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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 

The City of Moreno Valley (City), as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), has prepared this Response to Comment Document to respond to comments that were received 
during the public review periods of the Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(RSFEIR) and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR for the proposed World Logistics Center (WLC or Project). 
Both of these environmental documents are considered drafts EIRs that were circulated for public review 
and comment. This Response to Comments Document was prepared in accordance with CEQA, as 
amended (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations §15000 et seq.). As described in Section 15088, of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Lead 
Agency must evaluate comments received during the public review period for a draft EIR. Because both 
the RSFEIR and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were circulated for public comment and comments were 
received, this Response to Comments Document includes responses to both sets of comments that were 
received. As part of the Response to Comments Document, an Errata has been prepared in Section 4.2 of 
this document that identifies the changes, modifications and clarifications that have been made to the draft 
EIRs (RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) based on comments that have been received as well as 
minor grammatical revisions or modifications that have been made but not based on a comment received 
on either draft EIR to clarify information. The Errata identifies the page numbers of the RSFEIR and Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR text as well as the text revisions as deletions (strike-out) and additions (underline). 

As shown in Table 1-1, the Revised Final EIR is comprised of this Response to Comments Document, the 
draft EIRs (RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), the original Final EIR, and other information contained 
in the environmental record for use by the City of Moreno Valley City Council and other decision makers in 
their review of the WLC. 

Table 1-1 
 Revised Final EIR for WLC 

Part 1 Responses to Comments on the Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) and Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR 

Part 2 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (December 2019) 

Part 3 RSFEIR (July 2018) 

Part 4 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 

 Volume 1 Responses to Comments (May 2015) 

 Volume 2 Revised Draft EIR (Track Changes)(May 2015) 

 Volume 3 Revised Draft EIR (Clean) (May 2015) 

 Volume 4 Original Draft EIR (February 2013) 

Part 5 Environmental Record  
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1.2 CONTENT AND FORMAT 

This Response to Comments Document is organized as follows: 

• Section 1 – Introduction. Provides the following (1) a discussion of the purpose of preparing the 
Response to Comments Document, (2) the content and format of the document, and (3) an overview 
of the public review periods for the RSFEIR circulated for public comment in 2018 and the Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR circulated for public comment in 2019-2020. 

• Section 2 – Project Description. Provides a brief discussion of the proposed Project. 

• Section 3 – List of Commenters. Provides a list of agencies, organizations and individuals that 
commented on the Draft EIRs. 

• Section 4 – Response to Comments. Includes a copy of the letters received. Each of the comment 
letters are separated into the type of commenter. Comments within each letter are bracketed and 
assigned a number designation. This section also provides Response to Comments on environmental 
issues describing the disposition of the issues, explaining the EIR analysis, supporting the EIR 
conclusions, and/or providing information or corrections, as appropriate. This section is organized into 
two subsections: first subsection that includes comments and responses received on the RSFEIR and 
a second subsection that includes comments and responses received on the Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. Responses to each comment letter follow the corresponding letter. Various comment letters 
from private individuals that were submitted do not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the RSFEIR or the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, and therefore, a response to all of these 
comment letters are provided in Attachment A and the comments within these letters are provided with 
one response. 

• Section 5 – Errata. Includes a list of all of the revisions to the RSFEIR, except for the revisions that 
are included in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The Errata also includes a list of all revisions to the 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR as well as new information to be included as part of the administrative 
record. The revisions to the most up-to-date versions of the sections that have been circulated for 
review in the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are identified as deletions (strike-out) and 
additions (underline) within the Errata. Both draft EIRs (RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) along 
with the Errata constitute the Final RSFEIR. 

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD FOR RSFEIR AND DRAFT RECIRCULATED 
RSFEIR 

The RSFEIR was prepared to respond to the court ruling dated February 8, 2018, and writ by correcting 
the five deficiencies identified in the ruling. The five deficiencies identified in the Final EIR prepared in May 
2015 included (1) Energy Impacts, (2) Biological Impacts, (3) Noise Impacts, (4) Agricultural Impacts, and 
(5) Cumulative Impacts. As discussed in the RSFEIR, the Transportation and Traffic section as well as the 
analyses of air quality and greenhouse gas were also updated. The RSFEIR public review period began 
July 25, 2018, and extended for 45 days to September 7, 2018. 

The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was prepared because the City of Moreno Valley decided that new 
information, which was considered significant, required revision and recirculation of portions of the RSFEIR 
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pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The sections of the RSFEIR affected by the new information 
included (1) Air Quality, including Human Health (2) Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and (3) Energy. The air 
quality, greenhouse gas and energy analyses set forth in the RSFEIR circulated on July 25, 2018, were 
based on the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2014 model. Those analyses have been revised in 
light of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s approval of the use of the EMFAC2017 model on 
August 15, 2019, and are now set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
public review period began December 17, 2019, and extended for 45 days to January 31, 2020. 
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2.0 SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The World Logistics Center (WLC) project is located on 2,610 acres in the Rancho Belago area at the 
eastern end of Moreno Valley, south of SR-60, east of Redlands Boulevard, west of Gilman Springs Road 
and north of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. The site currently has a General Plan designation of Business 
Park/Light Industrial and zoning designations of WLCSP-LD (World Logistics Center Specific Plan – 
Logistics Development), WLCSP-LL (World Logistics Center Specific Plan – Light Logistics), and WLCSP-
OS (World Logistics Center Specific Plan – Open Space). The Open Space designation is located in 
Planning Area 30 in the southwest corner of the WLC as shown in Figure 2-1. The site is subject to the 
adopted World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLC Specific Plan) which authorizes the construction and 
operation of 40,600,000 square feet of logistics facilities and associated infrastructure. The land use plan 
in the Specific Plan is shown in Figure 2-1. 

The land use entitlements for the WLC project that are in place include the General Plan and zoning 
designations, the WLC Specific Plan, and a request for annexation of 85 acres of unincorporated land in 
Riverside County into the City – having been adopted in November, 2015, through the initiative process. 
The discretionary approvals that will be considered by the City as part of the approval process consist of a 
development agreement and Parcel Map 36457. 

Development and occupancy of the WLC project is planned over a period of fifteen years, from 2020 through 
2035, although, the actual development phasing and square footage buildout will be based on future market 
conditions. The WLC Project will likely be developed in two large phases, starting in the western portion of 
the site south of Eucalyptus Avenue. This phasing concept is based on beginning construction where 
infrastructure presently exists and expanding southerly and easterly. It is anticipated that construction of 
Phase 1 would be completed by 2024 and occupied by 2025 and would contain approximately 50% of 
development or approximately 20,300,000 square feet of logistics warehouse uses. Construction of Phase 
2 is anticipated to be completed by 2034 and occupied by 2035. The actual amount and timing of 
development and occupancy will be dependent upon numerous factors, many of which are outside the 
control of the City or the developer, including interest by building users, private developers and local, 
regional, and national economic conditions. These and other factors acting together will ultimately 
determine the location and rate at which development within the project area occurs. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

3.1 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS AND PUBLIC AGENCIES 
COMMENTING ON THE RSFEIR AND THE DRAFT RECIRCULATED RSFEIR 

During the public review periods for the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, persons, organizations, 
and public agencies provided comments on the environmental evaluations in both of these documents. 
Each comment letter is separated into the type of commenter and by the document that the comment letter 
referenced. To be consistent with alphabetical designation that was established for the Final Programmatic 
EIR in May 2015, Table 3-1 includes the types of commenters and the alphabetical designations. In 
addition, numerical designations have been added that precede the alphabetical designation to identify the 
document that the comment letter referenced. At the beginning of each of these subsections, a listing of 
each commenter is provided. 

Table 3-1 
 Designations for Comments Received on the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 

RSFEIR Draft Recirculated RSFEIR Type of Commenter/Group 

1-A 2-A Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups 

1-B 2-B State Agencies 

1-C 2-C Regional Agencies 

1-D 2-D County Departments/Agencies 

1-E 2-E Local Agencies/City Departments 

1-F 2-F Community/Conservation Groups 

1-G 2-G Private Individuals 

Based on the comments letters that were received on the RSFEIR and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the 
City of Moreno Valley did not receive any comments from Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups (Group A); 
therefore, Section 3.3 of this Response to Comments Document will not include letters or responses to 
Group A. The RSFEIR did not receive any comments from County Departments/Agencies (Group D); 
therefore Section 3.4 of this Response to Comments Document will not include letters or responses to 
Group D for the RSFEIR. 

Each letter received is assigned an alphanumeric designation and each comment within each letter has 
been bracketed and assigned a numerical designation (1-B1-1, 1-B1-2, etc.) so that each comment could 
be cross-referenced with an individual response. 

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RAISED BY COMMENTERS 

Table 3-2 shows where detailed major comments and issues are addressed (i.e., specific letters and 
responses within those letters) for both the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. This will assist readers 
in finding responses to their comments, as well as responses to similar comments made by multiple 
commenters. 
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Table 3-2 
 Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters 

Major Comments/
Issues 

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments 

General Topics 

Support 1-G1-1 through 1-G4-1; 1-G6-1 through 1-G7-1; 1-G9-1 through 1-G10-1; 1-G12-1 through 
1-G18-1; 1-G20-1 through 1-G36-1; 1-G38-1 through 1-G47-1; 1-G49-1; 1-G51-1 through 
1-G58-1; 1-G60-1 through 1-G62-1; 1-G64-1; 1-G66-1 through 1-G89-1; 1-G91-1 through 
1-G94-1; 1-G96-1 through 1-G177-1; 1-G119-1; 1-G123-1 through 1-G147-1; 1-G149-1, 
1-G153-1 through 1-G154-1; 1-G156-1; 1-G159-1; 1-G161-1 through 1-G162-2; 1-G164-1 
through 1-G165-1; 1-G167-1 through 1-G168-1; 1-G171-1 through 1-G176-1; 1-G178-1 
through 1-G184-1; 1-G186-1 through 1-G197-1; 1-G199-1 through 1-G236-1; 1-G238-1 
through 1-G240-1; 1-G243-1 through 1-G256-1; 1-G258-1 through 1-G261-1; 1-G263-1 
through 1-G266-1; 1-G268-1 through 1-G281-1; 1-G283-1; 1-G285-1 through 1-G291-1; 
1-G293-1 through 1-G296-1; 1-G298-1 through 1-G300-1  

Opposition 1-F3-2; 1-F3-6; 1-G59-1; 1-G65-1; 1-G65-5; 1-G118-1; 1-G148-17; 1-G151-1; 1-G151-3; 
1-G155-2; 1-G177-8; 1-G185; 1-G262-4; 1-G170-15 

Writ of Mandate 1-F3-3; 1-F6-20; 1-G11-1; 1-G50-1; 1-G95-1; 1-G122-1; 1-G151-4; through 1-G151-6; 
1-G166-2; 1-G166-5; 1-G170-2; 1-G170-4; 1-G170-14; 2-F4-2 

Insufficient Analysis 1-G37-1 

Impacts 1-F6-17 

Social Justice 1-G5-1; 1-G155-3; 2-F1-80 through 2-F1-85 

Cost of Revised 
FEIR 

1-G170-3 

New EIR 1-F2-3; 1-G148-8; 1-G166-1; 1-G170-6; 1-G170-10 

Recirculation 1-B1-39 through 1-B1-40; 1-B2-2; 1-B3-15; 1-F2-4; 1-F5-3 through 1-F5-5 

Development 
Agreement 

1-G166-3; 1-G170-12 

Project Under CEQA 1-G151-2 

Mitigation Monitoring 1-G148-10 

Ballot Initiative 1-B1-38 

Other (e.g., 
introduction and 
conclusion 
statements) 

1-B1-1; 1-B1-36 through 1-B1-37; 1-B1-47; 1-B2-1; 1-B3-1 though 1-B3-2; 1-B4-1 through 
1-B4-2; 1-C1-1 through 1-C1-2; 1-E1-1; 1-F1-1 through 1-F1-2; 1-F1-7; 1-F2-1 through 
1-F2-2; 1-F3-1; 1-F5-1through 1-F5-2; 1-F6-1 through 1-F6-2; 1-F6-8; 1-F6-21 through 
1-F6-22; 1-F6-28; 1-F6-37; 1-F7-1 through 1-F7-2; 1-F7-24; 1-G8-1; 1-G19-1; 1-G48-1; 
1-G148-1 through 1-G148-2; 1-G148-8; 1-G148-16; 1-G150-1; 1-G151-7; 1-G155-1; 
1-G155-2; 1-G155-13; 1-G157-1; 1-G158-1; 1-G160-1; 1-G163-1; 1-G169-1; 1-G170-11; 
1-G170-13; 1-G177-1; 1-G177-8; 1-G198-1 through 1-G198-2; 1-G237-1; 1-G241-1; 
1-G242-1; 1-G257-1; 1-G262-1; 1-G262-4; 1-G282-1; 1-G284-2; 1-G292-1; 1-G297-1; 
2-B1-1; 2-C1-1; 2-D1-1; 2-E1-1; 2-E2-1 through 2-E2-2; 2-E3-1; 2-E3-3; 2-F1-1 through 
2-F1-2; 2-F1-87; 2-F2-1; 2-F2-2; 2-F2-48; 2-F2-49; 2-F4-1 through 2-F4-2; 2-F4-7; 2-F5-1; 
2-G1-1; 2-G3-1; 2-G5-12; 2-G6-1; 2-G6-3; 2-G6-5; 2-G6-9; 2-G7-3; 2-G7-5; 2-G7-9; 
2-G5-1; 2-G8-1; 2-F5-22 through 2-F5-23 

Project Description 

Project Phasing 1-F5-6; 1-G267-1; 1-G170-8; 2-F5-2 

Construction labor 1-G267-2 
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Table 3-2 
 Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters 

Major Comments/
Issues 

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments 

Alternatives 1-F7-4 

Insufficient 1-F7-3 

Mitigation 1-G155-4 

Aesthetics 

Light Pollution 2-G6-8; 2-G7-8 

Agricultural Resources 

No comments received pertaining to Agricultural Resources.  

Air Quality 

Health Risks  1-B1-27; 1-B1-29 through 1-B1-30; 1-B1-41 through 1-B1-44; 1-F6-10; 1-F6-18; 1-F6-30; 
1-G90-1 through 1-G90-2; 1-G118-2; 1-G120-4; 1-G121-4; 1-G148-14; 1-G177-3; 
1-G177-6; 2-F1-13 through 2-F1-15; 2-F1-20; 2-F1-23; 2-F1-35 through 2-F1-39; 2-F5-4 
through 2-F5-5; 2-F5-7; 2-F5-9 

Health Effects 2-F1-4; 2-F1-42 through 2-F1-44; 2-F2-6 through 2-F2-7; 2-F2-11 through 2-F2-12; 2-F2-15 
through 2-F2-16; 2-F2-46; 2-G1-2 through 2-G1-3; 2-G2-1; 2-G5-3; 2-G5-6; 2-G5-9; 
2-G5-13; 2-G6-2; 2-G6-4; 2-G6-6; 2-G7-1; 2-G7-4; 2-G7-6 

Existing Conditions 1-G148-4 

Cactus Avenue 
extension 

1-G177-3; 1-G177-4 

AQMP 2-F1-8 through 2-F1-9 

Indirect Source Rule 2-F1-10 through 2-F1-11 

Impacts (General) 1-F6-5; 1-F6-25; 1-G148-5; 1-G148-15 

Impacts (Children 
and Schools) 

1-G177-2; 1-G237-2 

Impacts (Flora and 
Fauna) 

2-F2-3 through 2-F2-4; 2-F2-8 through 2-F2-10 

Construction 
Emissions 

1-F5-9; 2-F1-17 

CO2 Hotspots 
Analysis 

1-F5-11 

Insufficient Analysis 1-F2-7; 1-F5-8; 1-F6-11; 1-F6-31 

2014 v 2017 EMFAC 
Model 

1-F2-8; 1-F5-7 

Vehicle Miles 
Traveled 

2-F1-16 

Operations 2-F1-17; 2-F1-22 

Inclusion of 
CalEEMod Modeling 

1-F5-10 

Sensitive Receptors 1-F6-4; 1-F6-24; 2-G1-4 
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Table 3-2 
 Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters 

Major Comments/
Issues 

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments 

Cumulative Impacts 1-F5-12; 2-F1-75 through 2-F1-77; 2-F2-5 

Mitigation 1-B1-31 through 1-B1-35; 1-B1-45 through 1-B1-46; 1-F7-5; 1-G120-1 through 1-G120-3; 
1-G120-5 through 1-G120-6; 1-G121-1 through 1-G121-3; 1-G121-5 through 1-G121-6; 
1-G155-5; 2-F1-21; 2-F1-24 through 2-F1-34; 2-F1-41; 2-F2-13 through 2-F2-14; 2-F2-20 
through 2-F2-44; 2-G5-7 through 2-G5-8; 2-F5-6; 2-F5-8; 2-F5-10; 2-F5-15 through 
2-F5-16; 2-F5-18 

Regulations 2-F1-5 through 2-F1-7; 2-F1-12; 2-F2-45; 2-F5-3 

General  1-B1-5; 1-G148-3; 1-G148-6; 2-F1-3; 2-F1-40 

Biological Resources 

Environmental 
Setting 

1-F7-6 

San Jacinto Wildlife 
Area 

1-F1-4; 1-F3-5; 1-F6-6; 1-F6-26; 1-F6-19; 1-G170-5; 2-F4-4; 2-G5-10; 2-G7-1 

Federally Protected 
Species 

1-F7-7; 2-F4-5; 2-F4-6 

Insufficient Analysis 1-F1-3; 1-F3-5 

Cumulative Impacts 1-F7-9; 2-F4-7 

General 1-F6-7; 1-F6-27 

Mitigation  1-G155-5 

Cultural Resources 

Potential Discovery 
of Human Remains 

1-G155-7 

Juan Bautista de 
Anza Trail 

1-G155-8 

Biological Resources 
Management Plan 

1-F1-6 

Mitigation 1-F1-5 

Geology and Soils 

Seismic Hazards 1-G155-9 

Consistency of 
Analysis 

1-F7-10 

Greenhouse Gases 

Cap-and-Trade 1-B1-2 through 1-B1-4; 1-B1-6 through 1-B1-7; 1-B1-9 through 1-B1-11; 1-B1-13 through 
1-B1-14; 1-B3-5; 1-B3-7 through 1-B3-8; 1-B3-13; 1-F2-6; 1-F6-15; 1-F6-35; 1-F7-11; 
2-B1-1; 2-F1-48 through 2-F1-50; 2-F1-56; 2-F3-3 through 2-F3-12; 2-G5-2; 2-G5-4 
through 2-G5-5 

Operations 1-B1-12; 2-F1-47; 2-F1-51; 2-F1-55 

Regulations 1-B1-8; 1-G148-7; 2-F1-45 through 2-F1-46; 2-F5-12 
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Table 3-2 
 Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters 

Major Comments/
Issues 

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments 

AIR vs Kern County 1-B1-18, 1-B3-8 

Insufficient Analysis 1-F2-5 

Negative Declaration 
and SJVAPCD Policy 

1-B1-19 

Climate Action Plan 2-F1-53 

Mitigation 1-B3-12; 2-B1-2; 2-F3-13 through 2-F3-14; 2-F5-13  

Solar 2-F1-54; 2-F2-17 through 2-F2-19 

Protection for EJ 
Communities 

1-B3-14 

Cumulative 2-F1-78 

General 1-B1-15 through 1-B1-17; 1-B1-20; 1-B1-28; 1-B3-3 through 1-B3-4; 1-B3-6; 1-B3-9 
through 1-B3-11; 1-F6-12 through 1-F6-14; 1-F6-32 through 1-F634; 2-B1-3; 2-F3-2; 
2-F3-15; 2-F5-11 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Inadequate Analysis 1-F7-12 

Fire Hazards 1-F7-13 

Cumulative Analysis 1-F7-14 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

No comments received pertaining to Hydrology and Hazardous Materials. 

Land Use and Planning 

Dividing an 
Established 
Community 

1-G155-11 

Consistency with 
Land Use Plans 

1-F7-15 through 1-F7-17 

Cumulative Impacts 1-F7-18 

Zoning 2-G4-1 

Mineral Resources 

No comments received pertaining to Mineral Resources. 

Noise 

Mitigation  1-F7-19; 1-G155-12 

Traffic Noise 2-G6-7; 2-G7-7 

Population and Housing 

Housing/Jobs 
Balance 

1-G155-10 
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Table 3-2 
 Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters 

Major Comments/
Issues 

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments 

Public Services 

No comments received pertaining to Public Services.  

Traffic and Circulation 

Widening SR-60 1-G37-2 

Existing Conditions 
SR-60 

1-F4-1 

Traffic Impacts on Air 
Quality 

1-F4-3; 1-G148-11; 1-G170-7; 1-G177-5; 1-G262-3; 2-E3-2 

Traffic Impacts on 
Biological Resources 

1-F4-4; 1-F7-8 

Truck Trips PLB to 
WLC 

1-G120-7 

Traffic Impacts 1-F4-2; 2-G5-11 

Traffic impacts to 
Avalon and Alicante 
Avenues 

1-F6-9; 1-F6-29; 1-G177-7; 1-G284-1 

Potential fines along 
SR-60 

1-G267-3 

Number of Truck 
Trips 

1-G148-12 through 1-G148-13; 1-G262-2 

Infrastructure costs 1-G170-9 

Figures 1-F6-16; 1-F6-36 

Mitigation 1-F7-20; 1-G148-9 

General  1-G63-1; 1-G65-2 through 1-G65-4; 1-G166-4; 1-G262-5; 

Utilities 

Insufficient Analysis 1-F7-21 through 1-F7-22 

Impacts to 
Wastewater 
Treatment Facilities 

1-F7-23 

Right-of-Way 2-C1-2 

Inspections and Fees 2-D1-3 through 2-D1-5 

Permits 2-D1-6 

General 2-D1-2 

Energy 

Regulations 2-F1-60; 2-F1-72; 2-F1-74 

HVAC 1-B2-3 
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Table 3-2 
 Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters 

Major Comments/
Issues 

Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments 

Warehousing 
Operations 

1-B2-4 

Recycling 1-B2-5 

Net Zero Design 1-B2-6 

Energy Efficiency 1-B2-7 

Microgrids 1-B2-8 

Ground source heat 
pumps 

1-B2-9 

Solar PV 1-B2-10; 2-F1-57; 2-F1-59; 2-F1-67 through 2-F1-68; 2-F1-70 

Future Solar 
Development 

1-B2-11 

SB 100 1-B2-12 

Natural Gas 1-B2-13 

Transmission Grid 1-B2-14 

Energy Storage 1-B2-15; 2-F1-65 

Transportation 
Energy 

1-B2-16 

Single Use Design 1-B2-17 

Barriers to Electric 
Vehicles 

1-B2-18 

Parking Commitment 1-B2-19 

Commitment to 
Single Occupant 
Vehicles 

1-B2-20 

Commitment to 
Trucks 

1-B2-21 

Charging Stations 2-F1-66 

Renewable Fuels 1-B2-22 

Threshold 2-F1-63 

Mitigation 2-F1-58; 2-F1-61; 2-F1-71; 2-F5-14; 2-F5-19 through 2-F5-20 

Cumulative 2-F1-79 through 2-F1-80 

General 1-B2-23; 2-F1-62; 2-F1-64; 2-F1-69; 2-F1-73; 2-F5-17 

Cumulative Analysis 

Cumulative Projects  1-G120-8; 1-G121-7; 2-F5-21 

Cumulative Impacts 1-F6-3; 1-F6-23; 2-F2-47 
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3.3 TOPICAL RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

There are frequently reoccurring comments that were received during the public review periods for the 2018 
RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. These comments have been categorized and a 
response is provided in the following topical responses. 

3.3.1 Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade 

Introduction 
Both the World Logistics Center (WLC or Project) Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), Volume 3, 
the 2018 Revised Sections Final Environmental Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR), Appendix A, and the Draft 
Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR), Appendix A, determined how many tons of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would result from 
the construction and operation of the WLC (FEIR pages 4.7-37 – 4.7-40, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-23 - 4.7-
25, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-23 - 4.7-26), recommended feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce those emissions (FEIR page 4.7-42, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-26 – 4.7-28, and 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-27 - 4.7-30) and then determined how many tons of GHG emissions 
would result after the mitigation measures had been imposed (FEIR pages 4.7-47 – 4.7-49, 2018 RSFEIR 
pages 4.7-33 – 4.7-35, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-34 - 4.7-36). The emissions were 
divided into two categories: those subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) (including fuel at the producer level, including the GHG emissions that will result 
when the fuel is combusted by end users, and the electricity at the generator level, referred to as “capped 
emissions”) and those which were not (referred to as “uncapped emissions”). Then, because capped 
emissions are already accounted for and mitigated, i.e., reduced, at the producer level under the Cap-and-
Trade Program, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR compared the 
amount of the uncapped GHG emissions, after mitigation, to the threshold of significance for industrial 
projects adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)1 and determined that the 
uncapped emissions were not significant because they were less than the SCAQMD’s level of significance 
(FEIR page 4.7-43, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-29, and 2019 Draft Recirculated EIR page 4.7-30). 

The Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel 
exemption” from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFIER and 2018 RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified 
mitigation, Project Design Features (PDFs) and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than 
significant, and relying on Cap-and-Trade. The consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to 
determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD 
and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 
5th 708 (2017). Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant GHG impact 
and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals. 

                                                      
1 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2008. Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

Significance Threshold, October., page 3-13. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf
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The remainder of this response explains the legal and factual basis for considering only the Project’s 
uncapped GHG emissions when determining the significance of those emissions under CEQA. 

The California Cap-And-Trade Program 

The Cap-and-Trade Program, authorized by the California Global Warning Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), 
is a core strategy that California is using to meet its statewide GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2030, 
and ultimately to achieve an 80 percent reduction from 1990 levels by 2050. The Cap-and-Trade Program 
was promulgated by CARB for the “express regulatory purpose” of reducing GHG emissions associated 
with certain sectors.2 It ensures that the aggregate GHG emissions from all the sectors covered by Cap-
and-Trade cannot increase even as the emissions from each regulated entity vary from time to time. 
Pursuant to its authority under AB 32, CARB designed the Cap-and-Trade Program to reduce GHG 
emissions from major sources (those responsible for capped emissions, called “covered entities”) by setting 
a firm cap on statewide GHG emissions and employing market mechanisms to achieve the desired 
reduction levels.3 Under the Cap-and-Trade Program, an overall limit is established for GHG emissions 
from major sources of greenhouse gas emissions, such as refineries, power plants, industrial facilities and 
transportation fuels and declines over time. 

Capped facilities are required to surrender GHG emission “compliance instruments” equal to their GHG 
emissions at the end of each annual compliance period. These compliance instruments are either 
“allowances” (which is a limited, tradable authorization to emit up to one metric ton of CO2e) or “offsets” 
(which is a tradable compliance instrument that represents a GHG reduction of one metric ton of CO2e as 
demonstrated by meeting the regulatory requirements of being a reduction that is “real, additional, 
quantifiable, permanent, verifiable and enforceable”4). Facilities within the Cap-and-Trade program can sell, 
purchase, or trade allowances and offsets in the Cap-and-Trade marketplace to ensure they have the 
necessary compliance instruments they will be required to surrender. If a company emits less than its 
allocation under the cap, then it may keep that allocation or sell it. If it emits more than its allocation, it must 
purchase the difference from the marketplace. This provides facilities with the flexibility to determine 
whether to participate in the marketplace, or whether to directly reduce GHG emissions by, e.g., investing 
in the installation of emissions reduction equipment at their own facilities. As a facility’s individual GHG 
emissions allocation declines annually under the cap, it must likewise annually demonstrate that GHG 
emissions are declining accordingly, whether through its own reductions to stay within its allocation, or other 
companies’ reductions whose allocations it has purchased, or through offsets from verifiable reductions 
elsewhere. More specifically, within the Cap-and-Trade Program, power suppliers must surrender 
compliance instruments for emissions generated in providing electricity; refineries must do the same for the 
GHG emissions generated by the refining process itself; and fuel suppliers must surrender compliance 
instruments equivalent to the emissions from the eventual combustion of those fuels. In this way, overall 
emissions from the industrial sectors included in the program are reduced over time, and one entity's 
increase in GHG emissions cannot result in a net increase in GHG emissions statewide. 

                                                      
2 See, e.g., AIR v. Kern, supra, 17 Cal.App.4th at 734-735. 
3 State of California. Climate Change, §§95800-96023, California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Chapter 1, Subchapter 

10. As amended July 2013. 
4 17 CCR 95802. 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 16 

 
Source: Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, 20195 

California’s Greenhouse Gas Emission Cap and Business-as-Usual Projections 

The Cap-and-Trade Program applied to electricity generators from the first compliance period, fuel 
producers and suppliers became subject to the Program on January 1, 2015, the beginning of the second 
compliance period. The statewide cap for GHG emissions from the capped sectors under the Program 
declines over time as shown in the figure above.6 On July 17, 2017, the California legislature passed 
Assembly Bill 398, extending the Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030. CARB has repeatedly stated that 
the Program is the most effective way to achieve the desired GHG reductions.7 The Cap-and-Trade 
Program ensures that GHG emissions from covered entities are being mitigated, reducing GHG emissions 
from covered entities by more than 16 percent between 2013 and 2020, and by an additional 40 percent by 
2030. CARB expects the Cap-and-Trade Program to extend to 2050.8 

This is accomplished through the Program’s overall GHG emission cap declining by three percent annually 
from 2015 through 2020, with even greater declines from 2021 through 2030. Electric and natural gas 
utilities have been covered under Cap-and-Trade Program since 2013, encouraging them to shift toward 
clean sources of energy - the kind that comes from wind, solar, geothermal and other renewable resources. 
Moreover, SB 100, enacted in 2018, requires eligible renewable energy sources and zero-carbon resources 
to supply 100% of retail sales of electricity to California end-users and all state agencies by the end of 2045. 
Under California law, the utilities that import or supply electricity from non-renewable resources must 
purchase allowances for the GHG emissions that come from burning fuel to make electricity. The Cap-and-
Trade Program’s requirement for GHGs produced from electricity generation, from non-renewable or 
imported sources of electricity, means that the mitigation of GHG emissions from the consumption of 
electricity at the end-user level has already occurred (i.e., reduction of GHGs due to the purchase of 

                                                      
5 Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, 2019. California Cap and Trade. 2020 Business-as Usual Emissions Projection 

2014 Edition (CARB, 2017). Available online: https://www.c2es.org/content/california-cap-and-trade/ 
6 State of California. Climate Change, §§95811-9812, California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Chapter 1, Subchapter 10, 

Subarticle 3. As amended July, 2013. 
7 California Air Resources Board, 2017. 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pages ES3, ES16, ES17, 1, 22 and 70-71. 

Available online: https://www.arb.ca,gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf 
8 17 California Code of Regulations §§95840(d) and 95841(b). 

https://www.c2es.org/content/california-cap-and-trade/
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allowances which will fund projects that reduce carbon pollution). The result is to avoid the need to consider 
GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption when considering the significance of a project’s 
GHG emissions under CEQA. 

Since 2015, fuel suppliers, for fuels such as gasoline, diesel, and natural gas, have been covered under 
the Cap-and-Trade Program. “Fuel Suppliers” are responsible for the carbon pollution from fuels under the 
Cap-and-Trade Program. Fuel suppliers in this program must buy pollution permits, also called 
“allowances,” to cover the GHGs produced when the fuel they supply is combusted. Fuel producers and 
suppliers are required to account for and to mitigate, i.e., reduce, all of their GHG emissions produced when 
the conventional petroleum-based fuel they supply is combusted. The more fuel suppliers can reduce their 
GHG emissions, the fewer allowances they will need to purchase. This can be accomplished in various 
ways, including physical improvements, by supplying low carbon fuels and/or purchasing pollution permits 
(allowances) to cover the GHGs produced when the conventional petroleum-based fuel, they supply is 
combusted. Through the purchase of allowances, the Cap-and-Trade Program creates incentives to invest 
in cleaner fuels, more efficient uses of energy, and investments to benefit disadvantaged communities, 
recycling, and sustainable transit. The result is to avoid the need to consider GHG emissions associated 
with the vehicles that serve a project when considering the significance of a project’s GHG emissions under 
CEQA. 

Since its inception, the Cap and Trade auction proceeds have resulted in appropriations from the State 
Legislature in the amount of $9.3 billion, with the annual appropriations for FY 2018-2019 totaling $3.2 
billion. (Annual Report to the Legislature, California Climate Investments Using Cap-and-Trade Auction 
Proceeds, p. vi (March 2019) (“CCI Report”).) The CCI Report states: 

“Projects implemented through 2018 are expected to reduce GHG emissions by nearly 37 
million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) over time – GHG emissions 
equivalent to 4 billion gallons of diesel fuel use. Projects implemented in 2018 alone are 
expected to reduce GHG emissions by approximately 17 million MTCO2e over time.” 

(CCI Report, p. vii.) 

Projected Project Contribution from Fuel Cost Under Cap and Trade 

WLC’s monetary contribution to the Cap-and-Trade Program through the purchase of vehicle fuel was 
estimated utilizing a methodology by Stillwater Associates based on an analysis of the potential impacts of 
California’s Carbon Cap-and-Trade Program.9 For Cap-and-Trade costs, the Stillwater study, “Projecting 
the Costs of California’s Cap & Trade and Low Carbon Fuel Standards Programs,” estimated the total direct 
costs to refiners and assumed that these costs are entirely passed through to consumers. The Stillwater 
carbon policy team determined that there were two components to their cost estimation: 

1. Costs attributed to allowances required to be purchased for the greenhouse gases (GHG) emitted 
from the combustion of fuel (“Fuels under the Cap” or “Cap at the Rack”) 

                                                      
9 Stillwater Associates, 2019. Projecting the Costs of California’s Cap & trade and Low Carbon Fuel Standards Programs. 

https://stillwaterassociates.com/projecting-the-costs-of-californias-cap-trade-and-low-carbon-fuel-standard-programs/ 

https://stillwaterassociates.com/projecting-the-costs-of-californias-cap-trade-and-low-carbon-fuel-standard-programs/
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2. Costs to purchase allowances for GHG emissions in the production of fuels (“Stationary Source 
Cap and Trade”) 

Cap at the Rack is calculated directly from factors published in the Mandatory GHG Reporting Regulation. 
The study found that, “Cap at the Rack” adds about 13 and 14 cents per gallon (cpg) to the cost of gasoline 
and diesel, respectively. With respect to the “Stationary Source Cap and Trade”, the study calculated the 
cost added to the fuels for allowance prices varying from $50/metric ton (MT) to $150/MT because these 
represent the range of values being discussed for a price ceiling in the Cap-and-Trade program going 
forward. The results found the additional fuel costs ranging from 42 to 139 cents per gallon. 

Based on the study conducted by Stillwater to determine the additional costs added to fuel prices under the 
Cap-and-Trade Program, the average yearly contribution based on fuel prices was calculated for the WLC. 
As shown in Table 4.17-7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, WLC is expected to utilize 275,000,000 
gallons of diesel fuel and 1,052,000,000 gallons of gasoline at full buildout (year 2035). These fuel uses 
were then multiplied by the total costs added to gasoline and diesel from the Cap-and-Trade Program. The 
average yearly monetary contribution from WLC, based on the Cap-and-Trade allowance, are shown in the 
table below. As shown in the table, the total monetary contribution from WLC for 1,052,000,000 gallons of 
gasoline at full buildout operations would range from $441,840,000 to $1,325,520,000 per year. The total 
monetary contribution from WLC for 275,000,000 gallons of diesel at full buildout operations would range 
from $126,500,000 to $382,250,000 per year. 

