This comment 
discusses proposed buildout of Phase 1, buildout of Phase 2, construction schedule, and the truck trips resulting 
from the proposed Project. This comment states that the closest sensitive receptor is located approximately 
100 feet east of the Project site and an existing elementary school is within the Overlay area of the Project 
site.  

Response A4.2: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. As disclosed on page 5.3-22 and on Figure 5.3-1 of the Draft EIR, the closest existing 
residence is the Centinela Grand senior living facility, located 112 feet east of the Project site. In order to 
provide a conservative analysis of potential Project impacts, the Draft EIR also identified the residences 
under construction on Barrett Avenue, approximately 96 feet east of the Project site, as sensitive receptors. 
Further, while the proposed Project includes an overlay on Val Verde Elementary School, the Draft EIR impact 
analysis treated the school as a sensitive receptor for impacts of the proposed Project without buildout of 
the overlay.  

Comment A4.3: This comment states that there is a likely scenario in which the operation of Phase 1 would 
overlap with the construction activities associated with Phase 2, resulting in concurrent emissions from both 
operational and construction emission sources, potentially leading to higher localized pollutant concentrations 
if these two phases occurred consecutively. This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include a detailed 
evaluation of overlapping emissions and, while Appendix B mentions that the potential overlap is disclosed 
in Appendix 3.14, no determination is made in the Draft EIR regarding the level of significance. This comment 
states that the Lead Agency is recommended to revise the emissions analysis to include the potential for the 
overlapping phases and compare the resulting emission levels to South Coast AQMD air quality significance 
thresholds for operation. This comment states that if emissions exceed thresholds, mitigation measures should 
be implemented. 

Response A4.3: As discussed on page 86 of Draft EIR Appendix B, Air Quality Impact Analysis, the analysis 
of Project construction and operational emissions in the technical report and Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality, 
was completed following the guidelines set forth in South Coast AQMD’s 1993 CEQA Handbook, which 
recommends quantifying construction and operational emissions separately and comparing each to 
applicable South Coast AQMD construction or operational thresholds. Nevertheless, at the request of the 
commenter, the analysis contained in Section 5.3, Air Quality, under Impact AQ-2 has been revised in Section 
3.0 of this Final EIR to disclose combined construction and operational emissions resulting from the proposed 
Project with mitigation implemented. As both individual components would require mitigation, combined 
Phase 1 operational and Phase 2 construction emissions would also exceed South Coast AQMD significance 
thresholds and would require mitigation. As such, the proposed Project would continue to implement 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-19. Despite implementing all feasible mitigation, the combined 
emissions would continue to exceed the South Coast AQMD significance thresholds, consistent with the 
conclusions for Phase 1 operations by itself. None of the conditions arise which would require recirculation 
of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. No new significant environmental impact 
would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, there is no 
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, no feasible Project alternative or mitigation 
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measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would lessen the environmental impacts of 
the proposed Project, and the Draft EIR is not fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature. 

Comment A4.4: This comment describes trip lengths and the two scenarios of trip lengths analyzed within 
Draft EIR Appendix B, Air Quality Impact Analysis, and within Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality. This comment 
states that the analysis for both scenarios lacks the supporting basis for determining trip origins and 
destinations and whether the assumed distances are reflective of actual or anticipated routing patterns of 
the facility’s future truck fleet. The comment states that the Final EIR should include clear and defensible 
rationale for the use of the 40-mile and 55-mile assumptions in Scenarios A and B, respectively, and said 
rationale should be supported by documentation such as empirical data from fleet operations, transportation 
logistics studies, regional freight movement data, or other sources. The comment states that if any truck trips 
associated with the Project include port-related activities, modeled trip lengths should accurately reflect 
mileage to the Port of Los Angeles (80 miles) and Port of Long Beach (87 miles).  

Response A4.4: As acknowledged by the commenter, the trip distance of 39.9 miles per truck trip is taken 
from South Coast AQMD Rule 2305, which is the South Coast AQMD’s indirect source review program used 
to help control and minimize air quality impacts from mobile source emissions associated with trucks from 
warehouses. In addition, the 39.9-mile trip length was based on South Coast AQMD’s own research that 
concluded that the average heavy duty truck trip length in the entire South Coast Air Basin was 
approximately 39.9 miles. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, with the exception 
of Building 1, there are no known tenants for the proposed warehouses. Therefore, the specific type of 
businesses that would occupy the proposed warehouses and their associated fleet operations are unknown.  

The types of warehousing within the proposed Project could vary from high-cube warehouses to light 
manufacturing. In addition, goods can have various points of entry into Southern California and could arrive 
via port through the Port of Los Angeles or Long Beach or by air via Ontario or March Inland Port Airport. 
Thus, the use of the South Coast AQMD’s 39.9 mile per one-way truck trip is a means to conservatively reflect 
the uncertainty of how goods would be transported to and from the Project site. In addition, the Draft EIR 
provided a conservative analysis above utilizing solely the South Coast AQMD’s recommended truck trip 
lengths by also utilizing Scenario B, which assumes truck trip lengths obtained from StreetLight, which is based 
on truck trip length survey data for the Project vicinity. The StreetLight data indicated that LHDT and MHDT 
trucks travel approximately 31 miles and HHDT trucks travel approximately 71 miles. As the StreetLight 
truck trip length is derived from truck trip length surveys from warehouses proximate to the proposed Project 
site, it is supported by substantial evidence and would more accurately align with anticipated truck trip 
lengths than the length of 80 to 87 miles as recommended by the commenter.  

Comment A4.5: This comment states that the Air Quality Analysis assumes a default of 15 minutes of idling 
per truck per day to estimate diesel particulate matter emissions, it may not accurately reflect operating 
conditions as it is reasonable to expect that trucks may idle extended periods of idling. The comment states 
that a 15-minute idling duration may underestimate actual onsite idling and diesel particulate matter 
emissions. The commenter requests that the Lead Agency either revise the operational emissions modeling to 
assume 30 minutes of idling or provide evidence to substantiate the 15-minute idling assumption. 

Response A4.5: As noted in the comment, the Health Risk Assessment (included as Appendix C to the Draft 
EIR) assumed that each truck visiting building loading docks would idle for 15 minutes, which is three times 
the five-minute idling limit established by CARB in the Airborne Toxic Control Measure. However, the analysis 
also accounted for idling at truck trailer parking activities, assuming that in addition to idling for 15 minutes 
at each building loading dock, each truck visiting the site would also idle for 5 minutes at truck trailer parking 
areas located throughout the Project site. Further, the analysis utilized an on-site travel speed of 5 miles per 
hour, which is conservative and accounts for queuing that may occur as trucks enter and exit the Project site. 
It should be noted that these idling time estimates may idle for shorter periods of time than was assumed in 
the analysis. In addition to CARB restrictions, the City of Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines also require that 
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idling be limited to 5 minutes or less and to other mechanism to limit idling such as requiring facility operators 
to train their managers and employees on efficient scheduling and load management to eliminate 
unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks. The proposed warehouse uses would be subject to the City of Perris 
Good Neighbor Guidelines. 

Additionally, this comment notes that trucks equipped to meet the low-NOx idle emission standard are 
permitted to idle for longer than five minutes when located more than 100 feet from sensitive land uses. 
However, it should be noted that this low-NOx idle emission standard is optional, and manufacturers may 
instead opt to install an engine shutdown system that automatically shuts down the engine after 5 minutes of 
idling while the transmission is in neutral or park and the parking brake is engaged. 

The comment also mentions Table 4.4.2-5 of CARB’s EMFAC 2021 Volume III Technical Document. This table 
describes extended idling hour assumptions that are utilized in the EMFAC 2021. However, it should be 
noted that an extended idling event is defined in the document as “a continuous segment of vehicle activity 
that meets three criteria: all instantaneous vehicle speeds being lower than 5 mph, the total distance of less 
than 1 mile, and the total duration of more than 5 minutes.” As such, trucks idling for less than 5 minutes 
would not be considered “extended idling activity” (which can include idling and would not be considered 
in this table. However, in response to this comment, Mitigation Measure AQ-8 has been revised in Section 
3.0 of this Final EIR to limit idling to three minutes instead of five minutes, which would further reduce emissions 
from idling.  

Comment A4.6: This comment states that the Health Risk Assessment indicates that the emissions associated 
with onsite gasoline dispensing operations were modeled using emission factors outlined in CARB’s Gasoline 
Service Station Industrywide Risk Assessment Technical Guidance Report and the modeling assumptions 
contain a discrepancy for the release height for vehicle refueling. The commenter requests that the Lead 
Agency update the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to reflect the correct release height and disclose the 
updated results and analysis in the Final EIR.  

Response A4.6: This comment asserts that the operational HRA (included as Appendix C to the Draft EIR) 
erroneously utilized a receptor height of 0.305 meters (or 1 foot) for vehicle refueling and hose permeation 
emissions. Based on the South Coast AQMD’s Risk Assessment Procedures, Appendix VII, the appropriate 
release height for these emissions is 1 meter. As such, the modeling has been updated in Section 3.0 of this 
Final EIR to reflect a 1-meter release height for these sources. Based on the updated modeling results, 
presented in Appendix A to this Final EIR, the updated release height would result in lower pollutant 
concentrations from these sources at nearby receptors compared to the previous results that were based on 
a 0.305-meter release height. As such, the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is conservative and slightly 
overstates the potential risk to nearby receptors based on this methodology. 

Comment A4.7: This comment states that the HRA did not include emergency generators or diesel fire pumps 
in the modeling for Phase 2 emissions sources and the Project could result in cancer risk levels that exceed 
South Coast AQMD significance thresholds of 10 cases in one million upon completion of Phase 2. The 
commenter requests that the Lead Agency develop a conceptual layout for Phase 2 that includes the 
proposed stationary sources at worst-case locations. 

Response A4.7: The commentor is correct that emergency engines were not included in the health risk 
assessment for Phase 2, as site plans for Phase 2 are not currently available and their positions on the site 
unknown. However, Mitigation Measure AQ-21 requires that once detailed site plans are available for the 
Phase 2 portion of the Project site, a specific HRA shall be prepared in order to demonstrate that the Project 
would not exceed the applicable South Coast AQMD health risk significance thresholds. 

Comment A4.8: This comment states that the emissions analysis for the emergency generators assumes 
operational use of 50 hours per year per generators; however, South Coast AQMD air permits issued for 
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emergency generators typically allow up to 50 hours per year for maintenance and testing, with a maximum 
of 200 total operational hours per year. The commenter states that the analysis for the new emergency 
generators should calculate the future emissions based on the assumption of 200 hours of operation per year 
and if fewer hours are assumed, the South Coast AQMD would need to include a permit condition to limit 
operations of the generators to hours specified in the CEQA analysis. The commenter requests that the Lead 
Agency revise the calculations for emergency generators to reflect the maximum allowable usage. 

Response A4.8: This comment states that the analysis should assume 200 hours of annual runtime for each 
emergency generator, as this is a typical permit limit that includes operation for both emergency and non-
emergency uses, including maintenance and testing. The permit limit does not indicate that the generators 
would actually be used for that length of time. It is unknown the extent to which the emergency generators 
would operate each year for emergency purposes; thus, it would be speculative to include operation for 
emergency purposes in the analysis. However, the Draft EIR’s assumption that each of the generators and 
fire pumps would operate 50 hours per year is a typical limit for non-emergency runtimes and is based on 
requirements under the stationary diesel engine Airborne Toxic Control Measure and is, therefore, 
appropriate to use in the EIR analysis. 

Comment A4.9: This comment states that under the Without Overlay scenario, truck circulation routes are 
shown to pass directly adjacent to the school and areas of truck idling are concentrated around the school’s 
perimeter. The comment states that the Lead Agency is recommended to restrict truck activities from areas 
adjacent to Val Verde Elementary School and residential uses. The comment states that the HRA 
appropriately characterizes the truck movements as a conservative scenario for modeling purposes, but the 
Lead Agency should identify alternative onsite truck circulation routes that would avoid sensitive receptors.  

Response A4.9: As disclosed by the commenter, the HRA appropriately provides an analysis of potential 
diesel particulate matter emissions associated with truck movements in the Phase 2 area as future site plans 
for development within Phase 2 are unknown. However, the City of Perris will be conditioning the Project 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 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. In 
addition, as required by Mitigation Measure AQ-20, future industrial developments within Phase 2 would 
either be required to use zero emission trucks or prepare a site-specific Health Risk Assessment to show that 
health risks related to onsite diesel particulate emissions would be less than South Coast AQMD significance 
thresholds. 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. 

Comment A4.10: This comment states that CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be utilized 
to reduce or minimize any significant air quality impacts and that the South Coast AQMD recommends the 
following mitigation measures and project design features be incorporated into the Final EIR.  

Response A4.10: This comment is informational and introductory in nature. Feasibility of the suggested 
mitigation measures and project design features is discussed in Responses A4.11 through A4.22. Notably, 
the proposed Project would be required to comply with the City of Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines which 
mandates some of the most stringent warehouse environmental standards, including many of the standards 
included in the suggested resources.     

Comment A4.11: This comment suggests that the Project require zero emission or near zero emission heavy 
duty trucks if and when feasible. The comment further states that CARB’s clean truck rules and regulations 
will lead to zero emission and near zero emission trucks becoming more available for use. 
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Response A4.11: As discussed on page 5.3-54 through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR, as of 2025, the use of zero-
emission heavy-duty trucks in support of uses such as those proposed by the Project remains infeasible given 
the extremely limited commercial availability of zero-emission trucks, as well as infrastructure limitations, 
including limited truck-accessible charging/refueling stations and electrical grid capacity. As discussed within 
the Draft EIR, while many heavy-duty truck manufacturers have released zero-emission battery electric and 
hydrogen-powered trucks, these vehicles have yet to reach large scale production, and their use remains 
extremely limited. Further, the availability of truck accessible vehicle charging stations and hydrogen 
refueling stations in California and the United States as a whole severely limits the feasibility of zero-emission 
trucks. Overall, requiring the Project to utilize emerging technology as mandatory mitigation when the various 
types of technological advancements and their timeframes for commercial availability are not known with 
any certainty, is not currently a feasible mitigation measure, which is further detailed on pages 5.3-54 
through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment A4.12: This comment suggests that the Lead Agency require a phase in schedule for cleaner 
operating trucks to reduce any significant air quality impacts and that South Coast AQMD staff is available 
to discuss the availability of current and upcoming truck technologies. 

Response A4.12: The commenter is referred to Response A4.11 and the discussion within Draft EIR pages 
5.3-54 through 5.3-55. As the types of technological advancements and the associated timeframes for 
commercial availability for zero emission and near zero emission trucks are not known with any certainty 
and are highly speculative, it would be infeasible to implement a phase in schedule for cleaner operating 
trucks as the date for feasibility of using said trucks is also unknown. 

Comment A4.13: This comment suggests that the Lead Agency limit the daily number of trucks to levels 
analyzed in the Draft EIR and if a higher number of trucks are anticipated to visit the site, the Lead Agency 
shall commit to reevaluating the Project through CEQA. 

Response A4.13: Impacts of Phase 1 of the Project are analyzed at a project level and impacts of Phase 2 
are analyzed at a programmatic level; both of which assume full capacity operations, which is a conservative 
analysis. As the site plans for Phase 1 are conceptual and the future site plans for Phase 2 are not known, 
the proposed Project have been analyzed based on the information available. A condition of approval 
restricting the number of truck trips to those identified in the Draft EIR is not practical or feasible. In addition, 
restricting truck trips to the number analyzed within the Draft EIR is not required by CEQA. There are no 
mechanisms in place beyond that required for South Coast AQMD Rule 2305 for documenting, tracking and 
monitoring the number of truck trips that access any site. CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate the Project 
based on reasonable assumptions and foreseeable actions. The trip generation estimates for the proposed 
Project were based on trip generation rates in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 
Manual, 11th Edition and the TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study Update. The comment 
does not present any evidence that truck trips associated with the Project would be greater than disclosed 
in the Draft EIR. There is no substantial evidence presented by this comment or by any of the information in 
the Project’s administrative record that contradicts the reasonable assumptions made in the Draft EIR about 
the expected number of truck trips. Introducing a cap on the number of trucks that can access the proposed 
MBU buildings is not required under CEQA, nor would it be reasonable or feasible for the City to monitor 
and enforce such a requirement. Overall, implementation of this condition is not necessary or feasible and 
the condition itself is not enforceable.  

Comment A4.14: This comment suggests that the Lead Agency require the provision of electric vehicle 
charging stations or provide electrical infrastructure and appropriately sized electric panels. The comment 
suggests also requiring electrical hookups for truckers to plug in any onboard auxiliary equipment. 

