August 16, 2023

Dean Wallraff
Executive Direct

or

Advocates for the Environment
10211 Sunland Boulevard
Shadow Hills, CA 91040

Subject: Response to the Comment Letter from Advocates for the Environment dated August 15,
2023 on the Mapes and Trumble Industrial Facility Project (Conditional Use Permit 22-
05023)

INTRODUCTION

The following are responses to the comment letter from Advocates for the Environment dated

August 15, 2023

, on the Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Mapes and

Trumble Industrial Facility Project (Conditional Use Permit 22-05023).

RESPONSE TO

COMMENTS

The comment letter was enumerated “Comment Letter A” and is provided as an attachment.

Comment A-1: The City Should Require the Project to be Net Zero

The commenter

asserts that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from buildings amounted to 21 percent of

global GHG emissions in 2019. The commenter also incorrectly asserts there is a California state policy
requiring the state to be net-zero by 2045 and has the opinion that this project should be a net zero

project.

Response:
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In response to the commenter’s assertion that GHG emissions from buildings account
for 21 percent of global GHG emissions in 2019, and that the project should be net zero,
as shown in Table 3.10-A of the IS/MND, the GHG emissions from the project are
virtually net zero without factoring in off-site energy and mobile emissions. As described
in the IS/MND Project Description, the proposed project would comply with the 2022
California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code and would be designed to include
measures that reduce GHG emissions, including providing bicycle parking, electric
vehicle charging, shade trees, water-conserving plumbing fixtures and fittings, water-
efficient landscaping, construction waste management, and recycling requirements. The
proposed project is designed to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle connectivity in
the area. Furthermore, the proposed project would comply with South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Indirect Source Rules, thereby reducing emissions from
mobile sources that would occur as a part of the proposed project’s operations.

As discussed in the IS/MND, the City of Perris (City) has historically adhered to the GHG
emissions thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD as the expert agency responsible
for air pollution control in the region. For industrial projects, the recommended
threshold is the SCAQMD Tier 3 threshold of 10,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide
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equivalent (CO,e) emissions per year.! The estimated potential GHG emissions of the
proposed project were well below this threshold, as discussed in the IS/MND and as
demonstrated in Table 3.10 of the IS/MND; therefore, further mitigation beyond the
clean air project design features already included in the Project Description is not
required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Additionally, although the state has a goal of reducing emissions to net zero, there is
currently no policy at the State, regional, or local level requiring net zero emissions for
proposed development projects.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Comment A-2: CEQA GHG Significance Analysis

This comment states that the IS/MND derived its GHG significance thresholds from the State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G and concluded that the project’s GHG emissions would be less than significant,
claiming the project would be consistent with plans, policies, and regulations for the reduction of GHG
emissions.

Response: This introductory comment is noted, and specific comments provided in this section are
further responded to below. This comment does not identify any new significant
environmental issues or impacts that were not already addressed in the IS/MND.
Neither this comment nor the response constitutes new information requiring
recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an EIR.

Comment A-3: The Chosen Threshold is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence

This comment asserts that the City’s significance conclusion is not supported with data or evidence with
regards to the numerical threshold of 10,000 MT CO.e as its significance threshold for GHGs.

Response: The analysis of GHG impacts contained in the IS/MND is supported by substantial
evidence. Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: “A lead agency
should make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual
data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from a
project.” In performing that analysis, the lead agency has discretion to determine
whether to use a model or methodology to quantify GHG emissions or to rely on a
qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. In making a determination as to
the significance of potential impacts, the lead agency then considers: (1) the extent to
which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing
environmental setting; (2) whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of
significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and (3) the extent to

1 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance
Thresholds. Website: www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/cega/handbook/south-coast-agmd-air-quality-
significance-thresholds.pdf (March 2023).
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which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.

In accordance with CEQA, the City made a good-faith effort to evaluate the project’s
GHG emissions based on the City’s determined CEQA threshold, which is based on
evidence documented by the SCAQMD.

As discussed in the Response to Comment A-1, above, the SCAQMD is currently
recommending? that lead agencies use a 10,000 MT CO,e/year threshold of significance
for industrial facilities. This is substantial evidence that the City’s use of the 10,000

MT CO,e/year threshold of significance is appropriate and defensible. The City of Perris,
as the lead agency for the project under CEQA, has the discretion to develop and utilize
significance thresholds for environmental impact analysis, and the City, through
consultation with expert air quality scientists and the SCAQMD, selected the threshold
of 10,000 MT COze utilized in this analysis. The City of Perris has been using the
SCAQMD 10,000 MT CO.e threshold for industrial projects and the draft thresholds for
non-industrial projects to evaluate GHG impacts associated with proposed general
development projects. Other lead agencies throughout the South Coast Air Basin have
also been using these adopted and draft thresholds. The City’s evaluation of impacts
under the 10,000 MT CO,e/year threshold is also considered to be conservative since it
is being applied to all of the GHG emissions generated by the project (i.e., area sources,
energy sources, vehicular sources, solid waste sources, and water sources), whereas the
SCAQMD’s 10,000 MT CO»e/year threshold was originally developed to apply only to the
new stationary sources generated at industrial facilities. The potential GHG emissions
from the proposed project are well below this threshold and therefore represent a less
than significant potential environmental impact.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
EIR.

