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Date: 

 
 
February 3, 2026 

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 Californians Allied for Responsible Economy (CARE CA), Letter L5 

 
This memo contains responses to comments related to the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that the City of 
Perris received on December 17, 2025, prior to the City’s City Council meeting on February 11, 2026 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 L5: Californians Allied for Responsible Economy (CARE CA) (43 pages) Late Comment letter
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Response to Letter L5: Californians Allied for Responsible Economy (CARE CA), dated December 17, 
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 City Council. 

Comment L5.1: This comment introduces 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 as described 
within the Draft EIR and states that the Project was substantially changed within the Final EIR and a new Draft 
EIR must be recirculated. 

Response L5.1: CEQA requires recirculation of an EIR only when significant new information is added after 
public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR and before certification of the Final EIR, and only if that 
information deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible mitigation or alternative. (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5.) Recirculation is not required simply because a project is modified during the environmental review 
process, nor when changes reduce impacts, clarify analysis, or refine project details within the scope of the 
original environmental analysis. (Id.; Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 
Cal.4th 1112.) The revisions to the Project do not constitute “significant new information” within the meaning 
of CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. The Draft EIR analyzed development of a large commercial 
employment center with a mix of warehouse, logistics, parcel hub, retail, and employment-generating land 
uses on the Project site. The revised Project replaces warehouse and distribution uses with office, research 
and development, and business park uses—land uses that are generally associated with fewer heavy-duty 
truck trips, lower diesel emissions, and reduced operational air quality, health risk, noise, and greenhouse 
gas impacts compared to warehouse and distribution facilities. As disclosed in the Final EIR, the revised 
Project does not introduce a new type of environmental impact that was not already considered in the Draft 
EIR, nor does it result in impacts that are more severe than those previously disclosed. 

In addition, changes in local policy or regulatory context such as the City’s current warehouse moratorium do 
not, by themselves, constitute significant new information requiring recirculation unless they reveal new 
significant environmental impacts of the project that were not previously analyzed. The moratorium is a 
legislative land use action and does not alter the physical environmental effects of the Project analyzed in 
the EIR. 

Comment L5.2: The comment provides a summary of the proposed Project and the location of the Project 
site. The comment states that the revised Alternative 4 would result in more severe impacts than what was 
discussed within the Draft EIR. The comment further states that there are significant environmental impacts 
that are not fully mitigated and the Draft EIR fails to disclose all significant impacts.  

Response L5.2: 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]). CEQA does not require that every alternative be fully developed, refined, 
or exhaustively analyzed in the Draft EIR, nor does it prohibit refinement or clarification of alternatives in 
the Final EIR. 
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A meaningful analysis of the proposed Alternative 4 is included within the Draft EIR and refined within Final 
EIR Chapter 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR, and the potential impacts of Alternative 4 are discussed in 
comparison to the proposed Project. As shown in Final EIR Table 8-9, Alternative 4 would reduce impacts in 
four impacts areas compared to the proposed Project: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and Noise. Alternative 4 would increase potential impacts in Recreation and Utilities and 
Service Systems. In addition, while quantitative analysis is not required for CEQA alternatives, an updated 
regional operational emissions modeling, greenhouse gas emissions, trip generation, and traffic noise 
analysis was included within the revised Alternatives analysis. The Alternative would reduce impacts 
associated with heavy-duty truck activity relative to the originally proposed warehouse and distribution uses. 
A shift in the mix of land uses or trip characteristics, without the introduction of new or more severe impacts, 
does not trigger recirculation. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 
1112; CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b).) 

Comment L5.3: 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 L5.3: 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 L5.4: This comment states that the changes made within the Final EIR related to Alternative 4 
constitute significant new information that should cause a recirculation of the Draft EIR. The comment further 
states that the Final EIR does not include supporting evidence to substantiate the conclusions within the Final 
EIR.  