Response A4.14: This comment was addressed within the Draft EIR through the provision of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-13, which requires the installation of electric truck charging infrastructure within truck parking 
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areas to support future installation of charging stations when electric heavy-duty trucks are available. 
Further, Mitigation Measure AQ-9 requires installation of electric passenger vehicle charging stations for 
employee and public use. Regarding electric hookups for truckers to plug in onboard auxiliary equipment, 
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. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are 
warranted.  

Comment A4.15: This comment suggests that the Project include mitigation maximizing the use of solar 
energy by installing solar arrays. 

Response A4.15: As discussed in Section 5.6, Energy, of the Draft EIR, MBU buildings would be designed 
solar-ready and the Project would be designed and built in such a manner as to facilitate the installation of 
solar photovoltaics in the future at the time a tenant fills each building. As required by Mitigation Measure 
GHG-5, photovoltaic panels would be required to be installed for tenants in order to offset 100 percent of 
their office electricity demand. It should be noted that as of 2022, approximately one third of the power 
generated by Southern California Edison is from renewable sources, and this is anticipated to continue to 
increase under the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard, which requires retail sellers of electric services to 
increase procurement from eligible renewable resources to 44 percent of total retail sales by 2024. The 
amount of retail electricity provided from renewable sources is expected to further increase significantly in 
order to meet the state goal of carbon neutrality by 2045. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures 
are warranted. 

Comment A4.16: This comment suggests that the Project include mitigation requiring use of light-colored 
paving and roofing materials. 

Response A4.16: This comment was addressed within the Draft EIR through the provision of Mitigation 
Measure GHG-4, which requires that all development within the MBU areas achieve certification of 
compliance or demonstrate equivalency with LEED Silver building standard. As part of attenuation of LEED 
Silver certification or equivalency, the buildings would have roofing material with CRRC Rated 0.15 aged 
solar reflectance or greater and 0.75 thermal emittance. Regarding light paving materials, proposed 
roadway improvements would be required to comply with City of Perris design guidelines. Further, the 
majority of groundcover within the Phase 1 MBU area would be concrete as concrete would be installed 
within the truck parking and loading dock areas. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are 
warranted. 

Comment A4.17: This comment suggests that the Project include mitigation requiring use of only Energy Star 
heating, cooling, and lighting devices. 

Response A4.17: This comment was addressed within the Draft EIR through the provision of Mitigation 
Measure GHG-4, which requires that all development within the MBU areas achieve certification of 
compliance or demonstrate equivalency with LEED Silver building standard. As part of attenuation of LEED 
Silver certification or equivalency, all heating, cooling, and lighting devices would be energy star rated 
appliances/fixtures. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are warranted. 

Comment A4.18: This comment suggests that the Project clearly mark truck routes with signs so that trucks 
do not travel next to or near sensitive land uses. 

Response A4.18: This comment was addressed within the Draft EIR through the provision of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-18, which requires installation of signs at every truck exit providing directional information to 
the truck route. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are warranted. 
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Comment A4.19: This comment recommends that the Project is designed such that truck entrances and exits 
are not facing sensitive receptors in order to avoid trucks traveling past sensitive land uses to enter or leave 
the Project 

Response A4.19: As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, 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, which would be oriented away from nearby sensitive 
receptors. While potential development plans and internal circulation within the Phase 2 area is unknown at 
this time, the City of Perris would 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. Further, the proposed 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, no truck driveways are located near sensitive receptors and no 
changes to the design are warranted. 

Comment A4.20: This comment recommends that the Project is designed so that truck check-in points are 
inside the Project to avoid queuing. 

Response A4.20: As discussed on page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR, onsite truck driveways have been 
evaluated by the City Planning Division and Engineering Department to ensure that the necessary queue 
length is provided to ensure trucks accessing the business park buildings do not back onto Frontage Road, 
Orange Avenue, Harvest Landing Way, or Barrett Avenue. In addition, once tenants are known for the 
proposed drive-thru restaurants, a tenant-specific queueing analysis is required to be prepared and 
reviewed by City Engineering prior to issuance of a building permit. Specific truck entrance distance 
requirements are specified in the City of Perris Good Neighbor Guidelines. 

Comment A4.21: This comment recommends that the Project is designed so that truck circulation is located 
as far away as feasible from sensitive receptors. 

Response A4.21: The commenter is referred to Response A4.19. As discussed, the trucks traveling to and 
from the Project site would follow existing City truck routes and would be routed away from sensitive 
receptors. No further response is warranted.  

Comment A4.22: This comment recommends that the Project restrict overnight truck parking in sensitive areas 
by providing overnight truck parking inside the Project site.  

Response A4.22: The City of Perris prohibits the parking of any truck, trailer, or commercial vehicle on City 
streets and alleys. As shown in Table 3-4, the Phase 1 Business Park site development would include 976 
truck parking spaces, which would provide for overnight truck parking within the Specific Plan area. No 
further response is warranted. 

Comment A4.23: This comment suggests that the City of Perris conduct a review of certain provided 
references and incorporate additional mitigation measures as applicable to the Project.  

Response A4.23: The City considered the references provided by the South Coast AQMD when developing 
the mitigation measures for the proposed Project. In addition, the South Coast AQMD does not specify which 
mitigation measures it is recommending within the references. Most of these mitigation measures are 
duplicative of the ones suggested in the comment letter or contained within the Draft EIR. Furthermore, 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). 
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The Draft EIR’s mitigation measures are consistent with and support the overarching recommendations in the 
provided references and no revisions are warranted. 

Comment A4.24: This comment discusses the applicability of South Coast Rule 2305 to the proposed Project 
and summarizes the requirements of Rule 2305 Warehouse Indirect Source Rule WAIRE Program. The 
comment states that Project requirements, design features, and CEQA mitigation measures can be identified 
and implemented to help future warehouse operators meet their compliance obligations.  

Response A4.24: The comment is informational 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 EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment A4.25: This comment states that the Project would utilize seven diesel fire pumps and five 
emergency generators during Phase 1 operations and 16 generators and 16 fire pumps for Phase 2 
operation, which requires South Coast AQMD permits. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide 
details or emission estimates with this equipment and states that the project description and 
analysis/calculation should be revised to include the construction and operational emissions associated with 
all of the industrial equipment, plus any chemicals that may be stored or delivered.  

Response A4.25: As described on Draft EIR page 5.3-28, is anticipated that the proposed MBU buildings 
would utilize diesel fire pumps and emergency generators. Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis conservatively 
assumed that for operation of Phase 1 of the Project, seven diesel-fueled fire pumps would operate at 300 
horsepower for 50 hours during the year and 5 emergency generators would operate at 300 horsepower 
for 50 hours during the year. The commentor is correct in that emergency engines were not included in the 
health risk assessment for Phase 2, as site plans for Phase 2 are not currently available and their positions 
on the site unknown. However, as required under Mitigation measure AQ-21, once detailed site plans are 
available for the Phase 2 portion of the Project site, a specific HRA shall be prepared in order to demonstrate 
that the development of the Phase 2 area would not exceed the applicable South Coast AQMD health risk 
significance thresholds. 

Comment A4.26: This comment states that the Final EIR should include a discussion of South Coast AQMD 
rules such as Rule 201, 203, 401, 402, 403, 461, 1110.2, 1113, 1401, and 1470.  

Response A4.26: Pages 5.3-8 and 5.3-9 in Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality, include a summary of some 
potentially applicable South Coast AQMD rules. This discussion has been updated in Section 3 of this Final 
EIR to include additional rules recommended by the commenter. No further response is warranted.  

Comment A4.27: This comment states that the South Coast AQMD is a Responsible Agency for the proposed 
Project since air permits are required and the South Coast AQMD will be required to make a decision on 
the adequacy of the CEQA document for its own use in issuing discretionary approvals. The comment 
summarizes other requirements for a Responsible Agency under CEQA. The comment states due to the 
requirements for Responsible Agencies, the Final EIR should be revised to include a discussion about any new 
stationary and portable equipment requiring South Coast AQMD permits and provide an evaluation of their 
air quality and greenhouse gas impacts.   

Response A4.27: Draft EIR Table 3-8, Project Approvals and Permits, lists the South Coast AQMD as a 
Responsible Agency with potential subsequent approvals including air quality permits for installation and 
operation of backup generators and fire pumps, issuance of air quality permits for the proposed restaurants, 
and issuance of air quality permits for operation of the proposed gas station. Further, as discussed in 
Responses A4.7, A4.8, and A4.25, the Draft EIR properly and conservatively analyzed potential emissions 
resulting from construction and operation of Phase 2, inclusive of any necessary backup generators or fire 
pumps. Therefore, no further revisions are warranted.  
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Comment A4.28: This comment concludes the South Coast AQMD’s discussion and summarizes the standard 
practice for Lead Agencies when responding to Public Agencies’ comments. The comment also thanks the 
Lead Agency for giving the South Coast AQMD the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and contact 
information if future questions arise. 

Response A4.28: The comment is conclusionary in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 
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Comment Letter A5: Eastern Municipal Water District, 4 pages 
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Response to Comment Letter A5: Eastern Municipal Water District, June 25, 2025 

Comment A5.1: This comment states that the Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) appreciated the 
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment A5.1: 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 A5.2: This comment states that the Draft EIR must evaluate the proposed Project’s water demands, 
wastewater generation, and potential recycled water use to determine if the additional capacity is within 
EMWD facilities existing capacity. Should the EIR identify any needed improvements, the Draft EIR should 
identify any additional impacts associated with the construction and operation of these improvements. This 
comment provides a summary of the proposed Project’s offsite utility improvements related to new water, 
sewer, and drainage infrastructure as well as a new water well for landscaping irrigation.  

Response A5.2: This comment is informational in nature and does not provide any substantial evidence of 
significant environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR includes 
a discussion of the proposed utility improvements as discussed within the comment on page 3-22 within Draft 
EIR Section 3.0, Project Description. The existing and proposed facilities’ ability to serve the proposed Project 
are discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems, which describes that the proposed 
improvements have been designed to meet the increased demand from the proposed Project.  

The EMWD’s ability to provide potable water to the site has been evaluated in the Water Supply Assessment 
for the proposed Project, which was prepared by the EMWD and is discussed in Draft EIR page 5.18-9. As 
discussed, the EMWD’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) estimated that the Project site would 
have a total water demand of 739.23 acre-feet per year based on the previously approved Specific Plan 
(Draft EIR Appendix U). Based on the proposed Specific Plan Amendment land uses and demand projections 
for each use type, buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would result in a total water demand of 561.68 
acre-feet per year, as shown in Draft EIR Table 5.18-4. Therefore, the proposed Project’s water demand is 
within the projected estimate and accounted for in the EMWD’s 2020 UWMP. 

In addition, the construction activities related to the new water, sewer, and drainage infrastructure that would 
be needed to serve the proposed industrial and commercial uses under Specific Plan buildout is included as 
part of the Project and would not result in any physical environmental effects beyond those identified 
throughout the Draft EIR. For example, construction emissions for excavation and installation of the 
infrastructure are included in Draft EIR Sections 5.3, Air Quality, and 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Further, 
construction noise levels related to the new infrastructure are discussed in Section 5.12, Noise. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would not result in the construction of additional new water facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, and potential 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Comment A5.3: This comment states that the proposed Project has been reviewed for Due Diligence with 
the EMWD and a Work Order deposit has been received to identify on-site and offsite facilities required 
to serve the proposed Project.  

Response A5.3: This comment is conclusionary in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. The Project Applicant team is currently working with the EMWD regarding the Design 
Conditions for the proposed Project. Because this comment does not express any specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.  
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Comment Letter A6: California Department of Transportation, 4 pages 
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Response to Comment Letter A6: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), July 14, 2025 

Comment A6.1: This comment states that Caltrans has completed its review of the Draft EIR. The comment 
continues to describe the proposed Project and how it compares to the original Harvest Landing Specific 
Plan. The comment states that the comment letter provides Caltrans’ comments. 

Response A6.1: 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 A6.2: This comment states that it is acknowledged that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, despite the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The 
comment suggests continued collaboration among property owners, future tenants, and the City to explore 
and implement strategies that reduce VMT to the greatest extent possible. This comment states that 
development should make improvements for non-motorized travel such as trails, sidewalks, and bicycle 
facilities to support local schools. The comment also states that the Project should continue the trail on the 
south side of Placentia Avenue at the I-215 interchange. 

Response A6.2: This comment recommends improvements to circulation and does not raise a specific issue 
with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As acknowledged by the comment, impacts related to VMT from the 
commercial component of Phase 1 and buildout of the Specific Plan would be significant and unavoidable. 

Consistent with the comment, the City of Perris and Project Applicant explored all possible CAPCOA VMT 
reduction measures, as shown in Table 9 of Appendix S, VMT Analysis, to the Draft EIR. As shown in Table 9, 
not all CAPCOA mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed Project due to limitations on transit 
infrastructure, proposed land use, and economic infeasibility, among others.  

Regarding facilities for non-motorized travel, the Project would provide sidewalks along Indian Avenue, 
Orange Avenue, Frontage Road, Perris Boulevard, Barrett Avenue, Harvest Landing Way, and Private Drive 
A. Within the vicinity of the Specific Plan, Placentia Avenue contains a Class II bicycle lane and sidewalks. 
Placentia Avenue does not have a trail as mentioned by the commenter. Within the Specific Plan area, 
existing sidewalks are limited. The City of Perris General Plan Circulation Element recommends a buffered 
bicycle lane (Class IIB) on Perris Boulevard and Orange Avenue, and a bicycle lane (Class II) on Indian 
Avenue and Frontage Road. No other roadways in the Project vicinity are designated in the City of Perris 
General Plan Circulation Element for bike lanes. As detailed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project 
includes the construction of a Class II bike lane on Indian Avenue, Orange Avenue, Perris Boulevard, and 
Barrett Avenue, as well as a 10-foot-wide shared use trail on Frontage Road; and the Project would refresh 
striping on the adjacent streets, thereby improving bicycle facilities and network. The proposed sidewalks 
and trails that would be incorporated as part of the Project would help to connect proposed and surrounding 
uses to existing sidewalks along Placentia Avenue and Indian Avenue. 

Comment A6.3: This comment states that, specific to Val Verde Elementary School, sidewalk considerations 
should be greater as children are unlikely to utilize a Class II bicycle lane. The comment states that a minimum 
six-foot-wide sidewalk should be included along Indian Avenue. The comment states that the Project team 
should collaborate with Val Verde Elementary, Palms Elementary, and Perris High School to update any 
applicable Safe Routes to Schools plans given the changes to circulation resulting from the proposed Project.  

Response A6.3: This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Regarding 
sidewalks near Val Verde Elementary School, there are existing 6-foot-wide sidewalks along Indian Avenue 
between Orange Avenue and Placentia Avenue. During Phase 2 development, the Project would reinstall 6-
foot-wide sidewalks along Indian Avenue. 
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In regard to Safe Routes to Schools plans, the Val Verde Unified School District’s Operation Safe Passage 
does not outline any routes for school children to Val Verde Elementary School.1 The Riverside University 
Health System administers the Safe Routes for All Program for the City of Perris. While the program provides 
broad goals and tips for pedestrian safety, it does not outline specific routes to school for Val Verde 
Elementary School, Palms Elementary School, or Perris High School. Further, the proposed Project would not 
result in bifurcation of an existing neighborhood from Val Verde Elementary School; therefore, the existing 
routes to school would continue to be utilized to provide safe circulation for pedestrians and bicyclists. Lastly, 
while potential development plans and internal circulation within the Phase 2 area is unknown at this time, 
the City of Perris will be conditioning future development of the area to solely provide truck driveways for 
Phase 2 developments on Orange Avenue and Frontage Road in order to avoid the sensitive receptors 
located along Indian Avenue (with Val Verde Elementary school operational along Indian Avenue) and 
Barrett Avenue, which would ensure that there is no pedestrian-truck conflict along Indian Avenue. 

Comment A6.4: This comment states that the Project may lead to extended block lengths or breaks within a 
grid system of local streets and bicycle and pedestrian circulation should be considered in the proposed 
Project. The comment states that there are no pathways within the conceptual plans for ingress, egress, or 
thru-travel of non-motor vehicle users.  

Response A6.4: This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment 
incorrectly states that the conceptual plans do not contain pathways for pedestrians or bicyclists. As required 
by the Harvest Landing Specific Plan and City of Perris design standards, each development site would 
provide ADA-compliant internal pedestrian routes, which could be utilized by bicyclists. Each site would 
include internal sidewalks, which would be located away from truck loading docks and parking areas. No 
further response or considerations are warranted. 

