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2. Response to Comments on the Public Review 

MND 
This chapter of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) contains responses to the comments that the 
City of Perris (Lead Agency) received on the Public Review MND (SCH No. 2023020069) (Chapter 1) for 
the Redlands and Placentia Project during the public review period, which began February 3, 2023 and 
closed March 6, 2023. This document has been prepared in accordance with California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (State CEQA Guidelines) (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
14, § 15000 et seq.) and represents the independent judgment of the Lead Agency. This document, together 
with the Public Review MND, the Errata, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program comprise the 
Final MND.  

The following public comments were submitted to the City of Perris during the public review period: 

1. Eastern Municipal Water District, Received February 13, 2023 (2 pages) 
2. South Coast Air Quality Management District, Received February 23, 2023 (3 pages) 
3. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Received March 3, 2023 (17 Pages)  
 
The public comments and responses to comments are included in the public record and are available to the 
Lead Agency decision-makers for their review and consideration prior to making their decision whether to 
approve the proposed Project. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b) Consideration and 
Adoption of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration, none of the comments provide 
substantial evidence that the Project will have significant environmental effects which would require 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. Further, none of the information in the letters or responses 
constitute the type of significant new information that requires recirculation of the Redlands and Placentia 
Project MND for further public review under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 Recirculation of a 
Negative Declaration Prior to Adoption. None of this new material indicates that the Project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Redlands and Placentia Project MND. 
Additionally, none of this information indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of 
a previously identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the 
other circumstances requiring recirculation described in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5.  

This Response to Comments includes revisions to the Public Review Draft MND based upon: (1) clarifications 
required to prepare a response to a specific comment; and/or (2) typographical errors. These revisions do 
not alter any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the MND. Changes made to the MND are 
identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. These 
revisions are also outlined in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Although State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 does not require a Lead Agency to prepare written 
responses to comments received, the City of Perris has elected to prepare the following written responses 
with the intent of providing a comprehensive and meaningful evaluation of the proposed Project. The number 
designations in the responses are correlated to the bracketed and identified portions of each comment letter.  
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LETTER 1: Eastern Municipal Water District, Received February 13, 2023 (2 pages) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1: Eastern Municipal Water District  

Response to Comment 1.1: This comment thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity to comment on the 

Project and provides a summary of the Project. The comment is introductory in nature and does not contain 

any information requiring changes to the MND. No further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment 1.2: This comment explains that Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) requires 

that new implementing development projects consult with EMWD’s Development Services Department to 

compare the proposed and existing water demands and sewer flows. EMWD would then prepare Design 

Conditions (DC) for the implementing project which would need to be approved prior to final design and 

plan check of the facility. The comment then provides the steps that are needed to initiate the consultation 

meeting and what is provided following the DC process and approval.  

This comment does not specifically discuss the information disclosed within the Redlands and Placentia Project 

Public Review MND (Public Review MND or MND) nor does it raise any environmental concerns. The Project 

has consulted with EMWD and has completed Phase I for the initial due diligence consultation (EMWD Project 

No. (PPI): 2022-1023) and is currently working through Phase II, DC, which satisfies the request of the letter. 

Therefore, this comment does not raise any concerns regarding the content or conclusions of the MND and no 

further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 1.3: This comment states that EMWD requires a preliminary due diligence meeting 

to discuss the EMWD review process and the Project. 

This comment does not specifically discuss the information disclosed within the Redlands and Placentia Project 

Public Review MND (Public Review MND or MND) nor does it raise any environmental concerns. The Project 

has consulted with EMWD and has completed Phase I for the initial due diligence consultation (EMWD Project 

No. (PPI): 2022-1023) and is currently working through Phase II, DC, which satisfies the request of the letter. 

Therefore, this comment does not raise any concerns regarding the content or conclusions of the MND and no 

further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 1.4: This comment states that after the due diligence meeting, the Project’s engineer 

would need to prepare the Design Conditions, which would be reviewed and approved by EMWD. The 

comment discusses the requirements for the Design Conditions analysis. 

This comment does not specifically discuss the information disclosed within the Redlands and Placentia Project 

Public Review MND (Public Review MND or MND) nor does it raise any environmental concerns. The Project 

has consulted with EMWD and has completed Phase I for the initial due diligence consultation (EMWD Project 

No. (PPI): 2022-1023) and is currently working through Phase II, DC, which satisfies the request of the letter. 