Comment A-4: Consistency with Identified Applicable Plans

This comment is an introductory statement that asserts the IS/MND ignored consistency analyses for
several other policies and regulations that are applicable to the project.

Response:

This introductory comment is noted, and specific comments provided in this section are
further responded to below. This comment does not identify any new significant
environmental issues or impacts that were not already addressed in the IS/MND.
Neither this comment nor the response constitutes new information requiring
recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an EIR.

2 Ibid.
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Comment A-5: Consistency with Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG’s) 2016-
2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

This comment asserts that the IS/MND failed to address that the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS sets a vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) reduction goal of 19 percent below 2005 levels by 2035 (SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS,
p. 5.) and asserts that the project could conflict with reaching this level planned by SCAG’s 2020-2045

RTP/SCS.

Response:

As demonstrated in Table 3.10-B of the IS/MND and the discussion on pages 77 through
79 of the IS/MND, the project is consistent with the overall goals of the RTP/SCS. The
demonstration of consistency with these overall RTP/SCS goals also indicates that the
project would be consistent with the VMT reduction goals of the plan. This is further
demonstrated in the project’s Traffic Study (Appendix E of the IS/MND), which includes
a VMT analysis that concludes that the project VMT per service population under base
year is 19.17 percent lower than the citywide VMT per service population for the base
year, and the project VMT per service population under future year is 27.71 percent
lower than the citywide VMT per service population for the base year. Thus, the project
would result in continual reductions in VMT over the life of the project, thus satisfying
the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS goal of a 19 percent reduction below 2005 levels by 2035.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
EIR.

Comment A-6: Consistency with the 2017 California Air Resources Board (CARB) Scoping Plan

The commenter asserts that the IS/MND fails to analyze the proposed project’s consistency with the
2017 CARB Scoping Plan. The comment also asserts that an agency must consider a project’s land use
patterns over time to reasonably evaluate the GHG emission impacts.

Response:

The CEQA requirement to consider whether a project would conflict with applicable
plans, policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions starts
with the most applicable plan, which in this case is the Lead Agency’s Climate Action
Plan (CAP). The City of Perris CAP was adopted by the City Council in 2016. By design,
the Lead Agency’s CAP is consistent with the policies and goals of all regional, State, and
national GHG plans, policies, and regulations. The CAP specifically includes consideration
of State goals, including the goal to reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050, which (at the time of the writing of the CAP) was included in Executive
Order S-3-05. By demonstrating consistency with the Lead Agency’s CAP, consistency
with these other plans and goals is also shown.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
EIR.
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Comment A-7: Other Applicable Plans the IS/MND Ignored

The commenter asserts that the IS/MND should have analyzed all applicable plans, including the 2022
Climate Change Scoping Plan, Senate Bill 32, Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, and
Executive Order B-55-18.

Response:

See the response to Comment A-6. Through consistency with the City of Perris CAP, the
proposed project is consistent with the State goals considered in the CAP, which
includes emission reductions consistent with those called for in Senate Bill 32 and
Executive Order S-3-05. As detailed in the proposed project description and the Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis included in the IS/MND, the proposed
project would include many clean air measures that would serve to reduce GHG
emissions. Furthermore, regulations adopted or being developed by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the CARB would serve to reduce emissions
from electricity generation and mobile sources associated with the operation of the
proposed project into the future. It should also be noted that Executive Order B-55-18
does not establish any regulations, policies, or any other type of mandate for private
development projects to reduce GHG emissions. Instead, Executive Order B-55-18
directs State agencies to establish an implementation program (i.e., regulations and
policies) that will allow the State to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.