Response L5.4: As discussed above in Response to Comment L5.1, recirculation is not required simply 
because a project is modified during the environmental review process, nor when changes reduce impacts, 
clarify analysis, or refine project details within the scope of the original environmental analysis. (Id.; Laurel 
Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112.) The revisions to the Project do 
not constitute “significant new information” within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. The 
Draft EIR analyzed development of a large commercial employment center with a mix of warehouse, logistics, 
parcel hub, retail, and employment-generating land uses on the Project site. The revised Project up for 
consideration in front of the City Council replaces warehouse and distribution uses with office, research and 
development, and business park uses—land uses that are generally associated with fewer heavy-duty truck 
trips, lower diesel emissions, and reduced operational air quality, health risk, noise, and greenhouse gas 
impacts compared to warehouse and distribution facilities. As disclosed in the Final EIR, the revised Project 
does not introduce a new type of environmental impact that was not already considered in the Draft EIR, 
nor does it result in impacts that are more severe than those previously disclosed. 

In addition, changes in local policy or regulatory context like the City’s current warehouse moratorium do 
not, by themselves, constitute significant new information requiring recirculation unless they reveal new 
significant environmental impacts of the project that were not previously analyzed. The moratorium is a 
legislative land use action and does not alter the physical environmental effects of the Project analyzed in 
the EIR. 

Comment L5.5: This comment states that the Response to Comments within the Final EIR are inadequate as 
they fail to provide reasoned responses to technical comments made by experts.  

Response L5.5: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant impacts not disclosed 
in the EIR. The comments proved in CARE CA’s July 14 letter were adequately responded to in Response to 
Comments O2.7 through O2.74. The Draft EIR complies with the requirements of CEQA and the analysis 
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within the Draft EIR accurately reflects the proposed Project and subsequent potential environmental impacts. 
Further, as discussed in Final EIR Response to Comments O2.7 through O2.74, the “substantial evidence” 
presented by the commenter and their experts is based on argument, speculation, unsubstantiated narrative, 
and evidence which is clearly inaccurate. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, argument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, and 
evidence of social or economic impacts which does not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts 
on the environment do not constitute substantial evidence. Therefore, this comment does not provide 
substantial evidence of any environmental impact. 

Comment L5.6: This comment states that the Final EIR underestimates the Project’s health risk impacts and 
failed to respond to comments related to the health risks associated with Valley Fever.  

Response L5.6: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant impacts not disclosed 
in the EIR. As discussed within Final EIR Response O2.24, 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.1 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 

Comment L5.7: This comments states that the Final EIR must include mitigation measures to reduce potential 
health risks impacts related to Valley Fever. The comment includes a suggested mitigation measure to include 
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to reduce impacts.  

Response L5.7: See Response L5.6. In addition, CEQA 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 impacts 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 L5.8: This comment states that the Final EIR underestimates the Project’s transportation impacts by 
using shorter trip lengths.  

Response L5.8: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant impacts not disclosed 
in the EIR. 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. 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 analyzing Scenario B, which assumes truck 
trip lengths obtained from StreetLight, which is based on truck trip length survey data for the Project vicinity. 

 
1 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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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 L5.9: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze noise impacts from continuous 
operation of HVAC equipment. The comment further states that longer operational times should have been 
utilized and incorrectly assumed the HVAC power volume level.  

Response L5.9: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant impacts not disclosed 
in the EIR. As discussed in Response O2.41 of the Final EIR, 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 would be cycled off. The commenter has failed to provide 
additional support for their previous comments and simply are restating their position, which was previously 
responded to within the Final EIR.  

Comment L5.10: This comment states that the Final EIR fails to mitigate noise impacts as it does not include 
the use of rubberized pavement and noise barriers. The comment states that these measures are feasible 
and should be included to reduce the Project’s impacts. 