World Logistics Average Yearly Monetary Contribution Based on Fuel Prices 

C&T 
Allowance 

Price, 
$/MT 

Total 
Gasoline 

Cost 
Adder, 
CPG 

Gallons of 
Gasoline per 

Year  

Total 
Contribution from 

Gasoline Use 
(2035) 

Total 
Diesel Cost 

Adder, 
CPG 

Gallons of 
Diesel per 

Year (2035) 

Total 
Contribution 
from Diesel 
Use (2035) 

$50  42 1,052,000,000 $441,840,000  46 275,000,000 $126,500,000  

$70  59 1,052,000,000 $620,680,000  65 275,000,000 $178,750,000  

$90  75 1,052,000,000 $789,000,000  83 275,000,000 $228,250,000  

$100  84 1,052,000,000 $883,680,000  93 275,000,000 $255,750,000  

$110  92 1,052,000,000 $967,840,000  102 275,000,000 $280,500,000  

$130  109 1,052,000,000 $1,146,680,000  120 275,000,000 $330,000,000  
$150 126 1,052,000,000 $1,325,520,000 139 275,000,000 $382,250,000 

 

CARB’s Explanations of the Application of the Cap-and-Trade Program 
CARB’s responses to comments in its October, 2011, Final Statement of Reasons (FSOR) for the Cap-
and-Trade Project10 made it clear that CARB always intended that GHG emissions were to be handled 
solely at the refinery/generator level and that the costs of accounting for and reducing GHG emissions were 

                                                      
10 California Air Resources Board, 2011. California’s Cap-and-Trade Program Final Statement of Reasons, October. 

Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf
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to be incurred initially at the refinery/generator/supplier level and then were to be passed down to the end 
consumer as a price signal meant to encourage the consumer to use less fuel and less electricity: 

• “The Cap-and-Trade Program addresses both facility emissions that occur from fuel production 
(beginning in the first compliance period) and accounts for combustion emissions from the fuel that is 
produced and sold in California (beginning in the second compliance period [January 1, 2015]).” (FSOR 
at page 178) 

• “Placing a price signal on transportation fuels will reduce the consumption of transportation fuel; driving 
investment in newer, more fuel-efficient vehicles. Any GHG reductions resulting from federal 
regulations or the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) at covered entities would be counted as emission 
reductions under the Cap-and-Trade Program.” (FSOR at page 178) 

• “We agree that Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from millions of distributed point 
sources such as automobiles. However, our approach is not to apply Cap-and-Trade to the end user 
(vehicle drivers), but to the fuel suppliers, who will be responsible for fuel that is combusted. By taking 
this “upstream” approach in the regulation, we avoid the challenges of applying it to millions of 
“downstream” users.” (FSOR at page 178) 

• “We note the importance of transparent price signals for fuel consumers in achieving reductions in this 
sector.” (FSOR at page 208) 

• “The commenter is correct in that agriculture is an uncapped sector and does not have a compliance 
obligation. Under the regulation, agriculture will be encouraged to be more efficient as the carbon price 
signal is passed through on transportation fuels, electricity, and natural gas.” (FSOR at page 159) 

• “First deliverers of electricity, like DWR, are not eligible for free allocations of emissions allowances 
because we believe that the cost of allowances can be passed on to consumers of the electricity.” 
(FSOR at page 542) 

• “For the price signal from the Cap-and-Trade Program to be effective, the cost of GHG emissions must 
be passed through to end users.” (FSOR at page 1431) 

In the Initial Statement of Reasons, CARB explains how Cap-and-Trade covers fossil fuel consumption by 
residential and commercial projects. 

• “To cover the emissions from transportation fuel combustion and that of other fuels by residential, 
commercial, and small industrial sources, staff proposes to regulate fuel suppliers based on the 
quantities of fuel consumed by their customers. … Fuel suppliers are responsible for the emissions 
resulting from the fuel they supply. In this way, a fuel supplier is acting on behalf of its customers who 
are emitting the GHGs. … Suppliers of transportation fuels will have a compliance obligation for the 
combustion emissions from fuel that they sell, distribute, or otherwise transfer for consumption in 
California. … [B]ecause transportation fuels and use of natural gas by residential and commercial users 
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is a significant portion of California’s overall GHG emissions, the emissions from these sources are 
covered indirectly through the inclusion of fuel distributers = [in the Cap-and-Trade Program].11 

Furthermore, CARB’s present position on the responsibility of covered entities with respect to the GHG 
emissions resulting from the combustion of fuels was reiterated in its “Information for Entities That Take 
Delivery of Fuel for Fuels Phased into the Cap-and-Trade Program Beginning on January 1, 2015”12: 

“‘Fuel Suppliers’ are responsible for the carbon pollution from fuels under the Cap-and-
Trade Program. … A fuel supplier must account for the carbon pollution under the Cap-
and-Trade Program …” 

The Legislature has made CARB the only entity with the authority to deal with vehicular emissions. 
According to the Health and Safety Code §39002, “Local and regional authorities have the primary 
responsibility for control of air pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources. The control of 
vehicular sources, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be the responsibility of the State Air 
Resources board.” 

Additionally, AB 32, which authorized CARB to develop the Cap-and-Trade Program, repeatedly stated that 
CARB was to adopt rules and regulations that resulted in “cost-effective greenhouse gas emission 
reductions.” 13 All of this was done in such a manner as to “minimize costs and maximize the benefits to 
California.”14 CARB’s FSOR for adopting the Cap-and-Trade Program repeatedly stated that its choice was 
the most cost effective. The comment and response on page 177 of the Final Statement of Reasons are a 
good example: 

• Final Statement of Reasons Comment B-60: The Cap-and-Trade Program should not be extended 
to transportation consumer emissions as provisions of other federal and State programs address these. 
Additionally, fuel providers should not be responsible for these emissions that are directly consumer 
related. Transportation emissions should be considered only if a formal review determines that this 
action is necessary and implementation would be more cost-effective than other policy approaches. 
The proposed regulations include GHG emissions from consumer use of transportation fuel under the 
emissions cap starting in 2015 (section 95812(d)(1)). This results in a clear overlay to the existing 
federal Renewable Fuels Standard, the California Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and State/federal 
vehicle GHG performance standards. Transportation GHG emissions are substantially addressed 
through current federal and State programs (i.e. federal fuel economy programs, federal renewables 
programs and State LCFS programs). Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from 
millions of distributed point sources such as automobiles. Inclusion of transportation fuel emissions 
within the Cap-and-Trade program will add a volatile carbon cost to the price consumers already pay 

                                                      
11 CARB. October 28, 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for the Proposed Regulation to Implement the 

California Cap-and-Trade Program Part 1, Vol. 1, pp. II-10, II-20, II-21, 11-53: Available online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/capisor.pdf (“ISOR”) (incorporated by reference by: CARB. October 
2011. California’s Cap-And-Trade Program Final Statement of Reasons, p. 2: Available online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf ) (“FSOR”) (the ISOR and FSOR are collectively referred to 
herein as the “Statement of Reasons”). 

12 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Facts About Information for Entities That Take Delivery of Fuel for Fuels Phased 
into the Cap-and-Trade Program Beginning on January 1, 2015. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/faq_fuel_purchasers.pdf 

13 Health and Safety Code §§38560, 38560.5(c), 38561(a) and (b), and 38562(a) 
14 Health and Safety Code §38562(b)(1) 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/faq_fuel_purchasers.pdf
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for GHG control measures such as LCFS and vehicle efficiency standards. In addition, fuels under the 
cap will increase administrative complexity and the market price of emission allowances for all the other 
capped sectors. Specifically, a carbon cost of $20 per ton would add a fuel cost burden in excess of $3 
billion per year to the California economy. In addition to individual consumers, much of this cost will fall 
on businesses and municipalities which will impact small business owners, truck drivers, city bus and 
trash services, construction companies, rail services, and others. This carbon cost, along with the cost 
of compliance for LCFS and federal programs, will be embedded into the costs of all goods and services 
that rely on transportation. CARB should not extend the Cap-and-Trade program to consumer 
emissions from use of transportation fuel. Instead, CARB should allow existing federal/State programs 
to address GHG emissions in this sector. (CONOCO) 

• Final Statement of Reasons Response to Comment B-60: We believe that Cap-and-Trade’s market-
based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lowering emissions throughout 
most of California’s economy. There are numerous sectors that are covered by direct regulation and 
the Cap-and-Trade regulation. For example, the electricity sector is subject to the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard as well as the Cap-and-Trade regulation. We believe that the Cap-and-Trade-program is 
complementary to existing renewable and LCFS standards and to other State or federal laws. 

CEQA Analysis of Capped GHG Emissions 
The SCAQMD has previously recognized that GHG emissions associated with capped sources are 
mitigated by the Cap-and-Trade Program and should not be counted in determining the significance of a 
project’s GHG emissions because the covered entities have to offset these capped emissions by either 
reducing their GHG emissions or purchasing allowances for those emissions (Negative Declarations 
adopted by SCAQMD: Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Proposed Cogeneration Project, SCH No. 
201204101415, and Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, 
SCH No. 201309102916). As demonstrated in these Negative Declarations, GHG emissions from the 
generation of electricity are accounted for and mitigated by the energy utilities and thus, are appropriately 
not included in the project’s GHG emissions which are compared to the significance threshold. 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) recently adopted a policy entitled “CEQA 
Determinations of Significance for Projects Subject to CARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation”.17 This 
policy applies when the SJVAPCD is the lead agency and when it is a responsible agency. In short, the 
SJVAPCD “has determined that GHG emissions increases that are covered under CARB’s Cap-and-Trade 
regulation cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA….” The SJVAPCD classifies CARB’s Cap-
and-Trade Program as an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3). Even though the SJVAPCD isn’t the lead or responsible agency on the 
WLC project, this policy is relevant because it demonstrates how a local air district interpreted the State 

                                                      
15 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery 

Cogeneration Project, October. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-
projects/2014/ultramar_neg_dec.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

16 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery 
Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, December. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/phillips-66-fnd.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

17 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2014. APR-2025 CEQA Determination of Significance for Projects 
Subject to ARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation. Available online: https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-
2025.pdf 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/ultramar_neg_dec.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/ultramar_neg_dec.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/phillips-66-fnd.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/phillips-66-fnd.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf
https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf
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Cap-and-Trade Program and its position that capped GHG emissions, those covered under the Program, 
cannot constitute a significant increase under CEQA. 

Pertinent excerpts from the SJVAPCD policy include the following: 

• “Consistent with [14] CCR [CEQA Guidelines] §15064(h)(3), the District finds that compliance with 
CARB’s Cap-and-Trade regulation would avoid or substantially lessen the impact of project-specific 
GHG emissions on global climate change.” 

• “The District therefore concludes that GHG emissions increases subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade 
regulation would have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact on global climate 
change.” 

• “[I]t is reasonable to conclude that implementation of the Cap-and-Trade program will and must fully 
mitigate project-specific GHG emissions for emissions that are covered by the Cap-and-Trade 
regulation.” 

• “[T]he District finds that, through compliance with the Cap-and-Trade regulation, project-specific GHG 
emissions that are covered by the regulation will be fully mitigated.” 

The policy acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California 
(on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-
Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” As such, the SJVAPCD concluded that 
GHG emissions associated with VMT cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA. The policy also 
made it clear that CEQA was never intended to consider the significance of GHG emissions other than at 
the producer level: “The regulated entity will be the fuel provider that distributes the fuel upstream (not the 
gas station).” 

Thus, as outlined above in the FSOR, CARB has made it clear that the Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-
based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lowering emissions. As such, it can be 
applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately addressed that emission generated under the Cap-and-
Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to consideration at the project level. The analysis 
in the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR appropriately addresses that emissions 
generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to further 
consideration at the project level as no impact could occur because no net increase in GHG emissions is 
allowed under Cap-and-Trade. CARB points out that the projects cited in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR and 2018 RSFEIR, and referenced above, that didn’t count project electricity emissions were 
regulated by the Cap-and-Trade Program, but those project’s being regulated by Cap-and-Trade are 
irrelevant because all fuel suppliers and electric utilities are covered entities in the program (except for the 
one percent of facilities that are exempt from the program). Furthermore, the consideration of only 
uncapped Project GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA, used by 
the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board 
of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). 

Using only uncapped GHG emissions to determine whether a project’s emissions are significant under 
CEQA has been upheld in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 
Cal.App.5th 708 (2017) (AIR). The opinion notes that the Cap-and-Trade Program is a statewide plan which 
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satisfies the requirement of CEQA guidelines §15064.4(b)(3). (17 Cal.App.5th at 741-742.) It concludes by 
stating that a lead agency may consider the application of the Cap-and-Trade Program, i.e., its uncapped 
emissions, in determining whether a project’s GHG emissions are significant under CEQA. (17 Cal.App.5th 
at 743.) 

CEQA Analysis of The WLC’s GHG Emissions 

As noted in the Introduction, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
determined the WLC’s capped and uncapped GHG emissions. Mitigation measures were then imposed on 
the WLC which reduced both capped and uncapped GHG emissions. See Table 4.7-7, 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.7-33). With these recommended mitigation measures it was determined that 
the uncapped emissions were less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold. The primary capped GHG 
emissions were those associated with on-road vehicles, electricity, construction and yard trucks (FEIR page 
4.7-36, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-22, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-22). The primary 
uncapped emissions waste decomposition in landfills, land use change, and refrigerant leakage (FEIR page 
4.7-36, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-22, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-22). Thus, the FEIR, 
the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accounted for all GHG emissions that will result 
from the construction and operation of the WLC. 

Several comments argued that the AIR opinion is limited in its application to projects which are themselves 
covered entities, like a refinery. Those arguments are wrong because they do not acknowledge that the 
EIR for the project accounted for capped emissions, those resulting from the construction and operation of 
improvements to the refinery and those resulting from electricity provided by Pacific Gas and Electric, a 
covered entity which will itself be required to reduce its own GHG emissions. (17 Cal.App.5th at 735.) The 
GHG emissions associated with the refinery’s electricity consumption were considered as offsets, i.e., 
reductions, to the total emissions from the construction and operation of the project and were not considered 
when determining the significance of the project’s emissions under CEQA. (17 Cal.App.5th at 736.) Thus, 
the AIR opinion is as applicable to the CEQA analysis of the WLC’s GHG emissions as it was to the 
refinery’s, thereby justifying the FEIR’s, the 2018 RSFEIR’s, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s 
determination that the significance of those emissions was to be based on a comparison of the WLC’s 
uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD’s threshold of significance. 

Some comments argued that the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s and the 2018 RSFEIR’s determining 
the significance of the WLC’s GHG emissions by considering only uncapped emissions was a “novel 
exemption” from the analysis of the significance of the emissions, or was an under representation of project 
emissions, and therefore not authorized under CEQA Guidelines §15064.4. However, the air district 
decisions applying Cap-and-Trade in the CEQA context referenced earlier were issued in 2014, shortly 
after Cap-and-Trade was adopted, and the AIR decision was issued by the Court of Appeal in 2017, also 
based on proceedings occurring shortly after the adopting of Cap-and-Trade. Thus, given that Cap-and-
Trade has been applied in the CEQA context for years since its adoption, reliance on Cap-and-Trade in the 
WLC Project is not “novel.” 

Further, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR determined the WLC’s 
capped and uncapped GHG emissions, (FEIR page 4.7-36, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-22, and 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-24) that would result from the construction and operation of the WLC, then 
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recommended feasible mitigation measures (FEIR page 4.7-42, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-26 – 4.7-28, and 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-27 - 4.7-30), it was then determined how many tons of GHG 
emissions would result after the mitigation measures had been imposed (FEIR pages 4.7-47 – 4.7-49, 2018 
RSFEIR pages 4.7-33 – 4.7-35, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-34 - 4.7-36). The FEIR, 
the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR compared the amount of the uncapped GHG 
emissions, after mitigation, to the threshold of significance for industrial projects adopted by the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)18 and determined that the uncapped emissions were not 
significant because they were less than the SCAQMD’s level of significance (FEIR page 4.7-43, 2018 
RSFEIR page 4.7-29, and 2019 Draft Recirculated EIR page 4.7-30). Moreover, the FEIR, the 2018 
RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contain analyses of the WLC’s compliance with 
applicable federal, state and local climate plans (FEIR pages 4.7-51 – 4.7 -59, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-39 
– 4.7-45, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-41 – 4.7-47). 

Additionally, as upheld in Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments 
(2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 504-507 [part I], the City is not required to use the goals outlined in S-3-05 as a CEQA 
significance threshold. As stated by the court, “SANDAG (San Diego Association of Governments) did not 
abuse its discretion in declining to adopt the 2050 goal as a measure of significance in light of the fact that 
the Executive Order does not specify any plan or implementation measures to achieve its goal.” Although 
S-3-05 is not used as a significance threshold, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses how future 
development of the WLC would be consistent with greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies and 
policies, including the City’s Climate Change Strategy (pages 4.7-18 – 4.7-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR). The project would implement Mitigation Measures to reduce its contribution to GHG emissions 
and to ensure it does not conflict with or impede implementation of reduction goals identified in AB 32, SB 
32, Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05, and other strategies to help reduce GHGs to the level proposed by 
the Governor. In addition, the project would also be subject to all applicable regulatory requirements, which 
would also reduce the GHG emissions of the project. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any 
applicable plan, program, policy, or regulation related to the reduction of GHG emissions. 

3.3.2 Topical Response B, Scoping Plan/State’s Attainment Goals 

Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability, 
discusses the Regulatory Setting in Subsection 4.7.2. This section discusses federal, State, regional, and 
local regulations and standards that pertain to greenhouse gases (GHGs) or climate change; including Cap-
and-Trade and the 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 and 2017 Scoping Plan Updates (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-11 – 4.7-14). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not suggest that 
compliance with the Cap-and-Trade Program alone will achieve California’s climate goals. Nonetheless, as 
stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Cap-and-Trade is a core strategy that California is using to 
meet its statewide GHG reduction targets for 2020, 2030, and 2050. As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan 
Update, the Cap-and-Trade Program “is fundamental to meeting California’s long-range climate targets at 
low cost.” (Scoping Plan Update 2017, Executive Summary, p. ES16.) The California Air Resources Control 
Board (CARB) has repeatedly stated that the Cap-and-Trade Program is the most effective way to achieve 

                                                      
18 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2008. Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

Significance Threshold, October., page 3-13. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf


Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 25 

the desired GHG reductions.19 “Altogether, the emissions covered by the Cap-and-Trade program total 80 
percent of all GHG emissions in California.” (Scoping Plan Update 2017, Executive Summary, p. ES16.) 
The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from covered entities are being mitigated, 
reducing GHG emissions from covered entities by more than 16 percent between 2013 and 2020, and by 
an additional 40 percent by 2030. The Executive Summary to the Scoping Plan 2017 Update sums it up: 
“California’s Cap-and-Trade Program is the most comprehensive, effective, and well-designed carbon 
market on the planet.” (Scoping Plan Update 2017, Executive Summary, p. ES17.) 

Pursuant to the requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 3220, the 2008 Scoping Plan was prepared by CARB to 
outline actions to reduce GHGs to 1990 levels by 2020. At that time, even prior to the formal adoption of 
the Cap-and-Trade Program, the 2008 Scoping Plan recognized the importance of cap-and-trade to 
achieving the State’s climate goals. 

The 2008 Scoping Plan states (p. ES-13): 

Similarly, measures like the cap-and-trade program, energy efficiency programs, the 
California clean car standards, and the renewables portfolio standard will all play central 
roles in helping California meet its 2020 reduction requirements. Yet, these strategies will 
also figure prominently in California’s efforts beyond 2020. Some of these measures, like 
energy efficiency programs and the renewables portfolio standard, have already delivered 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction benefits that will expand over time. Others, like the 
cap and-trade program, will put in place a foundation on which to build well into the future. 
All of these measures, and many others in the plan, will ensure that California meets its 
2020 target and is positioned to continue its international role as leader in the fight against 
global warming to 2050 and beyond. 

The Scoping Plan contained the following 18 strategies to reduce the State’s GHG emissions21 (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-12): 

1. California Cap-and-Trade Program Linked to Western Climate Initiative. Implement a broad-based 
California Cap-and-Trade program to provide a firm limit on emissions. 

2. California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards. Implement adopted standards and 
planned second phase of the program. Align zero-emission vehicle, alternative and renewable fuel 
and vehicle technology programs with long-term climate change goals. 

3. Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance standards; pursue additional 
efficiency including new technologies, policy, and implementation mechanisms. Pursue 
comparable investment in energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in California. 

                                                      
19 California Air Resources Board, 2017. 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pages ES3, ES16, ES17, 1, 22 and 70-71. 

Available online: https://www.arb.ca,gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf 
20 Assembly Bill 32 is also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act. It was passed in 2006 and aims to reduce GHG 

emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 required CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main State 
strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline. 

21 California Air Resources Board, 2008. Climate Change Scoping Plan: a framework for change. Pursuant to AB 32 The 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, December. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed February 10, 2020. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf


 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 26 

4. Renewable Portfolio Standard. Achieve 33 percent renewable energy mix statewide. 

5. Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Develop and adopt the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. 

6. Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets. Develop regional greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles (SB 375). 

7. Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement light-duty vehicle efficiency measures. 

8. Goods Movement. Implement adopted regulations for the use of shore power for ships at berth. 
Improve efficiency in goods movement activities. 

9. Million Solar Roofs Program. Install 3,000 MW of solar-electric capacity under California’s existing 
solar programs. 

10. Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles. Adopt medium and heavy-duty vehicle efficiency measures. 

11. Industrial Emissions. Require assessment of large industrial sources to determine whether 
individual sources within a facility can cost-effectively reduce GHG emissions and provide other 
pollution reduction co-benefits. Reduce GHG emissions from fugitive emissions from oil and gas 
extraction and gas transmission. Adopt and implement regulations to control fugitive methane 
emissions and reduce flaring at refineries. 

12. High Speed Rail. Support implementation of a high-speed rail system. 

13. Green Building Strategy. Expand the use of green building practices to reduce the carbon footprint 
of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. 

14. High Global Warming Potential Gases. Adopt measures to reduce high global warming potential 
gases. 

15. Recycling and Waste. Reduce methane emissions at landfills. Increase waste diversion, 
composting, and commercial recycling. Move toward zero-waste. 

16. Sustainable Forests. Preserve forest sequestration and encourage the use of forest biomass for 
sustainable energy generation. 

17. Water. Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. 

18. Agriculture. In the near-term, encourage investment in manure digesters and at the five-year 
Scoping Plan update determine if the program should be made mandatory by 2020. 

In the 2014 Scoping Plan Update, CARB looked at California’s success to date in reducing GHG emissions 
and lays out the framework for continued reductions beyond 2020, on the path to 80 percent below 1990 
levels by 2050. The 2014 Scoping Plan Update also recognized that the Cap-and-Trade Program is a vital 
component in achieving both California’s near-and long-term GHG emissions targets. “California’s Cap-
and-Trade Regulation is purposely designed to leverage the power of the market in pursuit of an 
environmental goal. It opens the door for major investment in emission-reducing technologies and sends a 
clear economic signal that these investments will be rewarded. The Cap-and-Trade Regulation establishes 
a hard and declining cap on approximately 85 percent of total statewide GHG emissions.” 22 The 2014 
                                                      
22 California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 86. Available online: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed March 3, 
2020. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf
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Scoping Plan Update focused on further reducing GHGs in the focus areas of energy, transportation, 
agriculture, water, waste management, and natural and working lands.23 The 2014 Update also discusses 
the State’s zero emission vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan to further support the market and accelerate its growth 
to help with GHG reductions in the transportation sector. 

According to the 2017 Scoping Plan Update24, California is on track to exceed its 2020 climate target. The 
2017 Scoping Plan discusses the success of the Cap-and-Trade program, and states that “[s]ince the 
launch of many of the state’s major climate programs, including Cap-and-Trade, economic growth in 
California has consistently outpaced economic growth in the rest of the country. The state’s average annual 
growth rate has been double the national average – and ranks second in the country since Cap-and-Trade 
took effect in 2012. In short, California has succeeded in reducing GHG emissions while also developing a 
cleaner, resilient economy that uses less energy and generates less pollution.”25 Additionally, it affirms that 
“[h]igh efficiency rates, coupled with the Cap-and-Trade Program’s firm emission cap, allow economic 
activity to increase without corresponding increases in GHG emissions. … Maintaining and extending our 
successful programs – from the Cap-and-Trade Program and Low Carbon Fuel Standard to zero-emission, 
renewable energy and energy efficiency programs – will reduce GHGs, increase energy cost savings, offer 
businesses flexibility to reduce emissions at low cost and provide clear policy and market direction, and 
certainty, for business planning and investment.”26 Thus, as shown, the Cap-and-Trade Program is hugely 
successful in reducing GHG emissions while allowing the economy to grow. The Plan underscores the 
importance of Cap and Trade along with other strategies to achieve the 2020 and 2030 GHG targets. The 
2017 Scoping Plan focuses on implementing policies and strategies in the following sectors to reduce GHG 
emissions. 

1. Industrial Efficiency & Competitiveness. Maintain and extend the Cap-and-Trade Program and Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard and zero-emission, renewable energy and energy efficiency programs. 
Encourage continued research, evaluation, and deployment of innovative strategies and 
technology to further reduce emissions in the industrial sector through advances in energy 
efficiency and productivity, increased access to cleaner fuels, and carbon capture, utilization and 
storage. Evaluate and implement policies and measures to reduce GHG, criteria, and toxic air 
contaminant emissions from sources, such as refineries. Diversify fuel supplies with low carbon 
alternatives. Prioritize procurement of goods that have lower carbon footprints. Support and attract 
industry that produces goods needed to reduce GHGs. Cut energy costs and GHG emissions by 
quickly transitioning to efficient hydrofluorocarbon alternatives. 

2. Transportation Sustainability. Transportation system improvements relating to efficient land use, 
affordable housing, infrastructure for cyclists and pedestrians, public transit, new vehicle 
technologies, and fuels and freight. Increase use of electric cars, trucks, buses, and equipment; 

                                                      
23 California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan. Building on the Framework, 

Pursuant to AB 32 The California Global Warming Solutions Act, May. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed 
February, 10 2020. 

24 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, The strategy for achieving 
California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target, November. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed February 10, 2020. 

25 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES3. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020. 

26 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES7. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
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use clean, low carbon fuels where zero-emissions options are not yet available; ensure an efficient 
and sustainable freight system; and connect communities through increased walking, biking, and 
transit including a high-speed rail system. 

3. Energy. Keep moving forward to meet renewable energy targets through wind, solar, hydroelectric, 
geothermal, and biomass. Integrate renewable power through demand response and drive demand 
for net zero energy buildings and existing buildings energy efficiency action plan to meet energy 
efficiency targets. Move towards cleaner heating fuels, building and appliance electrification, 
minimize fugitive methane leaks throughout the system, and using more renewable gas. 

4. Waste. Prioritize waste reduction, re-use, and material recovery over landfilling. Develop and 
implement programs, including edible food waste recovery, to divert organics from landfills and 
reduce methane emissions. Develop and implement a packaging reduction program. 

5. Agricultural and Rural Economies and Natural and Working Lands. Work to better quantify the 
carbon stored in natural and working lands and continue to restore, conserve, and strengthen 
natural and working lands. Protect, enhance and innovate on natural and working lands to ensure 
they become a net carbon sink over the long-term by developing and implementing the Natural and 
Working Lands Implementation Plan. Improve manure management, boost soil health, generate 
renewable power, electrify operations, utilize biomass, and increase water, fertilizer, and energy 
use efficiency to reduce super pollutants. 

6. Water. To meet the water demand, California has to increase water conservation and efficiency, 
improve coordination and management of various water supplies, get a greater understanding of 
the water-energy nexus, and develop new technologies in drinking water treatment, groundwater 
remediation and recharge and potentially brackish and seawater desalination. Support shift toward 
conservation, efficiency, and renewable energy in the water sector. Increase water savings by 
certifying innovative technologies for water conservation and develop and implement new 
conservation targets, update agricultural water management plans, and long-term conservation 
regulations. Develop a voluntary registry for GHG emissions from energy use associated with 
water. Continue to increase the use of renewable energy to operate the State Water Project. 

7. Air and Public Health. The Climate Plan incorporates freight and mobile source strategies which 
will deliver reductions in criteria and toxic air pollutants to improve air quality. 

8. Carbon Pricing and Investment. The Cap-and-Trade Program is fundamental to meeting 
California’s long-range climate targets as it has been very successful. The Cap-and-Trade Program 
includes GHG emissions from transportation, electricity, industrial, agricultural, waste, residential 
and commercial sources, and caps them while complementing the other measures needed to meet 
the 2030 GHG target. Emissions covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program total 80 percent of all 
GHG emissions in California and guarantees GHG emissions reductions through a strict overall 
emissions limit that decreases each year. Trading provides businesses with the flexibility in their 
approach to reducing emissions.”27 

                                                      
27 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, The strategy for achieving 

California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target, November. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed February 10, 2020. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
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As shown above in the Scoping Plan and the two Scoping Plan Updates, CARB didn’t rely solely on the 
Cap-and-Trade program to meet the GHG reductions required to comply with AB 32; however, with Cap-
and-Trade covering 80% of all GHG emissions in California, it is a cornerstone for the reduction of GHG 
emissions. The Scoping Plan takes reductions from many different sectors to meet the State’s GHG 
reduction goals. It also looks at all levels of government to help with implementing programs and regulations 
to limit GHG reductions. 

Although Cap-and-Trade is fundamental to achieving the State’s climate goals, the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR does not state that compliance with the Cap-and-Trade Program will achieve California’s GHG 
emission reduction goals singlehandedly nor does it suggest that CARB intended the Cap-and-Trade 
Program to relieve local governments of any responsibility to consider the significance of, and development 
of, additional mitigation for, GHG emissions from the transportation and energy sectors directly or indirectly 
caused by local projects within their control. The 2017 Scoping Plan’s section on “Climate Action through 
Local Planning and Permitting” provides “guidance” to local governments for planning and permitting 
purposes. However, CARB recognizes the authority of local governments and states in the 2017 Scoping 
Plan that “the decision to follow this guidance is voluntary and should not be interpreted as a directive or 
mandate to local governments.” Thus, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not compel action on the part of the 
City, and the City has no legal obligation to comply with these provisions of the 2017 Scoping Plan. 
Nonetheless, the City has acted to implement the Scoping Plan’s guidance with respect to the WLC Project. 

The 2017 Scoping Plan’s guidance for project-level actions states: “… CARB recommends that projects 
incorporate design features and GHG reduction measure, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG 
emissions.” (2017 Scoping Plan, p. 101.) The 2017 Scoping Plan also states that lead agencies should 
prioritize on-site design features and regional improvements. 

The City’s approach to GHG reduction followed the Scoping Plan recommendation by requiring Project 
Design Features and mitigation measures at the project-level, the community and the region. The City 
therefore required that all buildings incorporate solar power electricity generation totaling in the aggregate 
to over 12MW at the project site, substantially reduce the need for water consumption ; required that all 
trucks servicing the Center be 2010 or newer diesel, all construction equipment be Tier 4, all forklifts and 
pallet equipment be zero emission; required the installation of ZEV charging equipment, and ZE site 
maintenance equipment; required that all buildings exceed Title 24 by 10% and the construction of 
LN/CNG/renewable fuel station to service the Center; and the incorporation of traffic circles at all major 
intersections. The City determined that these measures constitute feasible mitigation for the WLC Project. 
The City further required that additional measures will be implemented at and around the community and 
the region by providing SCAQMD with $26,000,000 to be used for community and regional air quality 
improvements (through a settlement agreement), which would also result in GHG emission reductions. 
Considering the long-time horizon of the WLC Project, the City recognized that the SCAQMD with its 
knowledge and expertise will be in the best position to determine what air quality measures would be most 
beneficial throughout the construction and operation of the project. 

More specifically, the Settlement Agreement between SCAQMD and the City require that the WLC Project 
pay an Air Quality Improvement Fee to SCAQMD of approximately $26,000,000. The Air Quality 
Improvement Fee is to be used by SCAQMD “for any purpose that will improve air quality in the South 
Coast Air Basin.” 
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The Settlement Agreement states: 

“[A]ll parties agree that the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee will adequately 
mitigate heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction 
and operation of the World Logistics Center as described in the EIR and that no additional 
charges will be imposed on the World Logistics Center to mitigate emissions, including 
NOx, described in the EIR from heavy-duty trucks.” 

One of the recitals in the Settlement Agreement acknowledges the WLC Project’s on-site commitments: 
“The parties agree that the amount of the Air Quality Improvement Fee … is in addition to the air quality 
improvement features already part of the World Logistics Center including the commitment to all 2010 clean 
diesel trucks, all Tier 4 construction equipment and a CNG/LNG fueling facility.” Because it is unknown at 
this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD through the use of the $26,000,000 that will 
result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume that any particular improvement will take 
place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft recirculated RSFEIR do not include any 
reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might occur as a result of the settlement 
and the payment of the money. Additionally, the SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor 
acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and will not occur 
until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment Q). 

Thus, the City and the SCAQMD recognized the importance of on-site Project Design Features, mitigation 
measures and direct regional investment, consistent with the Scoping Plan’s guidance, and required the 
WLC Project to fund air quality improvements in the South Coast Air Basin, which they determined was 
sufficient to mitigate adequately the heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts of the WLC Project. 

With respect to the WLC Project’s analysis of GHG emissions and associated mitigation measures, the 
WLC determined the GHG emissions resulting from construction and operation of the Project (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-23 - 4.7-26) and then divided those emissions into two categories; those 
subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program adopted by CARB (including fuel at the producer level, which 
includes GHG emissions that will result when the fuel is combusted by the end users, and electricity at the 
generator level, which includes GHG emissions from electricity use as the end user, referred to as “capped 
emissions”) and those not subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program (referred to as “uncapped emissions”) 
(see Topical Response A for a discussion of Cap-and-Trade and why it applies to the Project). Then 
because capped emissions are already accounted for and mitigated (I.e., reduced at the producer level 
under the Cap-and-Trade Program), the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR compared the amount of 
uncapped emissions to the interim threshold of significance for industrial projects adopted by the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).28 As discussed above, the Project did not solely rely on 
the Cap-and-Trade Program to reduce its GHG emissions as uncapped emissions still exceed the 
significance threshold as shown in Tables 4.7-4 and 4.7-5 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7- 23 
- 4.7-26) and are potentially significant prior to the application of mitigation. As discussed below, the City 
didn’t rely only on Cap-and-Trade to reduce the Projects GHG emissions, it considered all feasible Project 
Design Features and Mitigation Measures to reduce uncapped GHG emissions. After implementation of 

                                                      
28 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2008. Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 

Significance Threshold, October., page 3-13. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf
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Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures, uncapped GHG emissions were less than significant 
when compared against the SCAQMD’s significance threshold (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-
30). The reduction in GHG uncapped emissions came from multiple Scoping Plan sectors including, energy, 
water, waste, and transportation. 

The WLC Project incorporates site and building designs (Project Design Features) to improve building 
energy efficiency and maximize the use of on-site renewable energy to the extent feasible (see Topical 
Response E for a discussion of MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting to their grid) and 
emphasize the conservation of water through Green Building Sustainable Development features, which 
reduces GHG emissions from the energy and water sectors in the Scoping Plan. The WLC 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR includes the following mitigation measures to reduce the GHG emissions impact of 
the WLC Project: 

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-27) implements 
requirements to reduce solid waste and greenhouse gas emissions from construction and 
operation; which includes diverting 75 percent of waste, recycle and/or salvage 50 percent of non-
hazardous construction and demolition debris, and develop and implement a recycling plan for 
each building. This mitigation measures reduces GHG’s from the waste sector. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1B (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-28) reduces Project 
energy usage through energy-efficient roofing systems, cool pavements, and energy-efficient 
appliances. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1C (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-28) requires compliance 
with the performance approach to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for each new 
structure. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-28) will reduce energy 
related GHG emission through the installation of solar panels on roofs, increase efficiency for 
buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements 
or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, and will require the 
equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” (LEED) for the buildings 
constructed at the WLC. 