Therefore, this comment does not raise any concerns regarding the content or conclusions of the MND and no 

further response is warranted.  
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LETTER 2: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Received February 23, 2023 (3 pages) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2: South Coast Air Quality Management District  

Response to Comment 2.1: This comment thanks the lead agency for allowing South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) to comment on the Project and recommends that the Lead Agency should 

incorporate the following revisions into the Final MND. This comment is introductory in nature and does not 

provide specific comments in relation to the Project. Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 2.2: This comment summarizes the location and scope of the Project as well as 

identifies the location of the nearest sensitive receptor and the construction timeline. This comment provides 

a summary of the Project and does not question the content or conclusions of the Public Review MND. No 

further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 2.3: This comment states that the Project site is located within the Perris Valley 

Commerce Center Specific Plan (PVCCSP) planning area which was adopted along with the certified 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on 1/10/2012. The comment continues by stating that SCAQMD submitted 

a comment letter on the Public Review Draft EIR recommending a more robust analysis of cumulative impacts 

in the Final EIR. The comment acknowledges that the PVCCSP has been revised and amended many times, 

most recently PVCCSP Amendment No. 12 was approved on 1/11/2022. However, the cumulative impacts 

from the revised PVCCSP were not updated, and an analysis of cumulative air quality and air toxics impacts 

from all projects in the PVCCSP are not included in the PVCCSP or the Project specific Public Review MND.  

As discussed in the City’s response to the SCAQMD’s comments on the PVCCSP Draft EIR, (Response to 

Comment L-4), buildout of the PVCCSP was analyzed at a “programmatic” level (PVCCSP DEIR, p. 3.0-7) 

and the PVCCSP EIR is considered to be a programmatic document, as defined in Section 15168 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines. At the time the PVCCSP Draft EIR was prepared there were no specific implementing 

development projects proposed or truck trip data available and a meaningful analysis of health risk impacts 

could not be performed. Therefore, the PVCCSP EIR concluded that any such analysis would be, at best, 

speculative (PVCCSP DEIR, p. 4.2-49) and did not discuss the issue further as allowed per Section 15145 of 

the State CEQA Guidelines. Thus, the PVCCSP EIR’s conclusions related to the individual PVCCSP 

implementing development and infrastructure projects exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations were based on the health risks from previously evaluated industrial projects within the PVCCSP 

vicinity (PVCCSP DEIR Table 4.2-M) and the determination from the General Plan EIR. However, PVCCSP EIR 

mitigation measure MM Air 15 specifically requires a health risk assessment to identify project-specific 

impacts resulting from the use of diesel trucks from potential implementing development projects based on 

the number of dock doors and truck trips. Overall, the PVCCSP Final EIR concluded that a communitywide 

health risk assessment was unnecessary as the City of Perris relies on the SCAQMD’s recommended 

methodology to evaluate cumulative impacts, which is to conclude that an impact that is considered to be 

significant on a project-specific basis would also cause a significant cumulative impact. 

The comment does not question the content or conclusions of the Public Review MND, and no further response 

is warranted.  

Response to Comment 2.4: This comment identifies nearby development projects found on the City of Perris 

webpage under Planning – Environmental Documents for Public review. SCAQMD states that they are 

concerned with the cumulative air quality impacts from the increased concentrations of air toxics in the 

PVCCSP region and therefore, recommends that the Lead Agency perform a qualitative analysis or 

quantitative analysis to provide the potential cumulative impacts from air toxics and potential health risk 

implications by listing all surrounding past, present, and probably future projects to include in the Final MND.  

The City is aware of the toxic air contaminant and health risk conditions within its jurisdiction and surrounding 

areas. In the northern part of the City of Perris (zip code 92571), the SCAQMD’s Multiple Air Toxics Exposure 

Study (MATES) V study identifies a cancer risk of 308 per million. Of this risk, 68.8% is associated with diesel 
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PM. The air toxics cancer risk in this area is higher than only 15% of the South Coast Air Basin population. 

The cancer risk in the southern part of the City (zip code 92585) is 288 per million. In comparison, the 

greatest cancer risk in Riverside County is 469 per million within the 92501 zip code of the City of Riverside. 