Response L5.10: CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires 
adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15041). The use of rubberized asphalt and noise barriers as mitigation was considered 
on Draft EIR page 5.12-30, which found that heavy truck engine and exhaust noise would not be reduced 
by rubberized pavement due to the height of the truck engine exhaust stack above the pavement. As the 
Project would result in the use of heavy trucks with a stack height of 11.5 feet off the ground, the 
tire/pavement noise reduction benefits associated with rubberized asphalt would not reduce primary truck-
related noise sources (e.g., truck engine noise and exhaust stack noise). In addition, noise barriers were 
evaluated for reduction of vehicular noise impacts. Off-site noise barriers are estimated to provide a readily 
perceptible 5 dBA reduction which, according to the FHWA, is simple to attain when blocking the line-of-sight 
from the noise source to the receiver. Caltrans guidance in the Highway Design Manual, Section 1102.3(3), 
indicates that for design purposes, the noise barrier should intercept the line of sight from the exhaust stack of 
a truck to the receptor, and an 11.5-foot-high truck stack height is assumed to represent the truck engine and 
exhaust noise source. As a result, any noise barriers at noise-sensitive land uses affected by Project-related 
traffic noise increases would need to be sufficiently tall and long to obstruct the line-of-sight between the 
noise source (11.5 feet high, per Caltrans) and the receiver (5 feet high, per FHWA guidance) to achieve a 
5 dBA noise reduction, as recommended by FHWA guidance. The Harvest Landing Specific Plan and Perris 
Municipal Code do not allow a wall exceeding 11 feet in height along Barrett Avenue between Placentia 
Avenue and Orange Avenue (Segment #4) adjacent to residential uses. Also, the City cannot autonomously 
require the construction of off-site walls or other features at property owned or controlled by others. In 
addition, the commenter provided no substantial evidence to support their claim that 10-foot-high walls 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Thus, no further response is warranted.  



49 
 

Comment L5.11: This comment states that the Final EIR does not consider the Office of the Attorney General’s 
best practices and mitigation measures for warehouse projects.  

Response L5.11: The Draft EIR identifies that the proposed Project would result in significant air quality and 
GHG emissions even after implementation of mitigation and, thus, accurately classifies the impact as 
significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-19 and GHG-1 
through GHG-5, which would work to reduce air quality and GHG emissions. The commenter does not 
provide any alternative or additional feasible mitigation measures that should be adopted for the Project 
that were not considered within the Draft or Final EIR. 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 the mitigation measures proposed by the 
commenter:  

• Tier 4 construction equipment is already required under Mitigation Measure AQ-4. 
• Requiring electric construction equipment is not a feasible mitigation measure as electric construction 

equipment is not readily commercially available and is not technologically feasible for most pieces of 
construction equipment. The commenter does not provide substantial evidence that requiring zero 
emission off road fleets is presently feasible for the regional construction market serving Perris, or that 
such a mandate would be consistent with market availability, contractor bidding practices, or CARB’s 
own implementation timelines 

• Mitigation Measure AQ-8 limits idling to three minutes in compliance with the California Attorney 
General’s best practices. 

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

• Overall, requiring the Project to utilize emerging technology as mandatory mitigation when the various 
types of technological advancements and their timeframes for commercial availability are not known 
with any certainty, is not a feasible mitigation measure, which is further detailed on pages 5.3-54 
through 5.3-55 of the Draft EIR. 

• Installing and maintaining an air monitoring station proximate to sensitive receptors would not reduce 
the Project’s regional air quality emissions. Therefore, as it would not substantially lessen air quality 
emissions or impacts associated with those emissions, this mitigation measure is not required under CEQA. 

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

Comment L5.12: This comment states that the City of Perris cannot make the necessary findings required to 
approve the proposed Project due to unmitigated public health, environmental and land use impacts, and 
lack of substantial evidence that the revised Project meets these standards.   