At this time, none of the State agencies directed by Executive Order B-55-18 to create
an implementation plan to achieve carbon neutrality have released any information
regarding how the State will achieve its goal for carbon neutrality. Thus, the project
cannot be inconsistent with Executive Order B-55-18 when the State has not yet
identified how compliance with the Executive Order is to be achieved. Second, the
purpose of the environmental document is to disclose the potential effects of the
project on the existing environment, and, as such, the analysis provided in the IS/MND
serves this purpose as a snapshot in time. CEQA precludes the environmental document
from speculating as to what the project’s emissions may be 30 years in the future when
available analytical models cannot presently quantify all project-related emissions in
these future years to technological shifts anticipated and the unknown parameters of
the regulatory framework in the future. The project would be required to comply with
all applicable regulations that are in place today, as well as new regulations that take
effect in the future to limit GHG emissions. The commenter does not provide substantial
evidence to support their assertion that the project is inconsistent with Executive Order
B-55-18 or any other applicable rule or regulation, and, thus, no further analysis is
warranted.

With consideration of the above response, the analysis included in the IS/MND of the
project’s consistency with the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan was adequate, and the
conclusion in the IS/MND that the project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Scoping Plan was factually correct.

The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis report was prepared in November
2022 and was finalized before the December release of the 2022 Climate Change
Scoping Plan, which is an update to the 2017 Scoping Plan to reflect the 2030 target set
by Executive Order B-30-15 and codified by Senate Bill 32. The 2022 Scoping Plan
assesses progress toward the statutory 2030 target while laying out the State’s path to
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achieving carbon neutrality no later than 2045. The 2022 Scoping Plan focuses on
outcomes needed to achieve carbon neutrality by assessing paths for clean technology,
energy deployment, natural and working lands, and others, and is designed to meet the
State’s long-term climate objectives and support a range of economic, environmental,
energy security, environmental justice, and public health priorities. An analysis of the
project’s consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan is provided below.

2022 Scoping Plan Consistency Analysis. The 2022 Scoping Plan focuses on building
clean energy production and distribution infrastructure for a carbon-neutral future,
including transitioning existing energy production and transmission infrastructure to
produce zero-carbon electricity and hydrogen, and utilizing biogas resulting from
wildfire management or landfill and dairy operations, among other substitutes. The
2022 Scoping Plan states that in almost all sectors, electrification will play an important
role. The 2022 Scoping Plan evaluates clean energy and technology options and the
transition away from fossil fuels, including adding four times the solar and wind capacity
by 2045 and about 1,700 times the amount of current hydrogen supply. As discussed in
the 2022 Scoping Plan, Executive Order N-79-20 requires that all new passenger vehicles
sold in California will be zero-emission by 2035, and all other fleets will have
transitioned to zero-emission as fully possible by 2045, which will reduce the percentage
of fossil fuel combustion vehicles.

Energy efficient measures are intended to maximize energy efficiency building and
appliance standards, pursue additional efficiency efforts including new technologies and
new policy and implementation mechanisms, and pursue comparable investment in
energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in California. In addition, these
measures are designed to expand the use of green building practices to reduce the
carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. As stated in the
IS/MND, the proposed project would comply with the CALGreen Code regarding energy
conservation and green building standards. Therefore, the proposed project would
comply with applicable energy measures.

Water conservation and efficiency measures are intended to continue efficiency
programs and use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. Increasing the
efficiency of water transport and reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. As
noted above, the project would comply with the CALGreen Code, which includes a
variety of different measures, including the reduction of wastewater and water use. In
addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with the California Model
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with any of the water conservation and efficiency measures.

The goal of transportation and motor vehicle measures is to develop regional GHG
emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. Specific regional emission targets for
transportation emissions would not directly apply to the proposed project. The second
phase of Pavley standards will reduce GHG emissions from new cars by 34 percent from
2016 levels by 2025, resulting in a 3 percent decrease in average vehicle emissions for
all vehicles by 2020. Vehicles traveling to the project site would comply with the Pavley
Il (LEV 1ll) Advanced Clean Cars Program. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with the identified transportation and motor vehicle measures.
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As such, the proposed project would comply with all applicable regulations outlined in
the 2022 Scoping Plan. The proposed project would not conflict with any plan adopted
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, and the commenter has not presented
evidence to the contrary.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
EIR.

Comment A-8: CalEEMod Deficiencies and Inaccurate Quantifications

The commenter incorrectly states that the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) analysis
that was conducted for the project resulted in emissions values nearly four times the amount that was
mentioned in the IS/MND.

Response:

The commenter has an incorrect understanding of the CalEEMod model and the model
outputs. Although the annual output reports GHG emissions in metric tons per year, the
summer and winter output data may appear higher because these seasonal reports GHG
are presented in the amount of emissions in pounds per day. The results reported in the
IS/MND are presented in metric tons per year, consistent with the SCAQMD guidelines
and the City’s annual emissions threshold.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
EIR.

Comment A-9: Fire Pump

This comment states that the project includes a diesel fire pump that was not included as part of the
CalEEMod modeling.

