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 Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA), Letter L1

This memo contains responses to comments related to the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that the City of
Perris received on December 15, 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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Albert Armijo

August 1, 2025

Pagc 28

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, GSEJA believes the EIR is flawed and a revised EIR must be prepared
for the proposed project and circulated for public review. Golden State Environmental Justice
Alliance requests to be added to the public interest list regarding any subsequent environmental
documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination for this project. Send all
communications to Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance P.O. Box 79222 Corona, CA

92877.

Sincerely,

Vashon Simien
Blum, Collins & Ho, LLP L1.1
Cont.
Attachments:

1. Shawn Smallwood, PhD Analysis Report
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Response to Letter L1: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA), dated November 30,
2024

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 L1.1: This comment letter is a copy of the letter sent by GSEJA on August 1, 2025 after the close
of the public circulation of the Draft EIR.

Response L1.1: Please refer to Responses O4.1 through O4.31 within Chapter 2, Response to Comments,
of the Final EIR for a response to this comment letter.

Comment L1.2: This comment states that the Draft EIR contains various CEQA violations regarding
inadequate biological baseline characterization and insufficient mitigation that were not addressed in the
Final EIR. The comment further states that the City dismissed substantial biological resource concerns and no
changes were made in the Final EIR to address GSEJA comments regarding impacts to biological resources.

Response L1.2: This comment is introductory in nature. As substantiated by the responses below and within
Responses O10.2 through O10.32 in the Final EIR, none of the conditions arise related to biological
resources and the issues previously raised, which would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Therefore, no further response is warranted.

Comment L1.3: This comment provides a summary of the changes made in the Final EIR related to other
environmental topics and states that none were made to address the biological resource deficiencies
brought forward in GSEJA’s previous comment letter. The comment also provides a summary of the previous
comments included in the letter provided by Dr. Smallwood in GSEJA’'s August 1, 2025 letter.

Response L1.3: This comment is introductory in nature and reiterates previous comments. As substantiated
by the responses below and within Responses O10.2 through O10.32 in the Final EIR, no changes to the EIR
analysis are required and 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 L1.4: This comment states that the Final EIR failed to adequately respond to GSEJA’'s comments
on the Draft EIR regarding traffic-related wildlife mortality as no counter analysis or technical evidence
was provided in order to dismiss the claim.

Response L1.4: As discussed in Final EIR Response O10.20, GSEJA’s comment regarding traffic-related
wildlife mortality does not provide substantial evidence of a project-level impact and thus, no additional
response is warranted. The comment is speculative and does not constitute substantial evidence under
CEQA, which requires facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts
(Pub. Resources Code, Section 21080, subd. (e); CEQA Guidelines, Section 15384). The commenter
extrapolates generalized collision rates from unrelated studies to hypothetical window areas without site-
specific data, monitoring, or scientific evidence that the Project would result in actual bird mortality at the
predicted levels. The methodology inappropriately applies results from Mendelsohn et al. (2009), which
examined vehicle-wildlife interactions along Vasco Road, a rural roadway with adjacent open space and
natural habitat that support higher rates of wildlife movement across roads. In contrast, the Project site is
located within a highly urbanized setting and is surrounded by existing development and roadway
infrastructure. Therefore, it is highly unlikely that the Project would result in an increase in wildlife mortality
due to increased roadway traffic. Therefore, no additional response is needed, no changes to the EIR are
required, and no mitigation measures are necessary.
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Comment L1.5: This comment states that the expert comment provided regarding the existing baseline
wildlife community characterization is inaccurate and was not properly addressed in the Final EIR. The
comment further states that the document lacks critical information regarding the Project site and the
completed surveys were inadequate. The comment asserts that the Project would result in the loss of 665
nest sites and 3,013 birds per year.

Response L1.5: As discussed in Final EIR Response O10.6, The Project site is surrounded by urban
development on all sides including 1-215 to the west, retail and residential uses to the south, commercial
and residential uses to the east, and public and industrial uses to the north. The Altamont Pass Wind
Resource Area is located in a rural area of Northern California. Therefore, the two locations are not
comparable for purposes of onsite biological habitat. The commenter’s use of a rural site to compare
impacts to wildlife species at the Project site surrounded by urban development does not constitute as
substantial evidence as it would be an inaccurate representation of the actual site conditions. Further, the
Harvest Landing Specific Plan includes requirements for landscaping within Section 4.0, Development
Standards, and Section 5.0, Design Guidelines, of the Specific Plan consistent with Perris Municipal Code
Section 19.02.130.B that includes 24 and 36-inch box trees, shrubs and landscaping that would provide
areas for nesting of urban avian species. No potential new or increased impacts would occur. Thus, no
further response is warranted.

Comment L1.6: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to mitigate impacts to 36 special status species
that have potential to occur onsite and are not covered by the MSCHCP.