Additionally, air quality mitigation measures (4.3.6.2A construction fuel, 4.3.6.3B long haul trucks, and 
4.3.6.4A ride share, bicycle storage and lockers, pedestrian and bike lanes, electric vehicle charging 
stations, parking) will reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 
4.7-29) from the transportation sector. Utilities mitigation measures (4.16.1.6.1A reduce outdoor water 
usage, 4.16.1.6.1B reduce interior water usage, and 4.16.1.6.1C use reclaimed water for irrigation) would 
also reduce GHG emissions through a reduction in energy usage. As shown in Tables 4.7-7 and 4.7-8 
(2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-32 – 4.7-36), the above mitigation measures reduced 
uncapped GHG emissions to below the significance threshold. As demonstrated, the City didn’t rely only 
on Cap-and-Trade to reduce GHG emissions at the project-level, it required project-level project design 
features and mitigation measures to further reduce uncapped GHG emissions; with reductions coming from 
many different Scoping Plan sectors. 
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In addition, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes a discussion of the Scoping Plan Scenario, for 
informational purposes only, which assumes successful implementation of the 2017 Scoping Plan Update 
(Mobile Source Strategy, Pavley regulations, Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and Advanced Clean Car 
program). The mobile emissions estimates for future years are based on emission factors for higher 
penetration of electric vehicles than those assumed in Project modeled with EMFAC2017 electric vehicle 
penetration numbers. The Mobile Source Strategy would be implemented as a key strategy in the 2017 
Scoping Plan Update for meeting the state’s 2030 GHG target; which is presented in the Energy section as 
Vehicle Scenario B; Medium EV Penetration. Table 4.7-9 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-37) 
shows the difference between the modeled scenario using EMFAC2017 and using the Mobile Source 
Strategy, as shown on the table, more passenger vehicles and light trucks would be electric in the Mobile 
Source Strategy. Table 4.7-1 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-38 – 4.7-40) shows the year by 
year GHG uncapped Mitigated Emissions using the Mobile Source Strategy. As shown in the table, 
uncapped emissions are below the significance threshold for every year, just like the proposed Project. 

Furthermore, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes whether construction and operation of the WLC 
would conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions. As 
discussed above, the WLC does not solely rely on Cap-and-Trade to mitigate GHG emissions, but includes 
Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures to reduce uncapped GHG emissions. Table 4.7-11 (2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-41 – 4.7-43) looks at the Project’s compliance with Federal and State 
GHG reduction strategies, including the green building code, energy efficiency, renewable portfolio 
standard, water use efficiency, waste diversion, Pavley regulations and vehicle fuel standards, light-duty 
vehicle efficiency measures, and heavy- and medium-duty fuel and engine efficiency measures, mobile 
source strategy, low carbon fuel standard, sustainable freight action plan, regional transportation-related 
GHG targets and short-lived climate pollutant strategy. Table 4.7-12 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
pages 4.7-44) analyses the additional measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan not outlined in Table 4.7-11. As 
evidenced by the tables, the WLC project does not conflict with the Scoping Plan as the Project is either 
consistent with or not applicable to the reduction measures outlined in the Scoping Plan. Thus, with 
implementation of applicable strategies/measures, project design features, and mitigation measures, the 
WLC complies with and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of GHG reduction goals 
identified in AB 32 and SB 32. 

3.3.3 Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of 
Litigation 

Project Approvals 
In August, 2015, the City Council of the City of Moreno Valley (City) certified a Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which analyzed the environmental impacts that would result from the 
construction and operation of the World Logistics Center (WLC), as having been prepared in compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City Council approved a General Plan 
Amendment (“GPA”), a Zone Change (“Zone Change”), the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (“WLC 
Specific Plan”), a financing and conveyancing Parcel Map (“Parcel Map 36457”), a Development Agreement 
(“Development Agreement”) and a request that 85 acres in an unincorporated portion of Riverside County 
be annexed into the City. The approvals entitled the construction and operation of 40,600,000 square feet 
of logistics facilities on the WLC site. In September, 2015, a number of lawsuits were filed challenging the 
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City’s certification of the FEIR, claiming that the FEIR did not comply with CEQA and seeking to have the 
approvals granted for the construction and operation of the WLC set aside (the CEQA litigation). 

In November, 2015, the City Council, in response to initiative petitions submitted to it readopted the GPA, 
the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Development Agreement. The Parcel Map 36547 was 
not part of the initiative adoption and so was not affected by the Council’s actions. In February, 2016, 
several lawsuits were filed attacking the use of the initiative process to approve the GPA, the Zone Change, 
the WLC Specific Plan and the Development Agreement (the initiatives litigation). 

The CEQA Litigation 
Trial in the CEQA litigation took place in January, 2018. In a court ruling dated February, 8, 2018, (Ruling) 
the Honorable Sharon J. Waters, Judge of the Riverside County Superior Court, upheld the adequacy of 
the FEIR except for identified five deficiencies in the FEIR. The key findings from Judge Waters’ ruling are 
quoted below: 

Energy Impacts: “The FEIR must provide a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy 
technologies in the Energy Impacts analysis”. 

Biological Impacts: “The FEIR should remove all references to and consideration of the 910 acres of 
SJWA and MSHCP lands as “buffer zone” or “CDFW Conservation Buffer Area” in the Biological Resources 
and Habitat Impacts analysis”. 

Noise Impacts: “The FEIR must provide an analysis of construction noise over ambient levels; provide 
adequate analysis on construction noise impacts on nearby homes; address the inadequacy of mitigation 
measures, which fail to include performance standards or ways to reduce construction noise”. 

Agricultural Impacts: “The FEIR and the resolution certifying the FEIR require clarification as to whether 
loss of locally important farmland will have a significant direct or cumulative impact on agriculture and, if 
significant, the FEIR must either explain how proposed mitigation will reduce the impact or why other 
mitigation is not feasible”. 

Cumulative Impacts: “The FEIR should include consideration of recently constructed and proposed large 
warehouse projects in the summary of projections method, and should analyze whether individually 
significant impacts may be cumulative considerable”. 

The judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation states that a writ of mandate is to be issued 
ordering the City to comply with the Ruling “and to vacate remaining approvals made in August 2015, as 
enumerated in the peremptory writ of mandate.” The Ruling, after granting the petition as to the five listed 
deficiencies, concluded “The petition is denied as to all remaining arguments.” 

On June 12, 2018, a writ of mandate was issued. The writ ordered the City to set aside Resolution No. 
2015-56, certifying the FEIR, and Resolution No. 2015-58, approving Parcel Map 36457. The writ concluded 
by stating “In issuing this writ and its February 8, 2018 Ruling, the Court does not make the required 
findings, including findings of severability, under Public Resources Code section 21168.9(b) partially limiting 
this writ to a portion of a determination, finding, or decision or to the specific project activity or activities 
found to be in noncompliance. For these reasons, the EIR is voided in whole.” Although the Development 
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Agreement was not set aside by Judge Waters, the applicant is seeking to have it reapproved because it 
was set aside in unrelated litigation. 

The remaining approvals – the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan, and the Annexation Request 
which were granted through the initiative process in November, 2015 – were not affected by the judgment 
or writ in the CEQA litigation and remain in effect. The petitioners have appealed the trial court’s denial of 
their argument concerning the application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the FEIR’s analysis of 
the WLC’s greenhouse gas emissions; the City and the developers of the WLC (collectively Highland 
Fairview) have appealed the trial court’s determination that the FEIR failed to comply with CEQA. 

This Revised Sections of the FEIR (2018 RSFEIR) has been prepared to respond to the Ruling and writ in 
the CEQA litigation by correcting the five deficiencies identified in the Ruling. With respect to cumulative 
impacts, the Ruling did not indicate the specific environmental topics to be evaluated, and thus, to ensure 
compliance with the Ruling, the 2018 RSFEIR includes an analysis of potential cumulative impacts for all 
environmental topics, even those for which the validity of the analysis was never raised in the CEQA 
litigation, is included in the 2018 RSFEIR to account for the most conservative interpretation of the Ruling. 
The trial court, after the Final RSFEIR has been certified, will have the discretion to determine whether the 
expanded cumulative analysis was required to comply with the writ or not. The 2018 RSFEIR also evaluated 
the current environmental baseline conditions, impacts and any required additional or revised mitigation 
measures determined by the 2018 RSFEIR to be imposed on the construction and operation of the WLC. 

Using this conservative interpretation of the Ruling for cumulative impacts, the 2018 RSFEIR includes a 
revised analysis of the WLC’s potential transportation impacts to incorporate the cumulative impacts of 
additional projects, although the validity of the FEIR’s section on Transportation and Traffic (Section 4.15) 
was upheld by Judge Waters. Although not required by the Ruling, this section has also been revised to 
reflect the latest trip generation rates found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation 
Manual (10th ed., 2017). The revised traffic analysis also forms the basis for revised analyses of air quality, 
greenhouse gases and traffic noise, even though the validity of these sections of the FEIR were upheld by 
the court (Sections 4.3, 4.7 and portions of 4.12). 

Because the Ruling determined that substantial portions of the FEIR did comply with CEQA, only the 
sections of the FEIR described above were made part of the 2018 RSFEIR and circulated for public review 
and comment. The 2018 RSFEIR also contains additional environmental analyses necessary to respond 
to the Ruling by adding to the FEIR, e.g., new Section 4.17 (Energy), or by providing additional information 
on the same topic, e.g., Section 2.1 (Document Format). Elsewhere in the 2018 RSFEIR, individual sections 
were revised and replaced the corresponding sections in the FEIR (Air Quality, Biological Resources, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change). The 2018 RSFEIR also identifies certain specific portions of 
the FEIR (Project Description) that are no longer applicable to the CEQA analysis, i.e., the GPA, the Zone 
Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Annexation Request, which, having been approved in November, 
2015, no longer require Council action. 

In a ruling dated February 8, 2018, the Riverside County Superior Court upheld the WLC FEIR’s 
determination that GHG emissions generated from mobile fuels (fuels used by cars and trucks servicing 
the WLC) and GHG emissions generated from electricity consumed by the project (both considered capped 
emissions under California’s Cap-and-Trade Program) should be deducted from the project’s total GHG 
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inventory when determining if the project’s GHG emissions were significant under CEQA. The GHG 
emissions generated by electricity producers and fuel suppliers were subtracted from the project’s total 
GHG emissions because these capped emissions (fuel and electricity) were already accounted for and 
mitigated by the producers and suppliers of the fuel and electricity before they could be sold and used at 
the project. The emissions from fuels and electricity were accounted for and mitigated once already by the 
producers of the fuel and electricity. Thus, there was no need to account for and mitigate the very same 
GHG emissions yet again when evaluating a project’s GHG emissions against the significance threshold 
under CEQA. 

A challenge to the Superior Court’s ruling was filed and an appeal of the judgment is currently pending in 
the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community 
Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s application of 
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the construction and operation 
of the WLC Project. 

Since the result of the appeal has not yet been determined, and in order to provide clarity and certainty to 
the analysis and mitigation of the project’s GHG emissions, a new mitigation measure is included to mitigate 
the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would 
be either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 4.7-
16. With this new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero 
either with reliance on the Cap and Trade Program or without reliance on Cap and Trade, contingent on 
the outcome of the appeal. 

A new section, Section 4.7.7 will be added to the end of Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate 
Change, and Sustainability, in the Final RSFEIR as follows: 

4.7.7 MITIGATION MEASURE CONDITIONED ON THE OUTCOME OF THE APPEAL IN 
PAULEK V. MORENO VALLEY 

An appeal of the judgement entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation, is currently pending 
in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s 
application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the 
construction and operation of the WLC. Specifically, the FEIR determined that the GHG emissions 
attributable to fuel suppliers and energy producers under Cap-and-Trade (capped emissions) could 
be deducted from the total GHG emissions to be evaluated against the significance threshold 
because capped emissions were already accounted for and mitigated at the producer/supplier 
level. To address the yet unknown determination of the appeal and to eliminate uncertainty as to 
how capped GHG emissions should be accounted for in determining the significance of a project’s 
GHG emissions under CEQA, a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall apply 
requiring that the WLC Project’s GHG emissions be mitigated to net zero where the amount of GHG 
emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project 
Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal. 
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If the trial court’s judgment is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is 
dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG 
emissions from Table 4.7-8. 

If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount 
of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 4.7-
16. As shown in Table 4.7-16, Project GHG emissions, both capped and uncapped, with 
implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation measures would, prior to the application 
of mitigation, exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year. 

To mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero and to remove uncertainty as to how 
GHG emissions should be accounted for, the following mitigation, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall 
apply. Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall read as follows: 

4.7.7.1 The developer shall mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero by 
providing offsets and/or carbon credits, where the amount of GHG emissions to be 
mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project 
Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal in Paulek 
v. Moreno Valley Community Services District (“Paulek”). If the trial court’s judgment 
in Paulek is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is 
dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total 
Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8. If the trial court’s judgment is reversed 
after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG emissions to be 
mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 4.7-16. Upon the 
provision of offsets and/or the retirement of carbon credits, no further analysis of 
capped and uncapped GHG emissions will be required, and no further reduction of 
those emissions will be required. 

The developer shall provide the city with any combination of qualified offsets and/or 
carbon credits in its sole determination provided that the following conditions are 
satisfied: 

a) Offsets: A developer shall provide proof of offsets to reduce or sequester GHG 
emissions (as distinguished from carbon credits) to the City’s Planning Official 
that the offsets are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and 
enforceable by an appropriate agency. 

b) Carbon Credits: A developer shall provide proof to the City’s Planning Official that 
the carbon credits represent reductions in GHG emissions that are real, 
permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate 
agency. Credits registered by a carbon registry approved by the California Air 
Resources Board, such as, but not limited to, the Climate Action Reserve, 
American Carbon Registry, Verra (formerly Verified Carbon Standard) or GHG 
Reduction Exchange (GHG RX), shall be conclusively presumed to meet all of 
the criteria set forth above. 
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c) Timing: The developer shall provide the City with offsets and/or carbon credits 
equal to the proportionate amount of GHG emissions for the facilities proposed in 
each plot plan (by square footage as compared to the total square footage of the 
project) as a condition of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for such 
facilities, using either Table 4.7-8 or Table 4.7-16, as appropriate. The City shall 
retire the carbon credits upon their receipt. The developer shall have the right at 
any time to provide such offsets and/or carbon credits in advance of the issuance 
of any certificate of occupancy for any of the facilities in the WLC Project. 

With the application of all previous mitigation measures (pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) and the new 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero at 
buildout, as shown in Table 4.7-8 (Table 4.7-8 will be revised in Final RSFEIR as shown below) 
and Table 4.7-15. Revised Table 4.7-8 and Table 4.7-16 shows the mitigated GHG emissions, 
including new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, for each year from 2020 through construction and 30-
years operation of all Project facilities. Since total Project GHG emissions will be reduced to net 
zero, they are below the threshold of significance for every year and are therefore less than 
significant after mitigation. 

Level of Impact After Mitigation. Less than significant. 
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Table 4.7-8: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)      

Source 
GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 
Net Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 96,308 102,643 112,971 123,218 132,710 141,787 150,466 158,748 166,632 174,108 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 
Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 
Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,487 10,505 16,725 22,319 32,535 36,088 36,779 36,207 35,461 35,096 34,716 34,056 33,116 31,366 
Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 

Total Capped 18,770  49,483  76,746  103,490  127,254  149,188  155,300  165,860  176,151  184,649  194,501  201,374  208,653  213,328  219,330  
Uncapped Emissions 

Construction 
Refrigerants 
and Waste 

192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 
Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use 
change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 
Total 

Uncapped 192  1,145  2,098  3,051  4,003  4,840  5,252  5,628  6,009  6,382  6,755  7,128  7,501  7,874  8,223  
Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 192  1,145  2,098  3,051  4,003  4,840  5,252  5,628  6,009  6,382  6,755  7,128  7,501  7,874  8,223  
Total Project 
Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
Significant 
Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 
GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036  2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Net Mobile 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 
Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 
Generator 286 286 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 
Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 29,432 26,712 
29,330 

23,744 
26,071 

20,776 
22,812 

17,808 
19,554 

14,840 
16,295 

11,872 
13,036 

8,904 
9,777 

5,936 
6,518 

2,968 
3,259 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 
Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 
Total 

Capped 214,839  212,148 
214,766 

209,161 
211,488 

206,193 
208,229 

203,225 
204,971 

200.257 
201,712 

197,289 
198,453 

194,321 
195,194 

191,353 
191,935 

188,385 
188,676 183,109  183,109  183,109  183,109  183,109  

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 
Refrigerants 
and Waste 

149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 
Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use 
change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 
Total 

Uncapped  8,563  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  
Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 8,563  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  8,414  
Total Project 
Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
Significant 
Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 
(2020-
2064) 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 
Net Mobile 153,767 132,239 107,555 87,478 57,152 45,312 40,356 37,703 35,225 31,920 28,525 25,491 22,779 21,191 19,714 5,090,636 
Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 
Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,821 
Forklifts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,122 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 563,449 
576,539 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 
Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Subtotal, capped 157,252  135,237  109,993  89,461  58,448  46,339  41,270  38,557  36,023  32,644  29,172  26,068  23,295  21,671  20,161  6,042,384 
6,055,473 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 

Refrigerants and 
Waste 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,289 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 
Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 
Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Subtotal, uncapped 7,236  6,223  5,061  4,116  2,689  2,132  1,899  1,774  1,658  1,502  1,342  1,199  1,072  997  928  242,263  
Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 7,236  6,223  5,061  4,116  2,689  2,132  1,899  1,774  1,658  1,502  1,342  1,199  1,072  997  928  242,263  

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 
21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 – 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction 

emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 
Source: ESA, 2019 
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Table 4.7-15: GHG Reductions at Buildout (with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Emissions (mt CO2e) at Buildout 

Unmitigated 
Reductions from 

Mitigation 
With Reductions 

(Mitigated) 

Construction 7,391 0 7,391 

Net Mobile 179,355 -557 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 0 7,172 

Generator 267 19 286 

Forklifts 257 0 257 

Electricity 34,147 -4,715 29,432 

Water 2,548 -268 2,280 

Natural gas 4,689 -4,689 0 

Solar 0 -3,386 -3,386 

Construction Refrigerants and 
Waste 166 -17 149 

Waste 19,193 -14,395 4,798 
Refrigerants 2,572 0 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 0 1,154 
Sequestration -111 0 -111 

Project Emissions with previous 
PDFs and MMs 258,800 -28,008 230,792 

Credits/Offsets  
(MM 4.7.7.1)  -230,792 0 

Total Project Emissions 258,800 -258,800 0 
Significance Threshold 10,000  10,000 
Significant Impact? Yes - No 

Notes: 
mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the 
individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black 
carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of 

building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. Electricity-based emissions result in an increase due to 
the inclusion of EV charging stations and electric outlets for electrical property maintenance equipment. 

2 Construction would no longer occur at buildout; however, according to SCAQMD recommendations, construction emissions 
are included as amortized over 30 years. 

Source: ESA, 2020 
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Table 4.7-16: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)      

Source 
GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Project Emissions 

Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 96,308 102,643 112,971 123,218 132,710 141,787 150,466 158,748 166,632 174,108 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,487 10,505 16,725 22,319 32,535 36,088 36,779 36,207 35,461 35,096 34,716 34,056 33,116 31,366 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Project Emissions (with 
previous PDFs and MMs) 18,962 50,628  78,844  106,541  131,257  154,028  160,553  171,488  182,160  191,031  201,256  208,501  216,154  221,202  227,553  

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) -18,962 -50,628 -78,844 -106,541 -131,257 -154,028 -160,553 -171,488 -182,160 -191,031 -201,256 -208,501 -216,154 -221,202 -227.553 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

 
  



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 43 

Source 
GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036  2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Project Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 29,432 29,330 26,071 22,812 19,554 16,295 13,036 9,777 6,518 3,259 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Project Emissions (with 
previous PDFs and MMs) 223,402  223,180 219,902  216,643  213,384 210,125 206,866 203,607 200,348 197,090 191,522 191,522 191,522 191,522 191,522 

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) -223,402 -

223,180 
-

219,902 
-

216,643 
-

213,384 
-

210,125 
-

206,866 
-

203,607 
-

200,348 
-

197,090 
-

191,522 -191,52 -
191,522 

-
191,522 

-
191,522 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 
(2020-
2064) 

Project Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Net Mobile 153,767 132,239 107,555 87,478 57,152 45,312 40,356 37,703 35,225 31,920 28,525 25,491 22,779 21,191 19,714 5,090,636 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,821 

Forklifts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,122 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 576,539 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Construction 
Refrigerants and 

Waste 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,289 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 
Project Emissions 

(with previous 
PDFs and MMs) 

164,488  141,460  115,054 93,577  61,137  48,471  43,169  40,331  37,681  34,146  30,514  27,268 24,367  22,669 21,088 6,297,736 

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

-
164,488 

-
141,460 

-
115,054 

-
93,577 

-
61,137 

-
48,471 

-
43,169 

-
40,331 

-
37,681 

-
34,146 

-
30,514 

-
27,268 

-
24,367 

-
22,669 

-
21,088 -6,297,736 

Total Project 
Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous 
oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 – 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions 

since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 

Source: ESA, 2020 
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Since there are no other issues involved in the appeal by petitioners, the petitioners in the CEQA litigation 
and those in privity with them are barred from raising issues other than the Final RSFEIR’s compliance with 
the writ and applicable law under the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel. Ione Valley, cited 
above, 33 Cal.App.5th at 170-173, and Atwell v. City of Rohnert Park, 27 Cal.App.5th 692, 698-704 (2018). 

The Effect of the CEQA Litigation 

Case law holds that issues concerning the adequacy of an EIR that were litigated, or could have been 
litigated, in the first lawsuit may not be re-litigated in a second lawsuit after the deficiencies in an EIR 
identified in the first lawsuit have been corrected. In Ione Valley Land, Air, and Water Defense Alliance, 
LLC v. County of Amador, 33 Cal.App.5th 165 (2019), the County corrected and then circulated the portion 
of an EIR dealing with traffic found to have been deficient. The petitioner then sued, claiming that the EIR 
was deficient in several other respects. The Court of Appeal held that the trial court had correctly denied 
the second petition. 

“[The petitioner] claims that Public Resources Code section 21168.9 allows for partial decertification of an 
EIR, and, therefore, the trial court’s order directing full decertification of the EIR allowed new challenges to 
parts of the EIR that had already been upheld by the trial court. This argument fails because whether the 
EIR has been decertified does not alter the fact that the sufficiency of the EIR has been litigated and 
resolved.” (33 Cal.App.5th at 172) 

Thus, the combination of the Ruling and the judgment make it clear that, while the FEIR was to be 
decertified, only the portions found to be deficient had to be corrected. Consequently, the City’s decision to 
prepare and circulate the 2018 RSFEIR is consistent with the writ and applicable law. Case law also makes 
it clear that only the corrected portions of the FEIR could be subject to challenge after the Final RSFEIR 
has been certified as having been prepared in compliance with CEQA. The portions of the FEIR that were 
not revised are no longer subject to challenge nor available for judicial review. The Inland Oversight 
Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 27 Cal.App.5th 771, 779-780 (2018). Therefore, environmental issues 
addressed in the FEIR that were raised in the CEQA litigation which were not found to violate CEQA as 
well as issues addressed concerning the adequacy of the FEIR that could have been raised in the CEQA 
litigation, but weren’t, are longer available for challenge or judicial review. 

The Initiatives Litigation 

In August, 2016, trial was held in the initiatives litigation. A judgment in favor of the City and Highland 
Fairview was entered in September. The petitioners appealed the judgment, limiting their challenge to the 
use of the initiative process to adopt the Development Agreement, i.e., the appeal did not challenge the 
use of the initiative process to adopt the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan or the Annexation 
Request. In August, 2018, the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division One, reversed the trial 
court judgment, holding that the initiative process could not be used to adopt the Development Agreement, 
and directed the trial court to issue a writ of mandate ordering the City to vacate its November, 2015, 
approval of the Development Agreement. That writ was issued on June 12, 2019. The City Council acceded 
to the writ’s order on August 20, 2019, and vacated its November, 2015, approval of the Development 
Agreement. 
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The Effect of the Initiatives Litigation 

In July, 2018, the 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment. It did not refer to the 
approval of the Development Agreement as one of those that needed to be mentioned in the 2018 RSFEIR 
because the need for that approval didn’t arise until August, 2018. Written responses to the comments on 
the 2018 RSFEIR have been prepared. The Revised Final EIR is comprised of the Response to Comments 
Document, the draft EIRs (2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), FEIR, including all of the 
appendices, and other information contained in the environmental record for use by the City of Moreno 
Valley City Council and other decision makers in their review of the WLC. The City Council will consider the 
Revised Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared in conjunction with the 
Revised Final EIR and then will determine whether the Revised Final EIR should be certified as having 
been prepared in compliance with the writ and CEQA and, if so, whether to approve Parcel Map 36457 and 
the Development Agreement. If so, the Council will adopt (1) a resolution certifying the Revised Final EIR, 
which will include appropriate findings and a statement of overriding considerations, (2) a resolution 
approving Parcel Map 36457 and (3) an ordinance approving the Development Agreement. 

For clarity, the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan, and the Annexation Request are already in 
effect and require no further approval. 

3.3.4 Topical Response D, Indirect Source Rule 

The Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR) included a discussion of a Proposed Indirect Source Rule (ISR) for Warehouses being considered 
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in support of the 2016 AQMP to reduce 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions from indirect sources (e.g., mobile sources generated by, or attracted 
to, facilities) in order to obtain the 80 parts per billion (ppb) and 75 ppb 8-hour ozone standards by the 2023 
and 2031 attainment dates. This proposed rule, or set of rules, would reduce emissions associated with 
emission sources operating in and out of warehouse and distribution centers, consistent with Control 
Measures MOB 03 from the 2016 AQMP. It is anticipated by the SCAQMD that this proposed rule would 
be brought before the Board for consideration in the second quarter of 2020 (SCAQMD, 2019a)29, but this 
is subject to change. 

The SCAQMD is looking at a variety of options which could include voluntary reduction strategies, as well 
as, regulations to limit emissions. The voluntary emission reduction strategies for warehouses and 
distribution centers that the SCQAMD is considering could include: 

1. Development of a SCAQMD administered CEQA air quality mitigation fund, for warehouse projects 
to opt into, which would be used to reduce project emissions by funding financial incentives for fleet 
owners to purchase cleaner trucks; 

2. Development of updated guidance for warehouse siting and operations; 

3. Development of the necessary fueling/charging infrastructure by working with utilities and 
regulatory agencies; and 

                                                      
29 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2019a. General Board Meeting November 1, 2019 Agenda No. 1. 

Attached Minutes of the October 4 2019 Meeting. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-nov1-001.pdf?sfvrsn=6 Accessed November 6, 2015. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-nov1-001.pdf?sfvrsn=6
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-nov1-001.pdf?sfvrsn=6
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4. Development of “green delivery options” which could involve a small, voluntary, opt-in surcharge 
for consumers when purchasing goods online with the funds generated used towards reducing 
truck fleet emissions (SCAQMD, 2018).30 

The SCAQMD is also considering a regulatory approach as well, since the recommended voluntary 
measures would only result in limited emissions reductions. The proposed Warehouse Indirect Source Rule 
is aimed at reducing trucking emissions and could provide several compliance options that facilities could 
choose including: 

1. Requirements for warehouses to ensure that construction fleets and truck fleets that serve their 
facility during operations are cleaner than required by CARB regulations (verified through a 
voluntary fleet certification program); 

2. Facility emission caps that would require warehouses to directly control the emissions associated 
with trucks visiting the facility; 

3. Mitigation fees if the facilities emissions exceed cap levels set in the Indirect Source Rule, 

4. Crediting options for other activities like installation of charging/fueling infrastructure for cleaner 
trucks and transportation refrigeration units, conversion of cargo handling equipment to zero 
emission technologies, etc.; 

5. Requiring facilities to utilize zero emission trucks and build the infrastructure to support them; and 

6. A points-based system for the warehouse Indirect Source Rule (SCAQMD, 2019a, SCAQMD, 
2019b31, SJVAPCD, 201732). 

It is unknown at this time what the proposed SCAQMD ISR will include as far as voluntary and regulatory 
measures, or when it will finally be brought before the board for consideration and approval. However, it is 
SCAQMD’s policy to make proposed rule language available to the public at the time notices are issued or 
such other time as specified in the notice. Additionally, the SCAQMD holds public hearings to allow public 
input before Governing Board or Hearing Board members vote on new rules or rule amendments. 
Therefore, any comments on the proposed rule, such as whether voluntary measures should be mandatory 
or how compliance with mandatory measures will be determined, can be brought up at the public hearing 
for the proposed rule for consideration by the SCAQMD. 

Because it is unknown at this time what measures would be approved, it would be speculative to implement 
specific proposed strategies as mitigation in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR nor do the analyses 
include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might result from the adoption 
of the rule. 

                                                      
30 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2018. Board Meeting, March 2, 2018. Agenda No. 32. Available online: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-mar2-032.pdf?sfvrsn=7. Accessed 
November 3, 2019. 

31 South Coast Air Quality Management District General Board Meeting March 1, 2019 Agenda No. 25. Mobile Source 
Committee Meeting February 15, 2019. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-
Board/2019/2019-mar1-025.pdf?sfvrsn=6. Accessed November 6, 2019. 

32 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2017. Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review (ISR) (Adopted December 15, 
2005, Amended December 21, 2017, but not in effect until March 21, 2018). Available online: 
http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9510-a.pdf. Accessed November 6, 2015. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-mar2-032.pdf?sfvrsn=7
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-mar1-025.pdf?sfvrsn=6
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-mar1-025.pdf?sfvrsn=6
http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9510-a.pdf
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3.3.5 Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar 

Commenters raise issues with respect to the Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU) and Section 4.17, Energy, 
of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, including whether MVU should waive the requirement to limit the 
maximum solar generating capacity to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load (Section 4.a, Supplemental 
Generating Facility Requirements of MVU’s Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges). Commenters also 
question the validity of MVU’s Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), claiming that the IRP fails to account for 
the demand generated by the WLC Project. Commenters further claim that MVU will not be able to meet 
the requirements of Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), and that additional solar at the WLC Project site 
is required to meet the RPS. 

As stated on page 4.17-30 of the 2018 RSFEIR, MVU’s electrical generation is derived from a mix of non-
renewable and renewable sources such as coal, natural gas, solar, geothermal, wind, and hydropower. 
MVU’s 2015 Power Integrated Resources Plan identifies adequate resources to support future generation 
capacity, and a new 112 kV substation is proposed to be constructed within the WLC site. With regard to 
renewable energy sources, the project would use electricity provided by MVU, which MVU is required to 
meet the 2050 RPS. MVU’s current source of renewable resources include wind, solar, and hydroelectric 
and account for 17 percent of MVU’s overall energy mix for 2016 (the most current year data is available 
for).33 The project itself is incorporating renewable energy sources with a minimum of 14.1 MW of rooftop 
solar at buildout to achieve a net-zero energy use for the estimated office demands. This solar commitment 
would be within the solar PV limitations set by MVU. In addition to the solar commitment the WLC project 
would implement energy performance improvement measures to exceed the current minimum Title 24 
requirements by at least 10 percent. Although the project would result in moderate increases in annual 
electrical demand compared to MVU’s current supply, for the low and medium EV penetration scenarios, 
MVU is committed to meeting the project’s electricity demand through a future IRP update and planning 
process.34 

The City Council for the City of Moreno Valley established the Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU) in 2001, 
and it started operating in 2004. It is a Publicly Owned Utility (POU) governed by the Public Utilities Code 
and other state laws, but it is not regulated by the Public Utilities Commission. The MVU Board is 
responsible for ensuring compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. 

The Public Utilities Code sets forth numerous requirements for POUs, including provisions with respect to 
reliability, renewable energy and the Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS), energy storage, energy 
efficiency and the reduction of GHG emissions. Section 9615 of the Public Utilities Code directs POUs as 
follows: 

“Each local publicly owned electric utility, in procuring energy to serve the load of its retail 
end-use customers, shall first acquire all available energy efficiency and demand reduction 
resources that are cost effective, reliable, and feasible.” 

                                                      
33 California Energy Commission, Utility Annual Power Content Labels for 2016. Available online: 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/pcl/ labels/. Accessed February 2018 
34 Since the writing of the 2018 RSFEIR, the MVU has released the 2018 IRP, which includes demand from future logistics 

projects. Available online: http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf 

http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf
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Section 9620 requires POUs to “prudently plan for and procure resources that are adequate to meet its 
planning reserve margin and peak demand and operating reserves, sufficient to provide reliable electric 
service to its customers.” POUs are also required, at a minimum, to “meet the most recent minimum 
planning reserve and reliability criteria approved by the Board of Trustees of the Western Systems 
Coordinating Council or the Western Electricity Coordinating Council.” (Section 9620, Public Utilities Code.) 
The POUs are to consider “appropriate targets, if any, for the utility to procure viable and cost-effective 
energy storage systems” and to “plan for and procure energy storage systems that are adequate” to meet 
any targets set. (PUC, Sections 2836(b) and 9620.) 

With respect to renewable energy, Section 399.30 of the Public Utilities Code states that POUs are required 
to: 

adopt and implement a renewable energy resources procurement plan that requires the 
utility to procure a minimum quantity of electricity products from eligible renewable energy 
resources, including renewable energy credits, as a specified percentage of total kilowatt-
hours sold to the utility’s retail end-use customers, each compliance period, to achieve the 
targets of subdivision (c). 

Subdivision (c) of Section 399.30 sets forth the following requirements for renewable energy targets, 
including subsection (2), which states: 

The quantities of eligible renewable energy resources to be procured for all other compliance periods reflect 
reasonable progress in each of the intervening years sufficient to ensure that the procurement of electricity 
products from eligible renewable energy resources achieves 25 percent of retail sales by December 31, 
2016, 33 percent by December 31, 2020, 44 percent by December 31, 2024, 52 percent by December 31, 
2027, and 60 percent by December 31, 2030. The Energy Commission shall establish appropriate multiyear 
compliance periods for all subsequent years that require the local publicly owned electric utility to procure 
not less than 60 percent of retail sales of electricity products from eligible renewable energy resources. 

This renewable energy resources procurement plan is required to be enforceable by the POU, and the 
Public Utilities Code also provides remedies by the California Energy Commission and the State Air 
Resources Board. (Section 399.30, subdivisions (e), (n) and (o).) 

With respect to energy efficiency, POUs are required to implement “an energy efficiency program that 
recognizes the intent of the Legislature to encourage energy savings and greenhouse gas emission 
reductions in existing residential and nonresidential buildings, while taking into consideration the effect of 
the program on rates, reliability, and financial resources.” (Section 9503, PUC.) Since 2013, and every four 
years thereafter, the POUs have been required to “identify all potentially achievable cost-effective electricity 
efficiency savings and shall establish annual targets for energy efficiency savings and demand reduction 
for the next 10-year period, consistent with the annual targets established by the Energy Commission … .” 
(Section 9505, PUC.) POUs are required to report to its customers and the California Energy Commission 
(CEC) annually regarding its energy efficiency programs and its demand reduction programs. (Public 
Utilities Code, Section 9505.) 

POUs with an electrical demand exceeding 700 gigawatt hours are required to prepare an Integrated 
Resource Plan (IRP) to ensure that the utility meets the GHG reduction targets established by CARB to 
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achieve GHG emission reductions of 40 percent from 1990 levels by 2030 and to ensure procurement of 
at least 50 percent renewable energy resources by 2030. (PUC, Section 9621.) In preparing the IRP the 
POU “shall consider the role of existing renewable generation, grid operational efficiencies, energy storage, 
and distributed energy resources, including energy efficiency, in helping to ensure each utility meets energy 
needs and reliability needs in hours to encompass the hour of peak demand of electricity, excluding demand 
met by variable renewable generation directly connected to a California balancing authority, as defined 
in Section 399.12, while reducing the need for new electricity generation resources and new transmission 
resources in achieving the state’s energy goals at the least cost to ratepayers.” (Section 9621, PUC.) 