Comment A6.5: This comment states that the intersections of I-215 NB Ramps/W Nuevo Road, I-215 SB 
Ramps/W Nuevo Road, I-215 NB Ramps/Placentia Avenue, and I-215 SB Ramps/Placentia Avenue are 
within the jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City of Perris. 

Response A6.5: In response to this comment, Tables 3.2, 3.6, 3.9, 3.12, 5.1, 5.5, 5.9, and 6.5 of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis, included as Appendix B to this Final EIR, have been revised to correctly identify the study 
intersections’ jurisdiction of Caltrans, instead of the City of Perris for the following intersections:   

• I-215 NB Ramps/ W Nuevo Rd.   
• I-215 SB Ramps/ W Nuevo Rd.   
• I-215 NB Ramps/ Placentia Ave.   
• I-215 SB Ramps/ Placentia Ave.   

The jurisdiction listed for these intersections within these data tables does not affect the conclusions of the 
traffic analysis or change the recommended improvement measures.  

Comment A6.6: This comment states that heavy truck percentages are based on older SCAQMD data and 
requests that the City update regional truck trip generation data to support these assumptions. 

Response A6.6: The heavy truck percentages used in the traffic analysis are based on the most recent ITE 
data. South Coast AQMD data was only utilized to determine the axle split between 2-axle/3-axle/4+-
axle trucks. Furthermore, all trip generation assumptions were reviewed and approved by the City of Perris 
during the scoping agreement process.  

 

1 https://valverdeelem.valverde.edu/en-US/traffic-safety-brochure-97392c10 
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Comment A6.7: This comment requests clarification on whether seasonal factors were applied to counts. 

Response A6.7: Seasonal factors were taken into account when the traffic counts occurred. In response to 
this comment, the following discussion was added to Section 3.2 of the Traffic Impact Analysis Report to 
discuss seasonal adjustments of counts:    

• Traffic counts were collected for most study intersections on Tuesday, May 16th, 2023, while schools 
were in session.   

o Existing 2024 turning movement volumes were developed by applying a growth rate of three 
percent per year to the existing 2023 counts.  

• Counts for the existing driveways on the north leg of intersection #46, and the east leg of intersection 
#59, which belong to a commercial plaza and Walmart, were collected on Tuesday, July 30th, 2024, 
while schools were not in session. It is to be noted that since the driveways belong to commercial land 
uses, they are not affected by school trips when schools are in session, as their locations are not a part 
of typical routes used for school pick-up/drop-off.   

• Additionally, the volumes for the eastbound and westbound trips at intersection #46 were determined 
based on volume balancing between two adjacent intersections #18 (Barrett Ave/Orange Ave) and 
#19 (Perris Blvd/Orange Ave), for which traffic counts were conducted while schools were in session.  

Comment A6.8: This comment states that the Traffic Impact Analysis Report shows significant queuing at I-
215 ramps but does not analyze whether queues will spill back onto the freeway mainline, which is a safety 
concern. The comment requests that the analysis include freeway ramp spillback evaluations and recommend 
ramp storage improvements, if needed. 

Response A6.8: This comment does not provide substantial evidence of significant impacts not analyzed in 
the Draft EIR. Draft EIR Appendix T was included as part of the Draft EIR public circulation and analyzed 
potential queuing onto the freeway mainline. In response to this comment, Final EIR Appendix C was prepared 
which demonstrates the followings: 

• The proposed Project trips add more than two car lengths to the Opening Year II 2030 Without Project 
queue, causing it to spill into the mainline traffic of a Caltrans roadway at the following ramp 
intersection:  

o #29. I-215 Southbound Ramps/West Nuevo Road – southbound left-turn lane  

• At the intersection of I-215 Southbound Ramps/West Nuevo Road, the speed differentials between lane 
1 and lane 3 of the freeway mainline during the AM and PM peak hours are 9.9 mph and 9.8 mph, 
respectively, which do not exceed the 30 mph threshold. 

o Therefore, the freeway queuing impact is considered to be less than significant and no mitigation 
shall be required.  

Comment A6.9: This comment states that there is no evaluation of I-215 mainline traffic operations or 
analysis of potential impacts from added trips and heavy trucks. The comment requests that the Traffic 
Impact Analysis Report assess mainline freeway segments to ensure there are no operational issues. 

Response A6.9: While such operational conditions and automobile delay are now outside the scope of 
CEQA, in response to this comment letter, EPD Solutions prepared a separate Freeway Capacity and 
Mainline Operations Memorandum (included as Appendix C to this Final EIR) to evaluate potential Project-
related mainline volumes and cumulative traffic conditions along I-215. This supplemental freeway analysis 
is conducted as a good-faith effort to inform Caltrans and the public about potential operational effects, 
even though it is not required under CEQA.  
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In summary, the technical memorandum analyzed freeway merge and diverge segments at ramp junctions 
with the I-215 mainline at the following interchanges:  

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

Opening Year I 2026 Without Project Analysis Results  

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

Opening Year II 2030 Without Project Analysis Results  

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

General Plan 2045 Without Project Analysis Results  

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

During AM Peak Hour:  

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

Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.89)  

Opening Year I 2026 With Project Analysis Results  

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

Opening Year II 2030 With Project Analysis Results  

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

During AM Peak Hour:  

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

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

During PM Peak Hour:  

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

Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.92)  
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• Segment S9: I-215 Mainline between Southbound Nuevo Road On-Ramp and D Street Off-Ramp – LOS 
E (v/c ratio = 0.89)  

General Plan 2045 With Project Analysis Results  

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

During AM Peak Hour:  

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

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

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

Off-Ramp – LOS E (v/c ratio = 0.92)  

Comment A6.10: This comment states that the Traffic Impact Analysis Report uses RIVCOM model outputs 
for General Plan 2045 volumes but does not clarify if select zone checks or model calibration validation 
were performed and requests confirmation. 

Response A6.10: Because the RIVCOM model base and future years have been validated using traffic 
counts, it is not necessary to “re-calibrate” the model, as suggested by the commenter. Additional traffic 
volume adjustment worksheets using the Iterative Directional Volume Estimation Methodology from NCHRP 
Report 765, based on methodology outlined in NCHRP Report 255 are included in Appendix B to the Traffic 
Impact Analysis Report (included as Appendix B to this Final EIR) to confirm that forecast volumes reasonably 
match existing counts and known growth trends.  

Comment A6.11: This comment states that the Traffic Impact Analysis Report outlines trip distribution 
percentages for industrial and commercial components and requests that the City provide the distribution 
tables and justify assumptions to ensure alignment with regional travel patterns and RIVCOM outputs. 

Response A6.11: The Project trip distribution was prepared using select zone assignments from RIVCOM. 
RIVCOM select zone output bandwidth plots for industrial and commercial components respectively are 
provided in Figure 10 through Figure 12 of Appendix A to the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (included as 
Appendix B to this Final EIR) and were approved as part of the scoping agreement for the Traffic Impact 
Analysis Report. Use of the calibrated RIVCOM model for the trip distribution ensures alignment with existing 
and future regional travel patterns.  

Comment A6.12: This comment requests clarification on how cumulative project volumes were integrated 
with ambient growth and RIVCOM forecasts to avoid double-counting, ensuring consistency in future year 
forecasts. 

Response A6.12: Cumulative project volumes and ambient growth rates were utilized to develop the 
Opening Year I 2026 and Opening Year II 2030 turning movement volumes. RIVCOM forecasts (not including 
cumulative project volumes and ambient growth rates) were utilized to develop the General Plan 2045 
turning movement volumes. Additionally, the General Plan 2045 turning movement volumes were adjusted 
by using the Opening Year II 2030 turning movement volumes when 2045 forecast volumes were observed 
to be lower than the respective Opening Year II 2030 turning movement volumes.   
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Comment A6.13: This comment states that passenger car equivalent (PCE) factors significantly affect volume-
to-capacity results and asks for confirmation what PCE factors were used. 

Response A6.13: Regionally adopted PCE factors by Riverside County, which are based on the County of 
Riverside Transportation Analysis Guidelines for Level of Service and Vehicles Mile Traveled (December 2020), 
were used for high-cube and parcel hub truck volumes. These PCE factors can be found on page 10 of the 
aforementioned document.  

Comment A6.14: This comment states that turning movement sheets need to be reformatted as they are 
displayed incorrectly and requests that all turning movement diagrams are clearly readable with correct 
orientation, labels, and scaling. 

Response A6.14: In response to this comment, the turning movement sheets included in Appendix B to the 
Traffic Impact Analysis Report (included as Appendix B to this Final EIR) have been reformatted to ensure 
that all turning movement diagrams are clearly readable, with correct orientation, labels, and scaling for 
professional review and permit processing.  

Comment A6.15: This comment states that the Caltrans Queuing and Safety Analysis references volumes 
from the Traffic Impact Analysis Report but does not document detailed RIVCOM model validation or select 
zone checks to confirm reasonableness. The commenter recommends providing model validation summaries 
supporting these forecasted volumes for Caltrans review.  

Response A6.15: In response to this comment, additional traffic volume adjustment worksheets are included 
in Appendix B to the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (included as Appendix B to this Final EIR) to confirm that 
forecast volumes reasonably match existing counts and known growth trends in support of these forecasted 
volumes for Caltrans review. These worksheets use the Iterative Directional Volume Estimation Methodology 
from NCHRP Report 765, based on methodology outlined in NCHRP Report 255. 

Comment A6.16: This comment states that truck trip percentages are based on ITE and South Coast AQMD 
data but are not compared with regional SCAG goods movement or Caltrans truck forecasts. The comment 
recommends crosschecking these percentages with regional data to ensure consistency with Caltrans freight 
forecasts.  

Response A6.16: Truck trip percentages were reviewed and approved by the City during the scoping 
agreement process. The truck percentages utilize the latest ITE data, which includes Southern California data, 
as well as vehicle splits from the South Coast AQMD, which is based solely on Southern California truck data. 
Therefore, an additional crosscheck and verification of data is not necessary.  

Comment A6.17: This comment states that PCE factors were applied to convert truck trips, affecting 
forecasted volumes for queue analysis. The comment recommends confirming these PCE factors are consistent 
with Caltrans guidelines or District 8 practice.  

Response A6.17: As described within the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (Appendix B to this Final EIR), 
regionally-adopted PCE factors by Riverside County based on the County of Riverside Transportation Analysis 
Guidelines for Level of Service and Vehicles Mile Traveled (December 2020) were applied for high-cube and 
parcel hub truck volumes within the Traffic Impact Analysis. These PCE factors were approved by the City of 
Perris as part of the scoping agreement process.   

Comment A6.18: This comment states to ensure consistency between baseline (2024), Opening Year 1 
(2026), Opening Year II (2030) volumes used in the analysis with the Traffic Impact Analysis Report forecast 
years and RIVCOM outputs. 

Response A6.18: Consistency between baseline (2024), Opening Year I (2026), and Opening Year II 
(2030) volumes used in this queue analysis with the Traffic Impact Analysis Report forecast are confirmed.  
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Comment A6.19: This comment states that truck distribution maps need to be larger for readability. 

Response A6.19: Detailed trip distribution maps in the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (included as Appendix 
B to this Final EIR) have been reformatted to ensure all turning movement diagrams are clearly readable, 
with correct orientation, labels, and scaling for professional review and permit processing.  

Comment A6.20: This comment states that in the VMT analysis truck trip percentages are based on ITE and 
South Coast AQMD data but are not compared with regional SCAG goods movement or Caltrans truck 
forecasts. The comment recommends crosschecking these percentages with regional data to ensure 
consistency with Caltrans freight forecasts.  

Response A6.20: Truck trip percentages were reviewed and approved by the City during the scoping 
agreement process. The truck percentages utilize the latest ITE data, which includes Southern California data, 
as well as vehicle splits from the South Coast AQMD, which is based solely on Southern California truck data. 
Therefore, additional crosscheck, as requested, is not necessary.  

Comment A6.21: This comment states that RIVCOM model inputs, select zone checks, and network changes 
are not fully documented in the VMT analysis and asks that the City provide that data.  

Response A6.21: Detailed RIVCOM model inputs, assumptions, and network changes are fully documented 
in Section 4.3 RIVCOM Model Configuration of the VMT analysis. RIVCOM select zone output bandwidth 
plots for industrial and commercial components respectively are provided in Figure 10 thru Figure 12 of 
Appendix A to the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (included as Appendix B to this Final EIR). 

Comment A6.22: The comment states that baseline VMT is interpolated between 2018 and 2045 without 
comparison to interim forecasts and recommends comparing the interpolation with interim model years or 
SCAG forecasts for accuracy. 

Response A6.22: It is industry standard practice to interpolate Baseline VMT between 2018 and 2045. 
RIVCOM is the most applicable regional travel demand model for projects in Riverside County. No interim 
model year scenario is available for RIVCOM. Therefore, no revisions to the VMT Analysis are necessary. 

Comment A6.23: This comment states that trip generation rates and distributions are not fully documented 
to show consistency with regional travel patterns and requests supporting data for these assumptions. 

Response A6.23: Detailed trip generation rates and distributions to show consistency with regional travel 
patterns are provided in full within the Traffic Impact Analysis Report included as Draft EIR Appendix R and 
Appendix B to this Final EIR. 

Comment A6.24: This comment states that if any Caltrans facilities are impacted, they must comply with 
ADA standards upon Project completion, and the Project must ensure the maintenance of bicycle and 
pedestrian access throughout the construction phase. 

Response A6.24: This comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Project 
would not result in any modifications to Caltrans facilities that would require them to comply with ADA 
standards upon completion. In regard to pedestrian and bicyclist accessibility during construction, sidewalks 
and bike lanes are currently limited within the Specific Plan area with a Class II bike lane only existing on 
Placentia Avenue. Sidewalks currently exist along the north side of Orange Avenue, east side of Barrett 
Avenue, east side of Perris Boulevard, and both sides of Indian Avenue. Project contractors would ensure 
that sidewalks remain open or alternative routes are provided during Project construction. 

Comment A6.25: This comment states that any work or temporary traffic control that encroaches into 
Caltrans’ right-of-way requires Caltrans-issued encroachment permit and provides information regarding 
encroachment permits.  
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Response A6.25: This comment is informational in nature does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Regarding the need for an encroachment permit, it is acknowledged that an encroachment 
permit for any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way would need to be obtained. Construction of 
additional lanes along Frontage Road may require an encroachment permit as work would be needed within 
the existing storm drain facility within Caltrans’ right-of-way. At the time this improvement needs to be 
implemented, the City and Project Applicant would coordinate with Caltrans and an encroachment permit 
would be obtained as required. 

Comment A6.26: This comment thanks the City for including Caltrans in the review process and provides 
contact information for questions or future notifications. 

Response A6.26: Caltrans District 8 will remain on the mailing list for the Project and will receive notification 
of availability of the Final EIR, in addition to all other public notices for development projects that could 
potentially impact Caltrans facilities. 
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Comment Letter O1: Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER), 2 pages 
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Response to Comment Letter O1: Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility, June 17, 2025 

Comment O1.1: This comment states that the letter is written on behalf of Supporters Alliance for 
Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) and provides a summary of the Project Description. 

Response O1.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue r the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. Because this comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is warranted. 

Comment O1.2: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to include all feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce the Project’s impacts. The comment states that the shortcomings should be addressed in a revised 
Draft EIR.  

Response O1.2: The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR does not implement all feasible mitigation 
measures is unsubstantiated and vague. As detailed throughout the Draft EIR and this Final EIR , the proposed 
Project would implement all feasible mitigation measures which would reduce potentially significant impacts 
and significant impacts. As discussed, Project impacts related to regional and cumulative air quality, GHG, 
off-site traffic noise, and VMT were found to be significant and unavoidable after the implementation of 
mitigation measures. The commenter does not provide any additional data or specific mitigation measures 
for consideration or incorporation to reduce these impacts. This comment does not contain any information 
requiring changes to the Draft EIR. Thus, no further response is warranted.  

Comment O1.3: This comment states that SAFER reserves the right to supplement these comments during the 
administrative process.  

Response O1.3: 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. Thus, no further response is warranted. As 
of the close of the public comment period (July 14, 2025) no further letters have been received from SAFER. 
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Comment Letter O2: Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy (CARE CA), 120 pages
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Response to Comment Letter O2: Californians Allied for a Responsible Economy (CARE CA), June 23, 
2025 

Comment O2.1: This comment states that the letter is written on behalf of Coalition for Californians Allied 
for a Responsible Economy (CARE CA) requesting access to all public records related to the proposed Project.  

Response O2.1: In response to the request for information, the documentation was compiled, and a link to 
a OneDrive shared folder was emailed by City staff in June of 2025 to the provided contact. The comment 
is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the 
comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no 
further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.2: The comment provides a summary of the proposed Project and the location of the Project 
site. 