Response L5.12: The findings necessary to approve the Project’s requested development plan review do 
not require the absence of all environmental impacts. Rather, they require that impacts be disclosed, 
considered, and mitigated to the extent feasible through project design features, conditions of approval, 
and mitigation measures identified in the EIR. CEQA expressly contemplates that a project may be approved 
even if significant and unavoidable impacts remain, provided that the lead agency adopts a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations supported by substantial evidence. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21081; CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093.) The City Council will evaluate the substantial evidence in the record and determine whether 
the Project incorporates safeguards to protect public health, safety, and general welfare to the maximum 
extent feasible. These safeguards include, but are not limited to, design standards, operational restrictions, 
mitigation measures, and conditions of approval that would be imposed through the entitlement process. 
Ultimately, the City Council retains discretion to determine whether the findings required by the Perris 
Municipal Code can be made based on the entire administrative record, including the Final EIR and any 
adopted mitigation measures and conditions of approval. The Final EIR provides sufficient information and 
substantial evidence to support the required findings, should the City Council determine that approval is 
appropriate. 

Comment L5.13: This comment states that the Project fails to comply with the subdivision map act as the 
Project would result in significant impacts related to transportation, air quality, health risk, GHG emissions, 
and noise which are not adequately addressed in the FEIR.  

Response L5.13: As discussed above in Response L5.12, the City Council will evaluate the substantial 
evidence in the record and determine whether the Project incorporates safeguards to protect public health, 
safety, and general welfare to the extent feasible. These safeguards include, but are not limited to, design 
standards, operational restrictions, mitigation measures, and conditions of approval that would be imposed 
through the entitlement process. As substantiated by the responses above and below, none of the comments 
provide substantial evidence of a 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 L5.14: This comment concludes the letter by stating that the EIR be recirculated in order to fully 
disclose and mitigate the Project’s impacts.  

Response L5.14: As substantiated by the responses above and below, none of the comments provide 
substantial evidence of a 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 L5.15: This comment introduces an attachment to the comment letter from Clark and Associates 
giving a brief description of the proposed Project and stating that the proposed Project would result in 
emissions of criteria air pollutants and diesel particulate matter.  
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Response L5.15: 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 L5.16: This comment states that potential impacts related to Valley Fever exposure should be 
disclosed in the EIR and the mitigation outlined in the Draft EIR are insufficient in lowering impact levels. The 
comment further provides additional mitigation measures to be included.  

Response L5.16: As discussed above in Response L5.6. 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.2 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 mitigate impacts related to Valley Fever.  

Comment L5.17: This comment states that there are 87 existing warehouses within a 5 km radius of the 
Project site that should be accounted for within the Final EIR.  

Response L5.17: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant impact not already 
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the EIR’s air quality analysis is inaccurate. 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 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 L5.18: This comment states that the Final EIR underestimates the potential truck trip distances for 
trucks accessing the Project site as it relies on a 40-mile truck trip length which does not account for trucks 
driving from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach which would be approximately 80 miles.  

Response L5.18: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant impact not already 
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the EIR’s air quality analysis is inaccurate. As discussed above in 
Response L5.9, the trip distance of 39.9 miles per truck trip is taken from South Coast AQMD Rule 2305, 

 
2 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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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. , 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 L5.19: This comment states that the latest South Coast AQMD Working Group Guidance on 
cumulative health risk impacts is applicable to the proposed Project and would result in significant impacts.  

Response L5.19: 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 A4 of the 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. 

Comment L5.20: This comment states that the new Alternative 4 included in the Final EIR was not analyzed 
within the Draft EIR. The comment states that the CalEEMod modeling for the revised air quality analysis was 
not provided and the revised Health Risk Assessment does not analyze the Alternative.  

Response L5.20: 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]). CEQA does not require that 
every alternative be fully developed, refined, or exhaustively analyzed in the Draft EIR, nor does it prohibit 
refinement or clarification of alternatives in the Final EIR. 