The greatest cancer risk within the South Coast Air Basin is 749 per million in downtown Los Angeles. It is not 

the responsibility of one individual development project to evaluate the potential health risks associated with 

the existing and future development of all properties within a community planning area. Instead, as per the 

State CEQA Guidelines, the health risk assessment included as Appendix A to the Redlands and Placentia 

Project IS/MND provides an analysis to determine whether the proposed Project would expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial DPM pollutant concentrations utilizing the methodologies and thresholds of 

significance recommended for individual development projects by the SCAQMD. 

However, as discussed within Response to Comment L-4 within the PVCCSP Final EIR, there is currently no 

methodology to quantify the cumulative areawide or localized health risks from multiple facilities within a 

community-wide area. This is because the SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance (utilized by 

the City of Perris to evaluate air quality impacts of proposed projects) apply to individual development 

projects and are meant to evaluate the incremental increase in emissions from a proposed source. Further, 

current air dispersion modeling on a project-specific basis does not allow for the analysis of cumulative 

impacts from multiple projects within a certain area.  

Further, the SCAQMD has published a report on how to address cumulative impacts from air pollution: White 

Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution 

(http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-

group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf). In this report the SCAQMD clearly states (Page D-3): 

“…the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative 

impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  The only case where the significance thresholds for 

project specific and cumulative impacts differ is the Hazard Index (HI) significance threshold 

for TAC emissions.  The project specific (project increment) significance threshold is HI > 1.0 

while the cumulative (facility-wide) is HI > 3.0. It should be noted that the HI is only one of 

three TAC emission significance thresholds considered (when applicable) in a CEQA analysis. 

The other two are the maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) and the cancer burden, both 

of which use the same significance thresholds (MICR of 10 in 1 million and cancer burden of 

0.5) for project specific and cumulative impacts. Projects that exceed the project-specific 

significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. 

This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance thresholds are the 

same.   Conversely, projects that do not exceed   the project-specific thresholds are 

generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.” 

Therefore, per the SCAQMD’s methodology, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds are 

not cumulatively considerable. As shown on IS/MND Table AQ-7, the MICR for the Project would be 4.27 in 

one million, which is less than the threshold of 10 in one million, and the Chronic and Acute HI would be 0.001 

and 0.000, respectively, which is less than the threshold of 1.0. Therefore, as the proposed Project would 

not exceed the project-specific thresholds for MICR or HI, the Project would not be considered to result in a 

cumulative considerable health risk impact pursuant to the SCAQMD’s methodology.  

The closest cumulative projects to the Project site include the Redlands Avenue East Industrial Project, located 

approximately 200 feet north of the Project site, the Redlands Avenue West Industrial Project, located 

approximately 600 feet northwest of the Project site, and DPR 22-00012, located approximately 300 feet 

northeast of the Project site. Based on the individual health risk assessments prepared for the previously 

listed cumulative projects, the receptor with the maximum exposure to DPM from the nearby cumulative 

projects would be the existing non-conforming mobile home located directly north of the Project site. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
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However, the respective health risk assessments prepared for the nearby cumulative projects all concluded 

that impacts to the receptor would be less than the 10 in one million threshold set by SCAQMD.  

Further, cumulative impacts related to development, including industrial development, in the City of Perris 

were analyzed in the PVCCSP EIR and City of Perris General Plan EIR. As the Project is consistent with the 

General Plan and PVCCSP designations for the Project site, Project cumulative impacts would be consistent 

with the impacts related to buildout of both the General Plan and PVCCSP. The comment does not contain 

any information requiring changes to the MND or that would require the preparation of an EIR. No further 

response is warranted. 

Response to Comment 2.5: This comment concludes the comment letter by stating that per CEQA Guidelines, 

prior to approving the Project, the Lead Agency shall consider the MND for adoption together with comments 

received during the public review process. SCAQMD requests that written responses be provided by all 

comments in the letter prior to adoption of the MND.  