Response:

The diesel fire pump would only be used for emergencies and therefore would not be a
part of the daily operating conditions of the project. The fire pump would be authorized
under a separate permitting process by the SCAQMD and would only be used to
facilitate the Early Suppression Fast Response (ESFR) fire sprinkler system in the
building. Otherwise, it would only be tested for a few minutes per month for
maintenance. This limited use, for emergencies and periodic testing, would not result in
significant emissions and would not impact the significance finding for the proposed
project.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
EIR.
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Comment A-10: Vegetation

This comment asserts that vegetation was not included in the CalEEMod analysis for the project.

Response:

As described in the IS/MND project description, the project would include 158,843
square feet of landscaping through a combination of accent plantings/groundcovers,
hedges, and trees along the site perimeter and would include additional trees
throughout the parking area and along the internal drive aisles. The vegetation analysis
in CalEEMod estimates the one-time change in carbon sequestration capacity due to a
project. The SCAQMD analysis methodology does not include life cycle analysis that
includes carbon sequestration of vegetation. Any disclosures regarding vegetation
changes associated with the project are satisfied in IS/MND Sections 2.4.4 Landscaping,
3.3 Aesthetics, 3.4 Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and 3.6 Biological Resources. As
such, this comment does not identify any new significant environmental issue or
impacts that were not already addressed in the IS/MND, and further analysis is not
required.

This comment does not identify any new significant environmental issues or impacts
that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither this comment nor the response
constitutes new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or preparation of an
EIR.

Comment A-11: The City Should Draft an EIR and Mitigate to the Fair Share Level

This comment asserts that mitigation measures should be considered for GHGs due to an erroneous
determination of less than significant impact and claims that a full EIR should be prepared.

The commenter asserts that the IS/MND should provide additional mitigation measures to reduce the
project’s GHG emissions and suggests several mitigation measures that are purported to be feasible,
including Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification and electric vehicle/truck
charging stations.

Response:

As demonstrated in the responses to Comments A-1 through A-10, as evaluated against
the conservative significance thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD and selected by
the City of Perris as the lead agency for the project under CEQA, the proposed project
would not result in significant GHG emissions impacts. The proposed project includes
multiple clean air measures that would reduce GHG emissions and which have been
incorporated as project design features. Continued emission reductions would be
realized from compliance with current and future State and federal regulations,
including (as suggested by the commenter) electric vehicle (EV) charging. As described
on page 62 of the IS/MND, the project would provide EV infrastructure and facilitate EV
charging in compliance with the California Building Code and the California Electrical
Code. Additionally, as described on page 64 of the IS/MND, the project would be subject
to SCAQMD Rule 2305, the Warehouse Indirect Source Rule, which would facilitate the
acquisition of near-zero emission and/or zero emission on-road trucks, zero emission
cargo handling equipment, solar panels, or zero emission charging and fueling
infrastructure. Based on the less than significant findings of the IS/MND, additional
mitigation measures are not required.
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Nevertheless, the commenter does not provide any evidence that the suggested
mitigation measures are feasible either for the City to monitor or for the project
applicant to implement. This is particularly true with respect to electric truck charging
technology that is not widely commercially available, and no evidence—let alone
substantial evidence—has been provided to show how this type of technology could be
utilized by project users, to the extent it exists today, or that the local electricity supplier
(Southern California Edison) has sufficient capacity to supply the total energy and peak
loads needed to service a zero emission heavy-truck fleet for a building the size of the
project. The commenter also does not provide any evidence that the suggested
mitigation measures would actually or substantially reduce the project’s GHG emissions.

CEQA does not require adoption of every imaginable mitigation measure. CEQA’s
requirement applies only to feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s
significant effects (Public Resources Code Section 21002). As explained by one court: A
lead agency's “duty to condition project approval on incorporation of feasible mitigation
measures only exists when such measures would [avoid or] ‘substantially lessen’ a
significant environmental effect.” (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and
County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519.) “Thus, the agency need not,
under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime mitigation scheme brought to its attention or
proposed in the project EIR.” (/bid.) Rather, an environmental document should focus on
mitigation measures that are feasible, practical, and effective (Napa Citizens for Honest
Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 365.). As
disclosed in the IS/MND and supported by substantial evidence in the record, the
project would result in a less than significant GHG impact; therefore, mitigation
measures are not required.

As there are no significant GHG emissions impacts or other impacts from the proposed project that were
not mitigated to a less than significant level. None of the comments above identify any new significant
environmental issues or impacts that were not already addressed in the IS/MND. Neither these
comments nor the responses constitute new information requiring recirculation of the IS/MND or
preparation of an EIR.

Sincerely,

Lupita Garcia

Associate Planner

Attachment: Enumerated Comment Letter A
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