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Date: 

 
 
December 17, 2025 

Prepared by: Meaghan Truman, Senior Environmental Planner 

To: Albert Armijo, City of Perris 

Site: Harvest Landing Retail Center and Business Park Project 

Subject:   Responses to Center for Biological Diversity, Letter L2 

 
This memo contains responses to comments related to the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that the City of 
Perris received on December 16, 2025, prior to the City’s Planning Commission meeting on December 17, 
2025 for which the Project is on the agenda. It should be noted that similar comments have been previously 
submitted in a comment letter to the Draft EIR, and responded to in the Final EIR, as detailed below.  

As further detailed in the individual responses to comments below, none of the comments indicate that there 
would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact that would 
not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation as described 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 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 EIR is not fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature. 
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Letter L2: Center for Biological Diversity (9 pages) Late Comment letter 
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Response to Letter L2: Center for Biological Diversity, dated December 16, 2025 

This comment letter was received after the Draft EIR public review and comment period ended on July 14, 
2025. As stated in Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, Lead Agencies are not required to respond to 
letters received outside of the noticed comment period. However, the following responses have been 
prepared to provide clarity regarding the environmental concerns that have been raised and to enhance 
the administrative record for consideration of the Project by the City of Perris. 

Comment L2.1: This comment states that the Center for Biological Diversity (“Center”) has reviewed the 
Final EIR and states that while the Center is encouraged by the Project’s removal of warehouses, concerns 
remain regarding their continued inclusion in the Final EIR. The comment also provides a brief overview of 
the Center and describes that its organization is dedicated to the protection of native species and their 
habitats. 
 
Response L2.1: This comment is introductory in nature. See Responses O6.1 though O6.45 within the Final 
EIR for responses to the Center’s previous comment letter on the Draft EIR. None of the conditions arise 
which would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Comment L2.2: This comment expresses the commenter’s support of the changes within the Final EIR 
including the exclusion of warehouse uses within the Final EIR.  

Response L2.2: The comment 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 L2.3: This comment states that the Final EIR includes inconsistencies on whether warehousing 
would remain a part of the proposed Project.  

Response L2.3: As mentioned by the commenter and on Final EIR page 3-47, the proposed Specific Plan 
Amendment would not allow warehouse uses. The Draft EIR still analyzes the impacts of potential 
warehouses being developed onsite in order to provide the most conservative analysis of the development 
of the Project site. No warehouses would be permitted without a future Specific Plan Amendment, which 
would trigger further CEQA analysis on any future proposed warehouse projects within the Specific Plan 
Area.  

Comment L2.4: This comment states that the proposed inclusion of a parcel hub within the Specific Plan 
while not allowing warehouse uses is a contradiction, and parcel hubs should not be allowed within the 
Specific Plan Area.  

Response L2.4: Parcel Hubs are operationally different from traditional warehouses and are better 
aligned with the intent of the Specific Plan Mixed Business Use (MBU) designation. Parcel Hubs function as 
last-mile facilities with smaller service areas, higher percentage of passenger vehicles, shorter truck trips, 
and fewer heavy-duty truck movements, whereas large warehouse or logistics have a higher percentage of 
truck trips and longer haul trips. Allowing Parcel Hubs supports local and regional delivery needs, 
compared to conventional warehouse uses which are more focused on larger regional, national, and even 
international delivery needs. Therefore, the local and smaller regional focus of Parcel Hubs makes them 
more appropriate within the MBU area was compared to general warehouse use and in conformance with 
the City’s moratorium. In addition, the proposed plans have been reviewed by the City Planning 
Department for consistency with the City’s memorandum. Thus, no further response is warranted.  

Comment L2.5: This comment states that commenter’s previous comments regarding biological resources 
remain as no changes were made within the Final EIR.  
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Response L2.5: This comment does not raise a specific new issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
the biological issues raised in the previous comment letter were responded to in Responses O6.1 though 
O6.45 within the Final EIR; including burrowing owls, rare plants, avian species, and jurisdictional waters. 
None of the conditions arise which would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Comment L2.6: This comment states the removal of mitigation measure AQ-14 is unsupported and the 
Project must include additional solar rooftops.  

Response I2.6: Mitigation Measure AQ-14 was removed in the Final EIR to reduce redundancy within the 
document, as Mitigation Measures GHG-5 requires solar installation as described in Chapter 4 of the Final 
EIR, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  

 Mitigation Measure GHG-5: The Project Applicant/Developer shall install all necessary 
infrastructure (i.e., wiring, reinforced roofs) to allow solar photovoltaic systems on the 
project site to be installed in the future, with a specified electrical generation capacity in 
order to meet California Green Building Code Standards. The entire roof of the office 
section of each industrial building shall be designed to support solar installations; and, 
once the building tenant has been identified, solar panels shall be installed in order to 
generate enough energy to meet 100% of the building office's energy needs. 

Comment L2.7: This comment concludes the letter by stating the commenter has concerns about the Project’s 
commitment to removing warehouses.  

Response L2.7: The comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. As substantiated by the previous responses, none of the conditions arise which would 
require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Therefore, no further 
response is warranted. 
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