As discussed in Response to Comments 2.1 through 3.4, above, SCAQMD’s comments have been addressed 

within the MND and an Errata has been provided as Chapter 3 of this Final MND, where necessary. Overall, 

the letter does not present a fair argument that the Project would have a significant environmental effect, 

nor does any of the information in the letters or responses constitute the type of significant new information 

that requires recirculation of the Redlands and Placentia Project MND for further public review under State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 Recirculation of a Negative Declaration Prior to Adoption. No further 

response is warranted. 
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Letter 3: Kim Freeburn, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Received March 3, 2023 

(17 Pages) 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3: California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

Response to Comment 3.1: This comment acknowledges that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) received the Public Review MND and thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity to provide 

comments and recommendations regarding the Project. The is introductory in nature and does not question 

the content or conclusions of the Public Review MND. No further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment 3.2: This comment provides background on CDFW as California’s Trustee Agency 

for fish and wildlife resources. The comment continues by explaining that CDFW issued Natural Community 

Conservation Plan approval and take authorization in 2004 for the Western Riverside County Multiple 

Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSCHP) which is a conservation program aimed to minimize and mitigate 

habitat loss and the incidental take of covered species in association with activities covered under the permit. 

The comment ends with stating that CDFW is providing comments as they relate to the Project’s consistency 

with both the MSHCP and CEQA. This comment is informative in nature and does not question the content or 

conclusions of the Public Review MND. No further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 3.3: This comment provides a summary of the Project. This comment does not question 

the content or conclusions of the Public Review MND and no further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 3.4: This comment states that the CDFW is providing comments and recommendations 

to assist the City in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s potentially significant impacts 

related to biological resources prior to Final MND adoption. Specifically, the comment states that CDFW is 

concerned about the adequacy of the impact analysis and mitigation measures proposed. The comment 

continues by explaining that the comments and recommendations are offered to relation to the Western 

Riverside County MSHCP and Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 and recommends that 

the comments by addressed prior to finalization of the MND.  

This comment is informational in nature and provides a brief introduction to the concerns that CDFW has 

regarding the adequacy of the Project identifying and/or mitigating potentially significant impacts related 

to biological resources. This comment, though expressing concern regarding the biological assessment and 

mitigation provided, is introductory in nature and does not raise any specific concerns regarding the Public 

Review MND. No further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 3.5: This comment provides information on the MSCHP and states that assessment of 

the Project related impacts to the MSCHP is necessary to address CEQA requirements. The comment confirms 

that the Project is located within the MSHCP area and is subject to the provisions and policies of the MSHCP 

and therefore, the Project would need to demonstrate consistency with the MSCHP. As such, the Project would 

be required to pay Local Development Mitigation Fees and demonstrate compliance with the Protection of 

Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Area and Vernal Pools, the Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant 

Species, the Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines, the policies set forth in Section 6.3.2, and Best 

Management Practices and the siting, construction, design, operation, and maintenance guidelines set forth 

in Section 7 and Appendix C of the MSHCP.  

As discussed in the Public Review MND within Table BIO-3, the Project would be consistent with the 

requirements set forth by the Wester Riverside MSHCP. The Project would not result in impacts to 

riparian/riverine habitat, sensitive plant species, and urban/wildlands interfaces. Further, the Project would 

implement mitigation measure MM BR 2, as revised per CDFW direction within Chapter 3 of this Final MND, 

which would reduce impacts related to burrowing owls to less than significant. Further, Appendix B to the 

Public Review MND demonstrates that the Project is consistent with the MSHCP Consistency Analysis reporting 

requirements. 

Response to Comment 3.6: This comment provides information on Burrowing Owls (BUOW) and states that 

the Public Review MND identified suitable habitat for the species. The comment continued by stating that 
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CDFW confirmed that all focused BUOW surveys were conducted within the required survey time. In addition, 

CDFW recommends including a Burrowing Owl Plan if owls are detected on the Project site. This comment is 

informational in nature and does not provide specific guidelines for the inclusion of a Burrowing Owl Plan. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment 3.7: This comment provides the revised mitigation measures related to BUOW. The 

comment bolds the added language and strikeout the deleted language. 

The revised mitigation measure provided in Comment 3.7 does not align with the requirements set forth in 

the Public Review MND Project-specific mitigation measure MM BR 2. However, in response to this comment, 

Project-specific mitigation measure MM BR 2, which is identified on page 69 of the Public Review MND is 

being revised as follows.  