Response O2.2: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.3: This comment reiterates that CARE CA requests immediate access to all public record 
documents related to the proposed Project pursuant to the California Public Records Act and the California 
Constitution.  

Response O2.3: Please refer above to Response O2.1 regarding the City’s provision of a OneDrive shared 
folder with the requested documentation to the commenter.  

Comment O2.4: This comment states that the letter is written on behalf of CARE CA requesting access to 
documents referenced or incorporated by reference within the Draft EIR. 

Response O2.4: Please refer above to Response O2.1 regarding the City’s provision of a OneDrive shared 
folder with the requested documentation to the commenter. 

Comment O2.5: The comment provides a summary of the proposed Project and the location of the Project 
site. 

Response O2.5: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.6: This comment reiterates that CARE CA requests immediate access to all documents 
referenced or incorporated by reference within the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA.  

Response O2.6: Please refer above to Response O2.1 regarding the City’s provision of a OneDrive shared 
folder with the requested documentation to the commenter. 

Comment O2.7: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the comment is 
submitted on behalf of CARE CA. Additionally, the comment provides a summary of the proposed Project 
and its location. 

Response O2.7: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.8: This comment states that based on the commenter’s review, the Draft EIR fails as an 
informational document as it lacks substantial evidence to support its conclusions that the Project’s impacts 
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would be mitigated to the greatest extent feasible and that there is substantial evidence demonstrating the 
Project’s potentially significant impacts are far more extensive than disclosed. The comment states that 
commenters and their expert consultants have identified numerous significant impacts that the Draft EIR 
underestimates or fails to identify, and that many mitigation measures described in the Draft EIR will not 
mitigate impacts to the extent claimed. 

Response O2.8: As discussed in Responses O2.9 through O2.75, the Draft EIR complies with the requirements 
of CEQA and the analysis within the Draft EIR accurately reflects the proposed Project and subsequent 
potential environmental impacts. Further, the “substantial evidence” presented by the commenter and their 
experts is based on argument, speculation, unsubstantiated narrative, and evidence which is clearly 
inaccurate. Therefore, this comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact. 

Comment O2.9: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s project description is inadequate because it does 
not provide sufficient information on the three high cube warehouses and three industrial buildings that would 
be constructed as part of Phase 1, which leads to the analysis missing critical information. The comment states 
that the Draft EIR fails to analyze cumulative air quality and health risk impacts as it does not analyze 
combined emissions resulting from the Project and nearby warehouses. The comment states that the experts 
found that, when calculated pursuant to South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) methodology, 
the Project’s cumulative impacts from operational emissions are significant and unmitigated. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR does not disclose impacts related to Valley Fever, underestimates emissions 
associated with truck trips, does not properly analyze VMT, and overestimates the benefit of VMT mitigation. 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze or mitigate significant noise impacts 
associated with nighttime construction and relies on unsupported assumptions regarding operational noise 
levels. 

Response O2.9: This comment is introductory in nature. Regarding the Draft EIR’s project description, the 
commenter is referred to Responses O2.14 through O2.16. Related to cumulative air quality and health risk 
assessment, the commenter is referred to Responses O2.18 through O2.23. Regarding Valley Fever, the 
commenter is referred to Responses O2.24, O2.51, and O2.52. Regarding truck trips and related emissions, 
the commenter is referred to Responses O2.25 through O2.28. Related to the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis, the 
commenter is referred to Responses O2.29 through O2.36 and O2.60 through O2.65. Related to the Draft 
EIR’s noise analysis, the commenter is referred to Responses O2.37 through O2.41 and O2.71 through 
O2.74. 

Comment O2.10: This comment states that the commenter reviewed the Draft EIR, its appendices, and 
reference documents with the assistance of an air quality expert, transportation expert, and noise expert, 
and that their comments are incorporated herein and must be considered part of the record for this Project.  

Response O2.10: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s consultants’ comments and the responses to the comments are 
incorporated herein.  

Comment O2.11: This comment states that CARE CA urges the City to remedy the deficiencies in the Draft 
EIR by revising the Draft EIR and recirculating it for public review. The comment states that CARE CA reserves 
the right to provide supplemental comments. 

Response O2.11: In reviewing the comments provided within CARE CA’s letter and making the appropriate 
revisions, when necessary, no significant new information was required, and further, the impacts disclosed in 
the Draft EIR accurately reflect the proposed Project. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and CA Code 
of Regulations 15088.5, Draft EIR recirculation would not be warranted. 
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Comment O2.12: This comment provides a statement of interest from CARE CA and states that the commenter 
has an interest in enforcing environmental laws that encourage sustainable development. The comment also 
states that environmental degradation can cause construction moratoriums and other restrictions on growth. 

Response O2.12: The comment is not related to the EIR process and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR evaluation or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 
required or provided. 

Comment O2.13: This comment states that the two primary purposes of CEQA are to inform decisionmakers 
and the public about the potential significant environmental effects of a project and requires public agencies 
to avoid or reduce environmental damage when feasible. The comment also states that the ultimate inquiry 
as case law is whether the EIR includes enough detail to enable those who did not participate in its 
preparation to understand and consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed Project. 

Response O2.13: The comment summarizes the intent of CEQA but does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR evaluation or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is 
required or provided. 

Comment O2.14: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not meet CEQA’s requirements because it does 
not include an accurate or complete Project description, rendering the analysis inadequate. The comment 
provides discussion on case law related to project descriptions and CEQA requirements for project 
descriptions. 

Response O2.14: The comment provides the commenter’s opinion that the Draft EIR does not include an 
accurate or complete Project description but it does not identify how the Draft EIR assertedly does not include 
a complete/accurate project description. Therefore, no further response is required or can be provided. 

Comment O2.15: This comment states that the Project is being developed for unknown tenants, but for 
reasonably foreseeable uses. The comment summarizes the proposed land uses and states that the Draft EIR 
vaguely references construction of three high cube warehouses and three light industrial buildings but does 
not disclose the intended warehousing or light industrial uses proposed, the intensity of use, or any other 
factors relevant to assessing operational impacts. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss or 
analyze any other proposed uses that would reduce impacts on the environment and does not analyze all 
reasonably foreseeable uses.  

Response O2.15: The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR does not include an accurate and 
complete Project description. Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR provides a description of the 
Project sufficient to meet CEQA’s informational requirements under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. As the 
end users and future tenants of the proposed Project are unknown and have the potential to change over 
time, the analysis contained within the Draft EIR relies on proposed land uses and related trip rates from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition and the Transportation Uniform 
Mitigation Fee (TUMF) High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study. The level of detail needed for the 
evaluation of the proposed Project by the public and decisionmakers and for the review of the Project’s 
environmental impacts is adequate within the Draft EIR Project Description, and extensively detailed 
descriptions of all potential future uses or building operations are not required. As demonstrated by Citizens 
for a Sustainable Treasure Island v City & County of San Francisco (2014) 227 CA4th 1036, 1053, the Draft 
EIR’s description of the proposed Project should identify the Project’s main features and other information 
needed for an analysis of the Project’s environmental impacts. As long as the requirements set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15124 are met, the Project Description may allow for the flexibility needed to respond 
to changing conditions that could impact the Project’s final design. 

Regarding the Draft EIR not discussing or analyzing proposed uses that would reduce impacts, as 
substantiated by CEQA case law, the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts from hypothetical buildout 
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conditions as this analysis would be speculative (Rodeo Citizens Ass'n v County of Contra Costa (2018) 22 
CA5th 214, 226; Anderson First Coalition v City of Anderson (2005) 130 CA4th 1173; Marin Mun. Water 
Dist. v KG Land Cal. Corp. (1991) 235 CA3d 1652, 1662). 

Comment O2.16: This comment states that the while the Draft EIR asserts that Project facilities would not 
include cold storage or other refrigerated uses, the Community Shopping Center would include at least one 
supermarket. The comment states that the supermarket will be dependent on refrigeration units and transport 
refrigeration units and the failure to analyze impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable intensive 
warehouse operations and refrigeration/cold storage uses undermines the Draft EIR. The comment states that 
since the Draft EIR does not account for transport refrigeration units, it underestimates impacts related to 
criteria pollutants, greenhouse gas emissions, and toxic air contaminants and the Draft EIR must be revised 
to assess these activities. The comment states that as the Draft EIR does not evaluate impacts associated with 
potential refrigerated uses with operation of the supermarket and undisclosed uses/activities in the 
warehouses and light industrial buildings, the analysis underestimates potentially significant environmental 
impacts. 

Response O2.16: As discussed on Draft EIR pages 3-22 to 3-23, none of the business park buildings are 
proposed to accommodate any warehouse cold storage or refrigerated uses. Further, as described in 
Response O2.15, the Draft EIR properly characterizes and analyzes the potential uses within both the Phase 
1 business park and Phase 2 MBU area. The proposed Project would be conditioned to prohibit cold storage 
uses within the Phase 1 MBU area without additional technical and CEQA analysis. Therefore, should future 
developments within the MBU land use of the Specific Plan area propose cold storage, refrigerated uses, or 
other operations involving transport refrigeration units (TRUs), additional CEQA would be required to 
evaluate (and thus model) the potential impacts related to the cold storage and TRUs. 

The commenter is correct in stating that the commercial component of the Project would contain a supermarket 
and a big box retail store, both of which would require refrigerated storage and transport refrigeration 
units. Therefore, in response to this comment and in order to clarify the project description, the Draft EIR has 
been revised to include a discussion of the proposed refrigerated storage and transport refrigeration units, 
as included in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR. Lastly, CARB has approved regulation 
that require zero-emission technologies be adopted by all truck TRU fleets by 2029.2 In order to account 
for the potential emissions associated with 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 resulting health 
risk at the maximally exposed individual receptor, maximally exposed individual worker, and maximally 
exposed individual school child locations would not increase compared to those identified in the Draft EIR as 
a result of the inclusion of these TRUs. The combined construction and operational impacts of the proposed 
Project at the closest effected receptor is estimated to be 6.48 in one million without the proposed Overlay 
on Val Verde Elementary School and 7.55 in one million with the Overlay, which is less than the South Coast 
AQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million. At this same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to 
be less than 0.01, which would not exceed the applicable South Coast AQMD significance threshold of 1.0. 
As such, the proposed Project would result in emissions that are below existing SCAQMD significance 
thresholds. 

Comment O2.17: This comment provides a discussion of the requirements for an EIR to disclose all potentially 
significant impacts and implement all feasible measures to reduce those impacts. The comment states that all 
significance determinations must be supported by substantial evidence and states that failure to provide 

 

2 California Air Resources Board (CARB). (2024). Transport Refrigeration Unit (TRU or Reefer) Regulation. Accessed 
September 4, 2025 at https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/transport-refrigeration-unit-tru-or-reefer-regulation-truckstop 



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

City of Perris  2-177 
Final EIR   
February 2026 

information required by CEQA is a procedural error, which is held to a less deferential standard than 
challenges to an agency’s factual conclusions. 

Response O2.17: The comment is general in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR evaluation or raise any other CEQA issue. The commenter provides no evidence within the 
comment that the City did not proceed in a manner required by CEQA or that the Draft EIR does not contain 
all necessary information required by CEQA. Further, all of the commenter’s assertions are related to the 
analysis and factual conclusions set forth in the Draft EIR and not the City’s procedural requirements under 
CEQA.  

Comment O2.18: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze cumulative air quality 
and health risk impacts associated with the Project’s emissions combined with the emissions generated by 
nearby warehouses. The comment provides a discussion of the requirements for the analysis of cumulative 
impacts and human health impacts related to air quality. The comment states that the Draft EIR’s air quality 
analysis fails to consider cumulative impacts in light of existing pollution levels and warehouse development 
as it does not incorporate a quantitative analysis of public health risks associated with the Project and 
warehouses within 5 kilometers of the Project site. The comment states that the Draft EIR relies on the South 
Coast AQMD’s outdated cumulative threshold and ignores the South Coast AQMD’s new regulatory guidance 
on cumulative impact analysis.  

Response O2.18: As of September 2025, the South Coast AQMD has not adopted any new guidance on 
cumulative air quality or health risk impact analysis. As discussed in the South Coast AQMD’s White Paper 
on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution, the South Coast AQMD uses 
the same significance thresholds for project-specific and cumulative impacts for all environmental topics 
analyzed in a CEQA document. As such, project emissions that exceed the project-specific significance 
thresholds are also considered by the South Coast AQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is the 
document and methodology that is currently published for use and reference on the South Coast AQMD’s 
website (https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/agendas/environmental-justice/cumulative-impacts-
working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf?sfvrsn=69761d61_2). 

For project-specific and cumulative regional air quality impacts, the South Coast AQMD utilizes the 
significance thresholds set forth in Table 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR. As described on pages 5.3-68 through 5.3-
69 of the Draft EIR, the geographic area for analysis of cumulative air quality impacts is the South Coast Air 
Basin. As described in Impact AQ-2 in the Draft EIR, after implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 
through AQ-7, NOx emissions would continue to exceed South Coast AQMD regional significance thresholds 
during construction. Also, after implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-8 through AQ-19 operational 
emissions from Phase 1 would exceed thresholds of significance for VOC, NOx, CO and PM10, and 
operational emissions from Phase 2 with and without the Overlay would exceed thresholds of significance 
for VOC and NOx under Scenario A, and also impacts to PM10 under Scenario B. Additionally, after 
implementation of mitigation measures, operational impacts from buildout of the Specific Plan with and 
without the Overlay under both scenarios would exceed thresholds of significance for emissions of VOC, 
NOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. The large majority of operational-source emissions (by weight) would be 
generated by Project vehicles and consumer products that neither the Project applicant nor the City have the 
ability to reduce emissions of. Therefore, both construction and operational-source emissions from 
implementation of the proposed Project would be cumulatively considerable and cumulative air quality 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  

For project-specific and cumulative health risk impacts, the South Coast AQMD utilizes a cancer risk 
significance threshold of 10 in 1 million. To ensure that both Phase 1 and Phase 2 impacts would be less than 
significant, Mitigation Measure AQ-20 requires either: a minimum 1,000-foot setback between building 
loading docks and the residential development east of Barrett Avenue and between Val Verde Elementary 
School to any future MBU development on the Phase 2 block east of Indian Avenue; restriction of diesel 
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powered trucks accessing any future MBU development on the Phase 2 block east of Indian Avenue; or 
preparation of a site-specific health risk analysis prior to approval of any future MBU development on the 
Phase 2 block east of Indian Avenue demonstrating that significant cancer risk impacts could be avoided 
without implementation of setbacks or diesel truck restrictions. As shown in Draft EIR Table 5.3-47, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-20 and Mitigation Measure AQ-8 (limiting idling to 3 minutes), 
the cancer risk would be reduced to 5.74 in one million without the Overlay and 7.05 in one million with the 
Overlay, which would not exceed the South Coast AQMD project level and cumulative significance threshold 
of 10 in one million. Therefore, pursuant to current South Coast AQMD methodology, the proposed Project 
would not result in a cumulative health risk impact.  

Nevertheless, 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 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:  

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

equivalent (PCE) trips  

Compared to the approximately 2,626 daily truck trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed 
Project, the 110 daily truck trips generated by Project 1 would not be anticipated to significantly affect the 
cumulative health risk. Similarly, Project 19 would not result in a significant number of truck trips, and due to 
the storage lot nature of this project, would not result in significant idling emissions occurring on the site. As 
such, due to the relatively small size and small number of truck trips associated with these two projects, any 
cumulative impacts would be minimal and be less than cumulatively considerable. 

In 2022, the South Coast AQMD initiated a public process to update their recommended methodology for 
analyzing cumulative impacts from toxic air contaminants in CEQA documents. However, the methodology 
has not been finalized or approved by the South Coast AQMD Governing Board. The last meeting of the 
working group developing the updated guidance was on November 6, 2024, and there has been no update 
on the effort since then.  

It should also be noted that the South Coast AQMD reviewed the Draft EIR for the proposed Project and 
submitted a comment letter to the City (Letter A of this Final EIR). While South Coast AQMD staff did provide 
comments and questions, they did not state that the methodology used to evaluate cumulative air quality 
impacts in the Draft EIR was incorrect or that there was new regulatory guidance on cumulative impact 
analysis that should have been used for the Draft EIR. Therefore, the commenter’s statement that the South 
Coast AQMD has new regulatory guidance on cumulative impact analysis is incorrect.  