Response L1.6: As discussed above in Response L1.5, the commenter’s use of a rural site to compare
impacts to wildlife species at the Project site surrounded by urban development does not constitute as
substantial evidence as it would be an inaccurate representation of the Project site conditions. As further
discussed in Final EIR Response O10.14, qualified biologists conducted multiple field surveys to identify
special-status species and habitat conditions onsite to further define the potential for certain species to
occur onsite. The surveys provided by the commenter include species that were spotted onsite and within
the general vicinity. Even if the species were spotted during the commenter’s survey, there may be no
habitat onsite for the species to remain at the Project site. As detailed in Response L1.6, the proposed
landscaping would result in nesting areas for urban bird species that could inhabit the region.

Comment L1.7: This comment states that the City’s responses regarding cumulative impacts were
insufficient as the analysis fails to take into account the context of ongoing warehouse development
throughout the Inland Empire.

Response 11.7: As described in Final EIR Response O10.23, the Project site is located within a highly
urbanized portion of the City of Perris, surrounded by residential, commercial, and industrial development,
and does not provide habitat linkages, wildlife corridors, or other landscape features that would facilitate
regional wildlife movement. As such, the Project site does not function as an important movement area for
mammals, birds, or other wildlife and would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to habitat
fragmentation. As discussed within the Draft EIR, the loss of potential wildlife and plant resources would be
reduced to a less than significant level upon implementation of regulatory requirements such as the MSHCP
and Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3. Due to the buildout nature of the area and lack of habitat
within the Project site, the proposed Project would not result in any significant incremental cumulative effects
related to biological resources.

Comment L1.8: This comment states that the Final EIR’s biological mitigation measures remain insufficient
related to nesting bird surveys and riparian habitats. The commenter states that three days is not sufficient
time to survey the entire Project site prior to construction activities, and that mitigation for the riparian
habitat onsite lacks enforceability.

Response L1.8: Pre-construction surveys are an industry standard mitigation measure that is utilized to
ensure that the Project would not violate the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or Fish and Game Code. The City,
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as the CEQA Lead Agency for the proposed Project, will enforce this mitigation measure through
implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program, included as Section 4.0 to this Final EIR.
As discussed previously, the Project site is heavily disturbed and does not provide significant habitat for
nesting bird species. While shrubs and trees within the Project site may be utilized by nesting birds and
raptors during the nesting bird season, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure that no nesting birds are
directly impacted as part of Project construction. In addition, the Project is proposed to be constructed in
Phases, beginning with Phase 1. There is no specific Project proposed within the Phase 2 area and thus pre-
construction surveys would not be required in Phase 2 until a new project is approved and ready to begin
construction.

Regarding Draft EIR MM BIO-3, The CDFW has reviewed the proposed mitigation as part of their review
of the DBESP, included as Appendix D to the Final EIR, for the Project and have concurred with the
suggested mitigation. Further, the final mitigation plan and monitoring required will be negotiated with the
regulatory agencies (CDFW and the Regional Water Quality Control Board) during the permit processing,
which would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Comment L1.9: This comment states that the FEIR includes several revisions to other impact areas such as
Air Quality, but none were made related to Biological Resources; and therefore, the EIR has an inadequate
review.

Response L1.9: Responses related to comments regarding biological resources are provided in Responses
L1-5 through L1.8 and in the Final EIR. This comment letter does not raise any new information and does not
provide any substantial evidence that the Project would result in a significant environmental impact.
Changes were made within the Final EIR for disclosure purposes and do not result in any significant changes
to the conclusions or mitigation measures provided within the Draft EIR. As discussed previously in Final EIR
Responses O10.2 through O10.32 and in this response memo, 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 L1.10: This comment states that the City has violated CEQA requirements regarding an accurate
baseline, substantial evidence, good faith responses, and enforceable mitigation measures.

Response L1.10: Responses related to biological resource impacts are discussed previously in Final EIR
Responses O10.2 through O10.32 and in this response memo. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 is enforceable
through future required permitting with the City and wildlife agencies. None of the conditions arise which
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 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. As substantial by the responses above and below and within the Final EIR, none of the comments
constitute as substantial evidence, and no further response is warranted.

Comment L1.11: This comment states that the dismissal of biological resource concerns would compound
environmental justice impacts.

Response L1.11: This comment does not relate to an issue under CEQA and does not provide any
substantial evidence that the Project would result in a significant environmental impact. CEQA is an
environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The proposed
Project’s potential environmental justice effects are social issues that are not considered effects on the
environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Draft EIR
includes an analysis of the proposed Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment
and does not include substantial discussion of environmental justice impacts. As substantiated by the
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responses below and within Responses O10.2 through O10.32 in the Final 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 L1.12: This comment provides recommended actions to include in a revised Draft EIR including
adequate baseline characterization, analysis of traffic related wildlife mortality, revised special-status
species analysis, revised cumulative biological impact analysis, revised mitigation measures, burrowing owl
survey compliance, and substantive response to comments.