MM BR 2. To avoid project-related impacts to burrowing owls potentially occurring on 

or in the vicinity of the Project site, the Project proponent shall retain a qualified biologist 

to conduct a pre-construction survey for resident burrowing owls within 30 days prior to 

commencement of construction activities (e.g., vegetation clearing, clearing and 

grubbing, tree removal, site watering) grading and construction activities on the Project 

site. The survey shall include the Project site and all suitable burrowing owl habitat within a 

500-foot buffer. The results of the survey shall be submitted to the City of Perris Planning 

Division prior to obtaining a grading permit. In addition, if burrowing owls are observed 

during the nesting bird survey (MM BR 1), to be conducted within three days prior to ground 

disturbance or vegetation clearance, the observation shall be reported to the Wildlife 

Agencies. If ground disturbing activities in these areas are delayed or suspended for more 

than 30 days after the pre-construction survey, the area shall be resurveyed for owls. An 

additional preconstruction survey for resident burrowing owls within 3 days prior to 

commencement of construction shall also be conducted. The preconstruction survey and 

any relocation activity will be conducted in accordance with the current Burrowing Owl 

Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside MSHCP. 

If burrowing owl are detected, the CDFW shall be sent written notification by the City within 

three days of detection of burrowing owls. If active nests are identified during the pre-

construction survey, the nests shall be avoided and the qualified biologist and Project 

proponent shall coordinate with the City of Perris Planning Division, the USFWS, and the 

CDFW to develop a Burrowing Owl Plan to be approved by the City in consultation with 

the CDFW and the USFWS prior to commencing Project activities. The Burrowing Owl Plan 

shall be prepared in accordance with guidelines in the CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing 

Owl (March 2012) and the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The Burrowing Owl Plan shall describe proposed avoidance, 

minimization, relocation, and monitoring as applicable. The Burrowing Owl Plan shall include 

the number and location of occupied burrow sites and details on proposed buffers if 

avoiding the burrowing owls and/or information on the adjacent or nearby suitable habitat 

available to owls for relocation. If no suitable habitat is available nearby for relocation, 

details regarding the creation and funding of artificial burrows (numbers, location, and type 

of burrows) and management activities for relocated owls may also be required in the 

Burrowing Owl Plan. 

The Project proponent shall implement the Burrowing Owl Plan following CDFW and USFWS 

review and concurrence. A final letter report shall be prepared by the qualified biologist 

documenting the results of the Burrowing Owl Plan. The letter shall be submitted to the 

CDFW prior to the start of Project activities. When the qualified biologist determines that 
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burrowing owls are no longer occupying the Project site per the criteria in the Burrowing 

Owl Plan, Project activities may begin. 

If burrowing owls occupy the Project site after Project activities have started, then 

construction activities shall be halted immediately. The Project proponent shall notify the City 

of Perris Planning Division and the City shall notify the CDFW and the USFWS within 48 

hours of detection. A Burrowing Owl Plan, as detailed above, shall be implemented. 

The City is implementing this mitigation measure with all applicable projects moving forward. Therefore, MM 

BR 2 has been revised to meet CDFW recommendations, where applicable, and no further response is 

required.  

Response to Comment 3.8: This comment states that the Project would be required to comply with the 

regulations set forth in Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3513 related to nesting birds. The comment 

states that the timing of nesting season varies greatly depending on several factors, such as bird species, 

weather conditions, and long-term climate changes. Given the changing climate, CDFW recommends the 

completion of preconstruction nesting bird surveys regardless of the time of year to avoid take of nests. 

Further, CDFW recommends surveying for nesting behavior within three days prior to construction. The 

comment discusses concerns related to the potential impacts related to nesting birds from the Project and 

suggests the City should evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to nesting birds. The Public 

Review MND addresses impacts related to nesting birds on page 62 and discusses that the existing trees 

onsite have the potential to provide habitat for nesting birds. As such, the Project would implement mitigation 

measure MM BR 1, which would require conduct of preconstruction nesting bird surveys, which would reduce 

impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level. Therefore, the Public Review MND adequately 

analyzes potential impacts to nesting birds and no further response is required.  

Response to Comment 3.9: The comment provides revisions to mitigation measure MM BIO-1. The revised 

mitigation measure provided in Comment 3.8 does not align with the requirements set forth in the Public 

Review MND Project-specific mitigation measure MM BR 1. However, in response to this comment, Project-

specific mitigation measure MM BR 1, which is identified on pages 68 to 69 of the Public Review MND is 

being revised as follows.  