Comment O2.19: This comment states that currently there are 87 existing warehouses totaling 33,285,000 
square feet within Perris, Mead Valley, Good Hope, and Nuevo with 5 more vacant warehouses, 21 
approved warehouses, and 6 warehouse projects undergoing CEQA review. The comment states that the 
existing warehouses within 5 kilometers of the Project site result in 22,000 daily truck trips, the approved 
projects will generate an additional 5,000 truck trips, and the 6 projects undergoing CEQA review will 
generate 7,000 additional truck trips. The comment states that the expert concludes that 5,298 lbs. of NOx, 
47 lbs. of diesel particulate matter emissions, and 34,000 daily truck trips associated with the warehouses 
represent a significant cumulative air impact on the communities of Mead Valley, Good Hope, Nuevo, and 
Perris. The comment states that the Project adds a substantial amount of truck trips, as well as an increase in 
diesel particulate matter and NOx emissions, and these cumulative air quality and health risks are not 
adequately disclosed, analyzed or mitigated in the Draft EIR.  
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Response O2.19: Please refer above to Response O2.18 regarding the South Coast AQMD’s recommended 
methodology to evaluate cumulative air quality impacts. 

Because the proposed Project would exceed the applicable regional significance thresholds for construction 
(NOx) and operation (VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) even with mitigation, the Project’s cumulative impacts 
would be considered significant and unavoidable, as described in Section 5.3, Air Quality of the Draft EIR. 
As discussed in the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the proposed Project, as described in amicus briefs 
filed by the South Coast AQMD and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District in Sierra Club v. 
County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502 (Friant Ranch), it is not feasible at this time to tie a project’s cumulative 
to likely health impacts in an accurate or reliable manner at this time. Specifically, the amicus briefs noted 
technical challenges in modeling pollutants such as ozone and particulate matter, which are formed from 
chemical reactions in the atmosphere that often occur far from the source and are influenced by 
meteorological conditions and reaction to sunlight. Further, once these chemicals are formed in the 
atmosphere, they can be transported long distances by winds. As such, it is not technically feasible at this 
time to accurately and reliably model the potential health effects of criteria pollutants emitted by the 
proposed Project. 

As detailed in the Project Health Risk Assessment, the South Coast AQMD does not have an approved 
methodology for evaluating cumulative toxic air contaminant health impacts. The Project Health Risk 
Assessment evaluated cumulative projects located within 1,000 feet of the proposed Project site and 
proposed Project truck routes. As stated in the Project Health Risk Assessment, the 1,000-foot evaluation 
distance is supported by research-based findings concerning toxic air contaminant emission dispersion rates 
from roadways and large sources showing that emissions diminish substantially between 500 and 1,000 feet 
from emission sources. To support the 1,000-foot evaluation distance, the Project Health Risk Assessment 
references traffic-related studies, CARB and South Coast AQMD emissions and modeling analysis, the 
Waters Bill, and the 2021 report Evaluating Siting Distances for New Sensitive Receptors Near Warehouses, 
prepared by the Ramboll Group.  

It should be noted that the analysis evaluated nearby facilities located within 1,000 feet of the Project site 
or Project truck routes and found that there were no facilities located within this distance of the facility with 
the potential to generate significant diesel particulate matter emissions. 

Comment O2.20: This comment states that courts have held that an environmental review document must 
disclose a project’s health risks to a degree of specificity that would allow the public to make the correlation 
between the project’s impacts and adverse effects to human health. The comment states that the Draft EIR 
does not disclose cumulative health risks to a degree of specificity necessary to inform the public because it 
omits critical information. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not account for health effects from 
exposure of local sensitive receptors to the 5,298 lbs. of NOx, 47 lbs. of diesel particulate matter, and other 
emissions from 34,000 daily truck trips associated with the existing warehouses and does not meaningfully 
examine the Project’s cumulative contribution to those impacts from its proposed warehouses. The comment 
states that its assertion that it will not result in cumulative air quality or public health impacts simply because 
it falls under South Coast AQMD’s thresholds violates CEQA and ignores the South Coast AQMD’s new 
guidance. The comment states that the Draft EIR relies on a drop in the bucket approach, which has been 
rejected by the courts and cites the Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford case. 

Response O2.20: As discussed in Response O2.18, the South Coast AQMD initiated a public process in 2022 
to update their recommended methodology for analyzing cumulative impacts from toxic air contaminants in 
CEQA documents. However, the methodology has not been finalized or approved by the South Coast AQMD 
Governing Board. The last meeting of the working group developing the updated guidance was on 
November 6, 2024, and there has been no update on the effort since then. And the South Coast AQMD did 
not state that the methodology used to evaluate cumulative air quality impacts in the Draft EIR was incorrect 
or that there was new regulatory guidance on cumulative impact analysis that should have been used for 
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the Draft EIR. Therefore, the commenter’s assertion that the South Coast AQMD has new guidance on 
cumulative impact analysis is incorrect. 

Comment O2.21: The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the Project in light of the South 
Coast AQMD’s recommended revisions to its cumulative impact thresholds from their November 6, 2024 
working group. The comment states that the draft South Coast AQMD protocols lower the cancer risk 
threshold from 10 in one million if certain factors reflecting high pollution burden are met.  

Response O2.21: As discussed in Response O2.18, the South Coast AQMD initiated a public process in 2022 
to update their recommended methodology for analyzing cumulative impacts from toxic air contaminants in 
CEQA documents. However, the methodology has not been finalized or approved by the South Coast AQMD 
Governing Board. The last meeting of the working group developing the updated guidance was on 
November 6, 2024, and there has been no update on the effort since then. And the South Coast AQMD did 
not state that the methodology used to evaluate cumulative air quality impacts in the Draft EIR was incorrect 
or that there was new regulatory guidance on cumulative impact analysis that should have been used for 
the Draft EIR. Therefore, the commenter’s assertion that the South Coast AQMD has new guidance on 
cumulative impact analysis is incorrect. 

Comment O2.22: The comment states that the South Coast AQMD’s recommended revisions to its cumulative 
impact thresholds lower the cancer risk threshold for cumulative analysis and that utilizing this guidance would 
result in a cumulative threshold of 3 in one million rather than 10 in one million. The comment outlines the 
steps to set the cumulative threshold pursuant to the South Coast AQMD Working Group suggestions. The 
comment states that the Draft EIR’s cancer risk assessment is inadequate because it only analyzes cancer risks 
associated with the project-level 10 in one million threshold and does not look at cumulative impact factors 
and, therefore, does not present a proper analysis under CEQA. 

Response O2.22: The EIR analysis considered cumulative air quality and health risk impacts consistent with 
current South Coast AQMD guidance. The commenter is referred to Response O2.19. The comment does not 
provide substantial evidence of any new environmental impact. 

Comment O2.23: This comment states that Dr. Clark concludes that, when compared to the adjusted 
cumulative risk threshold of 3 in one million, the Project exceeds the operational risk threshold for residential 
and school receptors, resulting in a significant and unmitigated impact. The comment summarizes the health 
risk analysis results that are included in the Draft EIR and states that Mitigation Measure AQ-20 would not 
reduce these emissions to below the adjusted 3 in one million cumulative health risk threshold. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR must reevaluate the Project’s operational emissions and must present accurate 
findings within a revised Draft EIR. 

Response O2.23: The EIR analysis considered cumulative air quality and health risk impacts consistent with 
current South Coast AQMD guidance. Pursuant to adopted South Coast AQMD guidance, the project-level 
and cumulative significance threshold is 10 in one million. The commenter is referred to Response O2.19. The 
comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact. 

Comment O2.24: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to disclose the potential presence of Cocci 
fungus spores at the Project site and fails to discuss Valley Fever, which is known to occur in the vicinity of 
the Project site. The comment further states that sensitive receptors on or near Project site are at risk from 
exposure from disturbed dust during Project construction, including construction and agricultural workers 
which are the most at-risk populations, according to air quality and health risk expert, Dr. Clark. The comment 
concludes that small fungus spore particles are not controlled by conventional dust-control measures under 
the South Coast AQMD thus there is a significant risk to exposure and the Draft EIR must be revised to include 
an analysis of the Project’s Valley Fever impacts and include relevant mitigation measures to reduce Valley 
Fever impacts. 
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Response O2.24: The comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact as it 
relies on inaccurate evidence. The air quality analysis contained in Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR 
and Appendix B to the Draft EIR were prepared following the guidelines set forth by the South Coast AQMD 
for CEQA analyses. Neither the South Coast AQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines nor the State CEQA 
Guidelines include requirements or thresholds of significance for addressing Valley Fever. The proposed 
Project would be required to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 403, which would reduce dust and travel 
of any potential spores from the Project site to surrounding sensitive receptors or onsite construction workers. 
Dust from construction of the Project is not anticipated to exacerbate or significantly add to the current 
exposure of people to Valley Fever.  

The comment cites data from the California Department of Public Health from 2022. California Department 
of Public Health data shows that the rate of Valley Fever in Riverside County was 465 residents overall for 
the entire county in 2024 which equates to a rate of approximately 19.0 for every 100,000 residents.3 For 
context, this is an extremely low rate of occurrence in general as well as compared to counties where Valley 
Fever is more prevalent: the highest is Kern County (3,873 cases) and the second highest is Los Angeles 
County (1,749 cases). Therefore, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, it is appropriate for the City not 
to focus the Draft EIR’s analysis on this issue. Further, as stipulated by a footnote to the comment, Riverside 
County Valley Fever incidents have not yet reached 20 per 100,000 persons per year. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would not be required under state law to provide any Valley Fever awareness training. 
CEQA also does not require mitigation, such as testing onsite for Valley Fever spores, where there would be 
no significant impact. Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed air quality per the 
CEQA Guidelines which does not include requirements or thresholds of significance for addressing Valley 
Fever. Therefore, no further revisions would be required and no further response is warranted. 

Comment O2.25: This comment discusses the Draft EIR’s analysis of truck trip lengths and summarizes 
Scenario A’s assumptions which utilizes truck trip lengths based on the South Coast AQMD’s WAIRE Program. 
The comment states that the 40-mile truck trip length is not recommended by the South Coast AQMD but was 
utilized in calculations for potential mitigation in the WAIRE program. The comment states that the 40-mile 
truck trip length is a default and not accurate for a site-specific analysis as the Project site is approximately 
80 miles from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The comment states that using Project-specific data 
would increase the trip length by 100 percent resulting in a doubling of truck trip emissions. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR’s conclusions rely on underreported truck emission estimates and the air quality 
analysis must be revised to evaluate and mitigate emissions associated with truck trip lengths to and from 
the Project site. 

Response O2.25: As acknowledged by the commenter, the truck trip distance of 39.9 miles per truck trip is 
taken from South Coast AQMD Rule 2305, which is the South Coast AQMD’s indirect source review program 
used to help control and minimize air quality impacts from mobile source emissions associated with trucks 
from warehouses. In addition, the 39.9-mile trip length was based on the South Coast AQMD’s own research 
that concluded that the average heavy duty truck trip length in the entire South Coast Air Basin was 39.9 
miles. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, with the exception of Building 1, there 
are no known tenants for the proposed warehouses. Therefore, the specific type of businesses that would 
occupy the proposed warehouses and their associated fleet operations are unknown.  

The types of warehousing within the proposed Project could vary from high-cube warehouses to light 
manufacturing. In addition, goods can have various points of entry into Southern California and could arrive 
via port through the Port of Los Angeles or Long Beach or by air via Ontario or March Inland Port Airport. 

 

3 California Department of Public Health (DPH) 2024. Valley Fever in California Year-end Data Dashboard, accessed 
September 4, 2025 at https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/Pages/ValleyFeverDashboard.aspx 
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Thus, the use of the South Coast AQMD’s 39.9 mile per one-way truck trip is a means to conservatively reflect 
the uncertainty of how goods would be transported to and from the Project site. In addition, the Draft EIR 
provided a conservative analysis above utilizing solely the South Coast AQMD’s recommended truck trip 
lengths by also utilizing Scenario B, which assumes truck trip lengths obtained from StreetLight, which is based 
on truck trip length survey data for the Project vicinity. The StreetLight data indicated that LHDT and MHDT 
trucks travel approximately 31 miles and HHDT trucks travel approximately 71 miles. As the StreetLight 
truck trip length is derived from truck trip length surveys from warehouses proximate to the proposed Project 
site, is supported by substantial evidence and would more accurately align with anticipated truck trip lengths 
than the length of 80 miles as recommended by the commenter. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s analysis within 
Section 5.3, Air Quality, provides an accurate and conservative analysis of potential truck emissions resulting 
from the proposed Project.  

As disclosed by the Draft EIR, emissions from operation of Phase 1 would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 after implementation of regulatory requirements 
and mitigation measures. Emissions from operation of Phase 2 would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for VOC and NOx after implementation of regulatory requirements and mitigation 
measures. Emissions from Specific Plan buildout would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of 
significance for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 after implementation of regulatory requirements and 
mitigation measures. A majority of operational-source emissions (by weight) would be generated by motor 
vehicles that neither the Project applicant nor the City have the have regulatory authority to control. 
Therefore, operational-source VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would be significant and 
unavoidable on a Project-level and a cumulative basis. Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately discloses 
potential impacts related to truck trip lengths and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted. 

Comment O2.26: This comment provides a summary of the requirements for mitigation measures under 
CEQA and states that the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures directed at reducing the Project’s construction 
and operational emissions and concludes that air quality and public health impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable, which is unsupported. The comment states that the Draft EIR’s air quality mitigation 
measures are open ended, unenforceable, or less stringent than necessary, and the Draft EIR fails to require 
all feasible mitigation to reduce impacts to the greatest extent feasible. The comment summarizes the findings 
of the Draft EIR and Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-7 for construction emissions. The comment states 
that Mitigation Measures AQ-5, AQ-8, AQ-9, AQ-12, and AQ-14 do not include the most stringent feasible 
mitigation, and several include unenforceable terms. The comment states that the City should modify several 
of the mitigation measures to further reduce NOx such as: 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-2 should be changed to restrict the use of all off-road equipment greater than 
25 horsepower (hp) to Tier 4 final technology, rather than restricting equipment greater than 50 hp to 
Tier 4 final technology. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-5 and AQ-12 should be modified to restrict all on-road heavy duty trucks and 
all trucks entering the Project site greater than 14,000 lbs. to be model year 2018 or newer. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-8 should be altered to restrict idling times from 5 minutes to 3 minutes. 

Response O2.26: The City disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the air quality mitigation measures 
are open-ended and unenforceable. CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure 
and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s 
significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a 
mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss 
mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it 
concludes are infeasible. 
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Regarding modifying Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to restrict the use of all off-road equipment greater than 
25 horsepower (hp) to Tier 4 final technology, under this measure a majority of the construction equipment 
would be required to meet Tier 4 Final standards. Because equipment over 50 hp represents the largest 
pieces of equipment used during Project construction, requiring this equipment to be Tier 4 Final would result 
in the greatest reduction in emissions relative to equipment with smaller engines. Requiring equipment in the 
25 to 49 hp range to meet Tier 4 Final emission standards would not result in significant emission reductions. 

Regarding restricting all on-road heavy duty trucks and all trucks entering the Project site greater than 
14,000 lbs. to be model year 2018 or newer, as the majority of buildings are speculative, it is unknown 
whether the building operators would own their own fleets. As it is unknown whether the warehouse or light 
industrial operators own their own fleets, the type of trucks that would access the site would be dependent 
on third-party operators. Further, given the Project buildout year of 2030, a majority of trucks accessing the 
Specific Plan would be model year 2018 or newer as a result of natural fleet turnover. Therefore, revising 
this measure would not be expected to result in significant emission reductions. 

In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure AQ-8 has been revised as follows and as further detailed 
in Final EIR Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

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

Comment O2.27: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not demonstrate that mitigation measures 
would be enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments and include 
vague terms which would allow the Project Applicant to circumvent mitigation such as only requiring low 
emission trucks and equipment where “equipment is widely available and economically feasible”. The 
comment states that the Draft EIR’s use of “where feasible” is in violation of CEQA. The comment states that 
although mitigation measures would contribute to reducing emissions associated with the Project, there is no 
concrete plan to ensure that these measures would be followed or implemented.  

Response O2.27: While the commenter alleges that multiple measures utilize the term “where feasible”, 
only Mitigation Measure AQ-5 utilizes such terminology. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 
AQ-5 has been revised as follows and as further detailed in Final EIR Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Project construction plans and specifications shall require on-road heavy-
duty haul trucks to be model year 2014 or newer if diesel-fueled, if such equipment is widely 
available and economically feasible, pursuant to CARB’s particulate matter filter requirements 

The commenter does not provide any specific comments on how other measures are unenforceable or 
will not be implemented. All of the mitigation measures are included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program, which is a legally binding instrument of the Final EIR, to ensure implementation 
along with the Specific Plan. Further, adherence to the mitigation measures would be included as a 
condition of approval for the Project. No further response is warranted. 