A meaningful analysis of the proposed Alternative 4 is included within Draft EIR Section 8.0, Alternatives, 
and clarified in Final EIR Chapter 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR, and the potential impacts of Alternative 4 are 
discussed in comparison to the proposed Project. As shown in Final EIR Table 8-9, Alternative 4 would reduce 
impacts in four impact areas compared to the proposed Project: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, and Noise. Alternative 4 would increase potential impacts in Recreation and Utilities 
and Service Systems. In addition, while quantitative analysis is not required for CEQA alternatives, an 
updated regional operational emissions modeling, greenhouse gas emissions, trip generation, and traffic 
noise analysis was included within the revised Alternatives analysis. The Alternative would reduce impacts 
associated with heavy-duty truck activity relative to the originally proposed warehouse and distribution uses. 
A shift in the mix of land uses or trip characteristics, without the introduction of new or more severe impacts, 
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does not trigger recirculation. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 
1112; CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b).) 

Comment L5.21: This comment states that the Project would result in significant impacts that are not 
adequately analyzed.  

Response L5.21: The comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR evaluation. The commenter’s concerns have been addressed above in Responses L5.15 
through L5.21. In reviewing the above listed comments, no significant new information was incorporated, and 
further, the impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the proposed Project and subsequent 
potential environmental impacts. Therefore, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, Draft EIR 
recirculation would not be warranted. 

Comment L5.22: This comment states that the additional findings related to VMT, air pollution, and traffic 
have been made after review of the Final EIR.  

Response L5.22: Please refer to Final EIR Response to Comment O2.60 through O2.68 for responses to the 
commenter’s July letter. The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. Therefore, no further response is required or 
provided. 

Comment L5.23: This comment states that the proposed parcel hub facility could result in additional trips 
compared to what was analyzed within the Draft EIR.  

Response L5.23: As shown on page 3-65 of the Final EIR, the revised Alternative 4 with the increased parcel 
hub square footage would result in fewer trips than the proposed Project. As shown on Table 8-8, Alternative 
4 would result in 36,652 trips, while the proposed Project would result in 40,321 daily trips. Regarding the 
trip generation rates utilized, the same trip rates utilized within the analysis for Alternative were included in 
the scoping agreement, which was approved by the City of Perris Engineering Department, with exception 
of the residential trips rates. The residential trip rates included ITE Land use Code 210 for the low density 
residential, Land Use Code 220 for the medium density residential, and Land Use Code 221 for the high 
density residential allowed under the existing Harvest Landing Specific Plan. The trip generation is not 
required to analyze the worst-case scenario and provides an adequate representation of the number of 
trips resulting from Alternative 4. 

Comment L5.24: This comment states that the proposed Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
VMT impacts and includes insufficient mitigation.  

Response L5.24: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of a significant impact not already 
disclosed in the Draft EIR or evidence that the EIR’s VMT analysis is inaccurate. The previous comments 
regarding VMT were responded to in Final EIR Responses to Comments O2.60 through O2.68. Since no 
further comments or supporting evidence is provided, no further response is warranted.  

Comment L5.25: This comment states that CAPCOA Measure T-2 Increase Job Density double-counts the 
density effects as they are already built into the RIVCOM model.  

Response L5.25: As described previously in Final EIR Response O2.30, 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 
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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 L5.26: This comment states that the Draft EIR overestimates the VMT reductions from pedestrian 
network improvements due to the large blocks of the proposed Project.  

Response L5.26: As described previously in Final EIR 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. As previously stated, even if the 
mitigation measure was utilized but never quantified as a reduction, the significant and unavoidable 
conclusions would remain.  

Comment L5.27: This comment states that greater VMT mitigation is needed even if the measures are difficult 
to implement.  

Response L5.27: Final EIR Response O2.65 states that while a mandatory trip reduction program is difficult 
given the Project conditions, the Project would require 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. Therefore, the Draft EIR has included 
mitigation similar to what was suggested by the commenter; however, the language was written in a way to 
allow greater flexibility, which would only increase the usefulness and feasibility of the measure.   

Comment L5.28: This comment states that the Draft EIR use of 40-miles trip length is inconsistent with South 
Coast AQMD recommendations.  

Response L5.28: As stated previously in Response L5.8, 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. , 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. 