MVU is in full compliance with these requirements, and although it is not required to prepare an Integrated 
Resource Plan (IRP) as its electrical demand does not exceed 700 gigawatt hours, MVU prepared an IRP 
in 2018 to demonstrate its commitment to various State objectives. This IRP is MVU’s “20-year blueprint 
for ensuring reliable and environmentally-responsible energy at affordable rates.” (IRP, p. 1-1.) The IRP 
addresses GHG reduction measures in compliance with Section 9621, and also considers renewable 
energy, energy efficiency, energy storage and resource procurement consistent with other State 
requirements. 

In order for MVU to comply with applicable State laws and regulations and to achieve the objectives of the 
IRP, it establishes Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges (most recently adopted on June 4, 2019) for 
the operation of the MVU. Among the requirements questioned by commenters is the requirement to limit 
the maximum solar generating capacity to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load (Section 4.a, 
Supplemental Generating Facility Requirements of MVU’s Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges). 
Commenters assert that MVU should waive this requirement for the WLC Project and to authorize the 
installation of additional solar beyond that currently authorized under Section 4.a. 

The MVU operates within a complex and comprehensive set of State laws and requirements, requiring it to 
balance different objectives, including: 1) supplying reliable electricity; 2) providing environmentally-
responsible energy, with the optimal integration of renewable energy; and 3) providing affordable and cost-
effective electricity. (IRP, p. 1-1.) “Behind the Meter” solar such as that provided by private projects such 
as the WLC Project is just one consideration in development of the IRP and needs to be balanced against 
other IRP objectives. As stated in the IRP, “Roof top solar and other forms of behind-the-meter (BTM) 
distributed generation are considerably more expensive, both to customers and to MVU, than utility scale 
renewable energy.” (IRP, p 1-7.) 

Solar generation has an impact on grid operations known as the “duck curve effect.” As explained in the 
IRP, net load decreases significantly during the middle of the day as solar generally peaks and ramps up 
steeply in the evening as the sun sets. (IRP, p.1-8.) Large amounts of flexible ramping capacity must be 
available to meet the evening peak. This fundamental change in net load affects the market value and 
associated prices of energy. 

Higher penetration of renewable energy can flood the market with “take-or-pay” energy during certain 
periods, resulting in historically low or even negative energy market prices, and the need for flexible peaking 
capacity can significantly increase prices in the early evening. As noted in the IRP’s modeling analysis, one 
of the future conditions that tends to increase total resource costs is “[h]igh levels of behind-the-meter solar 

https://advance.lexis.com/document/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=ec9c4774-3da3-4d55-920a-de04252960be&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fstatutes-legislation%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A8NW1-MYJ2-D6RV-H2KS-00000-00&pdtocnodeidentifier=AAWAAMAAV&ecomp=yd5dk&prid=db74a009-bf53-430b-bee2-62bceff35ba0
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PV.” Instead, the IRP states that the least-cost solution for 2030 is “to procure utility-scale solar PV and 
wind within the next 1-3 years to take advantage of federal tax credits.” (IRP, p. 7-4.) 

Therefore, the requirement in Section 4.a to limit the maximum solar generating capacity to 50% of meter 
minimum daytime load is directly responsive to MVU’s analysis of “behind-the-meter” solar as set forth in 
the IRP. Further, MVU’s Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges were recently revised and re-adopted 
in June 2019, following the completion of its IRP in 2018, and thus, its operating requirements – including 
Section 4.a – have been recently considered by the governing body of MVU, the City Council of Moreno 
Valley. Further, while commenters suggest a waiver solely for the WLC Project, the MVU needs to operate 
in a consistent and impartial manner and cannot waive certain requirements for one project, but not for 
others. A determination of whether Section 4.a is a legitimate requirement must be considered in the context 
of area-wide regulation as was done by MVU through the IRP and MVU’s other proceedings. Section 4.a 
is a reasonable requirement for “behind-the-meter” solar given the operating conditions for renewable 
energy, particularly solar, and energy pricing. 

While MVU always has the discretion to modify its requirements, based on the IRP, the current 
circumstances do not support elimination of Section 4.a or a waiver of Section 4.a for the WLC Project or 
any other project. Any such amendment to MVU’s requirements would have to be considered in the larger 
context of providing reliable, affordable and environmentally responsible energy to its customers in 
compliance with State law. No such amendment is currently proposed by the MVU or the WLC project, nor 
would it appear to be justified given MVU’s analysis of the issue in its IRP. MVU’s IRP and corresponding 
requirements for BTM solar capacity appropriately balance competing objectives under State law, and MVU 
has authority to modify the IRP and/or its requirements over time as circumstances evolve. (2018 RSFEIR, 
p. 4.17-30.) If MVU does modify its requirements in the future the solar-ready buildings in the WLC Project 
could accommodate additional solar at that time. 

Furthermore, the CEQA process for an individual project such as the WLC Project is not an appropriate 
forum for rewriting MVU’s Integrated Resource Plan or rewriting MVU’s operational requirements with 
respect to “behind-the-meter” solar. The CEQA process is not ordinarily an occasion for the reconsideration 
of fundamental policy (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 573 (1990)). State 
law provides for a process for POUs, including MVU, to evaluate renewable energy and the Renewable 
Portfolio Standards, and it is that process which is the appropriate forum for any fundamental policy 
changes. 

Commenters also state that additional solar from the WLC Project is required for MVU to meet its obligations 
under the Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS). To clarify, MVU does not receive RPS credit for “behind-
the-meter” generation: “BTM generation reduces the retail load upon which MVU’s RPS is based, but MVU 
does not receive RPS credit for BTM resources.” (IRP, p. 10-3.) In addition, the CEC has oversight of RPS 
compliance for POUs, who submit RPS claim amounts to the CEC for verification. MVU’s RPS procurement 
claim amounts for 2014-2016 (most recent) and submitted to the CEC have been verified by the CEC in a 
Staff Draft Report (February 2019). Thus, solar generation from the WLC Project is not required to meet 
MVU’s RPS obligations. 

Commenters claim that “the WLC alone would account for 113 percent of MVU’s projected sales in 2025” 
and that therefore, the MVU has not accounted for the WLC. (Blum, p. 21) However, the scenario which 
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corresponds to 113 percent relates is the High EV Penetration which assumes that 20 percent or medium-
duty trucks and 30 percent of heavy-duty trucks would be EVs. (2018 RSFEIR, p. 4.17-18, 4.17-29 and 
Table 4.17-4.) The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail how the High EV Penetration Scenario is speculative. 
(2018 RSFEIR, p. 4.17-29 – 4.1-30.) While the 2018 RSFEIR and the IRP evaluate a high demand scenario, 
MVU planning is based on expected demand, not speculation. Again, the MVU has the discretion to modify 
its projections when the WLC Project is operational. 

3.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE RSFEIR 

Following includes the comment letters that were received on the RSFEIR. Each comment letter includes 
an alphanumeric identifier and each comment within each letter includes a numeric identifier within the right 
margin of the letter. Responses to each comment letter follow the corresponding letter. In response to the 
RSFEIR, there were various comment letters from private individuals that were submitted and do not raise 
any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the RSFEIR; therefore, one response to all of these 
comment letters is provided below under General Comments. Each of the comment letters referenced in 
the General Comments is provided in Attachment D. Comments relating to air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, and energy are addressed as if the comments were received after the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR in which these sections were updated to reflect the use of EMFAC2017 and supersede these 
sections in the 2018 RSFEIR. The references to the 2015 Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that was 
prepared in May 2015. References to the Final EIR or Revised Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that 
consists of this Response to Comments Document, the draft EIRs (2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR), and the 2015 Final EIR. 
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3.4.1 (1-A) Letters from Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups 

No comment letters were received from Federal Agencies or Tribal groups. 
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3.4.2 (1-B) Letters from State Agencies 

Comment Letters Received from State Agencies include the following: 

1-B1: California Air Resources Board

1-B2: California Department of Justice

1-B3: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

































Letter B-5

 1

2

 3

Comment Letter 1-B1

1-B1-25

1-B1-24

1-B1-23



 3

 4

 5

Letter B-5
Comment Letter 1-B1

1-B1-27

1-B1-26

1-B1-25
cont.



 5

 6

 7

 8

Letter B-5
Comment Letter 1-B1

1-B1-30

1-B1-29

1-B1-28

1-B1-27
cont.



 8

9

 8

 10

 11

 12

Letter B-5
Comment Letter 1-B1

1-B1-34

1-B1-33

1-B1-32

1-B1-31

1-B1-30
cont.



 13

 14

Letter B-5
Comment Letter 1-B1

1-B1-36

1-B1-35





















 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 84 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-B1: California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Response to Comment 1-B1-1: No specific comment on the contents of the 2018 Revised Sections of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR) is provided in this comment, and thus no further 
response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-B1-2: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a discussion 
of why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not mischaracterize (1) the scope of the Cap-and-Trade 
Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, or (2) how Cap-and-
Trade is relevant to a CEQA analysis. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-3: Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach 
utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel exemption” from CEQA’s general 
rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed GHG 
emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The consideration of only uncapped GHG 
emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and 
the SJVAPCD and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 
17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Topical Response A also demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach 
complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers 
can make an informed decision. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently 
pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the 
amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project 
emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net 
zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining 
after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, 
and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and 
how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction 
goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore 
would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical 
Response A. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-4: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, fully evaluated the potential air 
quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors. Regarding the air pollutant and toxics 
emissions concerns, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality 
Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 
have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis 
which includes utilizing trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s 
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute 
to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. Compared to the 2015 Final EIR, construction 
emissions analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assume later construction years and therefore 
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newer, more efficient construction equipment in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), 
which resulted in reduced construction emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As reflected in 
the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), use of the most recent edition of the ITE Trip General Manual resulted in 
fewer average daily trips than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR. A lower trip rate coupled with 
lower regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) outlined in the TIA and the later operational year assumption 
used in CalEEMod resulted in reduced mobile emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR when 
compared to those in the 2015 Final EIR. Additionally, the later operational year resulted in the inclusion of 
a greater number of electric vehicles in the operational assumptions. Due to these factors, the construction 
and operational analyses in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR entirely replaced the analyses included in 
the 2018 RSFEIR as well as the 2015 Final EIR, and no further comparison is required. CARB’s 2015 letter 
requested a baseline of a with project scenario and without project scenario. The 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR studied three with project and without project scenarios, the existing baseline (year 2020), an 
interim year 2025, and full buildout year 2035. 

As shown in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Long-Term Microscale Emissions (CO Hot Spot) 
resulted in a less than significant impact. With respect to the Air Quality Plan Management Consistency, 
Regional and Localized Construction and Operational Emissions, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
found the project could impede Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) attainment due to its construction 
and operation emissions exceeding the SCAQMD regional and localized significance thresholds. Mitigation 
Measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2C, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, 4.3.6.3F, 
4.3.6.4A, and 4.3.6.5A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are required. Implementation of the WLC 
project would exceed applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOX. Despite the 
implementation of mitigation measures, emissions associated with the project cannot be reduced below the 
applicable thresholds. Construction and operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible 
through implementation of mitigation measures and Project Design Features. Construction emissions would 
be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require the use of Tier 4 construction 
equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where feasible, low-VOC paints and cleaning 
solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions would be reduced through 
implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site 
equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, 
electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses. In the absence of further 
feasible mitigation to reduce the project’s emission of criteria pollutants to below SCAQMD thresholds, 
potential air quality impacts resulting from exhaust from construction equipment will remain significant and 
unavoidable. The mitigation measures adapted included some of the suggestions from CARB’s previous 
letters, but do not include the zero-emission technology requirements. Subsequent environmental review 
may require that specific technology that will work with future users be required as condition of approval, 
but a broad requirement that unknown future users use a specific technology is not currently feasible since 
current zero-emission technology is very limited in medium-duty and heavy-duty trucks. 

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to allow decision 
makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology 
diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, contrary to what was found by the Health Effects Institute (HEI) 
study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk 
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Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air 
dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant 
health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter 
(PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with 
fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on 
EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential 
reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The 
estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level 
of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days 
per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is 
termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure 
to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters 
depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The 
health risk calculation does not rely on the HEI finding that NTDE does not cause cancer. The principal 
focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and 
surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides 
the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated maximum 
incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning 
of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the 
incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation 
measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would 
represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact 
presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the 
estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full 
operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total 
incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and 
would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, 
the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction 
activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for 
construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance 
threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable 
principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. 
Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for 
operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located 
within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 
filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics 
Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore 
Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). 
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This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Thus, with the 
implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the 
study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer 
risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation 
for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures 
are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. 

Additionally, the HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from 
north of the project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm 
Springs, and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated 
health impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site 
as demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus 
operation scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an 
incremental cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 
2.5 miles away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full 
project operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an 
approximate distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one 
million. Some receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. 
Because project-generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from 
the project site, the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be 
less than those presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network 
will be the greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway 
would be near the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one 
million threshold with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along 
SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant 
for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor 
as residents. This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker 
receptors and may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 
4.3- 6 is to identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The 
isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which 
differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is 
presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the 
incremental cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 
years of combined construction and operation. 

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. 
Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone 
health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health 
incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local 
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population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.35 When taken into context, the small 
increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that 
these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance 
thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this 
information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and 
Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across 
the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. 
Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project 
emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean 
Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-
related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all 
cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all 
respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial 
infarction (less 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects 
increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related 
emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects 
from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria 
pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. 
Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. 

As discussed above, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address 
the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and 
unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and 
subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to 
determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is 
required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being 
within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would 
need to be prepared.36 However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined 
in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require 
additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.37Due to the programmatic nature of the 
document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require 
in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that 
meets the most stringent environmental standards. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with 
incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts in Section 4.3.6.5, pages 4.3-63 to 4.3-82. In 
regard to not modifying the Project due to serious health concerns because of inadequate mitigation 
measures, CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d) requires that a Final EIR consist of the responses of the 
Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process. Per CEQA 
requirements, all comments in CARB’s 2013 Comment Letter on the 2013 Draft EIR and their 2015 
Comment Letter on the 2015 Final EIR were addressed and are part of the public record. CARB’s 2013 

                                                      
35 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 

36 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) 
37 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) 
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Comment Letter stated that the WLC would increase the health risk in the area and requested the use of 
all available zero-emission technology to reduce the risk and requested the implementation of mitigation 
measures. CARB’s 2015 letter reiterated health risk concerns and the zero-emission technology mitigation. 
In response to these comments, the mitigation measures that CARB previously requested in its their letters 
have been addressed in a table that was included in the response to comments for the 2013 letter in which 
the table provides a response of (1) included in the Project mitigation, (2) partially included, or (3) not 
included and the reason for the decision. 

The status of zero-emission technology was addressed in the responses to both of CARB’s previous letters. 
Essentially, as CARB’s ongoing multi-year planning (not implementation) effort on the Sustainable Freight 
Plan to lay out pathways to get to a zero-emission freight sector demonstrates, there are no commercially 
available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks available and as CARB’s own progress 
report on heavy-duty technology and fuels assessment states zero- and non-zero emission technologies 
are still at the demonstration phase.38 In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California 
Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of 
Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). 
The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more 
efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP 
discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, 
including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology 
zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission 
technologies are still at the demonstration phase.39 Since then, some zero emission trucks have become 
available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially 
available.40 Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB 
proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to 
make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous 
comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in 
support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including 
Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy 
duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part 
of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, 
particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure 
investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff 
Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group 
at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that 
Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability. 

                                                      
38 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

39 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 
online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

40 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Advanced Clean Trucks Fact Sheet, July. Available online: 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet
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According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action 
Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one 
zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment 
Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.41 With the 
development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the 
most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-
Duty Freight Vehicles”42 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-
20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.43 As of late last year, CARB is 
funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.44 BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch 
announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at 
four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson.45 Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight 
equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” 
trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.46 See also recent 
article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs 
(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). Furthermore, since the 
Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or 
require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use 
independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project 
has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation 
under existing emission control regulations. 

                                                      
41 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 

Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

42 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 
Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

43 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 
Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 

44 California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, 
October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-
transportation-investments 

45 Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. 
Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/ 

46 Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: 
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/ 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/


Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 91 

Along the lines of implementing zero emission technologies mitigation that CARB asked for in their previous 
letters, in Judge Sharon Waters’ Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February, 8, 2018, 
Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (See Topical Comment C for more information on the Writ), the WLC 
was tasked with providing a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the 
Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower GHG project emissions. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report 
(RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially 
available at the site was conducted. The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to 
reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads 
were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable 
energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. Since this project falls 
within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility for securing 
additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE). The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical 
high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full 
analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The modeling software was validated 
against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy 
standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which 
the Project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 
17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an 
approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types of sustainable energy supply for this 
the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the Project is required to provide 
renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power 
requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar 
analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Due to the limitations that current 
MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 
kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 
buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity 
would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full 
build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices 
and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the 
offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, project mitigation measures 
require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the 
possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar 
power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project 
Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the 
extent possible. Some of the mitigation measures requested by CARB in their previous letters, such as 
zero- or near zero-emission technology and solar power to provide all the power to the Project are not 
feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums or not commercially available at this time as 
discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, WLC will incorporate 
the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to reduce emissions from the 
Project that are in support of the zero emission technology mitigation measures requested by CARB, which 
may become available at some undetermined future date. 
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Response to Comment 1-B1-5: In response to addressing criteria and toxics issues previously raised, the 
City has fully addressed the criteria and toxics issues in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as discussed 
above in Response to Comment 1-B1-4. The City does not need to recirculate the 2018 RSFEIR or revise its 
GHG analysis to account for all GHG emissions. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, 
and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall 
greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-6: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a discussion 
of why the Cap-and-Trade Program applies to the Project, why the GHG analysis is accurate and complies 
with CEQA and is not a departure, and why Paulek v. City of Moreno Valley validates the GHG analysis. 
Response to Comment 1-B1-4, above, discusses the Project-based emission reduction strategies that 
CARB outlined in previous letters, and the responses to CARB’s 2013 letter are addressed below in 
Response to Comments 1-B1-23 to 1-B1-36 and CARB’s 2015 letter are addressed in Response to 
Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-7: Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, demonstrates that the 
Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel 
exemption” from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. It discusses how 
the Cap-and-Trade Program places a cap on certain sectors (e.g. electricity generation, petroleum refining, 
and cement production) which provides regulatory certainty of reduced future emissions since regulated 
entities will not be permitted to emit GHG emissions that exceed the cap. The Project emissions sources 
covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program include fuel combustion sources (motor vehicle and truck exhaust, 
construction exhaust, natural gas, onsite equipment) and electricity generation. The Project emissions 
sources not covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program include waste decomposition in landfills, land use 
change, and refrigerant leakage. For further discussion refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-
Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall 
greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

CARB states that each version of CARB’s Scoping Plan, including the recent 2017 Scoping Plan Update, 
explains, on the basis of extensive modeling and analysis, the Cap-and-Trade Program is not intended to 
address project-level impacts and does not do so. Refer to Topical Response B for a discussion of how the 
project complies with the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates. However, with respect to project-level 
GHG reduction actions and thresholds for individual development projects, the 2017 Scoping Plan Update 
indicates, beyond plan-level goals and actions, local governments can also support climate action when 
considering discretionary approvals and entitlements of individual projects through CEQA. Absent 
conformity with an adequate geographically-specific GHG reduction plan, as described in the regulatory 
section of Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, CARB recommends that projects incorporate 
design features and GHG reduction measures, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG emissions. 
Achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, is an 
appropriate overall objective for new development47. As discussed above, the Project incorporates project 
                                                      
47 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The strategy for achieving 

California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target. Page 101 Available online at: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
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design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and 
energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings (Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B and 4.7.6.1C of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to achieve as close to zero net uncapped emissions for 
the project with incorporation of solar (see discussion above in Response to Comment 1-B1-6) to meet 
CARB’s requirements of the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in 
the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as 
Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the 
Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped 
GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 
4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions 
(capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and 
Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or 
impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the WLC would 
not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term 
GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses A and B. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-8: As stated in the comment, Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with 
Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies discusses the projects Project’s compliance with 
federal and state policies. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was found to not be applicable to the 
Project because specific regional emission targets for transportation emissions do not directly apply to the 
WLC project; regional GHG reduction target development is outside the scope of the Project. Further, the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), an element of the RTP which integrates land use and 
transportation strategies pursuant to SB 375, and SB 375 states: “Nothing in a sustainable community’s 
strategy shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties 
within the region. Nothing in this section shall require a city’s or county’s land use policies and regulations, 
including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional transportation plan or an alternative planning 
strategy.” (Cal. Gov’t Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K).). The Project will comply with any plans developed by 
the City of Moreno Valley. 

The RTP was discussed in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as follows. Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the RTP 
demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by the CARB. 
The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an overall 
land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and 
transportation demands. The regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary local efforts that 
support the goals of SB 375, as evidenced by several Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects and 
various county transportation improvements. The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth 
such as that provided by the Project, in high-quality transit areas and other opportunity areas in existing 
main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and 
more opportunity for transit-oriented development. This overall land use development pattern supports and 
complements the proposed transportation network, which emphasizes system preservation, active 
transportation, and transportation demand management measures. The RTP/SCS exceeds its greenhouse 
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gas emission-reduction targets set by the CARB by achieving an 8 percent reduction by 2020, an 18 percent 
reduction by 2035, and a 21 percent reduction by 2040 compared to the 2005 level on a per capita basis. 
The RTP also includes an appendix on Goods Movement, which describes a process to develop and deploy 
needed technologies for improving efficiency of goods movement, along with key action steps for public 
sector agencies to help move the region to that objective. The 2016 RTP/SCS identifies near zero- and 
zero-emission technologies as a priority and establishes the regional path forward towards improving the 
goods movement system. As shown, the RTP was discussed and the Project’s compliance with the RTP 
was analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. See Response to Comments 1-B1-3, 1-B1-5 and 1-
B1-7 above for a discussion on zero- and near zero-emission technologies as mitigation measures and the 
how the project is including emissions reduction mitigation measures and project design features. 

A comparison of the WLC project design features and mitigation measures with the 2016 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) / Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is presented below. The WLC 
supports many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their vision. The alternative 
fuels, solar, and electric equipment project requirements are in direct response to your CARB’s comment 
letters to introduce zero or near zero technologies. 

• Integrating strategies for land use and transportation: The WLC supports this concept by bringing 
jobs to a job poor city, which will allow the residents to live closer to where they work and, provide 
greater opportunities for biking and walking. The Project will also provide ridesharing information to 
construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe 
pedestrian connections between on-site uses and ridesharing for commute trip reduction, allow for 
more sustainable growth, and results in a reduction of VMT. 

• Striving for Sustainability: The WLC supports this theme by using resources efficiently by being one 
of the most sustainable developments of its kind. The WLC’s innovative environmental design, water 
and energy conservation strategies as well as its utilization of the cleanest diesel technology available, 
solar, and alternative fuels will ensure the utmost in environmental compatibility. The Project will provide 
ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and 
facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip 
reduction. 

• Leveraging Technology: The WLC is committed to providing an alternative fueling station that will be 
open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural 
gas as vehicle fuel. Future development will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of 
development approval. All operational equipment will utilize non-diesel technologies and will use 
electric when available. The following Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs), as outlined in Figure 10 
of the RETR, include the following categories which will exceed minimal compliance with current Title 
24 requirements by 12 -16 percent depending on building characteristics: (1) envelope, (2) exterior 
loads, (3) internal equipment loads, (4) lighting, (5) daylighting, and (6) HVAC. The WLC is committed 
to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to 
help offset the power requirements within the Project. The use of PV in each phase would cover both 
the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby 
achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. The WLC is committed to upgrading the 
structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation 
over the entire roof. 
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• Supporting commerce, economic growth and opportunity: The WLC supports this theme by 
providing jobs closer to existing housing in a city that has an extremely low job to housing ratio which 
will reduce VMT and provide revenue to the City. The Project will also build high-tech logistics facilities 
that will promote the smooth flow of goods with a goal of utilizing the latest technology to reduce 
emissions and provide easier access to jobs. Keeping people working close to home will allow them to 
have a better work life environment and thrive. The Project will provide ridesharing information to 
employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian 
connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-9: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a 
precedent, refer to Topical Response A. As stated in Topical Response A, this approach is in accordance 
with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently 
adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-
and-Trade Regulation”48 which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels 
used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject 
to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR does not “exempt” the GHG emissions from evaluation; instead, it demonstrates how the Cap-and-
Trade Program functions to reduce and mitigate GHG emissions from fuels combustion and electricity 
generation. The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced 
State-wide as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. 
Further, the consideration of using only Project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of 
those emissions under CEQA, as approved by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, and was validated in 
Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Thus, 
the GHG analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR properly relied on compliance with California’s 
Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that the Project’s GHG emissions would be less than significant with 
implementation of mitigation. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the 
Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently 
pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the 
amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project 
emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net 
zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining 
after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, 
and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and 
how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction 
goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact, and therefore, 
would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical 
Response A. 

CARB’s comment that massive logistics centers not doing anything to address and mitigate GHG emissions 
because they are already taken care of by Cap-and-Trade is simply not true. A master planned logistics 
center is better developed and evaluated than a piecemealed logistics center or development would be. 

                                                      
48 Policy 2025-2, June 25,2014. Available Online: https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf 
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Additionally, as described in Topical Responses A and C, all GHG emissions from the Project have been 
accounted for, analyzed, and mitigated to less than significant. Capped Project GHG emissions were 
mitigated through Cap-and-Trade and uncapped Project GHG emissions were mitigated through Project 
mitigation measures. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of 
Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending 
in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community 
Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of 
GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions 
(uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either 
all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the 
application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the 
Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.As demonstrated, there would 
be no significant impacts associated with the Project, and therefore would not hinder the State’s 
achievement of its long-term GHG goals. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-10: As discussed in Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, in 
CARB’s responses to comments on its October, 2011 Final Statement of Reasons (FSOR) for the Cap-
and-Trade Project49 CARB made it clear that it always intended that GHG emissions were to be handled 
solely at the refinery/generator level which means that the cost of dealing with GHG emissions were to be 
incurred initially at the refinery/generator level and then were to be passed down to the end consumer as a 
price signal meant to encourage the consumer to use less fuel and less electricity. Topical Response A 
provides more examples that support this statement from CARB, but the few provided below are particularly 
telling. 

• “Placing a price signal on transportation fuels will reduce the consumption of transportation fuel; driving 
investment in newer, more fuel-efficient vehicles. Any GHG reductions resulting from federal 
regulations or the LCFS at covered entities would be counted as emission reductions under the Cap-
and-Trade Program.” (FSOR at page 178) 

• “We agree that Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from millions of distributed point 
sources such as automobiles. However, our approach is not to apply Cap-and-Trade to the end user 
(vehicle drivers), but to the fuel suppliers, who will be responsible for fuel that is combusted. By taking 
this “upstream” approach in the regulation, we avoid the challenges of applying it to millions of 
“downstream” users.” (FSOR at page 178) 

• “For the price signal from the Cap-and-Trade Program to be effective, the cost of GHG emissions must 
be passed through to end users.” (FSOR at page 1431) 

The Legislature has made CARB the only entity with the authority to deal with vehicular emissions. 
According to the Health and Safety Code §39002, “Local and regional authorities have the primary 
responsibility for control of air pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources. The control of 
vehicular sources, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be the responsibility of the State Air 
Resources board.” 

                                                      
49 California Air Resources Board, 2011. California’s Cap-and-Trade Program Final Statement of Reasons, October. 

Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf
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Additionally, AB 32, which authorized CARB to come up with the Cap-and-Trade Program, repeatedly 
stated that CARB was to adopt rules and regulations that resulted in “cost-effective greenhouse gas 
emission reductions.”50 All of this was done in such a manner as to “minimize costs and maximize the 
benefits to California.”51 CARB’s Final Statement of Reasons for adopting the Cap-and-Trade Program 
repeatedly stated that its choice was the most cost effective. The comment and response on page 177 of 
the Final Statement of Reasons are a good example: 

• Final Statement of Reasons Comment B-60: The Cap-and-Trade Program should not be extended 
to transportation consumer emissions as provisions of other federal and State programs address these. 
Additionally, fuel providers should not be responsible for these emissions that are directly consumer 
related. Transportation emissions should be considered only if a formal review determines that this 
action is necessary, and implementation would be more cost-effective than other policy approaches. 
The proposed regulations include GHG emissions from consumer use of transportation fuels under the 
emissions cap starting in 2015 (section 95812(d)(1)). This results in a clear overlay to the existing 
federal Renewable Fuels Standard, the California Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and State/federal 
vehicle GHG performance standards. Transportation GHG emissions are substantially addressed 
through current federal and State programs (i.e. federal fuel economy programs, federal renewables 
programs and State LCFS programs). Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from 
millions of distributed point sources such as automobiles. Inclusion of transportation fuel emissions 
within the Cap-and-Trade Program will add a volatile carbon cost to the price consumers already pay 
for GHG control measures such as LCFS and vehicle efficiency standards. In addition, fuels under the 
cap will increase administrative complexity and the market price of emission allowances for all the other 
capped sectors. Specifically, a carbon cost of $20 per ton would add a fuel cost burden in excess of $3 
billion per year to the California economy. In addition to individual consumers, much of this cost will fall 
on businesses and municipalities which will impact small business owners, truck drivers, city bus and 
trash services, construction companies, rail services, and others. This carbon cost, along with the cost 
of compliance for LCFS and federal programs, will be embedded into the costs of all goods and services 
that rely on transportation. CARB should not extend the Cap-and-Trade program to consumer 
emissions from use of transportation fuels. Instead, CARB should allow existing federal/State programs 
to address GHG emissions in this sector. (CONOCO) 

• Final Statement of Reasons Response to Comment B-60: We believe that Cap-and-Trade’s market-
based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lowering emissions throughout 
most of California’s economy. There are numerous sectors that are covered by direct regulation and 
the Cap-and-Trade regulation. For example, the electricity sector is subject to the Renewable Portfolio 
Standard as well as the Cap-and-Trade regulation. We believe that the Cap-and-Trade-program is 
complementary to existing renewable and LCFS standards and to other State or federal laws. 

Thus, as outlined above, CARB has made it clear that the Cap-and-Trade Program market-based approach 
is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lower emissions. GHG emissions resulting from the 
WLC Project will be primarily from VMTs associated with truck and auto trips to and from the facility. The 
gas purchased to fuel the truck and auto trips already includes the fees, at the pump, which the producers 
use as mitigation. As such, Cap-and-Trade can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately 

                                                      
50 Health and Safety Code §§38560, 38560.5(c), 38561(a) and (b), and 38562(a) 
51 Health and Safety Code §38562(b)(1) 
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addressed that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not 
subject to analysis at the project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in Association of Irritated 
Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Strategies in Table 4.7-11, analysis of additional measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update in Table 4.7-
12, consistency with the City General Plan Air Quality Policies in Table 4.7-13, and consistency with the 
City Climate Action Strategy in Table 4.7-14. As described in Response to Comment 1-B1-8, the Project 
supports many of the RTP/SCS goals outlined to achieve the state’s GHG reduction mandate. Thus, the 
Project does address consistency with federal, state, and local strategies to reduce GHG emissions and 
achieve California’s climate goals, thus the Project does not rely on Cap-and-Trade alone to reduce its 
GHG emissions. This is a properly designed project and does account for all GHG emissions. The Project 
design features (Section 4.17.5) and mitigation measures (4.7.6.1A through 4.7.6.1.D, 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 
4.3.6.4A, 4.16.1.6.1A through 4.16.1.6.1C) for uncapped emissions would reduce GHG impacts to less 
than significant. The Project incorporates project design features and construction and operational 
mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and energy demand to meet CARB’s plan to reduce GHG 
emissions with the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan (see Topical Response B). Thus, the WLC would not 
have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term 
GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses A and B. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-11: Topical Response A describes why Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project 
and why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accounts for and fully analyzes and mitigates Project GHG 
emissions, including both capped and uncapped emissions. Topical Response A also examines why the 
Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates capped emissions (consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and 
consumption of electricity) and why those covered emissions are not compared against the Project’s 
significance threshold. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent, as 
outlined in Topical Response A, this approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for 
other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA 
Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation” which 
acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-
road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade 
requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that 
GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the 
program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. As covered emissions are fully mitigated under Cap-and-
Trade, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s approach of comparing uncapped emissions against the 
Project’s significance threshold was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County 
Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017) which did not identify this approach as an issue to be 
addressed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, nor did it violate CEQA’s mandate. Thus, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade 
Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be less than significant with incorporation of 
mitigation when compared against the significance threshold. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in 
the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as 
Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the 
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Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped 
GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 
4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions 
(capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and 
Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or 
impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. 

Compliance with the state’s GHG reduction plans are discussed in Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with 
Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. In regard to 
responsibility of the Cap-and-Trade Program, CARB states that the program is enforceable and meets the 
requirements of AB 32.52 53 Since the facility would be located in California, it is reasonable to assume that 
most, if not all, of the vehicles would purchase fuel in California. Although some trucks would potentially 
come from out of state, or go out of state, they would most likely purchase fuel while in California and thus 
would be covered under the capped emissions. Additionally, CARB staff will review fuel prices in California 
and neighboring states to ensure that the California fuel prices aren’t too high and will revise “operation 
and/or design of the [Cap-and-Trade ] program accordingly” (FSOR at page 71). The average trip length 
for heavy- and medium-duty trucks was assumed to be 49 miles and 26 miles, respectively, which is much 
less than the distance to neighboring states and Mexico (see 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix 
F, Table 101 on page 398). Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would 
not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses 
A and B. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-12: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases, 
provided a breakdown of the assumptions used for the construction and operational years and buildout as 
follows. The WLC construction period was assumed to occur over 15 years from the year 2020 to 2034.54 
Although buildout of the Project would depend on market conditions, the Project could be built out as early 
as 2035. Therefore, to provide a conservative analysis, construction was assumed to be completed over a 
15-year period that provides for phase overlap and the use of less efficient construction equipment. 
Operational emissions occur once the Project commences operation, in this case starting the first year of 
operation for a total of 30 years, the Project’s lifetime under CEQA. Therefore, operational emissions were 
analyzed from the buildout year 2035 through the presumed lifetime of the project in 2064. Year-by-year 
mitigated uncapped emissions are shown in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR in Table 4.7-8. As 
depicted in the table, Project GHG emissions would remain below the 10,000 MTCO2e threshold for the 
entire lifetime of the Project. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s analysis of GHG emissions does 
not stop at buildout and does not understate the Project’s GHG emissions. Refer to Topical Response A 
                                                      
52 California Association of Port Authorities, 2018. Cap and Trade: Port Environmental Initiatives. Available online: 

http://californiaports.org/project/cap-and-trade-funding-for-port-environmental-initiatives/ 
53 California Air Resources Board, 2008. Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan, a framework for change, June 2008n 

Discussion Draft…. The plan states “ARB will also design the California program to meet requirements of AB 32, 
including the need to address potential localized impacts, insure market security (avoid gaming), and ensure 
enforceability.” Page ES-4. 