Comment O2.28: This comment states that the Draft EIR concludes that construction and operational emissions 
from the Project would continue to exceed the South Coast AQMD’s significance thresholds. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR concludes that emissions cannot be definitively reduced below significance thresholds 
and Project air quality impacts are significant and unavoidable, which is unsupported as the City does not 
require all feasible mitigation to reduce the Project’s air quality impacts to the greatest extent feasible. The 
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comment states that the lead agency may not make required CEQA findings unless the administrative record 
has adopted all feasible mitigation to reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The 
comment states that the Draft EIR must be revised to make all air quality mitigation measures binding and 
adopt additional feasible mitigation recommended by the commenter and their experts. 

Response O2.28: As discussed in Response O2.26, CEQA does not require adoption of every potential 
mitigation measure and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a 
project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that 
could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may 
decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and need 
not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail 
mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. Response O2.26 nevertheless discusses the feasibility or 
infeasibility of the commenter’s proposed mitigation revisions. Furthermore, as discussed in Response O2.27, 
all of the mitigation measures are included in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
which is a legally binding instrument of the Final EIR, to ensure implementation along with the Specific Plan. 
Further, adherence to the mitigation measures will be included as a condition of approval on the Project. 
Therefore, the City can legally make the necessary CEQA finding that all feasible mitigation measures have 
been adopted for the Project to minimize the Project’s significant impacts.  

Comment O2.29: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s transportation analysis is inadequate and fails to 
comply with CEQA as it concludes that VMT impacts cannot be mitigated and would result in greater VMT 
than reported in the adopted Harvest Landing Specific Plan. The comment states that those greater impacts 
are not disclosed and the Draft EIR fails to adopt all feasible mitigation to reduce VMT impacts to the 
greatest extent feasible. The comment states that the Draft EIR purports that the Project’s vehicle trips would 
produce less air pollution than the adopted specific plan, which is unsupported. The comment states that the 
Draft EIR’s Traffic Impact Analysis Report found multiple problems that the City claims have no feasible 
improvements to result in satisfactory level of service (LOS). The comment states that the Draft EIR 
underestimates truck trip lengths in the air quality analysis. 

Response O2.29: Regarding VMT impacts, as disclosed in Section 5.16, Transportation, the existing City of 
Perris baseline vehicle miles traveled (VMT)/Service Population is 32.2 VMT/Service Population. A project 
would result in a significant project-generated VMT impact if the project VMT exceeds 32.2 VMT/Service 
Population (hereafter referred to as VMT/SP). As shown in Draft EIR Table 5.16-6, the VMT/SP for the 
Commercial portion of Phase 1 would be 111.53 percent above the threshold under Project Baseline (2024) 
conditions and 108.55 percent above the threshold under General Plan buildout (2045) conditions. As shown 
in Draft EIR Table 5.16-8, the VMT/SP for buildout of the Specific Plan would be 14.12 percent above the 
threshold under Project Baseline (2024) conditions and 18.27 percent above the threshold under General 
Plan buildout (2045) conditions. Draft EIR Table 5.16-9 shows that with implementation of the design features 
and mitigation measures, the commercial component of Phase 1 would still have a VMT/SP that is 98.59 
percent above the threshold in Baseline (2024) conditions and 95.91 percent above the threshold during 
General Plan buildout (2045) conditions. Draft EIR Table 5.16-10 shows that with implementation of the 
design features and recommended mitigation measures, buildout of the Specific Plan would still result in a 
VMT/SP that is 1.18 percent above the threshold in Baseline (2024) conditions and 5.33 percent above the 
threshold during General Plan buildout (2045) conditions. Therefore, despite implementation of mitigation 
measures, impacts related to VMT from the commercial component of Phase 1 and buildout of the Specific 
Plan would be significant and unavoidable. 

Regarding the Draft EIR not analyzing VMT impacts compared to the existing Harvest Landing Specific Plan, 
this comment is incorrect. A No Project/Buildout of Existing Harvest Landing Specific Plan alternative was 
included as Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR. Section 8.0, Alternatives of the Draft EIR provides a comparison of 
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the impacts associated with the proposed Project and the No Project/Buildout of Existing Harvest Landing 
Specific Plan alternative.  

Regarding the Draft EIR not adopting all feasible mitigation measures to reduce VMT, the City of Perris and 
Project Applicant explored all possible CAPCOA VMT Reduction Measures, as shown in Table 9 of Appendix 
S, VMT Analysis, to the Draft EIR. As shown in Table 9 of the VMT Analysis, not all CAPCOA mitigation 
measures are applicable to the proposed Project due to limitations on transit infrastructure, proposed land 
use, and economic infeasibility, among others.  

Regarding the Project’s vehicle trips producing less air pollution than the adopted Harvest Landing Specific 
Plan, as shown in Table 8-2 of the Draft EIR, buildout of existing Harvest Landing Specific Plan would result 
in approximately 23,544 daily trips, which is a reduction compared to the 40,321 daily trips resulting from 
buildout of the proposed Specific Plan Amendment. As such, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed 
Project would result in greater vehicle trips and discloses in Table 8-1 that the Project would result in 
increased NOx emissions (emissions resulting from vehicle travel) compared to those resulting from buildout 
of the existing Specific Plan. Overall, the Draft EIR never alleges that the proposed Project’s vehicle trips 
would produce less air pollution than the adopted Specific Plan.  

Regarding the analysis within the Traffic Impact Analysis Report, as part of the 2019 amendments to the 
CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the revised CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land 
uses” (Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level 
of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant 
impact on the environment” (Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not allowed to analyze impacts, including cumulative 
impacts, related to traffic congestion. Therefore, no response to the comment related to LOS is warranted. 

Regarding truck trip lengths, the commenter is referred to Response O2.25. 

Comment O2.30: This comment states that the Draft EIR claims that the VMT mitigation would reduce VMT 
by 12.94, with almost half of the reduction coming from Measure T-2, Increase Job Density. The comment 
summarizes Measure T-2 and states that the retained expert concludes that the analysis of VMT mitigation 
is unsupported and contains errors. The comment states that it is inappropriate to rely on this reduction 
because it is double counting as RIVCOM already accounts for the decrease in VMT with increased density. 

Response O2.30: While the RIVCOM model is a regional travel demand model that captures general land 
use patterns and trip distributions, it operates at the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level, and the TAZs in the 
RIVCOM model—particularly in western Riverside County—are relatively large. As a result, employment 
density within individual projects or subareas of a TAZ are not directly represented in the base model 
output.   

Therefore, applying CAPCOA Measure T-2 to account for increased on-site employment density — when 
such density materially exceeds the TAZ average — does not constitute double-counting, but rather serves 
to reflect project-specific conditions more accurately. Furthermore, even with mitigation, the proposed 
Project’s impact on VMT would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, even if Measure T-2 was 
removed, the conclusions of the analysis would not change and the proposed Project would continue to have 
a significant and unavoidable impact on VMT.  

Comment O2.31: This comment states that any effect of increased density on VMT is weak because 
residential development is not included in the Project. The comment states that the CAPCOA text regarding 
Measure T-2 states that when paired with Measure T-1, Increase Residential Density, the cumulative 
densification from these measures can result in a highly walkable and bikeable area, yielding increased co-
benefits in VMT reductions, improved public health, and social equity. 
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Response O2.31: Please see Response 02.30. As noted in that comment, the mitigation does not reduce the 
VMT impact to less than significant; therefore, even with removal of Measure T-2, the conclusions of the Draft 
EIR would not change.   

Comment O2.32: The comment states that the second highest reduction taken is the maximum possible four 
percent for Measure T-5, Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary). The comment states that 
according to the CAPCOA Handbook, this should be adjusted down if not all employees can participate. The 
comment states that a large share of Project employees would work nighttime hours including workers at all 
of the commercial businesses and warehouse workers. The comment states that taking the maximum four 
percent reduction is unwarranted. 

Response O2.32: The CAPCOA guidance for Measure T-5 identifies a potential maximum VMT reduction 
of four percent for implementation of voluntary commute trip reduction strategies. As noted in the CAPCOA 
handbook, this reduction is based on programs that target eligible employees, which are defined as those 
who are eligible to participate in such programs, rather than those who will participate in practice. 
Additionally, some elements of the commute trip reduction program, such as ridesharing, vanpool and 
bicycling, do not rely on transit; and therefore, can be implemented even by those who work nighttime hours.  

Comment O2.33: This comment states that the expert finds that most of the remainder of the VMT reduction 
comes from Measure T-18, Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement, and summarizes the measure. The 
comment states that taking credit for adding sidewalks is unwarranted as the Project would result in large 
blocks and there would be few opportunities for entering a Project building directly from the sidewalk. The 
comment states that the Draft EIR’s overcounting of VMT reductions is misleading and the Draft EIR must be 
revised to properly analyze the mitigation measures related to VMT. 

Response O2.33: The calculation of VMT reduction from Measure T-18 is based on the standard 
methodology provided in the CAPCOA handbook. It is acknowledged that the calculation does not account 
for adjacent land uses, urban form, or other factors that could affect mode choice. However, the calculation 
used is the industry standard for calculating VMT reduction resulting from elimination of gaps in the 
pedestrian network. Note that the 2.32 percent reduction is relatively minor when compared to the significant 
and unavoidable VMT impact of the Project. Even with implementation of this measure, Project VMT impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, any change to the calculation to lessen the VMT 
reduction would not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  

Comment O2.34: This comment summarizes the analysis of VMT impacts from the commercial component of 
the Project and states that the proposed mitigation is insufficient to fully mitigate the Project’s VMT impacts. 
The comment states that before an impact can be declared significant and unavoidable, the lead agency 
must consider feasible mitigation measures, such as those recommended by commenters, when those measures 
would substantially lessen significant environmental impacts. The comment states that the Draft EIR must be 
revised and present other mitigation measures that would lessen VMT impacts.  

Response O2.34: The comment does not provide any suggested feasible mitigation measures that should 
be adopted for the proposed Project. CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation 
measure and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s 
significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could 
minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline 
to propose a mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and need not identify 
or discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation 
measures it concludes are infeasible. 

Comment O2.35: This comment states that the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure TR-1 as the main 
mitigation measure addressing transportation concerns, but this measure is inadequate and would not be 
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possible to implement. The comment states that Mitigation Measure TR-1 is not legally binding and provides 
a limited enforcement mechanism. The comment states that the programs it purports to implement are optional 
or voluntary. The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address significant transportation 
and VMT impacts associated with the Project and the Draft EIR must be revised to make Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 binding and show that VMT impacts have been reduced to the greatest extent possible. 

Response O2.35: The VMT analysis provides specific strategies for implementation of Mitigation Measure 
TR-1, including participation in the Inland Empire (IE) Commuter program. This program is funded by the 
Riverside County Transportation Commission and the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority, and 
provides rideshare matching, vanpool subsidies, commuter incentives, guaranteed ride home, and other 
programs that would fulfil the requirements of Mitigation Measure TR-1. IE Commuter also includes a 
reporting program, which meets the requirements of the South Coast AQMD and would ensure that Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 is being implemented. 

Comment O2.36: This comment states that more can be done to reduce commuter VMT and the Draft EIR 
must be revised to incorporate additional feasible mitigation measures. The comment states the Executive 
Summary only applies CAPCOA Measure T-5 to tenants with less than 250 employees as South Coast AQMD 
Rule 2022 are also intended to reduce commute VMT. The comment states that the Project could require all 
employers to implement a mandatory commute trip reduction program and it is not clear how the 
requirements of South Coast AQMD Rule 2202 compare to CAPCOA Measures T-5 or T-6. The comment 
states the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated to include a mandatory commute trip reduction 
program.  

Response O2.36: The comment notes that implementation of CAPCOA Measure T-6 (Mandatory Commute 
Trip Reduction Program) would result in a reduction of 26 percent. This is incorrect. As noted in the CAPCOA 
Guidance, the 26 percent reduction was based on based on the Genentech South San Francisco Campus 
TDM and Parking Report, November 2014 Survey, prepared by Nelson Nygaard. The Nelson Nygaard 
study tracks the yearly effectiveness of the Genentech TDM program and includes data from 2006 to 2014. 
This data indicates a 26% reduction in drive alone commute trips resulting from implementation of the TDM 
program. Table T-3.1 in the CAPCOA Guidance shows the average transit and vehicle mode share by core 
statistical area. This is the percentage of commuters who travel to and from work using transit or personal 
vehicle for different areas throughout the state of California. The baseline vehicle mode share for the San 
Francisco-Oakland-Hayward area, which includes the Genentech campus, is 86.96%, while the baseline 
vehicle mode share for the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario area, which includes the Project site, is 96.88%. 
It is unlikely that any commute trip reduction program could achieve a 26 percent reduction in VMT in the 
City of Perris. It should also be noted that requiring a mandatory commute trip reduction program for a 
project of this size with multiple different tenants encompassing different land uses and employment types, 
would be difficult to implement. The mitigation that is prescribed requires employers to participate in 
commute trip reduction activities, while maintaining flexibility to ensure that the measure can be feasible 
implemented. 

Comment O2.37: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s noise impacts is flawed as 
it does not analyze the Project as described in the Draft EIR and the impacts are based on incorrect 
assumptions and are not supported by substantial evidence. The comment states that the Draft EIR discusses 
that the primary source of noise during operations would be vehicular and truck trips with secondary sources 
such as speakerphones, gas station activity, loading dock activity, truck movements, roof-top air conditioning, 
trash enclosure activity, and parking lot vehicle movements. The comment states that ground borne vibration 
would be generated during construction. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not fully account for 
other challenges concerning noise derived from the Project.  

Response O2.37: This comment is general in nature and provides no evidence that the Draft EIR’s noise 
analysis is based on incorrect assumption or that it is not supported by substantial evidence. For a more 
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detailed discussion of the noise analysis, refer to Responses O2.38 through O2.41. No further response is 
warranted. 

Comment O2.38: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider nighttime construction noise 
increases over ambient levels. The comment states that CEQA requires applicants to assess if there will be a 
substantial increase in noise over ambient levels and the Draft EIR only analyzes daytime ambient noise 
increases. The comment states that the expert analyzed noise impacts for nighttime and concluded nighttime 
construction noise is as high as 11 dBA over ambient levels.  

Response O2.38: In response to this comment, the Draft EIR has been revised in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR 
to include Table 5.12-8b, which details that the potential nighttime construction noise level increases at 
nighttime sensitive receptors are anticipated to range from 0.3 to 5.2 dBA Leq. These increases are 
considered “readily perceptible” but do not approach the Caltrans substantial 12 dBA Leq threshold. In 
addition, the analysis assumes concrete pour activity at the limits of the construction areas. In practice, it is 
expected that concrete pour activities would generally be limited to the building structure itself, further 
reducing the nighttime construction noise levels. Therefore, the nighttime construction noise levels presented 
in Table 5.12-8b likely overstate the potential noise level increases at sensitive receptors.  

The comment suggests that the nighttime construction noise level increases as high as 11 dBA. However, the 
comment letter incorrectly calculates the nighttime noise level increase. As shown on Table 5.12-8b, the 
nighttime ambient noise level at receptor R1 is 63.9 dBA Leq. The estimate nighttime construction noise level 
is calculated to be 53.1 dBA Leq, representing an increase of 0.3 dBA Leq, not the 10.8 dBA Leq as 
suggested in the comment.  

The unmitigated nighttime construction noise analysis shows that the nearest receiver locations would not 
exceed Caltrans substantial 12 dBA Leq noise increase significance threshold. Therefore, nighttime 
construction noise increases due to Project construction noise would be less than significant. 

Comment O2.39: The comment states that the 12 dBA increase threshold is extreme as 3 or 5 dBA noise 
increases are typically used for thresholds, such as those used for the operational phase of the Project. 

Response O2.39: As described in Appendix Q to the Draft EIR, a substantial noise increase occurs when a 
project’s predicted noise level exceeds the existing ambient noise level by 12 dBA or more. The use of 12 
dB was established by Caltrans (and approved by the Federal Highway Administration) many years ago 
and is based on the concept that a 10 dB increase generally is perceived as a doubling of loudness.4 This 
threshold takes into account the fact that construction is temporary in nature. Operational phase increase 
thresholds, which the commenter refers to, would not be accurate for analyzing impacts related to ambient 
noise level increases during construction. 

Comment O2.40: This comment states that the Project has the potential to result in significant impacts related 
to nighttime noise during concrete pours and mitigation should be presented as an option in an updated 
Draft EIR. 

Response O2.40: As discussed in Responses O2.38 and O2.39, daytime and nighttime construction noise 
increases due to Project construction noise are considered to be less than significant. Therefore, there would 
be no nexus for requiring mitigation for construction noise.  