Response L1.12: As discussed previously in Final EIR Responses O10.2 through O10.32 and in this
response memo, none of the conditions arise which would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. As discussed above in Response L1.5, the commenter’s use of a rural
site to compare impacts to wildlife species at the Project site surrounded by urban development does not
constitute as substantial evidence as it would be an inaccurate representation of the actual site conditions.
As further discussed in Final EIR Response O10.14, qualified biologists conducted multiple field surveys to
identify special-status species and habitat conditions onsite to further define the potential for certain
species to occur onsite. Further, the surveys provided by the commenter include species that were spotted
onsite and within the general vicinity. Even if the species were spotted during the commenter’s survey, there
may be no habitat onsite for the species to remain at the Project site. As detailed in Response L1.6, the
proposed landscaping would result in nesting areas for urban bird species that could inhabit the region.

As discussed in Final EIR Response O10.20, GSEJA's comment regarding traffic-related wildlife mortality
does not provide substantial evidence of a project-level impact and thus, no additional response is
warranted. The comment is speculative and does not constitute substantial evidence under CEQA, which
requires facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts (Pub.
Resources Code, Section 21080, subd. (e); CEQA Guidelines, Section 15384). The commenter extrapolates
generalized collision rates from unrelated studies to hypothetical window areas without site-specific data,
monitoring, or scientific evidence that the Project would result in actual bird mortality at the predicted
levels.

As described in Final EIR Response O10.23, the Project site is located within a highly urbanized portion of
the City of Perris, surrounded by residential, commercial, and industrial development, and does not provide
habitat linkages, wildlife corridors, or other landscape features that would facilitate regional wildlife
movement. As such, the Project site does not function as an important movement area for mammals, birds,
or other wildlife and would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to habitat fragmentation. As
discussed within the Draft EIR, the loss of potential wildlife and plant resources would be reduced to a less

than significant level upon implementation of regulatory requirements such as the MSHCP and Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3.

Pre-construction surveys are an industry standard mitigation measure that is utilized to ensure that the
Project would not violate the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or Fish and Game Code. The City, as the CEQA
Lead Agency for the proposed Project, will enforce this mitigation measure through implementation of the
Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program, included as Section 4.0 to this Final EIR. As discussed
previously, the Project site is heavily disturbed and does not provide significant habitat for nesting bird
species. While shrubs and trees within the Project site may be utilized by nesting birds and raptors during
the nesting bird season, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure that no nesting birds are directly
impacted as part of Project construction, and new landscaping that includes trees and shrubs would be
installed throughout the Project site. In addition, the Project is proposed to be constructed in Phases,
beginning with Phase 1. There is no specific Project proposed within the Phase 2 area and thus pre-
construction surveys would not be required in Phase 2 until a new project is approved and ready to begin
construction.
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Regarding Draft EIR MM BIO-3, The CDFW has reviewed the proposed mitigation as part of their review
of the DBESP, included as Appendix D to the Final EIR, for the Project and have concurred with the
suggested mitigation. Further, the final mitigation plan and monitoring required will be negotiated with the
regulatory agencies (CDFW and the Regional Water Quality Control Board) during the permit processing,
which would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

The burrowing owl surveys were conducted following the Western Riverside County MSHCP Burrowing Owl
Survey Instructions. As the Project site is located within the area subject to the Western Riverside MSHCP,
the CDFW (2012) Staff Report guidelines are not required to be followed. Furthermore, given that
burrowing owl were detected onsite, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is included to require a preconstruction
burrowing owl survey. Should burrowing owl be detected during the preconstruction burrowing owl survey,
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would require development of a Burrowing Owl Plan, which would provide
measures for avoidance, relocation, and monitoring of onsite burrowing owls in accordance with guidelines
in the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl (March 2012) and the Western Riverside County MSHCP.
Therefore, potential impacts to burrowing owl would be less than significant.

As discussed throughout this memo, the comment letter is speculative and does not constitute substantial
evidence under CEQA, which requires facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts (Pub. Resources Code, Section 21080, subd. (e); CEQA Guidelines, Section 15384).
CEQA requires evaluation based on substantial evidence at the Project site. The Draft EIR’s analysis, using
site surveys and professional observation, provides that evidence. The commenter’s analysis significantly
overstates potential biological and does not provide substantial evidence of a project-level impact. Thus,
no further response is warranted.

Comment L1.13: This comment concludes the letter by stating that the Final EIR dismisses substantial
evidence of potential impacts to biological impacts and a revised EIR should be circulated to address all of
the potential impacts brough forward by the commenter.

Response L1.13: 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.

89



	Letter L1: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA) (83 pages) Late Comment letter
	Response to Letter L1: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA), dated November 30, 2024