54 Full build out of the Project is expected to take 15 to 20 years, dependent on market forces. The TIA analyzes full project 
buildout in 2040, which is worst case for traffic analysis purposes as it accounts for greater regional growth in non-
project traffic. However, for purposes of a conservative construction impact analysis, the fifteen-year buildout (ending in 
2034) is analyzed. An accelerated construction schedule occurring in earlier years would account for greater overlap of 
construction activity and the use of dirtier construction equipment (i.e. subject to less stringent emission standards). 

http://californiaports.org/project/cap-and-trade-funding-for-port-environmental-initiatives/
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for a discussion of why the Project did not understate GHG emissions and thus place a higher burden on 
the Cap-and-Trade Program. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the 
Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently 
pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the 
amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project 
emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net 
zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining 
after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, 
and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and 
how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction 
goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-13: Refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of Cap-and-Trade and 
how it applies to the Project, including its extension to 2030 and possibly beyond or what would happen if 
it’s not renewed. The chance that the Cap-and-Trade program is not renewed is unlikely when considering 
the 2018 California Health and Safety Code Section 38551(b) demonstrates the Legislature’s intent to 
maintain the GHG emissions limit and continue reductions of GHGs beyond 2020. Further, the 2017 
Scoping Plan identifies cap-and-trade as the “best choice” to achieve the State’s climate and clean air 
goals.55 The Cap-and-Trade Program is designed to achieve cost-effective emissions reductions across the 
capped sectors by setting maximum, statewide GHG emissions, which are reduced every year. If the Cap-
and-Trade Program continues to produce as it has in the past, it will likely be renewed by the legislature as it 
was in 2016. Further, Executive Order S-03-05’s reduction target of 80 percent would require the continuation 
of the Cap-and-Trade program or some other equivalent program to reduce GHG emissions from fuel 
consumption and energy production. In any case, if the 2017 Scoping Plan Updates are met, near zero- and 
zero-emissions technology would be more readily available which would also reduce emissions from the 
capped sectors. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder 
the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals if Cap-and-Trade is not renewed as further discussed 
in Topical Response A. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-14: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response 
to Comment 1-B1-3 above, and how it applies to the project, including if its revised in any way, regarding the 
2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program 
and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and how Cap-and-Trade is 
relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. Refer to Response to Comment 1-B1-13, above, and Topical 
Response A for a discussion of what would happen if Cap-and-Trade is not renewed. Additionally, since this 
is a Programmatic EIR, there will be subsequent environmental evaluations as each project is designed and 
reviewed under CEQA. At this point, if Cap-and-Trade was revised in a way that affects the state’s GHG 
levels, such as failing to get renewed, limiting the scope to exclude fuels and electricity, or if the legislature or 
other factors required the program to be amended to allow a higher cap, the proposed project analysis under 
the new environmental documents would analyze the loss of the emissions covered under cap-and-trade at 

                                                      
55 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page 22 

http://climatepolicyinitiative.org/publication/cap-and-trade-in-practice-barriers-and-opportunities-for-industrial-emissions-reductions-in-california/
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that time. As this is a Programmatic EIR, it can’t account for every possible scenario. That is why there will be 
subsequent CEQA documents prepared for every project under this programmatic EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-15: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response 
to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach 
to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction 
mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

CARB had previously submitted two other letters on this project; one for the 2013 Draft EIR and one for the 
2015 Final EIR. The 2015 Final EIR included the discussion of Cap-and-Trade, but CARB didn’t comment 
on the approach or analysis in their response to the 2015 Final EIR. They didn’t bring up their concern 
regarding mischaracterization of the scope of the Cap-and-Trade Program as they relate to the state overall 
greenhouse gas reduction mandates, or how the program may be relevant to a CEQA analysis. The 
greenhouse gas analysis approach in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not change from the 2015 
Final EIR. The greenhouse gas analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is based on current 
scientific and regulatory guidance on the preparation of such studies, is legally adequate, and the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR proposes appropriate mitigation based on the impacts identified. Thus, the GHG 
analysis and significance determination meets CEQA requirements. 

CARB states that the flaw with the analysis of GHGs in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is that it 
declines to fully analyze or mitigate emissions from fuel and electricity demand that the project will cause, 
the majority of the project’s emissions, on the ground that CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program “covers” the 
project’s emissions. Responses 1-B1-3, 1-B1-5, and 1-B1-7 above explain why the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR’s analysis approach separating project emissions into capped and uncapped emissions as outlined 
in the Cap-and-Trade Program is acceptable and was upheld by the court in Association of Irritated 
Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). 

Response to Comment 1-B1-16: The 2019 Draft Recirculated complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15604.4(b)(3) as discussed in Section 4.7 and Topical Response A which explains why the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR’s impact analysis approach separating Project emissions into capped and uncapped 
emissions as outlined in the Cap-and-Trade Program is acceptable, was upheld by the court in Association 
of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017), and thus complies 
with CEQA. Further the Project also satisfies CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) by demonstrating 
consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations in Tables 4.7-11 through 4.7-14 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-17: As stated above in Response 1-B1-16 and Topical Response A, the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(3) and did not create 
a “hybrid” significance scheme by only applying “non-capped” emissions to the significance threshold. Refer 
to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3, regarding the 2015 
Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program 
and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is 
relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. CEQA Section 15604.4(b) expressly authorizes the consideration 
of multiple factors when determining the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions. Three 
factors are listed under subsection (b), the factor listed in subsection (b)(2) is whether “the project emissions 
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exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project.” This is the 
SCAQMD’s 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold. Subsection (b)(3) is the third factor which relates to 
compliance with a statewide plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and this is the Cap-and-
Trade Program. Further Section 15064.4(a) was revised in response to comments to clarify that lead 
agencies may rely on quantitative or qualitative analyses, or both.56 Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR properly considers both SCAQMD’s threshold and the Cap-and-Trade Program and Topical 
Response A demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate 
and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. 

Response to Comment1- B1-18: Refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of why the AIR vs Kern 
County case is applicable to the Project, even though the project is not a covered entity. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent; as stated in the AIR vs Kern County case, 
“Both the refinery and its electrical power provider, Pacific Gas & Electric, are subject to California’s cap-
and-trade program.” (17 Cal.App.5th at 735). The EIR for the project accounted for capped emissions, those 
resulting from the construction and operation of improvements to the refinery and those resulting from 
electricity provided by Pacific Gas and Electric, a covered entity which will itself be required to reduce its 
own GHG emissions. (17 Cal.App.5th at 735.) The GHG emissions associated with the refinery’s electricity 
consumption were considered as offsets, i.e., reductions, to the total emissions from the construction and 
operation of the project and were not considered when determining the significance of the project’s 
emissions under CEQA. (17 Cal.App.5th at 736.) Thus, the AIR opinion holds that an EIR should recognize 
all GHG emissions associated with a project – those resulting from the project itself and those indirectly 
resulting from the project – and then require the project to mitigate, to the extent feasible, GHG emissions, 
to the extent they are significant, all those GHG emissions from sources not subject to the Cap-and-Trade 
program. Whether the capped GHG emissions come from a facility itself that is regulated by Cap-and-Trade 
or the project itself is irrelevant. The AIR opinion didn’t discuss transportation related GHG emissions 
because they weren’t subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program when the refinery’s EIR was certified on 
September 9, 2014 (17 Cal.App.5th at 722.). Thus, the AIR opinion is as applicable to the CEQA analysis 
of the WLC’s GHG emissions as it was to the refinery’s, thereby justifying both the 2015 Final EIR’s and 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s determination that the significance of those emissions was to be 
based on a comparison of the WLC’s uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD’s threshold of significance. 
Additionally, the requirement that fuel suppliers account for GHG emissions resulting from fuel construction 
became effective January 1, 2015 (FSOR at 178). 

Response to Comment 1-B1-19: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a 
precedent as stated above in Response to Comment 1-B1-18. As discussed in Topical Response A, 
Mitigated Negative Declarations57 58 were approved by the SCAQMD, where it was the lead agency. In 
these documents, the electricity GHG emissions were accounted for by energy suppliers and were 
considered offsets from the project’s GHG emissions. The recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA 

                                                      
56 California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action. Page 23. 
57 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery 

Cogeneration Project, October. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-
projects/2014/ultramar_neg_dec.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

58 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery 
Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project. Available online: www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/phillips-66-fnd-and-appendices-a-e.pdf 
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Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation”59 which 
acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-
road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade 
requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015” is relevant because it demonstrates how a local 
air district interpreted the State Cap-and-Trade Program and its position that GHG emissions covered under 
Cap-and-Trade cannot constitute a significant increase under CEQA. These documents are relevant 
because they demonstrate that the air districts which have directly considered the issue of Cap-and-Trade 
in the context of determining the significance of GHG emissions have decided the issue in only one way, 
to deduct the capped emissions as offsets. The CAPCOA white paper (January 2008) did not consider this 
issue directly. The consideration of using only project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the 
significance of those emissions under CEQA, as approved by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, was 
validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 
(2017). Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with 
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-20: As discussed in Topical Response A and Response to Comments 1-B1-
16 and 1-B1-17, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15064.4(b)(2) and (3) and does not disregard the vast majority of Project GHG emissions. In regard to 
Section 15604.4(b)(3) and Section 15064(h)(3) which discuss cumulatively considerable effects, the GHG 
cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 6.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Further discussion 
regarding the Project GHG emissions, refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, and Response to Comment 1-B1-
3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the 
Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 
2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-21: CARB submitted two prior comment letters dated April 16, 2013 and 
June 8, 2015, as attachments to its September 8, 2018 comment letter. CARB states that it “incorporates 
the comments from those letters into this letter by reference, and strongly recommends that the 2018 
RSFEIR be revised to incorporate all mitigation recommended in its 2013 and 2015 comment letters.” With 
the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to 
portions of the document that were revised and recirculated. CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5. The April 16, 
2013 and June 8, 2015, comment letters do not provide comments on the 2018 RSFEIR, and CEQA does 
not require responses to the comments set forth in those letters. The original responses to these comments 
are set forth below; CARB’s 2013 letter are addressed in Response to Comments 1-B1-23 to 1-B1-36 and 
CARB’s 2015 letter are addressed in Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47. Additionally, the 
Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the air quality analysis (refer to Topical 
Response C). 

In addition, CARB’s September 8, 2018, letter does not explain the relevance of the comments set forth in 
the April 15, 2013, and June 8, 2015, letters relative to the 2018 RSFEIR, except for its reference to the 

                                                      
59 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2014. APR – 2025 CEQA Determination of Significance for Projects 

Subject to ARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation, June 25. Available online: 
https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf 

https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf
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mitigation and recommendations set forth in the letters. CEQA provides in Section 15088, Evaluation of 
and Response to Comments: “A general response may be appropriate when a comment … does not explain 
the relevance of evidence submitted with the comment.” The prior comments from the April 15, 2013 and 
June 8, 2015 letters that relate to mitigation and recommendations (Comments 1-B1-30 through 1-B1-35 
and 1-B1-40) are addressed in Responses to Comments 1-B1-4 and Topical Responses A and C. The 
remaining comments in those prior letters are generally addressed by the content of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-22: The GHG analysis approach in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did 
not change from the 2015 Final EIR. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and 
Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall 
greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 
As discussed in Topical Response A, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accurately accounted for all 
GHG emissions resulting from the Project. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, 
and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is 
currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the 
amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project 
emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net 
zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining 
after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, 
and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and 
how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction 
goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Therefore, the City does not need to recirculate the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, as the Project has adopted feasible mitigation that have been identified to ensure 
those emissions would not cause significant impacts, as required by CEQA. 

Response to Comments 1-B1-23 through 1-B1-36 are the Original Responses to CARB’s April 16, 
2013 comment letter on the 2013 Draft EIR, Letter B5. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-23: The Project includes an alternative fueling station that will open during 
the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel. 
It should be noted the Specific Plan area was reduced from 2,710 acres to 2,610 acres (3.7 percent 
reduction) due to the removal of 100 acres in the southwest corner of the Specific Plan. This results in a 
reduction of 1 million square feet of logistics warehousing which is now 40.6 million square feet, down 2.4 
percent from the original 41.6 million square feet. The WLC implementation schedule was revised or 
extended from 10 to 15 years, so Phase 1 is now scheduled for completion in 2022 rather than in 2017, or 
from approximately 2015 to 2022, compared to the five-year time period assumed in the 2013 Draft EIR 
(i.e., 2012 to 2017). The second phase is scheduled for 2023 to 2030. Therefore, the quantitative impact 
analyses for 2017 in the 2013 Draft EIR were eliminated in the Revised Draft EIR (see 2015 Final EIR 
Volume 2). 
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Response to Comments 1-B1-24 and 1-B1-25: Refer to the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program 
(2015 Final EIR, Volume 1) for a list of the mitigation measures and Master Response 3. 

Suggested Mitigation Measure Response 

Emerging zero-emission technology for the equipment 
that would serve the facility should be implemented. 
The project should support development of this 
technology. 

Partially Included. The project requires non-diesel 
emergency generators, forklifts, and service equipment. 
Please also refer to Master Response-3, Zero Emission 
and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles and Equipment. 

 

Master Response-3: Zero-Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles, and Equipment 

Major improvements in diesel engine technology have occurred over the past several years. Exhibit C-3-1 
shows changes in the EPA’s nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulates (PM) emissions standards. The heavy-
duty operational diesel values are shown in beige, while the off-road equipment Tier 4 emissions standards 
are shown in blue. Model year 2010 and newer heavy-duty trucks are 96 percent cleaner for NOx and 90 
percent cleaner for PM than 1994 model year trucks producing substantial improvements in resultant 
tailpipe air pollutant emissions. During operation, the WLC project prohibits trucks older than 2010 model 
year from entry into the facility. The WLC project would only allow entry of diesel trucks which are model 
year 2010 or newer (Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.3.6.3B), which would reduce air pollutant emissions on and 
off the project site. Refer to the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program for a list of the mitigation measures 
(2015 Final EIR, Volume 1). 

Also, during operation, no diesel-powered onsite yard trucks, equipment, and emergency generators will 
be allowed at the project site (MM 4.3.6.3B and project design feature), which would reduce diesel 
particulate matter emissions on the project site. The project is also implementing solar photovoltaic (MM 
4.16.4.6.1C); therefore, the electricity from this solar could power any onsite electric equipment and yard 
trucks. 

During construction, the WLC project requires Tier 4 off-road equipment, MM 4.3.6.2A also requires that 
haul trucks used during construction be model year 2007 or newer. Several commenters suggested zero-
emission, near-zero, and/or hybrid electric trucks and equipment as potential mitigation measures. This is 
not feasible as discussed below. 

Zero- and near-zero emission truck technologies include battery-electric trucks, fuel cell trucks, dual-mode 
(hybrid) electric trucks with all-electric range and, potentially, other technologies. These technologies are 
still in the testing stages and are not commercially available. There are no commercially viable zero-
emission or hybrid trucks currently available and it is unknown whether any such demonstration project 
would be successful and lead to commercially viable zero-emission or hybrid trucks in the future. To require 
a project to use these types of technologies is not feasible because they are not available, it is unknown 
when or if they will become feasible in the future. 

The Port of Los Angeles is testing various types of zero-emission technology solutions for heavy-duty 
vehicles as part of its Clean Air Action Plan and through its joint Technology Advancement Program with 
the Port of Long Beach.60 The SCAQMD provided money to the port through a $4.1 million-dollar grant from 

                                                      
60 www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/zero.asp 

http://www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/zero.asp
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the U.S. Department of Energy. This money funded only 13 zero emission trucks: Balgon plug-in, hydrogen 
Fuel Cell truck, Transpower plug-in, and U.S. Hybrid plug-in. These trucks have a low range of travel 
between 100 miles and 200 miles per charge. 

The Port of Long Beach states that the use of electric and hydrogen fuel cell trucks is currently not feasible: 

“The trucks may result in feasible technology to provide zero emissions goods movement 
between Pier S and near-dock rail yards. Until the trucks have successfully completed their 
prototype testing and are being produced for the commercial market, they are not yet 
considered viable zero-technology options. The reliability and durability of heavy-duty 
electric trucks in a short-haul port-duty cycle have yet to be proven. At this time, no 
commercial production zero emissions drayage truck is available or expected to be 
available in the near future. Because the technology is still in the development stage, the 
Port does not include requirements within the environmental documents for a single 
terminal, but rather continues to update the CTP [Clean Trucks Program]. In addition, a 
viable business model for zero emissions technology has not yet been established. Given 
the initial high cost of equipment and reduced operating characteristics of current prototype 
zero emissions equipment, additional investigation is necessary to determine the financial 
viability of this equipment following prototype demonstration and prior to any small-scale 
deployment.”61 

According to the most recent monthly inventory, there were no electric hybrid trucks in the Port of Los 
Angeles out of 12,226 trucks.62 

There are problems with some zero emission technologies, such as batteries, that do not have the same 
energy density as a truck that utilizes diesel fuel. Diesel fuel is a dense energy source, that yields sufficient 
energy per unit weight to haul 50,000-pound loads. Battery powered vehicles do not have sufficient energy 
density. Rather, the batteries would outweigh payload, sacrificing efficiency and requiring many more trucks 
to be on the road per unit of goods transported.63 Thereby, potentially generating additional traffic along the 
proposed haul routes. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-26: Refer to Response to Comment B-5-1 for changes made to the size and 
phasing of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-27: The cancer risks as estimated in the 2013 Draft EIR are located in Table 
4.3. AB for locations in the residential areas across Redlands Boulevard. The cancer risks were recalculated 
in the revised air quality analysis (2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, Appendix D and 2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, 
Section 4.3 Air Quality) based on the revised construction and occupancy schedule, new traffic volumes, 

                                                      
61 Port of Long Beach Pier S Marine Terminal & Back Channel Improvements. Final EIS/FEIR, November 2012. 
62 Port of Los Angeles – Clean Truck Program – Gate Move Data Analysis, July 1, 2013 – July 31, 2013. 

http://www.protoflosangeles.org/ctp/ctp_Cargo_Move_Analysis.pdf. Accessed November 22, 2013. 
63 Statement of Daimler Trucks North America regarding California Air Resources Board, Workshop to Consider Vision for 

Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and Climate Change Planning. September 20, 2012. 
www.arb.ca.gov/lists/visionforcleanair-ws/5-dna_comments_to_carb_re_vision_papaer_-_20sep12.pdf 

http://www.protoflosangeles.org/ctp/ctp_Cargo_Move_Analysis.pdf
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and realignment of roadways. Refer to the 2015 Final EIR and/or Master Response-1 on page 216 of the 
2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments. 

Master Response 1: Changes to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment 

The following is based on the revised Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment. 

Air Quality Improvement in the South Coast Air Basin 
The project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (air basin). The air quality in the air basin has been 
steadily improving over the last couple of decades as measured in air pollutant concentrations by the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). A concentration of a pollutant is a measure of the 
amount of a pollutant in the air. Some pollutants are measured in parts per million (ppm) and some are 
measured in micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3). 

When sensitive people, such as children, pregnant women, and the elderly, breathe in air pollutants, they 
can experience health effects. These health effects differ based on the type of pollutant, the length of time 
someone is exposed, and the concentration of the pollutant. In general, health effects can include coughing, 
sore throat, chest pain, difficulty breathing, reduced lung function, asthma aggravation, chronic lung 
diseases, cancer, and lung damage. 

Federal, state, and local agencies enact rules and regulations to reduce air pollutant emissions to protect 
the health of sensitive individuals. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sets federal 
ambient air quality standards and the California Air Resources Board (ARB) sets state ambient air quality 
standards to protect public health and welfare. When concentrations of pollutants exceed the standards, 
sensitive individuals may experience health effects. 

Ozone is a pollutant formed in the air when emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) combine in the presence of sunlight. Ozone is a pollutant of concern in the air basin because 
ozone levels exceed the ozone standards. As shown in Figure 4.3.1: Ozone Concentration Trends in the 
South Coast Air Basin in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, ozone concentrations in the basin have generally 
decreased over the past twenty years for 1-hour and 8-hour averaging time periods as defined by the State 
and/or federal ambient air quality standards. The 1-hour and 8-hour concentration refers to the average of 
the concentration over a 1-hour and 8-hour time period, respectively. 

The main source of NOx and VOC emissions in the basin are from on-road motor vehicles, not from the 
operation of buildings. Although vehicle miles traveled in the basin continue to increase, ozone 
concentrations are decreasing because of the mandated controls on motor vehicles and the replacement 
of older polluting vehicles with cleaner and lower-emitting vehicles. VOC and NOx are ozone precursors; 
therefore, if those emissions decrease, it follows that ozone concentrations would also decrease. Another 
pollutant of concern is particulate matter (PM). PM is a mixture of small particles and liquid droplets 
suspended in the air. It is made up of components such as chemicals, metals, soil, or dust particles. The 
size of these particulates is linked to their potential for causing health problems. Ultrafine particles are less 
than 0.1 in micron in diameter, fine particles are less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), and coarse 
particles are larger than 2.5 microns and smaller than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). The Air Resources 
Board (ARB) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have established standards for PM2.5 and PM10 
but not for ultrafine particles. PM2.5 and PM10 are a concern in the air basin because sometimes the 
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concentrations exceed the standards. PM2.5 is often used as a marker for toxic air pollutants such as diesel 
PM. 

As shown in 2015 Final EIR Section 4.3, PM10 and PM2.5 annual concentrations have continued to 
decrease since 1990 within the air basin as a whole. Additionally, emissions are expected to decrease and 
then level out after the year 2014. 

In the Inland Empire there is a marked decreasing trend in PM2.5 concentrations in Riverside-Rubidoux, 
Fontana, and San Bernardino from 2001 to 2012 and at Mira Loma from 2006 to 2012. The relevance of 
these trends is that PM2.5 levels have displayed a decreasing trend in the Inland Empire despite increases 
in urban development including the development of large warehouse complexes since 2001. 

Part of the success in the decreasing NOx and PM emissions are standards placed on motor vehicles. The 
figure below demonstrates the changes in U.S. heavy duty diesel emission standards for NOx and PM. The 
project would incorporate mitigation that would require that the heavy-duty trucks accessing the project 
incorporate 2010 emissions standards. As shown below, the 2010 standards are only a fraction of the older 
standards, at 0.2 grams per horsepower hour (g/HP-hr) of NOx and 0.01 g/HP-hr of PM. The text in blue 
represents the off-road construction standards; 2011 is Tier 4 Interim and 2014 is Tier 4 Final. 

 
Exhibit C-3-1: Changes in U.S. Heavy Duty Diesel NOx and PM Emission Standards 

Air Pollutant Emissions from Project 
The construction and operation of the project would generate various sources of air pollutant emissions. 
During construction, there would be exhaust and dust emissions from the onsite construction equipment, 
worker vehicles, and haul trucks. During operation, there would be exhaust emissions from the heavy-duty 
trucks that would bring goods and materials to and from the warehouses, as well as worker vehicles, and 
onsite equipment. There would also be dust emissions from travel on paved roads. 

The construction related emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 as estimated in the revised analysis are 
still significant. However, after mitigation, PM2.5 emissions are now less than significant. Average daily 
emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM2.5 have decreased by approximately 100, 600, 500, and 25 pounds 
per day, respectively. This is primarily because the construction period for the project increased from 10 
years to 15 years, the construction activity levels decreased, Tier 4 equipment is now applied as mitigation, 
and a newer version of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) land use emission model 
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was used to estimate construction emissions. The average PM10 emissions increased slightly by an 
average of approximately 35 pounds per day, primarily because of the inclusion of unpaved road dust in 
the emissions estimates. 

The mitigated combined construction and operational emissions (without the existing emissions subtracted) 
are shown in Exhibit C-3-2 below. All combined emissions (with the exception of sulfur oxides, which are 
negligible) would exceed the SCAQMD’s regional significance thresholds. The emissions (except sulfur 
oxides) would exceed the thresholds individually for construction and operation as well. 

 
Exhibit C-3-2: Project Construction and Operation Emissions 

Operational emissions at buildout for the revised analysis as compared with the estimates in the 2013 Draft 
EIR are as follows: 

• For unmitigated operational emissions, VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 emissions decreased by 
approximately 140, 1800, 2200, and 600 pounds per day lower than in the 2013 Draft EIR, respectively. 

• Mitigation reduces NOx by approximately 200 pounds per day at buildout. Mitigated operational 
emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 are approximately 140, 2000, 2000, and 600 pounds per day 
lower than in the 2013 Draft EIR, respectively. 

• Emissions of PM2.5 increased by approximately 150 pounds per day in both unmitigated and mitigated 
scenarios because of the use of updated ARB motile source emission factors. 

The revised emissions are lower because of the following: a reduction in the project size (from 41.6 to 40.6 
million square feet); the emission factors for the mobile trucks and vehicles have been updated to the ARB’s 
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newest factors; and the project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) decreased. In the 2013 Draft EIR, the VMT 
at buildout for diesel trucks was 730,100 miles per day and in the revised analysis, the VMT for diesel 
vehicles is 420,400 miles per day; therefore, the VMT for diesel vehicles decreased by approximately 
309,700 miles per day. The VMT decreased because the analysis in the 2013 Draft EIR assumed an 
arbitrary average of 50 miles per trip for all heavy-duty trucks, while the revised analysis computed the VMT 
using forecast traffic volumes from a detailed regional transportation model for nearly 500 freeway and 
roadway segments represented in detail in the Traffic Impact Analysis. The VMT for light duty vehicles 
increased by approximately 64,600 miles: in the 2013 Draft EIR, the VMT for light duty vehicles was 549,700 
miles per day and in the revised analysis, the VMT for gasoline vehicles is 614,300 miles per day. To put 
the revised VMT in terms of an average trip rate, it would be 14.9 miles per trip (1,034,750 miles/day divided 
by 69,549 trips/day) on average, which includes all vehicle types. An average trip rate for the diesel vehicles 
would be approximately 35.3 miles per trip (420,440 miles/day divided by 11,908 trips/day). An average trip 
rate for the light-duty vehicles would be approximately 10.7 miles per trip (614,310 miles/day divided by 
57,641 trips/day). 

Localized Air Quality Analysis 
The analysis of localized air quality impacts determines the potential of the project to violate any air quality 
standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose nearby sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This analysis is commonly referred to as a Localized 
Significance Threshold (LST) analysis and considers the emissions that are generated from all construction 
and operational activities while within or along the boundaries of the project. Based on estimates of project 
local emissions and their corresponding air quality impacts, the following is a summary of the project’s 
localized impact analysis: 

• The highest localized air quality impacts would occur at the existing residences within the project 
boundaries. 

• After application of mitigation, the project impacts would not exceed any SCAQMD localized 
significance threshold at any residential or sensitive receptor located outside of the project boundaries 
for any of the localized air quality assessments evaluated in the revised air quality analysis for the 
assessment years 2012, 2021, 2027, and final build out assumed to be 2035. 

• After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance 
thresholds for PM10 during operation under the Project Phase 1 (2012) condition at the existing 
residences located within the project boundaries, assuming Phase 1 of the Project would be fully in 
operation in the existing year 2012. 

• After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance for 
PM10 during operation under the Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 Full Build Out (2012) condition at the 
existing residences located within the project boundaries, assuming that the project would be 
operational in the existing year 2012. 

• After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance 
thresholds for PM10, concentrations at the existing residences located within the project boundaries 
during the year 2021 when the project construction would take place at the western portion of the 
project adjacent to the existing residences across Redlands Boulevard. 
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• After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance 
thresholds for PM10 at the existing residences located within the project boundaries in 2027, the year 
when construction activities would take place along the east portion of the project adjacent to the 
existing residences across Gilman Springs Road. 

• At final buildout project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds for PM10 
concentrations at the existing residences located within the project boundaries during operations under 
the proposed development schedule. 

Cancer Risk from Project 
Diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) is the primary pollutant of concern regarding the emissions of toxic air 
contaminants (TAC) from the project. A TAC is a chemical that is present in the atmosphere in small 
quantities but, nonetheless, can result in cancer health risks and non-cancer health hazards. The ARB, 
after a 10-year research investigation identified diesel PM as a carcinogenic substance. Diesel PM is a 
complex mixture of perhaps a few hundred chemical components. Even though diesel PM comprises 
numerous compounds, cancer risk from the inhalation of the diesel PM as a whole will outweigh the cancer 
risk associated with the individual chemical components. 

As stated by the (California) Air Resources Board (ARB) in study of diesel PM exposure from ports and 
goods movement in California, “Risk assessment has various uncertainties in the methodology and is 
therefore deliberately designed so that risks are not under predicted. Risk assessment is thus best 
understood as a tool for comparing risks from various sources, usually for purposes of prioritizing risk 
reduction, and not as literal prediction of the community incidence of disease from exposure” (ARB 2006, 
page 4). 

It should be noted further that the geographical scope of the health risk analysis was expanded in the 
revised analysis to cover an area of approximately 3,500 square miles that extended from Palm Springs to 
the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The geographical scope contained in the revised analysis is 
about 40 percent greater than the area encompassed in the 2013 Draft EIR and was required to analyze 
project impacts all the way from the project site to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. 

During construction, the diesel-powered vehicles and equipment would emit diesel PM. During operation, 
the diesel trucks that would access the project site would also emit diesel PM. In addition, diesel PM would 
also be emitted by standby emergency generators and yard service trucks in the unmitigated case (diesel 
prohibited with mitigation). Gasoline fueled vehicles emit organic gases, some of which are classified as 
TACs. The revised air quality analysis determined the cancer risk and non-cancer hazards from exposure 
to those air toxics at sensitive/residential receptors, worker receptors, and school sites in the area. In the 
2013 Draft EIR, only impacts from diesel PM were assessed; for the revised analysis, total organic gases 
were also included to analyze acute non-cancer hazards from diesel and gasoline powered vehicles. 

Exposure Durations for Cancer Risk 
In the 2015 Final EIR, cancer risk is presented for periods of 30 years under the Current OEHHA Guidance 
for residential exposure and 25 under the Current OEHHA Guidance for worker exposure. In addition, the 
2015 Final EIR included a 9-year exposure duration to examine health impacts on school age children. 
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The underlying factors used in the analysis exemplify the conservative nature of utilizing the exposure 
scenarios and the underlying assumptions: 

• The residential cancer risk calculation assumes that each resident will be exposed to diesel particulate 
matter (diesel PM) and organic gases for 24 hours a day for 350 days a year at the location of his or 
her home throughout the residential exposure period. It’s as if no one ever left his or her backyard to 
go to work or school. 

• Studies have shown that over 90 percent of all residents remain in their homes for less than 30 years. 

• The worker cancer risk calculation assumes that workers are exposed to diesel PM for 8 hours a day 
for 245 days a year, next to, but outside of the buildings in which they work. 

• Studies have shown that over 95 percent of workers stay at the same job location for less than 25 
years. 

• Cancer risk results are derived using the emissions from construction equipment and cars and trucks 
which will serve the project. Emissions are a function of the number of construction equipment in usage, 
length of time in operation, power of the equipment, and load factor while mobile source emission 
depend on the number of vehicle trips and miles traveled, vehicle class, model year, and vehicle speed. 
The project’s emissions have been estimated using methodologies published by the SCAQMD and the 
CARB. 

• The atmospheric dispersion model and traffic model (used in estimating mobile source emissions) that 
are used to estimate risks generally provide impact estimates that are overestimates based on the use 
of conservative model assumptions. 

Trip Estimates are Conservative 
It should also be noted that the traffic analysis used a conservative estimate of the number of truck trips 
after the project begins operation. This is important because diesel PM emissions are directly related to 
both the number of trucks and the vehicle miles traveled. 

The traffic analysis in the EIR used the traffic generation rate for high-cube warehouses suggested by the 
Institute of Traffic Engineers (“ITE”) which is based on traffic counts from a number of large warehouses 
located in California and elsewhere in the United States. This rate was also compared to the trip generation 
rate actually resulting from the Skechers warehouse immediately adjacent to the project. The Skechers 
warehouse is representative of the warehouses planned for the project. The ITE trip generation rate is three 
times greater than the Skechers warehouse traffic counts (see Table 4.15.K in the revised EIR). Because 
the project analysis used a higher trip generation rate, the vehicle miles traveled are also higher. The 
combination of the conservative forecasts of traffic and of the miles traveled means that the calculation of 
the cancer risk in the EIR overstates the extent of that risk regardless of the exposure period used. 

Conclusion 
The 2015 Final EIR, Volume 2 (Revised Draft EIR) provides cancer risk calculations based on both 30-year 
exposure periods for residential receptors and 25-year exposure periods for work place receptors using the 
current OEHHA Guidance, the cancer risks exceed the cancer risk significance threshold at existing 
residences located within the project boundary but do not exceed the threshold at residences located 
outside of the project boundary. Further, even though the significance threshold is exceeded on a numerical 
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basis, the risks are expected to be less than significant based on the new health research results from the 
Health Effects Institute (HEI) that evaluated the health effects of diesel PM emissions from new technology 
diesel engines such as those that are required as a mitigation measure for this project (MM 4.3.6.2B) that 
requires that all diesel fueled trucks must be compliant with Model Year 2010 truck emission standards. 
The HEI study clearly demonstrates that the application of new emissions control technology to diesel 
engines have virtually eliminated the health impacts of diesel exhaust that were identified when it was 
designated a toxic air contaminant by CARB in 1998. That designation spurred a series of regulations that 
brought forth transformative emissions control technology, significantly reducing both emissions and the 
associated health impacts. This finding is further re-enforced by the mitigation requirement that all diesel 
construction equipment greater than 50-horsepower meet Tier 4 emission standards, the most stringent 
emission control requirements on off-road construction equipment. The public and the City’s decision 
makers will be presented, and therefore will be fully informed, about the extent of the project’s cancer risks. 

Summary of Health Risk Results 
To provide an understanding of the meaning of cancer risk, a person exposed to a cancer risk level of 1 in 
a million implies a likelihood that up to one person, out of one million equally exposed people would contract 
cancer if exposed continuously (24 hours per day indoors and outdoors) to the levels of toxic air 
contaminants over a specified duration of time such as 30 years. This risk would be an excess cancer risk 
in addition to any cancer risk borne by a person not exposed to the project’s emissions. The results of the 
health risk assessment prior to the application of mitigation are summarized in Table C-3A for various 
receptors located within the project boundaries and outside of the project boundaries as shown in the 2013 
Draft EIR. Compared to the risks shown in the 2013 Draft EIR, the revised risks are substantially lower. 
This is due to several reasons including changes in the original construction and occupation schedule, 
realignment of the internal roadways, reductions in the total size of the project, reductions in the construction 
equipment inventory, use of the EMFAC2014 mobile source emission model for mobile sources and the 
newest version of the CalEEMod for estimating construction emissions, and a 5-day construction work 
week. The maximum daily emissions are required for the regional analysis, because project emissions can 
occur on any day of the week. However, in order to calculate annual average emissions, it is necessary to 
base emissions upon a realistic work schedule. The revised analysis assumes a more realistic annual 
average use of construction equipment by assuming that the maximum equipment would occur for five days 
per week (instead of six days per week as in the DEIR). In this way, an annual average emission inventory 
was estimated. 

Table C-3C shows the resulting cancer risks estimated with the application of the “Current OEHHA 
Guidance” that includes a 30-year exposure duration and incorporated age-sensitivity factors. As noted 
therein, the results shown in Table 3C-C are consistent with the significance results shown in the 2013 Draft 
EIR that concluded that the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold is exceeded at locations both within 
and outside of the project boundary including both existing residential areas as well as in residentially-
zoned areas to the southwest of the project and along Gilman Springs at the eastern boundary of the project 
prior to mitigation. 