Comment O2.41: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not present realistic and worst-case scenarios 
to properly analyze HVAC source levels and HVAC systems could run all day. The comment states that the 

 

4 Caltrans, 2020. Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, accessed September 22, 2025 at https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/traffic-noise-protocol-april-2020-a11y.pdf 
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Draft EIR’s noise analysis assumes roof-top air conditioning systems operating for an average 39 minutes 
per hour during daytime hours and 28 minutes per hour during nighttime hours. The comment states that the 
Draft EIR’s noise analysis assumes a sound power level of 89 dBA, but HVAC units can have a sound power 
level as high as 95 dBA. The comment states that if worst-case conditions were used, source levels could be 
underestimated by as much as 9 dB and the Draft EIR must be updated to ensure it accounts for all worst-
case scenarios regarding potential significant noise impacts.  

Response O2.41: Draft EIR Tables 5.12-18 and 5.12-19 show the operational noise levels associated with 
the 72 HVAC units shown on Exhibit 9-A of Draft EIR Appendix Q (page 60). As future tenants are unknown, 
the noise study includes a conservative analysis of the proposed Project uses. The HVAC operating 
assumptions are based on reference noise level measurement data collected over a period of 96 hours. The 
88.9 dBA reference noise levels represent actual data collected in the field for large 10-ton Lennox 
SCA120H4ME packaged rooftop HVAC units. It is important to recognize that HVAC systems cycle on and 
off for several hours daily, depending on factors like outdoor temperatures, thermostat settings, insulation, 
and system efficiency. HVAC systems are designed to cycle on and off for optimal performance and energy 
efficiency. In addition, it is unreasonable to assume that all 72 HVAC units are operating continuously for all 
hours of day and night. During any given time, a portion of these HVAC will be cycled off. Therefore, no 
revisions to the noise analysis are necessary. 

Comment O2.42: This comment states that for the reasons provided in the letter, the Draft EIR is inadequate 
under CEQA and must be revised to provide legally adequate analysis of, and mitigation for, all potentially 
significant impacts. The comment states that these revisions will require the Draft EIR be recirculated for 
additional public review and that until this is done, the City may not legally approve the Project.  

Response O2.42: As substantiated by the responses above and below, none of the conditions arise which 
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. No new significant 
environmental impact would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be 
implemented, there is no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, no feasible project 
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would lessen the 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and the Draft EIR is not fundamentally inadequate and 
conclusory in nature. 

Comment O2.43: This comment states that at the request of Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardazo, Clark 
and Associates has reviewed the Project materials. The comment summarizes the Project description.  

Response O2.43: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.44: This comment summarizes the Project’s location in the South Coast Air Basin, which is under 
the jurisdiction of the South Coast AQMD. The comment discusses the current South Coast AQMD Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP). The comment states that the City concludes that the Project does not conflict with 
the overall Riverside County vision and it would not create an internal inconsistency among the elements of 
the General Plan. The comment states that the conclusion fails to assess how the Project will conflict with the 
South Coast AQMD AQMP. 

Response O2.44: As discussed on pages 5.3-29 through 5.3-31 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would 
result in VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions that exceed the South Coast AQMD’s significance 
thresholds and would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts despite the implementation of 
all feasible mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in conflict with, or obstruct, 
implementation of the applicable AQMP. As such, the Draft EIR properly assesses how the Project would 
conflict with the South Coast AQMD AQMP. 



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

City of Perris  2-190 
Final EIR   
February 2026 

Comment O2.45: This comment includes a discussion of emissions that would result from construction and 
operation of the Project and the associated South Coast AQMD significance thresholds used for analyzing 
air quality impacts.  

Response O2.45: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.46: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include a quantitative analysis of public 
health risks associated with the emissions from nearby warehouses. This comment states that currently there 
are 87 existing warehouses totaling 33,285,000 square feet within Perris, Mead Valley, Good Hope, and 
Nuevo with 5 more vacant warehouses, 21 approved warehouses, and 6 warehouse projects undergoing 
CEQA review. The comment states that the existing warehouses within 5 kilometers of the Project site result 
in 22,000 daily truck trips, the approved projects will generate an additional 5,000 truck trips, and the 6 
projects undergoing CEQA review will generate 7,000 additional truck trips. The comment states that the 
expert concludes that 5,298 lbs. of NOx, 47 lbs. of diesel particulate matter, and 34,000 daily truck trips 
associated with the warehouses represent a significant cumulative air impact on the communities of Mead 
Valley, Good Hope, Nuevo, and Perris. The comment states that the Project adds a substantial amount of 
truck trips, as well as an increase in diesel particulate matter and NOx emissions and these cumulative air 
quality and health risks are not adequately disclosed, analyzed or mitigated in the Draft EIR.  

Response O2.46: Refer to Response O2.19. 

Comment O2.47: This comment states that underreporting the number of truck trips and the length of such 
trips results in underreporting mobile source emissions from the Project. The comment states that the 40-mile 
truck trip length is a default and not accurate for a site-specific analysis as the Project site is approximately 
80 miles from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The comment states that using Project-specific data 
would increase the trip length by 100 percent resulting in a doubling of truck trip emissions. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR’s conclusions rely on underreported truck emission estimates and the air quality 
analysis must be revised to evaluate and mitigate emissions associated with truck trip lengths to and from 
the Project site. 

Response O2.47: As acknowledged by the commenter, the trip distance of 39.9 miles per truck trip is taken 
from South Coast AQMD Rule 2305, which is the South Coast AQMD’s indirect source review program used 
to help control and minimize air quality impacts from mobile source emissions associated with trucks from 
warehouses. In addition, the 39.9-mile trip length was based on the South Coast AQMD’s own research that 
concluded that the average heavy duty truck trip length in the entire South Coast Air Basin was 
approximately 39.9 miles. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, with the exception 
of Building 1, there are no known tenants for the proposed warehouses. Therefore, the specific type of 
businesses that would occupy the proposed warehouses and their associated fleet operations are unknown.  

The types of warehousing within the proposed Project could vary from high-cube warehouses to light 
manufacturing. In addition, goods can have various points of entry into Southern California and could arrive 
via port through the Port of Los Angeles or Long Beach or by air via Ontario or March Inland Port Airport. 
Thus, the use of the South Coast AQMD’s 39.9 miles per one-way truck trip is a means to conservatively 
reflect the uncertainty of how goods would be transported to and from the Project site. In addition, the Draft 
EIR provided a conservative analysis above utilizing solely the South Coast AQMD’s recommended truck trip 
lengths by also utilizing Scenario B, which assumes truck trip lengths obtained from StreetLight, which is based 
on truck trip length survey data for the Project vicinity. The StreetLight data indicated that LHDT and MHDT 
trucks travel approximately 31 miles and HHDT trucks travel approximately 71 miles. As the StreetLight 
truck trip length is derived from truck trip length surveys from warehouses proximate to the proposed Project 
site, is supported by substantial evidence and would more accurately align with anticipated truck trip lengths 
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than the length of 80 miles as recommended by the comment. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s analysis within Section 
5.3, Air Quality, provides an accurate and conservative analysis of potential truck emissions resulting from 
the Project.  

As disclosed by the Draft EIR, emissions from operation of Phase 1 would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 after implementation of regulatory requirements 
and mitigation measures. Emissions from operation of Phase 2 would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for VOC and NOx after implementation of regulatory requirements and mitigation 
measures. Emissions from Specific Plan buildout would exceed the South Coast AQMD’s thresholds of 
significance for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 after implementation of regulatory requirements and 
mitigation measures. A majority of operational-source emissions (by weight) would be generated by Project 
vehicles that neither the Project applicant nor the City have the have regulatory authority to control. 
Therefore, operational-source VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would be significant and 
unavoidable on a Project-level and a cumulative basis. Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately discloses 
potential impacts related to truck trip lengths and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted. 

Comment O2.48: This comment states that the mitigation measures included in the air quality analysis do 
not go far enough to improve the air quality in the region. The comment states that despite implementation 
of mitigation, the construction phase of the Project would release significant amounts of NOx during the first 
year of construction. 

Response O2.48: The comment does not provide any suggested additional feasible mitigation measures 
that the Project could implement to further reduce impacts. CEQA does not require adoption of every 
potential mitigation measure and only requires adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” 
a project’s significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures 
that could minimize a project’s significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR 
may decline to propose a mitigation measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and 
need not identify or discuss mitigation measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail 
mitigation measures it concludes are infeasible. 

Comment O2.49: This comment states that at least five of the mitigation measures should be modified to 
further reduce emissions. The comment states that the City should modify several of the mitigation measures 
to further reduce NOx such as: 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-2 should be changed to restrict the use of all off-road equipment greater than 
25 horsepower (hp) to Tier 4 final technology, rather than restricting equipment greater than 50 hp to 
Tier 4 final technology. 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-5 and AQ-12 should be modified to restrict all on-road heavy duty trucks and 
all trucks entering the Project site greater than 14,000 lbs. to be model year 2018 or newer. 

The comment states that changing the allowable model year from 2014 to 2018 would result in an 18 
percent reduction in NOx, a 23 percent reduction in PM2.5, and a 19 percent reduction in PM10. 

Response O2.49: CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires 
adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15041). An EIR must describe feasible measures that could minimize a project’s significant 
adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a)(1)). An EIR may decline to propose a mitigation 
measure that would not effectively address a significant impact and need not identify or discuss mitigation 
measures that are infeasible. Nor must the document analyze in detail mitigation measures it concludes are 
infeasible. 

Regarding modifying Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to restrict the use of all off-road equipment greater than 
25 horsepower (hp) to Tier 4 final technology, under this measure a majority of the construction equipment 
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would be required to meet Tier 4 Final standards. Because equipment over 50 hp represents the largest 
pieces of equipment used during Project construction, requiring this equipment to be Tier 4 Final would result 
in the greatest reduction in emissions relative to equipment with smaller engines. Requiring equipment in the 
25 to 49 hp range to meet Tier 4 Final emission standards would not result in significant emission reductions. 

Regarding restricting all on-road heavy duty trucks and all trucks entering the Project site greater than 
14,000 lbs. to be model year 2018 or newer, as the majority of buildings are speculative, it is unknown 
whether the building operators would own their own fleets. As it is unknown whether the warehouse or light 
industrial operators own their own fleets, the type of trucks that would access the site would be dependent 
on third-party operators. Further, while limiting trucks to model year 2018 or newer would result in a 
reduction in emissions compared to 2014 trucks, this measure is not quantifiable in CalEEMod. Further, given 
the Project buildout year of 2030, a majority of trucks accessing the Specific Plan would be model year 
2018 or newer as a result of natural fleet turnover. Therefore, revising this measure would not be expected 
to result in significant emission reductions. 

Comment O2.50: The comment states that the Draft EIR underestimates the length of truck trips, resulting in 
underestimated operational NOx emissions. The comment states that modifying Mitigation Measures AQ-5 
and AQ-12 would substantially lower NOx emissions. The comment states that Mitigation Measure AQ-8 
should be altered to restrict idling times from 5 minutes to 3 minutes, which would further reduce emissions 
and is in line with California Government Code Section 65098.3. 

Response O2.50: Regarding truck trip lengths, the commenter is referred to Response O2.47. Regarding 
Mitigation Measures AQ-5 and AQ-12, the commenter is referred to Response O2.49. 

In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure AQ-8 has been updated to reflect a three-minute idling 
time restriction, as opposed to a five-minute idling time as was included in the Draft EIR. It should be noted 
that this does not materially affect the emissions presented in the Air Quality Impact Analysis included in 
Appendix B to the Draft EIR, as this is not a quantifiable mitigation measure in CalEEMod. However, a 
supplemental memo has been prepared, included as Appendix A to this Final EIR, to present updated health 
risk assessment results based on a three-minute idling time for trucks. 

Comment O2.51: This comment states that Project construction would expose the community to Valley Fever 
spores within dust. The comment states that rates have increased since 2022 and Mead Valley and Perris 
are hot spots for Valley Fever within the County. The comment summarizes potential impacts of Valley Fever 
and states the Draft EIR must be revised to include an analysis of the Project’s Valley Fever impacts and 
include relevant mitigation measures to reduce Valley Fever impacts. 

Response O2.51: The commenter is referred to Response O2.24.  

Comment O2.52: This comment states that South Coast AQMD measures are not adequate to protect 
construction workers and nearby sensitive receptors from exposure to Valley Fever. The comment states that 
the City should require active monitoring with dust monitors along the Project perimeter. The comment states 
that sampling for and removal of impacted soils is the best solution for Valley Fever spores and the City 
should require the Applicant to implement mitigation measures and provides recommendation. The comment 
states that the City must disclose the risk of Valley Fever as a significant impact.  

Response O2.52: The commenter is referred to Response O2.24.  

Comment O2.53: This comment states that the Draft EIR’s air quality analysis fails to consider cumulative 
impacts in light of existing pollution levels from nearby projects and relies on South Coast AQMD’s outdated 
cumulative threshold, which does not follow CEQA’s requirement to consider cumulative considerable 
emissions or South Coast AQMD’s new regulatory guidance on cumulative impact analysis. The comment 
summarizes South Coast AQMD’s working group meetings to develop additional guidance for analyzing 



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

City of Perris  2-193 
Final EIR   
February 2026 

cumulative health risk impacts. The comment summarizes the draft South Coast AQMD cumulative health risk 
threshold guidance and states that the Project’s cumulative health risk threshold would be 3 in one million 
rather than 10 in one million.  

Response O2.53: The commenter is referred to Response O2.19. 

Comment O2.54: This comment states that Mitigation Measure AQ-20 is insufficient to change the impacts 
of the Project on the sensitive receptors identified in the Draft EIR and summarizes the requirements of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-20. The comment states that the primary reason that Mitigation Measure AQ-20 
would not succeed is that the significance threshold for mitigated emissions should be 3 in one million instead 
of 10 in one million. The comment states that the City must reevaluate the effectiveness of the measure 
against this lower threshold in a revised Draft EIR. 

Response O2.54: As discussed in Response O2.18, the South Coast AQMD has yet to formalize or adopt a 
new methodology for analyzing cumulative impacts from toxic air contaminants in CEQA documents. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure AQ-20 is adequate to reduce health risk impacts to below the currently 
adopted South Coast AQMD significance threshold, as shown in Draft EIR Table 5.3-47. 

Comment O2.55: This comment states that the Project’s cumulative impacts should be evaluated against an 
adjusted cumulative cancer risk threshold of 3 in one million, which would result in the Project exceeding the 
operational risk threshold for residential and school age receptors and construction risk threshold. The 
comment states that without mitigation operational cancer risk for residential receptors are estimated to be 
12.99 in one million in the Without Overlay and 12.32 in one million under the With Overlay scenario. The 
comment states that after mitigation, the maximally exposed individual receptor is reduced to 8.69 in the 
Without Overlay scenario and 6.32 in one million with the overlay. The comment states that the school age 
receptor risk is 11.54 in one million in the Without Overlay scenario and 2.73 in the With Overlay scenario 
and with mitigation the risk is 7.72 in one million Without Overlay and 2.60 With Overlay. The comment 
states that the risk from operational emissions from the Project are significant for residential and school 
receptors and the City must reevaluate the Project in light of this finding. 

Response O2.55: The comment does not provide substantial evidence of any environmental impact. The 
commenter is referred to Response O2.19 regarding the adjusted cumulative health risk threshold. As noted 
in the Health Risk Assessment included as Appendix C to the Draft EIR, because detailed site plans are not 
available for the Phase 2 portion of the Project, the analysis conservatively utilized emission sources covering 
the entire Phase 2 area. Per Mitigation Measure AQ-20, Phase 2 of the Project shall be designed such that 
a 1,000-foot setback is incorporated between building loading docks and the residences east of Barrett 
Avenue and Val Verde Elementary School or a site specific health risk assessment shall be prepared 
demonstrating that the Phase 2 development would not exceed South Coast AQMD significance thresholds. 
With implementation of this measure, the analysis indicates that the risk at all receptors would be less than 
10 in one million and, thus, be less than significant. 

Comment O2.56: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to consider the use of transport refrigeration 
units. This comment states that the while the Draft EIR asserts that business park facilities would not include 
cold storage or other refrigerated uses, the Community Shopping Center would include at least one 
supermarket. The comment states that the supermarket will be dependent on refrigeration units and transport 
refrigeration units. The comment states that the air quality analysis does not include transport refrigeration 
units and transport refrigeration units are a foreseeable Project component. The comment states that since 
transport refrigeration units have not been quantified, there is an underestimation of foreseeable health risk 
to the community as well as GHG emissions. 

Response O2.56: The commenter is correct in stating that the commercial component of the Project would 
contain a supermarket and a big box retail store, both of which would require refrigerated storage and 
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transport refrigeration units. Therefore, in response to this comment and in order to clarify the Project 
description, the Draft EIR has been revised to include a discussion of the proposed refrigerated storage and 
transport refrigeration units, as included in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR.  