Comment L5.29: This comment introduced an attached letter and gives a brief description of the proposed 
Project. The comment further states that the Final EIR does not include supplemental noise analysis for the 
Alternative 4 discussion.  
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Response L5.29: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), 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 does not require that 
every alternative be fully developed, refined, or exhaustively analyzed in the Draft EIR, nor does it prohibit 
refinement or clarification of alternatives in the Final EIR. Given the proposed land uses under revised 
Alternative 4 would not increase trips compared to what was analyzed in the Draft EIR, noise impacts would 
be consistent with those disclosed in Appendix W to the Draft EIR.  

Comment L5.30: This comment states that the 12 dBA threshold is unsupported, and a smaller threshold 
would result in a significant impact that should be mitigated.  

Response L5.30: The Draft EIR has been revised in Section 3.0 of the 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. 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.3 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 L5.31: This comment states that the EIR underestimated the HVAC noise levels and states that there 
is no support for the 29 minutes/hour of run time under very hot conditions.  

Response L5.31: 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. 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 would be cycled off. Therefore, no revisions to the noise 
analysis are necessary. 

Comment L5.32: This comment states that the Final EIR fails to include analysis of short-term construction 
vibration annoyance impacts. 

Response L5.32: 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. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration 
signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings but is not always suitable 
for evaluating human response (annoyance) because it takes some time for the human body to respond to 
vibration signals. Impacts would be potentially significant if Project-related construction activities generate 
vibration levels which exceed the Caltrans vibration damage threshold of 0.3 PPV inch per second at receiver 
locations. Draft EIR Table 5.12-34 presents the expected Project construction related vibration levels at the 
nearby receiver locations. At distances ranging from 66 feet to 726 feet from construction activities, 
construction vibration levels are estimated to be between 0.001 and 0.049 inch per second PPV. As such, 
construction vibration levels would not exceed the threshold of 0.3 inch per second PPV threshold at any 
sensitive receiver locations. Therefore, potential impacts related to construction vibration would be less than 
significant. 

 
3 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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Comment L5.33: This comment states that the use of rubberized pavement is a feasible mitigation measure 
as well as the inclusion of a 10-foot-high noise barrier to shield from traffic noise.  

Response L5.33: CEQA does not require adoption of every potential mitigation measure and only requires 
adoption of feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15041). The use of rubberized asphalt and noise barriers as mitigation was considered 
on Draft EIR page 5.12-30, which found that heavy truck engine and exhaust noise would not be reduced 
by rubberized pavement due to the height of the truck engine exhaust stack above the pavement. As the 
Project would result in the use of heavy trucks with a stack height of 11.5 feet off the ground, the 
tire/pavement noise reduction benefits associated with rubberized asphalt would not reduce primary truck-
related noise sources (e.g., truck engine noise and exhaust stack noise). In addition, noise barriers were 
evaluated for reduction of vehicular noise impacts. Off-site noise barriers are estimated to provide a readily 
perceptible 5 dBA reduction which, according to the FHWA, is simple to attain when blocking the line-of-sight 
from the noise source to the receiver. Caltrans guidance in the Highway Design Manual, Section 1102.3(3), 
indicates that for design purposes, the noise barrier should intercept the line of sight from the exhaust stack of 
a truck to the receptor, and an 11.5-foot-high truck stack height is assumed to represent the truck engine and 
exhaust noise source. As a result, any noise barriers at noise-sensitive land uses affected by Project-related 
traffic noise increases would need to be sufficiently tall and long to obstruct the line-of-sight between the 
noise source (11.5 feet high, per Caltrans) and the receiver (5 feet high, per FHWA guidance) to achieve a 
5 dBA noise reduction, as recommended by FHWA guidance. The Harvest Landing Specific Plan and Perris 
Municipal Code do not allow a wall exceeding 11 feet in height along Barrett Avenue between Placentia 
Avenue and Orange Avenue (Segment #4) adjacent to residential uses. Also, the City cannot autonomously 
require the construction of off-site walls or other features at property owned or controlled by others. Thus, 
no further response is warranted.  
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