Table C-3D and Table C-3E summarize the results of the project cancer risks after application of mitigation. 
As noted in Table C-3E with the “Current OEHHA Guidance”, the SCAQMD significance threshold is 
exceeded at 3 existing residences located within the project boundary. 
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Based on the recent research results published by the Health Effects Institute, the diesel PM emissions 
from the truck fleet and construction fleet that will be operated by the project consisting of Model Year 2010 
diesel trucks and Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, the project’s impacts are not expected to result in 
significant cancer risk impacts. 
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Table C-3A: Estimated Cancer Risks, 70-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors as Shown in the 2013 Draft 
EIR 

Receptor Location 

Unmitigated Mitigated 

Total 
Incremental 

Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer 
Risk Significance 

Threshold 
(risk/million) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Total 
Incremental 

Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer 
Risk Significance 

Threshold 
(risk/million) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in 
the modeling domain2 100.7 10 Yes 76.8 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at existing 
residences within the project 
boundaries3 

100.7 10 Yes 76.8 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at any existing 
residential area outside of the 
project boundaries4 

22.2 10 Yes 20.9 10 Yes 

Notes: 
1 70-year average exposures from 2015 to 2084 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014 emission 

model and “Former OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks as presented in the Draft EIR 
2 Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project 
3 Location is at the southwest corner of the project 
4 Location is at an undeveloped property zoned for residential at the southwest corner of the project 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015. 
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Table C-3C: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors, Based on the “Current 
OEHHA Guidance,” Without Mitigation (new) 

Receptor Location 

Incremental Cancer 
Risk During Project 

Construction 
(risk/million) 

Incremental Cancer Risk 
During Project Operation 

(risk/million) 
Total Incremental 

Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer 
Risk Significance 

Threshold 
(risk/million) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the 
modeling domain2 180.8 6.7 187.5 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at existing 
residences within the project 
boundaries3 

180.8 6.7 187.5 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at any existing 
residential area outside of the 
project boundaries4 

47.2 2.5 49.7 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at any undeveloped 
residentially zoned property 
outside of the project boundaries5 

40.5 2.7 43.2 10 Yes 

Notes: 
1 30-year average exposures from 2015 to 2044 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014 emission 

model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks 
2 Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project 
3 Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project 
4 Location is at the southwest corner of the project 
5 Location is at an undeveloped property zoned for residential at the southwest corner of the project 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015. 
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Table C-3E: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors, Based on the “Current OEHHA 
Guidance,” With Mitigation (new) 

Receptor Location 

Incremental Cancer 
Risk During Project 

Construction 
(risk/million) 

Incremental Cancer Risk 
During Project Operation 

(risk/million) 
Total Incremental 

Cancer Risk(1) 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer 
Risk Significance 

Threshold 
(risk/million) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the 
modeling domain2 11.4 5.6 17.0 10 Yes 

Existing residences within the 
project boundaries 

13100 Theodore St 
13200 Theodore St 
13241 Theodore St 
30220 Dracaea Ave 
30240 Dracaea Ave 
29080 Dracaea Ave 
29140 Dracaea Ave 

 
 

11.2 
11.1 
11.4 
5.0 
5.0 
3.0 
4.8 

 
 

4.5 
4.5 
5.6 
3.6 
3.6 
1.5 
1.7 

 
 

15.7 
15.6 
17.0 
8.6 
8.6 
4.5 
6.5 

 
 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

 
 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Maximum risk at any existing 
residential area outside of the 
project boundaries3 

2.7 1.6 4.3 10 No 

Maximum risk at any undeveloped 
residentially zoned property outside 
of the project boundaries4 

2.1 1.9 4.0 10 No 

Notes: 
1 30-year average exposures from 2015 to 2044 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014 emission 

model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks 
2 Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project 
3 Location is at the southwest corner of the project 
4 Location is at an undeveloped property zoned for residential at the southwest corner of the project 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015. 
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In response to comments, analysis of implementing a 1,000-foot buffer indicates that the buffer would not 
have a substantial impact on the cancer risk estimates. There is only a minimal difference in the maximum 
values and a negligible difference in the cancer risk contours. The health risk assessment also has the 
following cancer burden and non-cancer results: 

• The project’s cancer burden level of 0.1 after mitigation based on the Current OEHHA Guidance that 
call for a 70-year exposure duration and age-sensitivity factors in estimating cancer burden.; therefore, 
the project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 0.5. 

• The project’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index would not exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds 
at any receptor. 

• The project would result in a cumulatively considerable health risk impact even after mitigation for 
sensitive/residential receptors. 

Exhibit C-3-3 presents the project risk in perspective with other lifetime risks in the United states based on 
mortality statistics. As shown in the chart, the project cancer risk has a slightly higher risk than dying from 
a lightning strike and lower risk than accidental drowning. 

 
Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2015 

Exhibit C-3-3: Lifetime Risks in the United States Based on Mortality Statistics 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Project 
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are of concern because the accumulation of them in the atmosphere 
can contribute to climate change. California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32 requires that the State reduce its 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. One of the ways California will reduce these 
emissions is through the California Cap-and-Trade Program. This program places a cap on certain sectors 
(e.g., electricity generation, petroleum refining, and cement production). The cap provides regulatory 
certainty of future emissions since regulated entities will not be permitted to emit GHG emissions that 
exceed the cap. The project emissions sources covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program include fuel 
combustion sources (motor vehicle and truck exhaust, construction exhaust, natural gas, onsite equipment) 
and electricity generation. The project emissions sources not covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program 
include waste decomposition in landfills, land use change, and refrigerant leakage. 

The analysis in the 2013 Draft EIR did not divide the greenhouse gas emissions into AB 32 capped and 
uncapped emissions. The 2013 Draft EIR compared the total project emissions to the SCAQMD draft 
industrial threshold for greenhouse gas emissions of 10,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 
(MTCO2e) per year and found the emissions to be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. 
However, the revised analysis divides the Greenhouse Gas Emissions into capped and uncapped and 
compares the uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD’s significance threshold. 

The SCAQMD has recognized that the GHG emissions associated with capped sources should not be 
counted for the purpose of determining what the GHG emissions are for facilities that will use electricity 
generated elsewhere. See the following negative declarations adopted by the SCAQMD: 

• Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Proposed Cogeneration Project, SCH No. 2012041014, April, 2013 
(available at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2013/nonaqmd/Ultramar_Neg_Dec.pdf) 

• Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, SCH No. 
2013091029, September 2013, (available at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2013/nonaqmd/
Draft_ND_Phillips_66_Crude_Storage.pdf). 

A summary of the greenhouse gas emissions as estimated in the 2013 Draft EIR and the 2015 Final EIR is 
shown in the table below. The analysis in the 2015 Final EIR divides the AB 32 capped and uncapped 
emissions and compares the uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD significance threshold. As shown in the 
Table C-3B, after mitigation, the AB 32 uncapped emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 
10,000 MTCO2e. 

As shown in Table C-3B, the emissions as estimated in the 2015 Final EIR are lower mainly because of the 
following reasons: 

1. Motor vehicle emissions were reduced by about 163,000 MTCO2e/year because of the reasons 
specified in the operational regional analysis regarding updated emission factors and vehicle miles 
traveled. 

2. Operational waste emissions were reduced by approximately 136,000 MTCO2e/year because the 
new version of CalEEMod (2013) lowered its waste generation rates for warehouse development. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2013/nonaqmd/Draft_ND_Phillips_66_Crude_Storage.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2013/nonaqmd/Draft_ND_Phillips_66_Crude_Storage.pdf
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Table C-3B: Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emission Results 

Year at Buildout Source of Operation 
Emissions* 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MTCO2e/year) 

Unmitigated Mitigated 

DEIR FEIR DEIR FEIR 

2012 Worst Caste Total 751,787 (a) 509,247 (c) N/A = Not 
Estimated 

N/A = Not 
Estimated 

2022 for 2013 
Draft EIR 
2035 for 2015 
Final EIR 

Total for 2031 for 2015 
Final EIR 

721,034 (b) 415,991** 665,321 (e) 385,599** 

AB 32 Capped ** 396,754 (d) ** 379,924 (f) 

AB 32 Uncapped ** 19,237 (d) ** 5,775 (f) 

DEIR = World Logistics Center Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (February 2013) 
FEIR = World Logistics Center Project Final Environmental Impact Report (2015) 
N/A = not applicable because mitigated emissions were not estimated for the worst-case scenario. 
* = The emissions are operational emissions and include the construction emissions averaged over 30 years. 
** = The total emissions are not applicable for the 2015 FEIR because the emissions are divided into AB 32 capped and 

uncapped emissions. A division of the capped and uncapped emissions was not done in the 2013 Draft EIR. 
Sources: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015. 
(a) 2013 Draft EIR Table 4.7.F; (b) 2013 Draft EIR Table 4.7.G; (c) 2015 Final EIR Table 4.7.F; (d) 2015 Final EIR Table 4.7.G; 
(e) 2013 Draft EIR Table 4.7.I; (f) 2015 Final EIR Table 4.7.I 

 

Response to Comment 1-B1-28: Refer to Response to Comment 1-B1-23 regarding the reduction in the 
size of the proposed Project and changes to phasing of the Project. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-29: As discussed in Section 4.3 of the 2015 Final EIR and Master Response-
1 and Master Response-2 of the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments, the project will not 
increase health risk in the immediate area. Nonetheless, the WLC Specific Plan (SP) proposes an 
alternative fueling station that will open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use 
liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel. In addition, future development under the WLCSP will 
comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. However, the project will 
support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, so it is not possible to specify or require 
future users to have zero-emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent 
contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. 

Finally, it should be noted that the project has committed under various mitigation measures to requiring 
the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the 
use of Model Year 2010 engine diesel trucks and Tier 4 off-road construction equipment. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-30: Refer to the updated air quality and health risk assessment for a 
refinement of the PM and cancer risk values (2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, Appendix D). 

As discussed in Master Response 3: Zero Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles, and Equipment 
on page 234 in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments, Response to Comment C-3, the 
development, demonstration and deployment of zero and near zero emission technologies are not feasible 
for the project. 
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The suggested mitigation measures are discussed below: 

Suggested Mitigation Measure Response 

1. From the onset, require that all medium-
heavy and heavy-heavy duty trucks, 
including and alternative fuel vehicles, meet 
or exceed the 2010 emissions standard 

Already Included. This was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft 
EIR and is now part of MM 4.3.6.3B. 

2. As it becomes available, require that 
trucks traveling between the Center and 
any ports or rail yards within 100 miles use 
zero- or near zero-emission technology. 

Not Included. See Master Response 3: Zero Emission and Hybrid 
Electric Trucks, Vehicles, and Equipment in Response to Comment 
Letter C-3 

3. Require, to the greatest extent possible, 
onsite service vehicles and equipment use 
zero emission technology, and if zero-
emission technology is unavailable, that all 
vehicles and equipment meet the cleanest 
applicable emission standard. 

Partially Included. Low-emission and zero-emission technologies are 
required for onsite equipment, as stated in Specific Plan Section 
12.3: “The use of diesel-powered service yard vehicles (yard goats, 
etc.) is prohibited at all times within the Specific Plan area. Pallet 
jacks, forklifts, and other onsite equipment used during building 
operation (indoors or outdoors) shall be powered by electricity, 
natural gas, propane, or other non-diesel fuel.” The commenter 
requests that onsite service vehicles also have zero emission 
technology; however, it is not feasible to require this as discussed in 
Master Response: Zero Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, 
Vehicles, and Equipment in Response to Comment Letter C- 3. 

4. Require, when available, the use of zero-
emission property maintenance equipment. 

Partially Included. As a project design feature, the forklifts will be 
fueled by alternative fuel. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B 
requires that the yard trucks be powered by alternative fuel. The 
landscaping equipment emissions are negligible as estimated by the 
CalEEMod land use emission model; therefore, according to the 
emissions analysis, it is not necessary to implement zero-emission 
landscaping equipment. The WLCSP Section 12.4 requires that 
electric power sources will be provided both indoor and outdoor to 
accommodate electric property maintenance equipment. 

 

Response to Comment 1-B1-31: It was suggested that mitigation measure 4.3.6.2A (construction 
equipment exhaust mitigation) should require the use of electric construction tools, when available and 
feasible, rather than just provide electric hookups. In addition, require all construction fleets be in 
compliance and monitor compliance with current air quality regulations for off-road equipment. Proposed 
mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B (localized construction and compliance with all current air quality regulations 
for on-road trucks including ARB’s Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation. 
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Suggested Mitigation Measure Response 

Mitigation measures 4.3.6.2A should require the use of electric 
construction tools, when available and feasible, rather than just 
provide electrical hookups. 

Incorporated. This language is incorporated 
was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft 
EIR and is in MM 4.3.6.2A. 

Require all construction fleets be in compliance and monitor 
compliance with current air quality regulations for off-road 
equipment. 

Incorporated. This language is incorporated 
was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft 
EIR and is in MM 4.3.6.2A. 

Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B should require all tenants be in 
compliance and monitor compliance with all current air quality 
regulations for on-road trucks including ARB’s Heavy-Duty 
Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation. 

Incorporated. This language is incorporated 
was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft 
EIR and is in MM 4.3.6.3B. 

 

Response to Comment 1-B1-32: The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below. 

Suggested Mitigation Measure Response 

The developer, Highland Fairview, or the City of Moreno 
Valley provide incentives for tenants to encourage the use of 
alternative modes of commuting by their employees including, 
but not limited to, active transportation, public transportation, 
car pool, and the use of zero-emission vehicles. These same 
methods of transportation should be strongly encouraged or 
required for movement within the Center area. 

Already Incorporated. MM 4.3.6.4A requires that 
tenants participate in Riverside County’s 
rideshare program, which encourages carpooling 
and public transportation. In addition, all tenants 
will need to comply with the requirements of 
SCAQMD Rule 2202, which accomplishes the 
same goals as requested by the commenter. 

 

Response to Comment 1-B1-33: Shifting the land use designation from LD to LL along the west side of 
the project would have no effect on the presence of diesel trucks and equipment in that area. Neither 
designation includes any restriction on the type of vehicles that can access future buildings. The Specific 
Plan provides for a 250-foot setback for buildings and truck access/parking facilities from adjacent 
residential zoned areas. 

The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below. 

Suggested Mitigation Measure Response 

Shift the proposed development along the west side of the project area to 
focus on light logistics or other uses to ensure that any operations of 
diesel trucks or equipment are at least 1,000 feet away from residential 
occupied or zoned property or other sensitive receptor 

Not Included. Refer to Master 
Response 4 in the Response to 
Comment Letter C-3 concerning the 
d1,000-foot buffer. 

 

Master Response 4: 1,000-Foot Buffer 

Several commenters have proposed that the project use a “1,000-foot buffer between the project and 
sensitive receptors as recommended in the California Air Resources Board’s Land Use Handbook.” 
However, those recommendations are outdated and not applicable to this specific project. First, the Land 
Use Handbook states that for distribution centers and warehouses, “ARB recommends a separation of 
1,000 feet based on the combination of risk analysis done for TRUs [transportation refrigeration units] and 
the decrease in exposure predicted with the South Coast AQMD modeling” (page 14). MM 4.3.6.3E has 
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been added, which prohibits refrigeration unless it can be demonstrated that the environmental impacts 
resulting from the inclusion of the refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including, but not limited 
to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact 
for the entire World Logistics Center identified in the program Environmental Impact Report. The Land Use 
Handbook was published in 2005 before ARB promulgated its On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles (In-
Use) Regulation significantly reducing diesel emissions from sources like warehouses (the ARB analysis 
was “assuming a current fleet diesel PM emission rate”). In addition, the project’s commitment to allow only 
trucks that are compliant with United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 2010 emissions 
standards, which are over 90% cleaner than the prior generation of trucks, means that the assumptions 
that were modeled and considered during the preparation of the Land Use Handbook are not valid for this 
project. Additionally, based on improved mitigation, such as the requirement to use Tier 4 construction 
equipment, there is no significant health impact outside the project boundaries based on the current OEHHA 
methodology. More importantly, the recommendation was made prior to the release of the Health Effects 
Institute study (discussed in Master Response-2), which found no evidence that new technology diesel 
exhaust causes cancer. This means that current OEHHA methodology for calculating cancer risk is not 
applicable and that there is no cancer risk attributable to project-related diesel emissions. 

Nonetheless, an analysis of a 1,000-foot buffer between the project’s operational emissions and the 
centerlines of Redlands Boulevard, Gilman Springs Road, Bay Avenue, and Merwin Street was included in 
the revised Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment prepared for the project. The results 
show that there is no substantial difference in the cancer risk estimates with the use of a 1,000-foot buffer. 
Any difference is well within the mathematical and physical limitations and uncertainties of the various 
methodologies used to estimate cancer risk. These limitations and uncertainties deal with the approximate 
mathematical formulations used to describe and simulate of the complex atmospheric processes that 
disperse air pollutants, experimental limitations in the accuracy for estimating emissions from sources, and 
the limitations in quantifying the physical relationships between a specific level of air pollution and a direct 
health effect. 

In addition, pursuant to the WLCSP (Section 2.5) and MM 4.1.6.1A, the WLC will have a minimum 250-foot 
buffer between the project and residentially zoned properties along Redlands Boulevard, Merwin Street, 
and Bay Avenue. A berm along Redlands Boulevard and landscaping will also create a visual screen 
between the WLC and adjacent communities to reduce the visibility of the proposed warehouse structures 
and improving aesthetics and reducing impacts on the neighboring community. The effectiveness of 
vegetative barriers on air quality is highly complex and depends on a number of factors including particle 
size, wind speed, leaf area density, and gaps in the vegetation, tree species, and season. The project 
proposed to plant a wide variety of vegetative species, as shown in the WLCSP, Section 5.4, and Onsite 
Landscaping that could act as a vegetative barrier. At this time, it is not possible to gauge the effectiveness 
of the vegetative barriers in absorbing air pollutants. However, a SCAQMD forum, Near-Road Mitigation 
Measures and Technologies, given November 21, 2013, featured several presentations that showed that 
vegetative barriers had measurable benefits in reducing pollution. 

The Gilman Springs Road edge in the eastern portion of the project is adjacent to existing and future 
suburban residential (zoned) uses. This edge will feature a restricted use area of 250 feet from these 
residentially zoned properties. No buildings, truck courts, loading areas, truck circulation areas, or truck or 
trailer storage uses are permitted within this area. Employee/visitor parking, emergency access, 
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landscaping, drainage facilities, and property maintenance access are permitted. This restricted use area 
may be reduced subject to the review of project specific air quality and noise analyses. 

In summary, a 1,000-foot barrier will not reduce air quality impacts for the WLC project. 

For additional information about the project design features and mitigation measures that have been 
incorporated into the project, see Section 4.1 of the 2015 Final EIR and Figures 4.1.4 through 4.1.4J and 
Figures 4.1.5 through 4.1.5J. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-34: Section 21101.6 of the California Vehicle Code states that local 
authorities may not place gates or other selective devices on any street which deny or restrict the access 
of certain members of the public to the street, while permitting others unrestricted access to the street. 
Local authorities may prohibit vehicles based on size (weight or height) as is being proposed for the Cactus 
Avenue Extension, but they cannot limit access to a public street based on the residence of the driver. On 
that basis, heavy trucks would be prohibited from using the Cactus Avenue Extension. 

The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below. 

Suggested Mitigation Measure Response 

Minimize all traffic, beyond just 
heavy-duty traffic, by limiting the 
use of the “D” street entrance to 
only local residents. 

Not Included. The Cactus Street extension is a public street. While the project 
does place restriction on heavy-duty vehicles, prohibiting use of the street, the 
City cannot limit street access to only nearby residents. In addition, there is no 
way to distinguish among light vehicles those that are operated by local 
residents as opposed to nearby communities like Lake Perris. As a result, the 
proposed limitation is infeasible. 

 

Response to Comment 1-B1-35: Any on-site fueling station is a “stationary source” under SCAQMD rules 
and as such, will be subject to all applicable rules and regulations regarding layout and design at such time 
as specific site is selected and a project is proposed. In addition to SCAQMD rules, any proposed fueling 
station will be subject to a discretionary Plot Plan process which will evaluate the specific design and any 
potential impacts on nearby uses. No significant impact has been identified and therefore no specific 
mitigation is required. 

The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below. 

Suggested Mitigation Measure Response 

Increase the required distance from 
any onsite fueling stations to 
residential occupied or zoned 
property or other sensitive receptor 
from 250 feet to 1,000 feet. 

Partially Included. The proposed onsite fueling station shall be placed a 
minimum of 1,000 feet from any offsite residential occupied or zoned 
property or other sensitive receptors pursuant to MM 4.3.6.3C. As a 
stationary source, rules established by the SCAQMD will determine the 
location and controls placed on the facility to ensure that there is no impact 
on residential areas. 

 

Response to Comment 1-B1-36: Future development within the WLCSP may take advantage of 
alternative fuel or zero emission vehicles and will comply with all fleet and/or fuel requirements at the time 
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of development approval in the future. The project will support a variety of future users which are unknown 
at this time, so it is not possible to require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since 
most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own 
fleets. 

Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47 are the Original Responses to the CARB 
June 8, 2015, comment letter on the 2015 Final EIR, Memorandum dated June 10, 2015. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-37: The air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analyses in the EIR are 
based on current scientific and regulatory guidance on the preparation of such studies, are legally adequate, 
and the EIR proposes appropriate mitigation based on the impacts identified in those studies. The EIR 
contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed 
decision. As outlined in Table 1.C of the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments, recirculation 
is not necessary based on the results of the additional analyses and responses to the many comments on 
the 2013 Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-38: This comment discusses the possibility that the City may opt to move 
the WLC decision to a ballot measure and they urge CEQA compliance regardless of whether the project 
becomes a ballot measure. The 2013 Draft EIR, Section 4.4 fully evaluated the potential air quality and 
health risks of the WLC project. The many comments on the DEIR regarding air quality and health risks 
were addressed in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-39: The comment above describes requirements of CEQA in regard to 
response to comments and recirculation. The 2015 Final EIR for the WLC project meets the requirements 
of CEQA in regard to response to comments. In addition, the 2015 Final EIR does not meet any of the 
criteria for recirculation: (1) there are no new or more severe environmental impacts, (2) there are no 
feasible project alternatives that would lessen the environmental impacts and all feasible mitigation has 
been adopted, and (3) it is neither inadequate nor conclusory. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-40: This comment states that the Response to Comments fails to adequately 
address ARB’s comments and does not adopt all feasible mitigation measures in their previous letter. 
Specifically, ARB’s recommended “actions to support the development, demonstration, and deployment of 
zero and near-zero emission technology to reduce localized health risk and regional emissions. The WLC 
2015 Final EIR is a programmatic EIR that analyzes the environmental impacts and require mitigation for a 
long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Each subsequent increment will 
be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are 
found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the 
document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require 
in terms of equipment. As a result, all mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the 
most stringent environmental standards. As CARB knows, planning for zero-emission technology in the 
freight sector is incredibly difficult, as demonstrated by CARB’s ongoing multi-year planning (not 
implementation) effort to on the Sustainable Freight Plan to lay out pathways to get to a zero-emission 
freight sector. 

As CARB knows, there are no commercially available zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks available 
(See Response to Comments Master Response-3). CARB’s own progress report on heavy duty technology 
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and fuels assessment (Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April 2015) 
overview states that the zero and non-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase: 

“Demonstrations are underway across the State in a wide array of heavy-duty applications 
including drayage trucks, delivery trucks, school buses, and some types of off-road 
equipment.” 

“Achieving the successful transition to zero and near-zero emission technologies will be 
challenging and will take time and money to realize.” 

“Staff is assessing additional zero emission vehicle and equipment platforms in the 
concept, demonstration, or pilot scale deployment stage in the heavy-duty sector. 
Examples include drayage trucks, delivery trucks, and selected types of cargo handling 
equipment (CHE) such as yard trucks. These technologies are limited today by cost and in 
some cases performance. As these technologies mature, moving from demonstrations to 
pilots and early commercialization, costs will decrease and performance will improve.” 

Not only are none currently available, it is not currently known when such trucks will become available, 
what technology they will rely (an important requirement for refueling/recharging requirements), or what 
operational capabilities such equipment might have such as range or load. The project can commit to 
requiring all trucks meet U.S. EPA 2010 standards (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B) because it is not question 
of commercial availability – all new trucks must meet these standards – it is a question of what subset of 
the truck fleet with serve the WLC. 

Similarly, with off-road equipment, there is no zero-emission standard for such equipment. While some 
electrical equipment does exist, it does not exist in for all operational requirements. However, all onsite 
equipment is available in non-diesel technologies. Subsequent environmental review may require that 
specific technology that will work with future users be required as condition of approval, but a broad 
requirement that unknown future users use a specific technology is not currently feasible since current zero-
emission technology is very limited. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-41: This comment states that recirculation is required due to fundamental 
inadequacies in the project’s health risk assessment which is flawed and inadequate. In this case the 
recirculation “trigger” is present. The 2015 Final EIR analysis has been revised since the 2013 Draft EIR was 
released to include a new study regarding health impacts from diesel engines, specifically, the Advanced 
Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES). The 2015 Final EIR repeatedly references that the ACES study 
concludes that the “application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated 
the health impacts of diesel exhaust. Use of and reference to the ACES study should be removed throughout 
the 2015 Final EIR. Further, the air quality and health risk methodology and models used in the 2015 Final 
EIR should be fully explained to ensure the information is accessible and understandable to the public. 

The HEI is an independent non-profit research organization founded in 1980 to provide high-quality, 
impartial, and relevant science on the health effects of air pollution. Typically, HEI receives half of its core 
funds from the US Environmental Protection Agency and half from the worldwide motor vehicle industry. 
Other public and private organizations periodically support special projects or certain research programs. 
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Organizations also participate as part of steering committees and peer reviewers including the California 
Air Resources Board and the Natural Resources Defense Council, among others. 

It is important to note that the primary purpose of ACES, on which CARB was a member of the steering 
committee, was to evaluate the cancer risk from new technology diesel exhaust: “the first study to conduct 
a comprehensive evaluation of lifetime inhalation exposure to emissions from heavy-duty 2007-compliant 
engines” (HEI Statement p. 1). 

While HEI ACES evaluated over 100 health endpoints, the 2015 Final EIR only relied upon the report’s 
conclusion in its discussion and analysis of cancer risk. The HEI ACES report was not relied upon in the 
2015 Final EIR’s analysis of the chronic/acute hazard index or the mortality/morbidity analysis. In addition, 
CARB’s comment requests that the approved risk assessment methodology contained in the OEHHA Air 
Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Health 
Risk Assessments be used. A full assessment using those guidelines is provided in the 2015 Final EIR, 
Volume 3, Section 4.3.3.4. Based upon those guidelines, there would be no project-related cancer risk 
outside the project’s boundaries. The 2015 Final EIR concludes that based upon HEI ACES, that estimated 
risk is overestimated and that no cancer risk impact is expected from the WLC. The primary conclusion of 
the HEI ACES is “that NTDE would not cause an increase in tumor formation or substantial toxic health 
effects.” (HEI ACES Report p.3). 

Additionally, the study mentioned by CARB does not examine cancer health risk attributable to new 
technology diesel but have examined health effects from diesel trucks that emit between 10 to 100 times 
more emissions than the new technology that the project’s mitigation will require. As ACES Phase 1 and 2 
demonstrate, new technology diesel exhaust is substantially different from traditional diesel exhaust 
necessitating the HEI study to evaluate the health impacts of new technology diesel exhaust. All previous 
studies, including those evaluated by OEHHA and cited by CARB examined the health effects of traditional 
diesel exhaust which date back to research done in the 1990’s and 2000’s. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that “new information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless 
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect”. The impacts described in the 2015 Final EIR are similar to or 
less than the impacts described in the DEIR. New, though not significant, information added to the 
document responds to comments; merely clarifies or amplifies existing information; or adds new mitigation 
measures, any impacts of which have been fully evaluated in the 2015 Final EIR. In addition, 2015 Final 
EIR is neither inadequate nor conclusory. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-42: This comment recommends that the document include an evaluation of 
the potential health impacts at the major milestones identified for this project for each receptor of interest 
and appropriate exposure duration. The OEHHA health risk assessment contained in the 2015 Final EIR 
analyses the lifetime exposure as defined by OEHHA (30 years) (2015 Final EIR, Volume 3, Section 
4.3.3.4). Any period shorter than the lifetime exposure would show results less than those shown in the 
2015 Final EIR. While the OEHHA method overestimates the risk, based upon the conclusions of HEI 
ACES, it does show a worst-case scenario with regard to duration. Further, as one moves into the future, 
the health impacts would be less than those described in the 2015 Final EIR since emissions will be lower 
than in the early years of the project. 
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Response to Comment 1-B1-43: This comment suggests that the rise in emissions of criteria pollutants 
due to the project may interfere with the current strategy to bring the South Coast Air Basin into attainment 
with federal air quality standards. The project needs to be revised to include substantial air quality mitigation 
by employing effective and feasible zero- and near zero-emission technologies. See Response to Comment 
B1-40. The 2015 Final EIR has committed to require U.S. EPA 2010 compliant trucks well ahead of the 
State of California’s requirements. There are no commercially available heavy-duty trucks and therefore 
such mitigation is infeasible. CARB’s own planning efforts with regard to zero-emissions within the freight 
sector is incomplete. Additionally, without knowledge of who future users might be, it is not currently 
possible to specify what technology will meet their operational needs. Subsequent environmental review 
may require that specific technology that will work with future users be required as condition of approval. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-44: This comment states that the City should use a future baseline in the 
health risk and air quality analysis as well as the existing baseline condition for a comparison. The 2015 
Final EIR contains an exhaustive analysis of the impacts of the proposed project and the cumulative 
analysis shows the project’s impacts when combined with the impacts of reasonably foreseeable past, 
present, and future projects. (2015 Final EIR, Volume 3, Section 4.3). 

Response to Comment 1-B1-45: This comment states that the City should recirculate the 2013 Draft EIR, 
and ARB recommends including mitigation measures that detail more robust plans for charging and fueling 
infrastructure, which will be necessary to support increased zero emission vehicles and equipment used on 
the project site. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C should be modified to include a more comprehensive description 
of the fueling station, including how that fueling station will adequately meet the needs of the zero- and near 
zero-emission equipment used on site. Furthermore, mitigation measure 4.3.6.4A should be expanded to 
ensure that the charging infrastructure required on-site will meet the needs of the growing numbers of zero 
emission vehicles that will be accessing the project site. The project does not make an estimate of the number 
of electric vehicles arriving at the project because such an estimate would be pure speculation. The State of 
California has had a zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) requirement for decades with little success. That is 
beginning to change; however, the rate of penetration for ZEV is unknown. As a result, the project is using the 
highest planning standards in setting a minimum for electrical charging stations. Since this is a programmatic 
EIR and there will be subsequent environmental evaluation as the project is implemented, it is possible that 
the electric vehicle charging requirements will increase due to changing real-world circumstances, rather than 
hopeful speculation. Finally, as noted, the project requires that construction and operation of an alternative 
fueling station to encourage the use of alternative heavy-duty technologies. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-46: This comment asserts that to achieve California’s air quality climate and 
sustainability goals, and to reduce the health risk from diesel PM in communities located near freight hubs, 
the State, including public and private partners, must take effective action to transition to a zero- and near 
zero-emission freight system. As CARB notes in its comment, the Sustainable Freight Strategy is still draft 
and subject to change. In addition, the document acknowledges that much of the technology that CARB 
has recommended in its comment letter is still not commercially available. 

Response to Comment 1-B1-47: This comment states that given the scale of the project, the substantial 
increases in criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the potential impact to health risk, 
it is critical that the 2015 Final EIR require the use of zero- and near zero-emission technologies. It also 
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asserts that the health risk analysis be revised. Refer to previous Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 
1-B1-47. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-B2: CA Department of Justice 

Response to Comment 1-B2-1: This is an email correspondence transmitting comments from the California 
Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General, on the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (RSFEIR), and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-B2-2: The Attorney General (AG) Xavier Becerra is submitting comments on 
the 2018 RSFEIR and gives a brief description of the project and background on the Attorney Generals 
role, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-B2-3: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response 
to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
approach to (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse 
gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-4: Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing 
the Cap-and-Trade Program does not undermine the State’s climate objectives. Refer to Topical Response A, 
The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to 
the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects 
CEQA analysis. Further, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes Project emissions from initial 
construction in 2020 through 2064, which accounts for the 30-year presumed lifetime of the Project. Emissions 
are presented on a year-by-year basis and separated between capped and uncapped emissions. Table 4.7-
8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the annual mitigated uncapped emissions for years 2020 
through 2064 and clearly demonstrates that the Project’s emissions would remain under the 10,000 MTCO2e 
threshold for its entire lifetime. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the 
Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently 
pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the 
amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project 
emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net 
zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining 
after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and 
the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response 
B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC 
complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in 
AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the analysis adequately addresses the CEQA requirements and provides feasible 
mitigation that reduces impacts to less than significant levels. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-5: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response 
to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse 
gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis as it contains 
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accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. As 
outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the 
judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth 
Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and 
how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and 
would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 
32. Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore 
would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical 
Response A and Topical Response B, Scoping Plan. 

Additionally, as stated by the SCAQMD as the introduction to their 2016 AQMP, the most effective way to 
reduce air pollution impacts on the health of the nearly 17 million residents in the Basin, including those in 
disproportionally impacted and environmental justice communities that are concentrated along the 
transportation corridors and goods movement facilities, is to reduce emissions from mobile sources, the 
principal contributor to the Basin’s air quality challenge64. To ensure that those around the Project site are not 
exposed to unacceptable levels of potentially harmful pollutants, an operation and construction and operational 
health risk analysis was conducted and included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to evaluate the 
potential air quality and health risks of the WLC Project to sensitive receptors. The HRA was conducted 
consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance 
and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots 
Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk 
characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each 
sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included 
exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline 
combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To 
be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types 
and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of 
zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including 
the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency 
(number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, 
what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime 
exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these 
parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. 
The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute (HEI) finding that New Technology Diesel 
Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to 

                                                      
64 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2019. SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) Website. Available 

online: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan
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sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks 
for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + 
Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental 
increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project 
would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million 
prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts 
contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-
68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure 
duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 
shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 
in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation 
and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due 
to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation 
incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially 
lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer 
risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed 
the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in 
cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the 
commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that 
the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk 
significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This 
mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of 
the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World 
Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the 
MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible 
risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As 
shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community 
would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operational 
scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required 

The HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from north of the 
project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm Springs, 
and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated health 
impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as 
demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus operation 
scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an incremental 
cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 2.5 miles 
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away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full project 
operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an approximate 
distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one million. Some 
receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. Because project-
generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from the project site, 
the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be less than those 
presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network will be the 
greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway would be near 
the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one million threshold 
with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 may 
exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant for the 30 
years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor as residents. 
This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker receptors and 
may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 4.3-6 is to 
identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The isopleth 
presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which differentiates 
between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, 
with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental 
cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of 
combined construction and operation. 

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. Tables 
4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health 
effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” 
is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the 
absence of additional emissions from the Project.65 When taken into context, the small increase in incidences 
and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are 
minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no significance thresholds for health effects, thus this 
information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and 
Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the 
southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 
4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions 
across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, 
respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related 
emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related 
hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital 
admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for 
all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital 
admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range 
(lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light 

                                                      
65 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 
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of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health 
effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this 
data was provided for informational purposes. 

As discussed above, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address 
the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and 
unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and 
subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to 
determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is 
required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being 
within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would 
need to be prepared.66 However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined 
in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require 
additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.67. Due to the programmatic nature of the 
document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require 
in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that 
meets the most stringent environmental standards. Thus, it is possible that as zero-emission technologies 
become available at a later date, due to real-world circumstances, they can be incorporated into the 
subsequent environmental documents at that time. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with 
incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts in Section 4.3.6.5, pages 4.3-63 to 4.3-82. 
Thus, this Project would be protective of health risks for environmental justice communities. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-6: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response 
to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse 
gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. The 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts. 