MM BR 1. In order to avoid violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513, site-preparation 

activities (such as ground disturbance, construction activities, and/or removal of trees 

and vegetation) for the Project shall be avoided, to the greatest extent possible, during the 

nesting season of potentially occurring native and migratory bird species.  

If site-preparation activities are proposed during the nesting/breeding season, the Project 

proponent shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-activity field survey prior to 

the issuance of grading permits for the Project to determine if active nests of species 

protected by the MBTA or the California Fish and Game Code are present in the construction 

zone. 

If active nests are not located within the Project site and an appropriate buffer of 500 feet 

of an active listed species or raptor nest, 300 feet of other sensitive or protected bird nests 

(non-listed), or 100 feet of sensitive or protected songbird nests, construction may be 

conducted during the nesting/breeding season. 

However, if active nests are located during the pre-activity field survey, the biologist shall 

immediately establish a conservative avoidance buffer surrounding the nest based on their 

best professional judgement and experience. The biologist shall monitor the nest at the onset 

of Project activities, and at the onset of any changes in such Project activities (e.g., increase 
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in number or type of equipment, change in equipment usage, etc.) to determine the efficacy 

of the buffer. If the biologist determines that such Project activities may be causing an 

adverse reaction, the biologist shall adjust the buffer accordingly or implement alternative 

avoidance and minimization measures, such as redirecting or rescheduling construction or 

erecting sound barriers. All work within these buffers will be halted until the nesting effort 

is finished (i.e., the juveniles are surviving independent from the nest). The on-site qualified 

biologist will review and verify compliance with these nesting avoidance buffers and will 

verify the nesting effort has finished. Work can resume within these avoidance areas when 

no other active nests are found. Upon completion of the survey and nesting bird monitoring, 

a report shall be prepared and submitted to the City of Perris Planning Division for 

mitigation monitoring compliance record keeping. 

The City is implementing this mitigation measure with all applicable projects moving forward. Therefore, MM 

BR 1 has been revised to meet CDFW recommendations, where applicable, and no further response is 

required.  

Response to Comment 3.10: This comment states CDFW recommends updating the MND’s proposed 

biological resources mitigation measures based on the revisions provided in the letter. As discussed in 

Response to Comments 3.7 and 3.9, mitigation measures MM BR 1 and MM BR 2 have been revised based 

on CDFW’s recommended revisions. The Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as included 

in Chapter 4 of this Final MND will incorporate Project-specific Mitigation Measures MM BR 1 and MM BR 

2, as identified above. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 3.11: This comment states that any special status species or natural communities 

detected during Project surveys should be reported to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 

As discussed in Section 5.4 of the Public Review MND, Biological Resources, no sensitive wildlife or plant 

species were identified during previous site surveys. However, should any sensitive wildlife or plant species 

be identified during preconstruction surveys on the Project site, they shall be reported to CNDDB. The 

comment does not contain any information requiring changes to the MND. No further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment 3.12: This comment states that the Project would have an impact on biological 

resources and CDFW filing fees are necessary, which would be payable upon filing of the Notice of 

Determination. As provided by the comment, applicable CDFW filing fees will be paid upon filing of the 

Notice of Determination with the Riverside County Clerk. The comment does not contain any information 

requiring changes to the MND. No further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment 3.13: This comment states that CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on 

the Project and recommends the City address CDFW’s comments prior to adoption of the MND. As discussed 

in Response to Comments 3.1 through 3.12, above, CDFW’s comments have been addressed within the MND 

and an Errata has been provided as Chapter 3 of this Final MND, where necessary. Overall, the letter does 

not present a fair argument that the Project would have a significant environmental effect, nor does any of 

the information in the letters or responses constitute the type of significant new information that requires 

recirculation of the Redlands and Placentia Project MND for further public review under State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15073.5 Recirculation of a Negative Declaration Prior to Adoption. No further response is 

warranted. 

Response to Comment 3.14: This comment provides the revised mitigation measures MM BIO-1 and MM 

BIO-2 per CDFW’s previous comments. As discussed in Response to Comments 3.7 and 3.9, mitigation 

measures MM BR 1 and MM BR 2 have been revised based on CDFW’s recommended revisions. The Project’s 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as included in Chapter 4 of this Final MND will incorporate 

Project-specific Mitigation Measures MM BR 1 and MM BR 2, as identified above. No further response is 

required. 