Also, CARB has approved regulation that require zero-emission technologies be adopted by all truck TRU 
fleets by 2029.5 In order to account for the potential emissions associated with TRUs accessing the commercial 
portion of the Project, the Health Risk Assessment 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 resulting health risk at the maximally exposed individual receptor, maximally 
exposed individual worker, and maximally exposed individual school child would not increase as a result of 
the inclusion of these TRUs. 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 South Coast AQMD’s 
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 South Coast AQMD’s significance threshold of 1.0. As such, the 
proposed Project would result in emissions that are below existing South Coast AQMD significance thresholds. 

Comment O2.57: This comment summarizes the Air Quality Impact Analysis discussion of onsite equipment 
emissions, which discusses how many fire pumps and emergency generators are assumed for the Project. The 
comment states that a review of the CalEEMod analysis that accompanies the Health Risk Assessment fails to 
show where emissions from fire pumps and emergency generators are quantified. The comment states that 
line items are inserted into the AERMOD analysis for fire pumps and emergency generators, but no 
supporting information is provided, and the City must provide the supporting documentation regarding the 
stationary sources in a Draft EIR. 

Response O2.57: Emissions associated with the emergency engines were based on PM10 exhaust emissions 
calculated in CalEEMod, and these model outputs are included in the appendices for the Air Quality Impact 
Analysis, included as Appendix B to the Draft EIR. The appendices for the Health Risk Assessment, included 
as Appendix C to the Draft EIR, erroneously omitted the operational CalEEMod runs, and only included the 
model outputs for construction. However, as mentioned above, these outputs for operational CalEEMod runs 
were included in the appendices to Appendix B of the Draft EIR. Therefore, this supporting information was 
included as part of the Draft EIR. 

Comment O2.58: This comment states that the facts identified and referenced in the comment letter lead 
the author to conclude that the Project will result in significant impacts if allowed to proceed.  

Response O2.58: The Draft EIR details that the proposed Project would result in significant air quality 
impacts after implementation of existing regulations and mitigation measures. However, as detailed in 
previous responses, this comment letter does not identify any new or increased impacts not already discussed 
within the Draft EIR. 

Comment O2.59: This comment states that the commenter has reviewed the Addendum to the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Project Zach. The comment summarizes the commenters’ qualifications 
and provides comments on an Addendum that tiers from the Certified Final Environmental Impact Report for 
the West Patterson Business Project Expansion Project.  

Response O2.59: This comment discusses a different project than the one proposed and analyzed within the 
Draft EIR. No further response is warranted.  

 

5 California Air Resources Board (CARB). (2024). Transport Refrigeration Unit (TRU or Reefer) Regulation. Accessed 
September 4, 2025, at https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/transport-refrigeration-unit-tru-or-reefer-regulation-truckstop. 
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Comment O2.60: This comment states that the commenter has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Harvest Landing 
Retail Center and Business Park Project. The comment states that the Project would result in significantly 
greater VMT impacts than the adopted plan and falsely presumes that impacts are similar. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR overestimates the benefits of the proposed VMT mitigation and stronger VMT 
mitigation is needed to further reduce impacts. The comment states that the Draft EIR underestimates truck 
trip lengths and trip numbers are developed with unsupported methodologies. The comment states that the 
air pollution analysis should be redone with all alternatives analyzed consistently. The comment states that 
the City has not adequately analyzed LOS and an analysis of the adopted plan should be prepared to 
show if impacts are attributable to the Project.  

Response O2.60: The commenter is referred to Responses O2.61 through O2.68 for thorough responses to 
the commenter’s statements. No further response is required. 

Comment O2.61: This comment states that the Draft EIR analyzes No Project/Buildout of the Existing Harvest 
Landing Specific Plan as Alternative 2 and summarizes the proposed alternative. The comment states that 
according to the Draft EIR, the commercial Project would result in a VMT per service population of more than 
100 percent above the City’s threshold. The comment states that the Draft EIR assumes that Alternative 2 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to VMT, consistent with the Project. The comment 
states that the assumption is unsupported as the VMT is primarily due to the commercial use and the 
Alternative would include a local-serving commercial use with reduced square footage. The comment 
summarizes guidance on VMT and states that a mix of residential and non-residential uses reduces VMT 
because some trips may be made internally. The comment states that the Draft EIR’s VMT analysis should be 
revised to compare the VMT impacts of Alternative 2 to those from the Project or it should be presumed that 
the Project VMT impacts would be significantly greater than Alternative 2 VMT impacts. 

Response O2.61: The Draft EIR never states that the Project’s VMT per service population would be less 
than the VMT per service population resulting from Alternative 2. In addition, Alternative 2’s commercial use 
would not be considered local-serving as it is over 50,000 square feet. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives 
to a proposed project or to a project’s location that would feasibly avoid or lessen its significant 
environmental impacts while attaining most of the proposed project’s objectives. CEQA does not require an 
exhaustive analysis of alternatives within an EIR and only requires “sufficient information about each 
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]).  

The assertion that VMT impacts would be different from the Project impacts because of the inclusion of 
residential units is incorrect. The VMT metric and threshold for non-residential projects would still be applied 
to the non-residential portion of the Project alternative, resulting in the same significant and unavoidable 
impact as identified in the Draft EIR. Inclusion of housing units in the Project could reduce the VMT per Service 
Population of the non-residential portion by a small percentage, but it would not a large enough change to 
mitigate the impact of 108% over baseline. Because the metric of VMT per Service Population is a per 
person metric, it would not be significantly changed even if the non-residential portion of the Project was 
half of the Project. An efficiency metric, such as that adopted as the VMT threshold, is more affected by 
project location than by the size of the project.   

Furthermore, the comment states that the 73,181-square-foot shopping center in Alternative 2 would be local 
serving, however this is contrary to the City’s VMT screening thresholds which define local serving as “Retail 
< 50 thousand square feet”. Therefore, the smaller retail would not screen out of VMT analysis and the jobs 
associated with the retail would have a similar VMT per Service Population as the Project. The comment 
provides additional information about jobs/housing balance, elasticity of vehicle travel and other factors 
associated with measurement of VMT; however, evaluation of VMT for CEQA must follow the City’s 
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guidelines, which require use of the RIVCOM model and City adopted thresholds. These additional factors 
are not relevant to the finding of impact under CEQA. Finally, CEQA does not require full technical analysis 
of Project alternatives. The quantitative evaluation is sufficient and as has been shown in this response, was 
prepared appropriately per the City’s metrics and significance thresholds.  

Comment O2.62: This comment states that the Draft EIR claims the VMT mitigation program would reduce 
VMT by 12.94 percent, as shown in Tables 2 and 10 of Appendix S to the Draft EIR. The comment states 
that almost half of the reduction is from Measure T-2, Increase Job Density, and it is inappropriate to rely 
on this reduction because RIVCOM already accounts for the decrease in VMT with increased density. 

Response O2.62: Please see Response O2.30. 

Comment O2.63: This comment states that any effect of increased density is weak because residential 
development is excluded. The comment states that Alternative 2 would have a significant VMT reduction 
because of the combination of both job and residential density.  

Response O2.63: Please see Response O2.61. The additional residential that would be provided in 
Alternative 2 would not be significant enough to reduce the non-residential VMT to a less than significant 
level. Suggesting so indicates that the commenter has completely ignored the substantial number of 
residential units in the vicinity of the Project site and would contribute workers for the non-residential portions 
of Alternative 2. 

Comment O2.64: This comment states that the second highest reduction is 4 percent for Measure T-5, 
Implement Voluntary Commute Trip Reduction Program. The comment states that a large share of employees 
would work nighttime hours and the maximum 4 percent reduction is unwarranted. The comment states that 
the remainder of the VMT reduction is from Measure T-18, Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement, and 
taking credit for sidewalks is unwarranted given the large blocks and few opportunities for pedestrians to 
enter the Project. The comment states that the Project should not get credit for walkability as it turns the 
existing elementary school into an island within an industrial area. 

Response O2.64: Please refer to Responses O2.32 and O2.33. 

Comment O2.65: This comment states that while it may not be feasible to fully mitigate the commercial VMT, 
more can be done to reduce commuter VMT. The comment states that the Project could require all employers 
to implement a mandatory commute trip reduction program and it is unclear how the requirements of South 
Coast AQMD Rule 2202 compare to CAPCOA Measure T-5 or T-6. 

Response O2.65: Requiring a mandatory commute trip reduction program for a project of this size with 
multiple different tenants encompassing different land uses and employment types, would be difficult to 
implement. The mitigation that is prescribed requires employers to participate in commute trip reduction 
activities, while maintaining flexibility to ensure that the measure can be feasibly implemented. Employers 
with over 250 employees would be subject to South Coast AQMD Rule 2202, which is more stringent than 
Measure T-5. South Coast AQMD Rule 2202 requires employers to meet specific emission reduction targets, 
thereby making it a mandatory program, rather than voluntary.   

Comment O2.66: This comment states that the Draft EIR underestimates truck trip lengths in the air quality 
analysis and the 40-mile truck trip length is not recommended by the South Coast AQMD. The comment states 
that the South Coast AQMD recommends a longer truck trip length for other warehouse projects. The comment 
states that the recommended truck trip length is 80 miles.  

Response O2.66: The commenter is referred to Response O2.25.  

Comment O2.67: This comment states that Draft EIR Table 8-1 shows Project emissions for several pollutants 
as lower than emissions for Alternative 2. The comment states that the Draft EIR attributes higher Alternative 
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2 emissions to mobile source emissions associated with the additional vehicle trips, which is incorrect as the 
Project would result in more vehicle trips than Alternative 2. The comment states that the air pollution analysis 
should be redone so that an apples-to-apples comparison with Alternative 2 is presented and, until such an 
analysis is completed, it should be presumed that Project impacts would be greater than Alternative 2 
impacts. 

Response O2.67: Regarding the Project’s vehicle trips producing less air pollution than the adopted Harvest 
Landing Specific Plan, as shown in Table 8-2 of the Draft EIR, buildout of existing Harvest Landing Specific 
Plan would result in approximately 23,544 daily trips, which is a reduction compared to the 40,321 daily 
trips resulting from buildout of the proposed Specific Plan Amendment. As such, the Draft EIR acknowledges 
that the proposed Project would result in greater vehicle trips and discloses in Table 8-1 that the Project 
would result in increased NOx emissions (emissions resulting from vehicle travel) compared to those resulting 
from buildout of the existing Specific Plan. Further, the Draft EIR states on page 8-10 that the operational 
emissions resulting from the previously approved specific plan would be less than emissions generated by 
the Project, primarily due to the Project’s additional vehicle trips. Overall, the Draft EIR never alleges that 
the Project’s vehicle trips would produce less air pollution than the adopted Specific Plan. No revisions or 
additional analysis are necessary.  

Comment O2.68: This comment states that Draft EIR Alternative 2 would have significantly lower daily trips 
than the Project, as well as lower AM and PM peak trips. The comment states that the Draft EIR states that 
future Project traffic would result in eight intersections where no feasible improvements exist to result in 
satisfactory LOS and two intersections where no feasible improvements exist to result in satisfactory queuing. 
The comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze the Project compared to Alternative 2 traffic conditions. 

Response O2.68: As part of the 2019 amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, SB 743 directed that the 
revised CEQA Guidelines “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of 
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Public Resources Code Section 
21099[b][1]); and that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of 
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” 
(Public Resources Code Section 21099[b][2]). As such, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21099(b)(2), the Draft EIR is not allowed to analyze impacts, including cumulative impacts, related to traffic 
congestion. Therefore, no analysis of traffic from the Project compared to traffic from Alternative 2 is 
warranted. 

Comment O2.69: This comment states that the commenter has reviewed the noise and vibration analysis for 
the Harvest Landing Specific Plan Project and summarizes the Project. The comment summarizes the 
experience of the commenting firm.  

Response O2.69: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.70: This comment summarizes the health effects of noise, which include noise-induced hearing 
loss, speech interference, sleep disturbance, cardiovascular and physiological effects, and impaired cognitive 
performance.  

Response O2.70: The comment is informational in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. 

Comment O2.71: This comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider nighttime construction noise 
increases over ambient levels nor does it explain why thresholds based on ambient levels are not needed 
for nighttime levels. The comment states that CEQA requires projects to assess if there will be a substantial 
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increase in ambient levels. The comment compares ambient nighttime noise levels to the modeled nighttime 
construction noise results and states that nighttime construction noise is as high as 11 dBA over ambient levels. 
The comment states that the 12 dBA noise threshold utilized by the noise analysis is extreme and unsupported 
as a 3 or 5 dBA noise increase is normally used as an impact threshold. The comment states that the Project 
has the potential to result in significant impacts on nighttime noise during construction pours and mitigation 
should be required. 

Response O2.71: The commenter is referred to Response O2.38. 

Comment O2.72: This comment states that the construction vibration assessment fails to address the potential 
impacts associated with human annoyance and Caltrans uses a threshold for human annoyance of 0.04 PPV. 
The comment states that the vibration experienced at Val Verde Elementary School is modeled at 0.049 
PPV and construction vibrations at the school may constitute a significant impact. The comment states that 
mitigation should be included, such as a construction vibration control and monitoring plan.  

Response O2.72: Section 10.14 of the Noise and Vibration Analysis, included as Appendix Q to the Draft 
EIR, presents a summary of the construction equipment vibration levels. Human annoyance due to vibration is 
generally considered when evaluating comfort and quality of life, typically for long-term or operational 
sources of vibration (like rail transit or industrial equipment). For short-term construction vibration, the focus 
should primarily be on building damage thresholds, with human annoyance considered only if prolonged 
exposure could significantly affect nearby residents. Children at Val Verde Elementary School would not be 
exposure to prolonged vibration as construction vibration would only occur intermittently. This is consistent 
with the approach outlined in Section 10.14.  

The long-term Project operational vibration impacts will include heavy trucks moving on site to and from the 
loading dock areas. According to the FTA Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment trucks rarely create 
vibrations that exceed 70 VdB (0.0032 PPV in/sec) (unless there are bumps due to frequent potholes in the 
road). Truck vibration levels are dependent on vehicle characteristics, load, speed, and pavement conditions. 
Since the trucks transiting on site will be travelling at very low speeds on smooth surfaces, delivery truck 
vibration impacts at nearby receiver locations would be less than significant. 

Comment O2.73: The comment states that the Draft EIR lacks supporting evidence for the low HVAC 
operating time as, under worst-case conditions, rooftop HVAC could be assumed to be running constantly 
and HVAC units can have a sound power level as high as 95 dBA. The comment states that noise may be 
underestimated by as much as 9 dB and the Draft EIR should be updated to make sure to account for all 
worst-case scenarios. 

Response O2.73: The commenter is referred to Response O2.41. 

Comment O2.74: This comment states that not all mitigation was studied for significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to truck noise. The comment states that 2-axle trucks have a shorter 5-foot exhaust assumption 
than 4-axle trucks and that rubberized asphalt could reduce impacts. The comment states that the assertion 
of sound walls not providing a break in line of sight is not accurate as a 10-foot wall would block line of site 
for a 1.5-meter-tall receptor. The comment states that a sound wall would result in a reduction of noise levels 
to below significance thresholds.  

Response O2.74: The comment letter argues that the cited 11.5-foot high may not be a correct assumption. 
However, Caltrans requires the use of the 11.5-foot-high stack height for designing and evaluating noise 
barriers.6 Regardless of exhaust height, as discussed on page 5.12-30 of the Draft EIR, neither the applicant 
nor the City can autonomously require the construction of off-site walls or other features at property owned 

 

6 Caltrans. (2017). Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1100 Highway Traffic Noise Abatement.  
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or controlled by others. In addition, the multi-family residential land use located east of Barrett Avenue does 
not include any private outdoor living areas (backyards) or common areas of frequent human use that would 
benefit from the construction of off-site noise barriers. Therefore, the analysis appropriately finds that the 
off-site traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable for Barrett Avenue between Placentia 
Avenue and Orange Avenue. 

Comment O2.75: This comment states that the Project may result in potentially significant, unmitigated noise 
impacts and the Draft EIR includes an incomplete nighttime construction noise analysis, does not study human 
responses to construction vibration, has optimistic assumptions for HVAC noise, and does not consider all 
feasible mitigation options. The comment states that the Draft EIR should be updated to correct these errors 
and study potential mitigation. 

Response O2.75: As substantiated by the responses above, none of the conditions arise which would require 
recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. No new significant environmental 
impact would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, there 
is no substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, no feasible project alternative or 
mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would lessen the environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project, and the Draft EIR is not fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature. 

 

 

 

  