Additionally, as stated above in Response to Comment 1-B2-4, the Project operational or long-term 
emissions occur over the life of the Project. Table 4.7-5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows a 
summary of AB 32/SB 32 capped and uncapped project emissions (unmitigated) for each year between 
2020 and 2064. As shown in the table, the uncapped emissions in the years 2024 through 2053 are over 
the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR does address that emissions would occur over the lifetime of the Project, and therefore, informs 
the public of the long-term effects of the Project’s GHG emissions past buildout. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-7: Topical Response A explains the legal reasons that although the Project 
is not regulated under the Cap-and-Trade Program, Project GHG emissions associated with capped 
emissions are regulated, and therefore already mitigated, and are not compared to the SCAQMD’s 
significance threshold for an impact determination. As outlined in Topical Response A, CARB believes the 
Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to 
                                                      
66 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) 
67 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) 
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lower emissions subject to regulations which can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately 
addressed emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not 
subject to analysis at the Project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in Association of 
Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). 

The WLC analysis did follow the CEQA Guidelines approach a lead agency should take when determining 
the significance of a project’s GHG emissions. All potential Project emissions were identified and disclosed 
in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and were compared to the existing environmental setting to 
determine the increase or reduction of emissions. The Project’s yearly uncapped GHG emissions for years 
2020 through 2064 were compared to the significance threshold and the capped GHG emissions were 
provided for informational purposes. The extent to 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 was analyzed and is discussed further in Topical Response A. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-8: Topical Response A explains the legal reasons that although the Project 
is not regulated under the Cap-and-Trade Program, Project GHG emissions associated with capped 
emissions are regulated, and therefore already mitigated, and are not compared to the SCAQMD’s 
significance threshold for an impact determination. As outlined in Topical Response A, CARB believes the 
Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to 
lower emissions subject to regulations which can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately 
addressed emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not 
subject to analysis at the Project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in Association of 
Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). 

As stated in the Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors case, “Both the 
refinery and its electrical power provider, Pacific Gas & Electric, are subject to California’s cap-and-trade 
program.” (17 Cal. App 5th at 735). Thus, the project was able to take the total GHG emissions from the 
project and only analyze those emissions not regulated by the Cap-and-Trade Program. This is precisely 
what the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did for the greenhouse gas analysis. There is nothing in the 
opinion that in any way was tied into the fact that the refinery itself was subject to the Cap-and-Trade 
Program. Furthermore, because PG&E’s contribution to the GHG emissions were an indirect result of the 
project’s approval just as the GHG emissions resulting from the electrical energy and fuel emissions will be 
indirect results of the development of the WLC. Thus, the Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County 
Board of Supervisors opinion holds that an EIR should recognize all GHG emissions associated with a 
project – those resulting from the project itself and those indirectly resulting from the Project and then 
require the Project to mitigate, to the extent feasible, GHG emissions, to the extent they are significant, all 
those GHG emissions from sources not subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program.68 Whether the capped 
GHG emissions come from the project itself is irrelevant. The Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern 
County Board of Supervisors opinion didn’t discuss transportation related GHG emissions because they 
weren’t subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program when the refinery’s EIR was certified in 2014. The 
consideration of using only project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those 
emissions under CEQA was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of 

                                                      
68 The Attorney General’s reference to the final measures for the adoption of Section 15064.4 were written in 2009, two 

years before CARB adopted the climate change regulations. 
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Supervisors. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with 
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

Additionally, in a court ruling dated February 8, 2018, the Honorable Sharon J. Waters, Judge of the 
Riverside County Superior Court, identified five deficiencies in the 2015 Final EIR which related to energy 
impacts, biological impacts, noise impacts, agricultural impacts, and cumulative impacts. As noted, GHG 
impacts were not among the areas Judge Waters found deficient. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
was prepared to respond to the Judge’s ruling and writ of mandate by correcting the five deficiencies 
identified in the ruling. Although not required by the Judge’s ruling, portions of the Traffic and Circulation 
analysis have been revised to: (1) Show the effect of using the trip generation rates shown in the most 
recent edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual. (2) Show the effect of 
the inclusion of the over 300 projects that cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts. As a result, Section 4.7 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability, Section 6.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Climate Change, and Sustainability Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and 
Health Risk Assessment Report of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were also revised to show the 
effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis. Thus, the approach used to 
identify GHG impacts in the 2015 Final EIR, the use of capped and uncapped emissions, was not found to 
be deficient with regards to CEQA in Judge Waters ruling. The approach used in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR to analyze the significance of GHG emissions, having once been litigated, is not subject to 
challenge. Judge Waters’ judgement on this issue is being appealed. As outlined in Topical Response C, 
Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 
2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division 
Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result 
of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped 
GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 
4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions 
(capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-9: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 
2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade 
Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-
and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. Additionally, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping 
Plan, for a discussion of how the project complies with the Scoping Plan goals. As outlined in Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered 
on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, 
Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on 
the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the 
total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG 
emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and 
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Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or 
impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-10: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and 
Response, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing 
the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, 
and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. Topical Response A provides an 
overview of AB 32 and the Cap-and-Trade Program; how it applies to the consideration of Project GHG 
emissions and its effect on the State’s efforts to reduce its GHG emissions. The graphs presented by the 
AG could be applicable to any project that was previously vacant. Figure 5 in the AG’s letter identifies the 
graph with projected reduction targets from 1990 levels. Executive Order S-3-5 requires an 80 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions from 1990 levels, resulting in a downward trending graph. The GHG emissions 
from the Project graph identify an upward trending graph as emissions from the Project are generally new 
emissions as the Project would be built on generally vacant land. Thus, these graphs don’t necessarily 
show that the Project conflicts with the state’s ability to achieve the state climate goals. If graphs alone were 
used to show if a project conflicted with the state’s climate goals, then no new project that had any increase 
in emissions would ever get approved. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not fail to evaluate the 
Project’s consistency with state and regional goals, requirements, plans, and policies to reduce GHGs just 
because the trajectory of the two graphs are in opposition to each other. Furthermore, Table 4.7-11: Project 
Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies, Table 4.7-12: Analysis of Additional 
Measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, Table 4.7-13: Consistency with City General Plan Air Quality 
Policies, and Table 4.7-14: Consistency with City Climate Action Strategy in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR assess the projects consistency with these policies. In order to ensure that the WLC complies with 
and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32, 
all PDF and Mitigation Measures identified in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shall be implemented. 
Thus, the Project’s consistency with state and regional plans was analyzed per CEQA requirements. 

Refer to Topical Response B, which discusses the Project’s compliance with the Scoping Plan and the 
State’s attainment goals. AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, while 
SB 32 has a target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Pursuant to the requirements in AB 32, CARB 
adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in 2008, which contains a variety of strategies 
to reduce the State’s emissions. The First Update to the Scoping Plan was approved in 2014 and the 
Second Update was approved in 2017 following the passage of SB 32. As described in Section 4.7.2.2 – 
State Regulations/Standards, AB 39869 extended California’s Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030 and 
the program is adopted as a core strategy in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update for meeting the state’s GHG 
reduction targets for 2020 and 2030. Each version of CARB’s Scoping Plan, including the recent 2017 
Scoping Plan Update, explains, on the basis of extensive modeling and analysis, that the Cap-and-Trade 
Program is not intended to address project-level impacts and does not do so. However, with respect to 
project-level GHG reduction actions and thresholds for individual development projects, the 2017 Scoping 
Plan Update indicates, beyond plan-level goals and actions, local governments can also support climate 
action when considering discretionary approvals and entitlements of individual projects through CEQA. 

                                                      
69 Section 1 of AB 398, which remains in effect until 1/1/31 states the Legislature’s intent to extend the Cap-and-Trade 

Program to 12/31/30 (Health & Safety Code 38501(i)). Section 2 of AB 398, which becomes effective on 1/1/31, states 
the Legislature’s intent that CARB design effective GHG emissions with no termination date (Health & Safety 38501(k)). 
Health & Safety 38551(b) states it’s the Legislature’s intent that reduction in GHG emissions continue beyond 2020. 
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Absent conformity with an adequate geographically-specific GHG reduction plan as described in the 
regulatory section of Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, CARB recommends that projects 
incorporate design features and GHG reduction measures, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG 
emissions. Achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG 
impacts, is an appropriate overall objective for new development.70 As discussed above, the Project 
incorporates project design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG 
emissions and energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings (Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B 
and 4.7.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to achieve as close to zero net 
uncapped emissions for the project with incorporation of solar to meet CARB’s requirements of the 2017 
Update to the Scoping Plan. Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant 
GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further 
discussed in Topical Responses A and B. 

With regard to a flaw with the GHG analysis because the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR declines to fully 
analyze or mitigate emissions from fuel and electricity demand that the project will cause, the majority of 
the project’s emissions, on the ground that CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program “covers” the project’s 
emissions, refer to Topical Response A which explains why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s impact 
analysis approach separating project emissions into capped and uncapped emissions as outlined in the 
Cap-and-Trade Program is acceptable and was upheld by the court in Association of Irritated Residents v. 
Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). 

The WLC project is a logistics facility and thus would increase vehicle miles travelled (VMTs) and electricity 
use. Although the WLC cannot reduce VMT significantly, it has reduced its reliance on electricity through 
the use of on-site solar. The WLC is required to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will 
be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 
4.16.4.6.1C). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
Due to the limitations that current Moreno Valley Utility (MVU) rules (see Topical Response E) impose on 
solar photovoltaic (PV) capacity, Phase 1 buildings can each provide 300 kilowatts (kW) of PV (one-half 
the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each provide 800 kW. At these PV 
system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and 
a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would 
cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, 
thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature 
of the EV penetration in Phase 2, Project mitigation measures require the project to upgrade the structural 
integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the 
entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs 
of the Project’s office spaces, resulting in net zero-energy office buildings. Some mitigation measures, such 
as zero- or near zero-emission technology and utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the Project 
due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR), are not available at this time. Thus, the WLC will incorporate the Project Design 
Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to further reduce emissions from the project that 
are along the line of zero emission technology mitigation measures requested by CARB. The City has not 
                                                      
70 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The strategy for achieving 

California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target. Available online at: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf


Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 153 

ignored its CEQA obligations and does not improperly obscure the Projects GHG impacts by exempting 
them from CEQA analysis. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-11: As stated in Response to Comment 1-B2-4, long-term operational 
emissions occur over the life of the Project (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-21). Table 4.7-5 
depicts total emissions estimates for the Project construction and operations, although it does not account 
for PDFs (described in Section 4.17.5, Energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) that improve 
building energy efficiency and maximize the use of on-site renewable energy, nor do they account for the 
Project’s mitigation measures. Table 4.7-5 shows a summary of AB 32/SB 32 capped and uncapped project 
emissions (unmitigated) for each year between 2020 and buildout (see Topical Response A for a discussion 
of how Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project and refer to Topical Response B, which discusses the Project’s 
compliance with the Scoping Plan and the State’s attainment goals. ). Buildout emissions would then 
continue to occur for the lifetime of the Project. As shown in the table, the uncapped emissions in the year 
2026 and after are over the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year. Thus, the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does address that emissions would occur, and what those emissions would be, 
over the life of the Project. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects 
of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending 
in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community 
Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of 
GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions 
(uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either 
all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the 
application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the 
Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change and Sustainability cumulative impacts are addressed in 
Section 6.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
operational or long-term emissions occur over the life of the Project. Mobile emissions were calculated 
using emission factors for the actual years assessed (2020 through 2064). The motor vehicle and truck 
year-by-year emissions use emission factors corresponding to each year analyzed. For emissions in years 
post-2050, the 2050 emission factors were used. This is due to EMFAC2017 only projecting emission 
factors through 2050. CARB has designed a California Cap-and-Trade Program that is enforceable and 
meets the requirements of AB 32 and SB 32. The program began on January 1, 2012, placing GHG 
emissions limits on capped sectors (e.g., electricity generation, petroleum refining, cement production, and 
large industrial facilities that emit more than 25,000 MT CO2e per year), and enforcing compliance 
obligations beginning with 2013 emissions. Vehicle fuels were placed under the cap in 2015, and with the 
passage of AB 39871, the program was recently extended through 2030. The Health and Safety Code 
§38510 makes CARB responsible for regulating sources of GHG emissions and that §39500 makes CARB 
responsible for regulating emissions from vehicles. CARB was the one who decided that fuel suppliers are 

                                                      
71 Section 1 of AB 398, which remains in effect until 1/1/31 states the Legislature’s intent to extend the Cap-and-Trade 

Program to 12/31/30 (Health & Safety Code 38501(i)). Section 2 of AB 398, which becomes effective on 1/1/31, states 
the Legislature’s intent that CARB design effective GHG emissions with no termination date (Health & Safety 38501(k)). 
Health & Safety 38551(b) states it’s the Legislature’s intent that reduction in GHG emissions continue beyond 2020. 
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required to account for, and mitigate, for fuels that they produce when the fuels are combusted.72 The Cap-
and-Trade Program allocates emissions permits across covered entities in each sector. As shown in 
Section 4.7.6.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project’s 
unmitigated uncapped emissions of approximately 22,974 MTCO2e per year are over the SCAQMD’s 
significance threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e per year. However, the mitigated emissions are below the 
SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year for the Project’s entire lifetime, beginning 
with construction in 2020 through 2064. The maximum annual mitigated uncapped emissions for the 
Project’s lifetime occur at buildout (2035) and total 8,563 MTCO2e. After 2035, emissions remain below the 
10,000 MTCO2e threshold and incrementally decrease for the remainder of the Project’s lifetime. 

With regard to the GHG cumulative impact analysis (Section 6.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), 
GHG emissions were estimated for each of the 359 cumulative projects by making land use assumptions for 
each of the identified cumulative project based on project specific information contained in associated 
documents, the City of Moreno Valley General Plan, and/or the SCAG RTP/SCS 2040 regional population 
and employment forecasts for all areas outside of the City of Moreno Valley. Out of the 359 cumulative projects 
that were evaluated during preparation of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 66 were found to be completed 
with construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and nine projects were not 
accounted for due to lack of project information or due to there being no specific development proposed 
(specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16) (see Section 4.3, Errata – 
Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Therefore, 284 potentially cumulative projects are located within 
the Basin that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Estimated 
construction GHG emissions were amortized over 30 years. Of the 359 projects analyzed, 95 projects 
exceeded their given threshold and 189 projects were below threshold. Given that the unmitigated project and 
95 of the cumulative projects are over threshold, impacts would be potentially significant and cumulatively 
considerable. Given that the Project would have a potentially significant impact to GHG emissions prior to the 
application of mitigation, this Project’s contribution to cumulative impact is considered to be considerable prior 
to mitigation. The Project’s mitigated uncapped emissions total 8,563 MTCO2e at buildout in 2035, would not 
exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year, and would be less than significant. 
As shown in Table 6.7-2 (pages 6.7-15 – 6.7-29 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), it is estimated that 95 
projects would exceed the applicable numeric threshold, contributing to a potentially significant cumulative 
impact. When considered with the other projects’ significant impacts, the Project would not contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact given that the project would generate uncapped emissions that are less than the 
10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold. 

Section 4.7.6.2, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assesses the WLCs consistency with applicable 
federal, state, regional and local GHG reduction strategies and concludes that the Project would comply 
with all mandatory reduction strategies such as water conservation, energy efficiency, solid waste reduction, 
and efficiency measures related to transportation and motor vehicles. In addition, the project would go 
beyond energy conservation measures and exceed minimum compliance with 2019 Title 24 requirements. 
Additionally, the Project would contribute to further reductions by exceeding minimum compliance with Title 
24 requirements by approximately 16 percent at full buildout, incorporating an alternative fuel service 
station, and supporting infrastructure to accommodate future electric vehicle populations. Therefore, the 
                                                      
72 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Facts About: Information for Entities That take Delivery of Fuel for Fuels Phased 

into the Cap-and-Trade Program Beginning on January 1, 2015. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/faq_fuel_purchasers.pdf. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/faq_fuel_purchasers.pdf
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Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. It would be speculative 
to assume that all 359 listed cumulative projects would be consistent with all applicable plans, policies, and 
regulations related to the reduction of GHG emissions. Therefore, it is possible that any of the cumulative 
projects are inconsistent with any plans, policies, and regulations and would result in a potentially significant 
impact. Therefore, the cumulative impact would be potentially significant. However, because the project’s 
impact would be less than significant with mitigation, the project is not contributing to cumulatively 
considerable impacts. As the Project does not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts in regard to 
GHG emissions nor conflict with applicable GHG reduction measures, the Project would not interfere with 
the State’s ability to comply with 2050 climate goals. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-12: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 
2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, including additional mitigation measures, for the 
approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse 
gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

In response to using all widely available commercially viable zero-emission technology, utilizing zero-
emission technology trucks is an effective strategy at reducing tailpipe PM emissions. In 2016, in response 
to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy 
Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California 
Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by 
the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting 
freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to 
near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that 
time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available 
and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.73 Since then, 
some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 
heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-
sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet.) Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission 
heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to 
require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB 
received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but 
CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff 
Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the 
importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and 
are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges 
in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, 
infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging 
standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-
8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 
demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability. 

                                                      
73 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=
2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
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According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action 
Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one 
zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment 
Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.74 With the 
development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the 
most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-
Duty Freight Vehicles”75 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-
20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.76 As of late last year, CARB is 
funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.77 BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch 
announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at 
four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson.78 Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight 
equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” 
trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.79 See also recent 
article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs 
(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). 

The WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling station that will open prior to the issuance of building 
permits for more than 25,000,000 square feet of logistics warehousing to serve trucks that use liquefied or 
compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3-6.3C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). In addition, 
future development will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. 
Additionally, based on the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Project Design 

                                                      
74 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 

Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

75 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 
Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

76 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 
Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 

77 California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, 
October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-
transportation-investments 

78 Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. 
Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/ 

79 Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: 
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/ 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/
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Features will be incorporated to provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance 
over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 
4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). WLC is required to providing renewable energy through 
solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within 
the Project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). At a minimum, the Project will install 
enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces (refer to Topical 
Response E for the MVU limitations placed on solar). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes 
mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent 
possible. Some of the mitigation measures suggested by the CARB, zero- or near zero-emission 
technology, are not available at this time, such as utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the project 
due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR) and readily available zero-emission fleets of medium- and heavy-duty trucks (Refer 
to response B1-4 for detailed discussion of ZEV availability and solar power. Thus, WLC will incorporate 
the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17.5, to further 
reduce emissions from the Project that are along the line of the zero emission technology mitigation 
measures. However, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, 
it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most 
logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintaining their own fleets. 
Nonetheless, the Project required under various project design features and mitigation measures to require 
the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the 
use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks, Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, and rooftop solar. The 
City has investigated the use of nonzero- and zero-emission technologies in the transportation and 
electricity portions and has incorporated those that are practicable and feasible. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-13: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 
2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade 
Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-
and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-14: As presented in Response to Comment 1-B2-5, the Project would be 
protective of health risks for environmental justice communities, including those from criteria and toxic air 
pollutants and diesel PM. The cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in 
the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation 
and operation of the WLC as evidenced in the HRA and Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air 
Quality Emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The WLC has adopted all feasible and 
practicable zero- and near zero-emission technology mitigation measures to reduce impacts associated 
with trucking and electricity usage as described above under Response to Comments 1-B2-12 and 1-B2-
13, all of which are protective of impacts to environmental justice communities. Regarding exemption of 
Project GHG emissions from a CEQA significance analysis because of the Cap-and-Trade Program and its 
effect on the State’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions through adoption of mitigation measures refer to 
Topical Response A. 

Response to Comment 1-B2-15: Regarding exemption of Project GHG emissions from a CEQA 
significance analysis because of the Cap-and-Trade Program and its effect on the State’s efforts to reduce 
GHG emissions refer to Topical Response A. Response to Comment 1-B2-2 through 1-B2-14 address 
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additional concerns. brought forth in the letter. Additionally, this Project would be protective of health risks 
for environmental justice communities as presented in Response to Comment 1-B2-5. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-B3: Govenor's Office of Planning & Research 

Response to Comment 1-B3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 Revised Sections of 
the Final EIR (RSFEIR) are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-B3-2: This is an attachment of the State Clearinghouse Data Base details for 
the Revised Sections of the FEIR document. No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR 
are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) The City has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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3.4.3 (1-C) Letters from Regional Agencies 

Comment Letters Received from Regional Agencies include the following: 

1-C1: South Coast Air Quality Management District 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-C-1: South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Response to Comment 1-C1-1: The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
acknowledges that it has received the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) and requests that 
all appendices and technical documents related to air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analyses 
and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and health risk files be provided. The City of Moreno 
Valley forwarded the technical documents and modeling files to SCAQMD. No further response is required 
because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment. 

Response to Comment 1-C1-2: The SCAQMD acknowledges that the files asked for in Response to 
Comment 1-C1-1 have been provided. No further response is required because no specific comments on 
the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment. 

Response to Comment 1-C1-3: The SCAQMD acknowledges that the files asked for in Response to 
Comment 1-C1-1 were received by SCAQMD. No further response is required because no specific 
comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment. 
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3.4.4 (1-D) Letters from County Departments/Agencies 

No comment letters were received from county departments or agencies. 
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3.4.5 (1-E) Letters from Local Agencies/City Departments 

Comment Letters Received from Local Agencies/City Departments include the following: 

1-E1: Moreno Valley Unified School District 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-E1: Moreno Valley Unified School District 

Response to Comment 1-E1-1: The Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD) appreciates how the 
City addressed the MVUSD’s comments on the previous Draft EIR. The MVUSD also requested the City to 
keep them informed of the Project’s progress. No specific comment on the contents of the 2018 Revised 
Sections of the Final EIR is provided. No further response is required because no specific comments on 
the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 
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3.4.6 (1-F) Letters from Community/Conservation Groups 

Comment Letters Received from Community/Conservation Groups include the following: 

1-F1: Center for Biological Diversity 

1-F2: Earthjustice 

1-F3: Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley 

1-F4: Friends of Riverside’s Hills and Richard Block 

1-F5: Blum | Collins 

1-F6: Sierra Club 

1-F7: Wittwer Parkin LLP 

1-F8: California Clean Energy Committee 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F1: Arunda Prabhala, Center for Biological Diversity 

Response to Comment 1-F1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 Revised Sections of 
the Final EIR (RSFEIR) are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F1-2: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F1-3 through 1-F1-7 for a response to the individual 
concerns brought up in the letter. 

Response to Comment 1-F1-3: The trial court ruling stated, “All references to CDFW Conservation Buffer 
Area should be removed and the potential environmental impacts on biological resources and habitats 
should be re-analyzed without any consideration of said buffer area.” Refer to Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. 

The 2018 RSFEIR addresses and incorporates the information required in the ruling. First, it removed all 
references to the “CDFW Buffer Area,” 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-1. Second, it provided a new biological 
resource assessment to determine the Project’s biological resources and habitats, both within the WLC site 
and the SJWA. See Biological Resources Technical Memorandum (Revised) and DBESP, Appendix B in 
the 2018 RSFEIR. Third, in addition to the 250-foot development set back from the SJWA's northern border 
and the 150-foot additional building set back (400 feet total), WLC Specific Plan Section 2.5.3 provided 
appropriate mitigation (based in the new assessment), so that all significant impacts were reduced to less 
than significant (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-74, 4.4-77, 4.4-82). 

Response to Comment 1-F1-4: The 2018 RSFEIR states “it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, 
due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, will have potentially significant impacts on wildlife within 
the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from Project air pollution, including diesel truck exhaust” 
(2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). Similarly, the 2018 RSFEIR states that “Local wildlife (i.e., within the SJWA) 
may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic air contaminants from truck exhaust 
as the WLC project builds out” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). The northern portion of the SJWA, south of the 
WLC Specific Plan area, has been used historically for agricultural purposes, and may be used by foraging 
birds, with a portion of this area currently containing non-native grassland with predominantly non-native or 
invasive species. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA will be reduced 
somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., 
very little to the south), based on data from the Project air quality study provided in Appendix D of the 2015 
Final EIR (MBA 2012). However, some diesel will still be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, including 
particulates, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent (2018 RSFEIR page 
4.4-72). In addition, the 2018 RSFEIR acknowledges that “particulate deposition may occur within 
approximately 1,000 feet of truck activities within the project, which would extend part way into the northern 
portion of the SJWA” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). 

Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant impacts on humans. Although 
the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health effects from diesel pollution 
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may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel impacts on wildlife. Potential 
health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, but in general, health effects from diesel 
exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory function, reduced heart function or longevity, 
decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased incidence of cancer and other mutagenic or 
teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, reduction in overall biodiversity, reproductive 
failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most commonly attributed to food loss and 
reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There are relatively few examples of higher 
animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity or gaseous air pollution. However, a 
number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals and other pollutants in their systems 
from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and ultrafine particulate matter, black or 
elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like phenanthrene, metallic ashes, gases like 
nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and crotonaldehyde, volatile organic compounds 
like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). One of the research limitations is that 
some health effects from these pollutants take a long time, in some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit 
themselves. These pollutant species can also be emitted from a variety of sources in complex urban 
environments so it can be difficult to trace individual sources of the air pollutants. In the case of this Project, 
air pollutant emissions potentially affecting wildlife would predominantly be the result of new warehouse 
uses within the Project Site. Research suggests that wildlife may be more susceptible to air pollutant 
impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration rates, smaller lung capacities, ingestion 
of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher metabolic rates, etc., although some factors 
like shorter natural lifespans would reduce the duration of exposure over time. For these reasons and for 
the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals within the SJWA would be at least as susceptible 
to health effects from air pollution, including diesel exhaust, as humans. 

Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA would be minimized somewhat 
because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., very little 
to the south), based on data from the project air quality study (MBA 2012). However, some diesel particulate 
matter (PM) emissions would be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, from trucks and passenger 
vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent. There is little academic or scientific research on the specific 
impacts of diesel PM emissions on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific 
setbacks for wildlife protection areas from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel PM 
emissions. Most available research is too limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or the 
species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts of one pollutant on one species). Based on available 
scientific data, it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck 
traffic, could result in potentially significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman 
Springs Road from diesel truck exhaust. 

To assess the significance of the impacts to wildlife from the increase in diesel PM, the results of the Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA), conducted for the Project, to assess the human health risk was utilized to assess 
the risk to animals (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). An HRA was conducted for 
the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants, but primarily diesel PM and 
total organic gases (TOG). The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk 
to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for 
construction and operational scenarios of the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR). Since on-site and offsite human sensitive receptors would experience a less than significant 
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health risk impact with incorporation of mitigation, the potential health risk impact to wildlife within the SJWA, 
which is located farther away than the nearest human sensitive receptors at 250 feet to the south of the 
proposed development area, would also be less than significant (2018 RSFEIR at page 4.4-73). No further 
response is required and Section 4.4 Biological Resources has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-F1-5: As discussed on page 4.4-78 of the 2018 RSFEIR, no burrowing owls 
were identified within the Project’s proposed area of disturbance; however, because suitable habitat is 
present within the WLC site for the burrowing owl, and because the species is highly mobile, a potential 
exists that, at some future date prior to Project development, this species may be present in the WLC 
development sites. This is a potentially significant impact requiring mitigation. The Project design features 
as well as the mitigation measures would reduce impacts to burrowing owl and other avian species to less 
than significant and the Project would be consistent with the MSHCP, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 
as well as the California Fish and Game Code (Section 3503), all of which protect against direct or indirect 
impacts to nesting or migratory birds. The Project design features to reduce potential impacts include the 
250-foot development setback, the additional 150-foot building setback (total 400 feet), and the soundwall 
along the southern boundary of the WLC site. The mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts include 
Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.3A, 4.4.6.3B, 4.4.6.3C, 4.4.6.3D, 4.4.6.3K, and 4.1.6.4A (2018 RSFEIR pages 
4.4-79, 4.4-80, 4.4-82, and 4.4-74) The MSHCP requires that pre-construction surveys be completed in 
areas of suitable habitat no more than 30 days prior to any grading or ground disturbing activities within the 
WLC site. If burrowing owls are present during the breeding season, construction activity shall maintain a 
500-foot buffer area around any active nest/burrow until it has been determined that the nest/burrow is no 
longer active and all juveniles have fledged the nest/burrow (MM 4.4.6.3D, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-80). IF 
active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season and owls are not nesting or are in 
the process of nesting, active and/or passive relocation may be conducted following consultation with the 
CDFW (MM 4.4.6.3D, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-80). A relocation plan approved by the appropriate resource 
agencies must be prepared prior to any active or passive relocation. If other nesting birds are found during 
the pre-construction surveys, a 300-foot buffer zone will be required around the nest where no vegetation 
disturbance will be permitted (MM 4.4.6.3A, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-79). This buffer zone should be 
expanded to 500 feet for raptor and listed species such as hawks or coastal California gnatcatcher (MM 
4.4.6.3A, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-79). Since impacts to burrowing owls and other avian species are less 
than significant with the above mitigation measures, the Project’s 250-foot setback from the border with the 
SJWA does not need to be increased. The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the 
Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation 
measure is to be implemented and monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. 
Additionally, the actions of private parties’ points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a 
delegation of authority. The Project does not defer mitigation by relying on pre-construction surveys, which 
are a common practice, that will be done within 30 days of construction to detect the presence of burrowing 
owls and other avian species. 

The reference to Richardson and Miller 1997 (Richardson, Cray T. and Clinton K. Miller 1997, 
Recommendations for protecting raptors from human disturbance: a review, Wildlife Society Bulletin 25(3): 
634-638) regarding nest buffers for raptor species, specifically golden eagle, ranges from 200 meters (656 
feet) to 1,600 meters (5,249 feet). However, the 2018 RSFEIR states “No suitable nesting habitat for golden 
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eagle, white-tailed kite or peregrine falcon occurs within the area due to historic agricultural activities, 
regular disking of the site, and dominance of sparse, non-native low-quality vegetation” (2018 RSFEIR page 
4.4-29). Because suitable nesting habitat is not present for either the golden eagle or white-tailed kite, the 
nesting buffer zones required by Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-79 and 4.4-80) are 
sufficient to protect nesting birds that could be expected on the WLC or the northern portion of the SJWA. 
Similarly, the peregrine falcon has a low potential to nest within the WLC as only marginal nesting habitat 
is present, which is located at the periphery of the WLC site. Should nesting peregrine falcon be discovered 
onsite, the species will be adequately protected if discovered to nest onsite by the required buffer zones of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A. Since impacts to golden eagles, white-tailed kites, and peregrine falcons are 
less than significant with the above mitigation measure, the Project’s 250-foot setback from the border with 
the SJWA does not need to be increased. 

Response to Comment 1-F1-6: The 2018 RSFEIR analyzes impacts on wildlife in the SJWA and 
concludes that impacts from the Project would be less than significant with the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures and proposed Project design features. This is further described in 
Response to Comment 1-F1-3 above. Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3F (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-81) requires 
the preparation of a Biological Resource Management Plan (BRMP) for the 250-foot development setback 
area that will identify vegetation management requirements for control of invasive plants, and the planting 
and maintaining of trees to provide roosting and nesting opportunities for raptors and other birds. The BRMP 
will be reviewed and approved by the City and the SJWA manager, and implementation of the BRMP will 
be supervised by a qualified biologist. Preparation of the BRMP is not needed until such time that Planning 
Areas 10 and 12, the closest areas to the SJWA, will be developed after discretionary approval by the City 
(2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-81). The BRMP is at the programmatic level and will be developed and approved, 
prior to any design of projects in WLC Planning Areas 10 and 12, and all projects within the WLC Planning 
Areas 10 and 12 would need to implement it. Since the BRMP would be implemented at the programmatic 
level it would not result in disjointed and contradictory planning regarding the 250-foot setback which will 
reduce impacts to the SJWA. 

The 250-foot development setback is one of the design features that lessens impacts on the SJWA and 
would be located between the north boundary of the SJWA and the south boundary of development within 
the WLC. As discussed in Section 4.4.1.15, Other Issues, a. Setbacks, on page 4.4-49 of the 2018 RSFEIR, 
“typical setbacks to protect wildlife from human presence (though not warehousing) ranges from 50 to 500 
feet, but 200–250 feet appears adequate for the most sensitive species.”80 In addition to the 250-foot 
development setback, the WLC Project includes a 150-foot building setback resulting in a total setback of 
400 feet. The MSHCP and adopted guidelines of the USFWS and CDFW include a setback of 200 feet or 
more from nesting birds during construction activities and no grading or heavy equipment activity shall take 
place within at least 250 feet of an active nest during the breeding season and 160 feet during the non-
breeding season. Furthermore, the WLC Project includes a minimum 11-foot high solid walls along the 
southern boundary of the WLC site that would further reduce potential urban/wildlands interface impacts. 
As discussed in Section 4.4.6.1 of the 2018 RSFEIR, construction and operational noise levels would result 
in less than significant impacts with the implementation of the two setback areas and proposed solid wall 
along the SJWA boundary (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-68). Because the programmatic project features would 

                                                      
80 McElfish, J., Kihslinger, R., and Nichols, S., 2008. Setting Buffer Sizes for Wetlands. Available online: 

http://staging.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/archive/documents/Doc_456.pdf 

http://staging.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/archive/documents/Doc_456.pdf
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reduce potential interface issues between the WLC site and the SJWA, no further expansion of the setback 
area along the boundary with the SJWA is required. 

Response to Comment 1-F1-7: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects 
of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals 
and why the 2018 RSFEIR complies with statutory requirements, case law, and Judge Water’s ruling. The 
commenter states that they join in the concerns raised by Earth Justice and others regarding the 2018 
RSFEIR, in particular the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) and air quality analysis. However, they don’t 
state what those inadequacies are, so for a discussion regarding concerns brought up in the Earth Justice 
letter, refer to Response to Comments 1-F2-1 through 1-F2-8. 

Response to Comment 1-F1-8: This was Attachment A - the Judgment Granting Petitions for a 
Peremptory Writ of Mandate to the letter. No further response is required for this attachment because no 
specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were provided within this comment. 

Response to Comment F1-9: This was Exhibit A – Ruling on peremptory Writ of Mandate to the letter and 
not a comment. No further response is required for this attachment because no specific comments on the 
contents of the environmental analysis were provided within this comment. 

Response to Comment F1-10: This was Exhibit 2 - “Recommendations for protecting raptors from human 
disturbance: a review” to the letter. No further response is required for this attachment because no specific 
comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were provided within this comment. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F2: Adrian Martinez, Earthjustice 

Response to Comment 1-F2-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F2-2: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its 
format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 
2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process 
being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name 
given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently 
informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 
1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated 
for review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public 
review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served 
the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; 
as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding 
the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR 
will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines 
§15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this 
document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 

In additional, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, 
regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F2-3: The 2018 RSFEIR serves as a draft EIR, and it addresses the deficiencies 
identified by the trial court and those sections of the 2015 Final EIR that involved data resulting from the 
correction of the 2015 Final EIR (see Response to Comment 1-F2-2). Refer to Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. As stated above in Response to Comment 1-F2-2, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, released in December 2019, includes updated Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and 
Energy analysis utilizing the newly approved EMFAC2017 emission factors by the US EPA. The title of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the word “Draft” to avoid any misunderstanding by the public that 
the document is part of the Draft EIR. Response to Comments on both the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR will be included in this 2020 Response to Comments Document which is one of the 
components of the Revised Final EIR for this project. 

Response to Comment 1-F2-4: The comment purports to summarize CEQA provisions and CEQA court 
decisions that relate to recirculation, but the CEQA statutes and guidelines set forth the accurate language 
of those provisions and the court decisions themselves constitute applicable legal authority. For example, 
the comment references Section 15088.5(a)of the CEQA Guidelines, but misstates the definition of 
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“significant new information” that triggers the requirement to recirculate. Only “new information” that is 
“significant” triggers the requirement to recirculate under CEQA. 

The trial court’s judgment identified five deficiencies that occurred within the 2015 Final EIR. Lead agencies 
responsible for EIRs which are found to be deficient and remanded to the lead agency for correction 
frequently will prepare and circulate just the portions of an EIR found to be deficient, adding additional 
portions as called for (Ballona Wetlands Trust v. City of Los Angeles, 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 463-464 (2011)). 
This procedure is explicitly allowed by CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(c). The City of Moreno Valley acted in 
compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(d) because they provided notice to the public of the 2018 
RSFEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15087 and conducted consultation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§15086. As a result, the City of Moreno Valley’s 2018 RSFEIR was circulated to the public and comments 
on the 2018 RSFEIR were solicited, as per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f)(2) (2018 RSFEIR page 2-7). 
Other issues that were either not presented in the CEQA litigation challenging the adequacy of the 2015 
Final EIR, or if presented, were rejected by the trial court, may not be raised as challenges to the adequacy 
of the 2018 RSFEIR as they are not “significant new information” that would trigger recirculation under 
CEQA (Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). In 
addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding 
the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

See also Responses to Comments 1-F2-3 and 1-F2-4 regarding the 2018 RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-F2-5: The GHG analysis, presented in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
quantifies GHG emissions, assesses the contribution of the projects emissions to the effects of climate 
change, locally and cumulatively, applies the project’s GHG emissions against a significance threshold to 
determine impacts, proposes mitigation measures to lessen project impacts, and analyzes the extent to 
which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or 
local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. It also assessed the project’s 
consistency with the State’s long-term climate goals or strategies. Therefore, the GHG analysis presented 
in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR meets CEQA’s Guidelines as outlined in §15064.4, Determining the 
Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions.81 

Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program 
does not depart from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed nor does it 
obfuscate the full impacts from the Project. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, 
regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-
and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) 
how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. As discussed in Topical Response A, CARB 
is the only authority that can regulate vehicle emissions standards in California. As such the Cap-and-Trade 
Program, as overseen by CARB, can be applied to the Project’s vehicle emissions as the analysis 
appropriately states that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated 
and are therefore not required to be analyzed at an individual project level. Topical Response A also 
demonstrates that the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology complies with CEQA and why GHG 
emissions associated with the combustion of fossil fuels, including transportation fuels, which is a direct 
                                                      
81 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15064.4, as amended on December 28, 2018. 

Available online: http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/2018_CEQA_FINAL_TEXT_122818.pdf 

http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/2018_CEQA_FINAL_TEXT_122818.pdf
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result of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA. As such, the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-
makers can make an informed decision. Furthermore, the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology 
does not ignore CEQA’s substantive mandate as the 2015 Final EIR evaluated alternatives and provides 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) for GHG emissions to less than significant. 

In regard to Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures may include, “the potential siting, 
orientation, and design to minimize energy consumption, including transportation energy”, as discussed in 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17 and in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report 
(RETR). The Project will seek to minimize energy consumption, through the incorporation of project design 
features (PDFs) (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.19-24 – 4.17- and energy conservation 
measures (ECMs), which will exceed Title 24 requirements by approximately 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 
percent at full buildout (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-1). As the Project would be a logistics 
center with approximately 40.4 million square feet of high-cube logistics and 200,000 square feet of 
warehousing-related uses classified as light logistics, the Project’s primary source of GHG emissions would 
be from transportation fuel combustion, which is directly a result of the Project’s VMT. With respect to 
transportation fuel demand projections, the WLC’s estimated operational transportation fuel demand is 
provided in Table 4.17-7 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-33). The Project would represent 
between 0.002 to 0.003 percent of the County gasoline use and between 0.009 to 0.012 percent of the 
County diesel use (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-35). 

The comment states that Appendix F’s listed mitigation measure -- “the potential siting, orientation, and 
design to minimize energy consumption, including transportation energy” -- would be “rendered utterly 
nugatory” under the approach to GHG emissions of the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR because the “siting of facilities in a manner to reduce fuel consumption (i.e. reduce VMT) would 
be irrelevant for mitigating GHG emissions.” With respect to siting, the 2015 Final EIR did evaluate potential 
Alternative Sites and determined that “there are no feasible alternative sites in the surrounding or nearby 
jurisdictions that could support the proposed project …” (2015 Final EIR, p. 6-39.) The Alternatives section 
also evaluated a Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 1), along with two Mixed Use Alternatives 
(Alternatives 2 and 3), each of which considered changes in GHG emissions. In addition, the comment 
characterizes “transportation energy” as reducing VMT, but Appendix F, Transportation Energy Technical 
Study, does not define “transportation energy” in this narrow manner. 

A Transportation Energy Technical Study was conducted to compare feasible, cost-effective options for 
integrating the use of renewable energy and improving the overall energy performance of transportation 
operations associated with the WLC and is included as Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily 
developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market 
forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles 
is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or 
demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. 
Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging 
infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for 
installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide 
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this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The Project would also include the installation 
of electric vehicle supply equipment pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code. As presented in 
Section 4.17, the WLC project would result in the efficient use of operational transportation fuel consistent 
with State and City goals. As such the Project would support statewide efforts to improve transportation 
energy efficiency and reduce fossil fuel consumption by private automobiles by incorporating feasible 
measures into the Project design (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-32). In conjunction with 
California’s stringent vehicle efficiency standards, operation of the WLC would not result in the wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of transportation fuel (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-
36). As discussed, the Project would implement feasible mitigation measures designed to minimize energy 
consumption, including transportation energy, and thus the Project did not ignore CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix F. Additionally, the comment identifies no new significant impacts over those disclosed in the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Finally, refer to Topical Response A, the Use of Cap-and-Trade, in regard 
to the Cap-and-Trade program as a whole. 

Response to Comment 1-F2-6: Refer to Topical Response A and Response to Comment 1-F2-5 above, 
The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse 
gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies, Table 4.7-12: 
Analysis of Additional Measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, Table 4.7-13: Consistency with City 
General Plan Air Quality Policies, and Table 4.7-14: Consistency with City Climate Action Strategy in the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assess the Project’s consistency with these policies. In order to ensure 
that the WLC complies with and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of reduction goals 
identified in AB 32 and SB 32, all Project Design Features (PDF) (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 
4.17-19 – 4.17-24) and Mitigation Measures (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-24 – 4.7-25) 
identified in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shall be implemented. As discussed in Section 4.7.4 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the SCAQMD developed its significance thresholds based on 
consistency with California Executive Order S-3-05. As shown in Impact 4.7.6.1, 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, the project’s GHG emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s industrial significance threshold. 
However, with mitigation implemented, the Project would be reduced to levels less than 10,000 MTCO2e 
and, therefore, the project would not conflict with Executive Order S-3-05. Furthermore, Cap-and-Trade 
does move emissions towards the 2050 goal. If Cap-and-Trade is not utilized beyond 2030 to achieve 2050 
goals, some equivalent measure will need to be in place to 1) maintain the Cap-and-Trade reductions 
achieved prior to 2030 and 2) achieve 80% reduction by 2050. In other words, the comment tries to use S-
3-05 as a weapon, but in fact, S-3-05 is a defense, as it demonstrates that the State is prepared to take 
action (Cap-and-Trade or other measures) to achieve 80% reduction. Thus, the Project’s consistency with 
state and regional plans was analyzed per CEQA requirements and found to be less than significant (2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-40). 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was discussed in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, as follows. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) within the RTP demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission 
reduction targets set by CARB. The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the transportation network and 
related strategies with an overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, 
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changing demographics, and transportation demands (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-14). The 
regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary local efforts that support the goals of SB 375, as 
evidenced by several Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects and various county transportation 
improvements (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-14). The SCS focuses the majority of new 
housing and job growth in high-quality transit areas and other opportunity areas in existing main streets, 
downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity 
for transit-oriented development (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-14). This overall land use 
development pattern supports and complements the proposed transportation network, which emphasizes 
system preservation, active transportation, and transportation demand management measures. The 
RTP/SCS exceeds its greenhouse gas emission-reduction targets set by CARB by achieving an 8 percent 
reduction by 2020, an 18 percent reduction by 2035, and a 21 percent reduction by 2040 compared to the 
2005 level on a per capita basis. The RTP also includes an appendix on Goods Movement, which describes 
a process to develop and deploy needed technologies for improving efficiency of goods movement, along 
with key action steps for public sector agencies to help move the region to that objective (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-15). The 2016 RTP/SCS establishes near zero- and zero-emission 
technologies as a priority, and also sets the regional path forward towards improving the goods movement 
system (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-15). As shown, the RTP was discussed and the 
Project’s compliance with the RTP was analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Along the lines of implementing zero emission technologies mitigation that other commenters have asked 
for in their previous letters, Judge Sharon Waters’ Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, 
February 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (See Topical Comment C, Project Approvals, 
Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, 
content and project approvals), required the WLC to provide a comparison of feasible, cost-effective 
renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower GHG 
project emissions. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report. An engineering and financial analysis of 
the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities 
to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads 
were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable 
energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. This project falls within 
Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility for securing additional 
power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on 
typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software 
(see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical 
Report). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect 
compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate 
the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. 
The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over 
Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-
21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types of 
sustainable energy supply for the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the 
Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops 
of buildings to offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.17-25 of the 2019 
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Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, formerly MM 4.16.4.6.1C in the 2018 RSFEIR) (refer to Topical Response E, 
Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar limits placed on the project). A detailed solar analysis 
is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report 
(RETR). Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity, Phase 1 buildings can 
each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) 
and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) 
of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist 
at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by 
the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission 
status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation 
measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate 
the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough 
solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project 
Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the 
extent possible. Some of the mitigation measures requested by CARB in their previous letters, such as 
zero- or near zero-emission technology and utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the Project, are 
not feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums or not commercially available at this time as 
discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, WLC will incorporate 
the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to reduce emissions from the 
Project that are in support of the zero emission technology mitigation measures requested by CARB, which 
may become available at some undetermined future date. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers 
warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44 in the 2015 Final EIR). 

Additionally, to reduce air quality impacts and in response to utilizing zero-emission technology, the Project 
has committed to reduce idling to 3 minutes or less in any one-hour period ; engines will be turned off when 
not in use; tenant fleets shall be in compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks, 
including but not limited to CARB’s Heavy Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation; 
information will be provided to tenants on alternative fuel technologies and the availability of such fuels in 
the area of the WLC; all yard trucks will be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent 
non-diesel fuel; off-road engines will utilize Tier 4 engines or greater; on-road engines will meet or exceed 
2010 engine emission standards (yard trucks); any diesel truck entering the WLC facility will meet or exceed 
2010 engine emission standards or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative; and 
all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or any non-diesel fuel (MM 
4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Additionally, the WLC is committing to a 
publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the 
motoring public which will be placed a minimum of 1000 feet from any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site 
zoned sensitive uses (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) which will 
reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. 
Furthermore, refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited unless it can be demonstrated that the 
environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, 
including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed 
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any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Any such 
proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with 
Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). However, since the Project will support a variety of future users 
which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or 
alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather 
than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures 
to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. 

Response to Comment 1-F2-7: The air quality analysis can be found in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. The analysis does not mislead the public or decisions makers about the impacts 
from the Project. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health 
risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors. The latest approved EPA EMFAC2017 emission factors 
were utilized in this analysis to better represent pollution emissions form larger vehicles. The 2015 Final 
EIR utilized EMFAC2014 which represented lower emissions estimates from larger vehicles. To assess 
risks to nearby sensitive receptors, a health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with 
the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer (WLC being the largest diesel 
magnet source), contrary to what was found by the Health Effects Institute (HEI) study. The HRA was 
conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk 
Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 
Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA 
methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate 
potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was 
conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases 
(TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear 
and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the 
breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and 
health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves 
the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the 
rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in 
years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents 
an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation 
and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., 
sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on 
the HEI finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus 
of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and 
surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides 
the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated maximum 
incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning 
of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the 
incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation 
measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
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threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would 
represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact 
presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the 
estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full 
operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total 
incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and 
would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, 
the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction 
activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for 
construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance 
threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable 
principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. 
Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for 
operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located 
within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 
filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer 
risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway 
(formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have 
accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, with the 
implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the 
study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer 
risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation 
for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures 
are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. 

Additionally, the HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from 
north of the project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm 
Springs, and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated 
health impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site 
as demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus 
operation scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an 
incremental cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 
2.5 miles away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full 
project operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an 
approximate distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one 
million. Some receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. 
Because project-generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from 
the project site, the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be 
less than those presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network 
will be the greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of 
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the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway 
would be near the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one 
million threshold with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along 
SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant 
for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor 
as residents. This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker 
receptors and may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 
4.3- 6 is to identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The 
isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which 
differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is 
presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the 
incremental cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 
years of combined construction and operation. 

In response to the comment about the County of Riverside getting an F for ozone and PM pollution, Section 
4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 (diesel PM) resulting from the 
project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 
and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The 
“background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as 
estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.82 When taken into 
context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background 
incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no 
relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local 
agencies; thus, this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality 
emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the 
unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 
and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity 
and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual 
Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health 
effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital 
admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) 
(0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute 
myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related 
health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and 
asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because 
the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects 
from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were 
not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational 
purposes. 

                                                      
82 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 
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Although the WLC project would include a large amount of diesel trucks, as discussed above, the cancer 
risk HRA’s for construction and operation and operation of the WLC and the ozone and PM2.5 health effects 
study, concluded that Project impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation 
measures. 

Response to Comment 1-F2-8: The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis contained in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR utilized EMFAC2017, the latest emissions model, in the calculation of Project 
emissions. The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis in the 2018 RSFEIR used EMFAC2014, but these 
sections were replaced with the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas section in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR which was redone after the USEPA approved EMFAC2017. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F3: Tom Paulek/Susan Nash, Friends of the Northern San 
Jacinto Valley 

Response to Comment 1-F3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F3-2: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F3-3: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects 
of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 
The Court Ruling on the 2015 Final EIR voided the 2015 Final EIR certification, as certain parts of the 2015 
Final EIR were found to be deficient and thus needed revision. The City agrees that the 2015 Final EIR 
certification be set aside based on the non-compliance findings determined by the Court Ruling and that a 
writ ordered the City to set aside the certification of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR was prepared 
to correct the deficiencies identified in the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, the 2018 RSFEIR 
was circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were found to be in 
compliance with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public administrative record. 

Response to Comment 1-F3-4: Refer to Response 1-F1-3 above for further discussion, and to Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its 
effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. It is acknowledged that one purpose of the 
2018 RSFEIR was to amend the text to ensure that the “buffer” concept was eliminated and not considered, 
and the 2018 RSFEIR does not consider or evaluate any part of the SJWA as a buffer area. Instead, the 
2018 RSFEIR Section 4.4 Biological Resources evaluated whether or not the WLC project would have 
potentially significant impacts on biological resources, inclusive of those found within the SJWA. The 2018 
RSFEIR re-analyzed the potential project impacts on biological resources and habitats without any 
consideration of said former SJWA buffer area. 

The 2018 RSFEIR does not fail to identify significant impacts to public wildlife resources, nor does it avoid 
or fail to analyze impacts on wildlife resources. As discussed on page 4.4-61, “development that will be 
near the SJWA may cause significant impacts to species within the SJWA, which will require mitigation that 
may include a fair share contribution toward safety improvements along Gilman Springs Road.” In regard 
to endangered/threatened species, Section 4.4.61, Endangered and Threatened Species, discusses 
special-status plant and animal species that have the potential to occur within the general vicinity of the 
WLC site, 17 plant and animal species are designated as endangered or threatened (Table 4.4-6); one of 
these, the Coastal gnatcatcher, was observed but none of the other species are believed to be present on 
the WLC site, although listed birds may utilize the SJWA on a seasonal basis. 

Project impacts were analyzed in detail within the 2018 RSFEIR, Sections 4.4.5, Less Than Significant 
Impacts, and 4.4.6, Significant Impacts (pages 4.4-58 through 4.4-82). As stated on page 4.4-61, “potential 
indirect impacts to avian and other biological resources within the SJWA will be reduced to less than 
significant levels by the requirements of a 250-foot on-site setback in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A. Project 
design features and associated setbacks, previously described, will reduce project impacts to adjacent 
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biological resources to less than significant levels.” According to available research, presented in Section 
4.4.1.15. in the 2018 RSFEIR, a 250-foot development setback is adequate for a project-SJWA separation 
and is supported by a compilation of available academic and scientific literature and studies on wildlife 
impacts from diesel emissions, and also the distance established in nesting bird surveys for setbacks from 
human activity. In addition, the Specific Plan Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A requires solid walls along the 
250-foot development setback where are truck activity areas adjacent, which will help provide an additional 
buffer from building lighting and noise and effectively mitigate potential direct and indirect impacts on the 
SJWA. In addition to the 250-foot development setback and solid walls, the WLC Project includes a 150-
foot building setback resulting in a total setback of 400 feet that would further reduce potential impacts on 
wildlife within the SJWA area. Regarding impacts to threatened and endangered species, the coastal 
California gnatcatcher was detected on the WLC site for which mitigation is included in Mitigation Measure 
4.4.6.3A in the 2018 RSFEIR. 

To minimize impacts to listed species, the WLC specific plan provides a number of Project design features 
to address the interface between the WLC and SJWA including the following to create an interface area 
that is sensitive to the unique relationship between the Project and the SJWA. 

The 250-foot development setback is one of the design features that lessens impacts on the SJWA. As 
discussed in Section 4.4.1.15.a, Other Issues, a. Setbacks on page 4.4-49 of the 2018 RSFEIR, “typical 
setbacks to protect wildlife from human presence (though not warehousing) ranges from 50 to 500 feet, but 
200–250 feet appears adequate for the most sensitive species.83 In addition to the 250-foot development 
setback, the WLC Project includes a 150-foot building setback resulting in a total setback of 400 feet. 
Furthermore, the WLC Project includes a minimum 11-foot high solid walls along the southern boundary of 
the WLC site that would further reduce potential urban/wildlands interface impacts. As discussed in Section 
4.4.6.1 of the 2018 RSFEIR, construction and operational noise levels would result in less than significant 
impacts with the implementation of the two setback areas and proposed solid wall along the SJWA 
boundary (RDEIR at page 4.4-68). Because the project features would reduce potential interface issues 
between the WLC site and the SJWA, no further expansion of the setback area along the boundary with 
the SJWA is required 

• Setbacks: Establishes a 250-foot wide development setback from the southernmost property line along 
the SJWA boundary, and an additional 150-foot building setback from the development setback to help 
minimize potential impacts on biological resources of the SJWA (WLC Specific Plan Section 2.2.3.f.4, 
Exhibit 4-16). 

• Architecture and Building Restrictions: Requires ground- and roof-mounted equipment to be screened 
from off-site view (WLC Specific Plan Section 5.3.15). 

• Landscaping Restrictions: Provides “Special Edge Treatment Areas” in terms of adjacent uses, 
including the SJWA and Gilman Springs Road (WLC Specific Plan Section 2.5.3, Exhibit 2-1 and 
Section 2.5.4, Exhibit 2-3). 

• Off-Site Lighting: All lighting in the vicinity of SJWA shall be designed to confine all direct light rays to 
the project site and preclude the visibility of direct light rays from the wildlife area (WLC Specific Plan 

                                                      
83 McElfish, J., Kihslinger, R., and Nichols, S., 2008. Setting Buffer Sizes for Wetlands. Available online: 

http://staging.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/archive/documents/Doc_456.pdf 

http://staging.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/archive/documents/Doc_456.pdf
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Section 4.3). The project would also comply with the City’s new Dark Sky Lighting Ordinance, which 
reduces spillover light to 0.25 foot-candles at five feet from the adjacent property lines. 

As discussed in Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, overall, project impacts on wildlife are determined to be 
less than significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 
4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-B through 4.4.6.3A-K). 

The alternative analysis was presented in Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the 2015 
Final EIR,84 which is part of the Public Record. The judge’s ruling did not find the Alternatives section 
deficient, thus there was no need to recirculate this portion of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR was 
prepared to correct the deficiencies identified in the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, the 
2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were found 
to be in compliance with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public administrative 
record. 

Response to Comment 1-F3-5: It is acknowledged that the City of Moreno Valley is signatory to both the 
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (SKR HCP) and the Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). As stated on page 4.4-54 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the MSHCP is a 
comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) focusing on the long-term 
conservation of species and their habitats in western Riverside County. The MSHCP serves as an HCP 
pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of Federal Endangered Species Act as well as the Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the State of California. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) also issued the NCCP Approval and Take Authorization for the MSHCP. As long as adherence to 
the policies and requirements of the MSHCP is maintained, participants in the MSHCP, which include the 
County of Riverside and fourteen cities (including the City of Moreno Valley), are allowed to authorize 
“incidental take” of plant and wildlife species of concern. The Implementing Agreement authorized the "take 
of 146 species covered by the MSHCP (termed “covered species”), including state and federally listed 
species, as well as other identified sensitive species." The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
and CDFW have authority to regulate the Take of Threatened, Endangered, and rare Species. Under the 
MSHCP, the USFWS and CDFW can grant “Take Authorization” for otherwise lawful actions—such as 
public and private development that may incidentally Take or harm individual species or their habitat outside 
of the MSHCP Conservation Area—in exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated 
MSHCP Conservation Area. With regard to the SKRHCP (Section 4.4.5.2 of the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-
60), the WLC site is within the SKR HCP fee area. The long-term SKR HCP provides Take Authorization 
for the SKR within its boundaries. The core reserves established by the SKR HCP will be managed as part 
of the MSHCP Conservation Area consistent with the provisions of the SKR HCP. Focused surveys for 
Stephens’ kangaroo rat will not be required for this project because the project lies within the SKR Fee 
Area; therefore, no requirements under the SKR HCP other than payment of a local fair share mitigation 
fee to acquire additional SKR conservation lands are required. Pertaining to the MSHCP (Section 4.4.5.2 
of the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-60 and 4.4-61), the MSHCP and its Implementation Agreement contain a 
fee mitigation program pursuant to which local agencies collect development impact fees and remit such 
fees to the Riverside Conservation Authority (RCA). These fees are in turn used to acquire lands that are 
suitable for habitat preservation for species covered by the MSHCP. Payment of the local MSHCP 

                                                      
84 City of Moreno Valley, 2015. World Logistics Center Project Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, Volume 3 

– Final Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No. 2012021045, May. 
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mitigation fee will be required of the project prior to the issuance of building permits. The MSHCP provides 
that payment of the fee completely mitigates a project’s environmental impacts. Additionally, as required by 
the October 17, 2014 JPR, the WLC Project must implement the guidelines contained in MSHCP Section 
6.1.4 related to controlling adverse effects for development adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, of 
which there are seven specific conditions. Thus, since the WLC would comply with SKR HCP and MSHCP 
requirements, Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts. 

The mandatory findings of significance were evaluated for threatened and endangered species including 
the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species. Project impacts pertaining 
to the mandatory findings of significance were analyzed in detail within the 2018 RSFEIR, Sections 4.4.5, 
Less Than Significant Impacts (pages 4.4-58 – 4.4-64, and 4.4.6, Significant Impacts (pages 4.4-64 through 
4.4-82). As discussed above in Response to Comment 1-F3-5, endangered and threatened special status 
species impacts were determined to be less than significant with the implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-B through 4.4.6.3A-K). 

Cumulative impacts on Biological Resources are analyzed in 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4 (pages 6.4-1 
through 6.4-33). The cumulative impact geographic area for biological resources is the MSHCP area, which 
also includes the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). Refer to Figure 6.4-1 (2018 RSFEIR page 6.4-3) and 
Table 6.4-1 (2018 RSFEIR pages 6.4-5 – 6.4-23 for projects that could potentially result in a cumulative 
impact to the SJWA that are located within the biological resources cumulative impact area. The Project 
and the other cumulative projects fall within the jurisdiction of the MSHCP. As shown, there are very few 
cumulative projects that would directly affect the SJWA. RC-1 and RC-5. The northern portion of the SJWA 
Area is designated as Agriculture in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Management Plan and the existing use 
is fallow agricultural land. As such, sensitive species associated with the SJWA are located in the central 
and southern portion of the wildlife area, over one-mile south of the WLC project boundary and farther away 
from the identified cumulative projects. The impacts conclusion in the 2018 RSFEIR is “… there are no 
unmitigated project-specific significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources identified in the 
FEIR” (2018 RSFEIR, page 6.4-2) with incorporation of recommended mitigation measures (Mitigation 
Measures 4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-B through 4.4.6.3A-K). Similar to the project, each of these identified 
cumulative projects are required to mitigate impacts to biological resources including the MSHCP and the 
SJWA. A review of available CEQA documents in the identified biological resources cumulative project area 
indicates that these identified projects mitigate impacts to biological resources through a combination of 
project design features, mitigation measures and payment of MSHCP fees (2018 RSFEIR page 6.4-23). 

Response to Comment 1-F3-6: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F4: Friends of Riverside’s Hills and Richard Block 

Response to Comment 1-F4-1: World Logistic Center traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 4.15 of the 
2018 RSFEIR. Air Quality impacts were evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
and Noise impacts were assessed in Section 4.12 of the 2018 RSFEIR. A Transportation Impact Analysis 
(TIA) in Appendix F in the 2018 RSFEIR, was conducted for the Project which identified specific near-term 
and longer-term circulation improvements that would be required to mitigate Project impacts and maintain 
acceptable peak hour and daily levels of service (LOS) on surface streets and freeways affected by the 
project. As part of the TIA, impacts to freeways were analyzed with regard to LOS. As indicated in the 
analysis, many of the freeway segments along SR-60 and I-215 would be impacted as discussed in Section 
4.15.6 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The WLC project would increase the density of traffic in the area, with most of 
the area operating at a degraded level of service. Therefore, traffic impacts were found to be significant and 
unavoidable for roads and intersections, and on all freeway mainline, weaving, and ramp facilities because 
those roads, intersections, and freeways are not within the City’s jurisdiction as discussed in Section 4.15.7 
of the 2018 RSFEIR. However, payment of fair share mitigation fees is required for the improvements not 
within the City of Moreno Valley and those jurisdictions that have established fair share mitigation programs 
(see mitigation measure 4.7.15.4E and 4.7.15.4F). In addition, payment is also required for the 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) as set forth in Municipal Code Chapter 3.44 (See Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.15.4D on page 4.4-63 of the 2018 RSFEIR). 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC 
project to sensitive receptors within the project area. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality 
Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 
have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis 
which includes using trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s 
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute 
to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. As discussed in Table 4.3-29 in Section 4.3 
of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum unmitigated incremental increase in cancer risk along 
SR 60 for a 30-year exposure, beginning after the full buildout of the WLC Project, is 34 people per million 
people and the mitigated incremental increase in cancer risk, as shown in Table 4.3-29 is 9.5 people per 
million people, below the 10 people per million people SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold. Table 
4.3-26 in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identifies that the maximum cancer risk for a 
30-year exposure beginning at project construction (construction and operation) at any area in the modelling 
domain is a total of 66.8 people per million prior to mitigation which is considered significant. After the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 
4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E and 4.3.6.5A, the cancer risk at any area within the modeling domain is a total of 9.1 
people per million people as shown in Table 4.3-28. Thus, although the Project would increase traffic in the 
area, the chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than 
significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Project air quality 
impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, even with 
incorporation of mitigation. However, this is a programmatic EIR, and there will be subsequent 
environmental evaluations as the Project is built out. Thus, it is possible that other mitigation measures, 
such as zero-emission technologies, could become available at a later date, due to real-world 
circumstances, and could be incorporated into the subsequent environmental documents at that time to 
reduce air quality impacts. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse substantiates the 
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accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44). Nonetheless, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with 
incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. 

With regard to noise, the 2018 RSFEIR analyzed potential noise impacts resulting from construction and 
operation of the WLC project in Section 4.12. As stated on page 4.12-36 of the 2018 RSFEIR, 89 freeway 
segments were analyzed in the noise analysis. The traffic noise study area included the main travel routes 
between the Project and neighboring cities of Riverside, Perris, Beaumont, San Jacinto, and Redlands. The 
study area extended west to the nearest ramps on SR-91 and as far south as the I-215 ramps at Redlands 
Avenue in Perris. The study area for freeways was selected to encompass the freeway routes radiating 
from the Project site to the north, south, east, and west. As provided in Appendix C of Appendix D (Noise 
and Vibration Technical Report), there were 6 freeway segments along the portions of SR 60 that is shared 
with I-215. Based on a review of the noise levels generated during the peak hour periods, the 2018 plus full 
project buildout scenario compared to the existing conditions scenario would result in peak hour noise levels 
increasing 0.6 to 0.7 dBA CNEL. This increase in noise level would be less than significant because the 
increase would be less than 1.5 dB threshold that would need to occur to result in a substantial noise 
increase. 

Response to Comment 1-F4-2: Information regarding present peak hour volumes and peak hour volumes 
with Project traffic generation can be found in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, and Appendix F, 
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Technical Report. The section and appendix looked at traffic along the 
portion of I-215 that overlaps with SR-60. The TIA analyzed six individual freeway segments that are along 
this portion of the I-215 and SR-60, the segment between Martin Luther King Boulevard and Central 
Avenue, identified in the TIA as segment F-24, was reviewed to answer the commenter’s questions. The 
existing conditions for this segment of freeway (I-215 and SR-60) are shown in Table 15 of the traffic study 
located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. The existing peak-hour volumes in this section are as follows: 

• I-215 Freeway from Martin Luther King Boulevard to Central Avenue -Segment F-24 

• Westbound: AM Peak Hour: 7,050 vehicles, PM peak Hour: 6,885 vehicles 

• Eastbound: AM Peak Hour: 9,400 vehicles, PM peak Hour: 9,400 vehicles 

Per the Highway Capacity Manual, freeways are evaluated based on density—not delay. The highest 
density (see Table 15 in Appendix F) is 59.2 and 33.3 vehicles-per-mile for eastbound in the AM and 
westbound in the AM, respectively. 

As explained in Section 4D on pages 93 through 97 of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), the effect 
of adding a large employment center in an area with a poor jobs/housing balance is that some Riverside 
County residents who might otherwise have driven to jobs in the coastal counties would choose to work at 
the proposed Project instead. Some residents of Jurupa Valley, Ontario, and Chino would choose to 
reverse-commute to the proposed Project rather than drive to jobs in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. 
As shown in Figures 33 and 34 on page 95 of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) traffic model predicts that the proposed Project would 
reduce car traffic in the peak direction of travel in this section of freeway. The Project’s effects on total 
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volumes in this section of freeway are shown in Table 37 on page 169 of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 
RSFEIR). The existing conditions and existing plus Project conditions for this segment are also shown on 
Table 4.15-32 on page 4.15-83 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The Existing Plus Project Conditions is compared to 
the Existing Conditions to derive the change in existing traffic volumes. A breakdown of the total volumes 
between cars and trucks are shown below for this segment. From a traffic perspective, the proposed Project 
would increase the density of traffic during the morning peak hour in the eastbound direction and during the 
evening peak hour in the westbound direction. This increase in density is derived when comparing the 
existing conditions and existing plus Project conditions on Table 4.15-32 on page 4.15-83 of the 2018 
RSFEIR. Because this segment of the SR-60/I-215 is currently operating at a degraded level of service, an 
increase in the density of traffic would result in a significant traffic impact as shown on Table 4.15-32 on 
page 4.15-83 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Table 2, of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) provides the 
derivation of trip generation rates for high-cube warehouses; passenger vehicles account for 69 percent, 2- 
to 4- axle trucks make up 15 percent with the remaining 16 percent being 5+ axle trucks. The project would 
change traffic volumes as follows: 

Direction Vehicle Type 
Traffic Volume Change 
during AM Peak Hour 

Traffic Volume Change 
during PM Peak Hour 

Eastbound Cars 259 -331 

Trucks 212 181 

Total 471 -150 

Westbound Cars -440 -170 

Trucks 260 285 

Total -180 115 

 

Regarding the cut-through traffic that the commenter is describing that utilizes Watkins Drive, Blaine Street 
and others, this is an existing condition stemming from existing commuting patterns. The traffic study used 
the best available traffic model (Riverside County Transportation and Analysis Model [RIVTAM] as 
discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) to forecast how the Project 
would change commute patterns, including diversion of traffic due to congestion. Any commute traffic 
to/from the proposed Project using Watkins Avenue would travel south on Watkins Drive in the morning 
and turn left onto I-215/SR-60 using the eastbound on-ramp at the Central Avenue Interchange (Intersection 
77) and return in the evening using the westbound off-ramp (Intersection 78). Comparing the volumes for 
these two movements in the Existing Condition and Existing Plus Project Condition (TIA Figures 12-I and 
41-I respectively) shows that the proposed Project will add 42 vehicles to the southbound left-turn onto the 
on-ramp in the morning and 8 vehicles to the westbound right turn in the evening. The Project would not 
have a significant impact at either intersection (see Table 35 on page 162 for the AM Peak Hour and page 
165 for the PM Peak Hour). Thus, this commute pattern was studied in the 2018 RSFEIR. 

With respect to the increase in air pollutants that stop and go traffic would cause due to increased idling 
times, health risks associated with the WLC project truck emissions were analyzed in the Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) Section 4.3 and Appendix A to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and are 
represented as the increase in incremental cancer risk associated with exposure to diesel particulate matter 
(diesel PM) emissions from project construction and operations and project operations. These diesel PM 
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emissions arise from both exhaust and idling of diesel trucks while operating on and near the Project site. 
A HRA was conducted for the WLC to allow decision makers to see the acute and chronic non-cancer 
health risk impacts as well as the cancer-related health risk impacts of the WLC project. See Response to 
Comment 1-F4-1 above, for a further discussion of the incremental health risks associated with the Project. 
As shown on Figure 4.3-5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-75, cancer risk during 
construction and operation of the WLC around the I-215 and SR 60 interchange would be approximately 2 
in one million with mitigation. As depicted on Figure 4.3-6 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 
4.3-76, cancer risk during operation of the WLC around the I-215 and SR 60 interchange would be 
approximately 5 in one million with mitigation. Both of these are below the SCAQMD cancer risk significance 
threshold of 10 in one million. 

As discussed on page 4.3-64 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the diesel PM impact results in a 
chronic non-cancer hazard index (HI) of 0.14 which is less than the SCAQMD’s significance level of 1.0 
and therefore, less than significant. Also discussed on page 4.3-64 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
is the acute non-cancer HI which was determined for a worst-case condition that assumed the project would 
be constructed between 2020 and 2034 and full operation starts in 2035. Based on this information, the 
maximum acute non-cancer HI found at any receptor within the model domain prior to mitigation was 0.07 
during any year of project construction and operation which is less than the SCAQMD’s non-cancer HI 
threshold of 1.0 and therefore is less than significant without mitigation. Thus, the potential for short-term 
acute and chronic exposure from toxic air contaminant emissions are considered to be less than significant. 

The cancer-related health risk impacts were assessed consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk 
Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air 
dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. The estimation of 
cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air 
contaminant (diesel PM10 exhaust), the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of 
days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, and 
what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime 
exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these 
parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed 
below (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-26). The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential 
health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the project site. Table 4.3-
26, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, presents the unmitigated estimated cancer risks for the 30-year 
exposure scenario that starts from the beginning of Project construction (Construction + Operation HRA), 
which used updated construction and operational emissions values. The results are provided separately for 
Project construction diesel PM emissions, operational diesel PM emissions, and the total Project diesel PM 
emissions prior to the application of emission mitigation. Table 4.3-27 shows the estimated cancer risk for 
the 30-year residential exposure scenario that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 
(Operational HRA), which used the 2035 emission levels to represent the emissions for 2035 to 2064. As 
shown in Table 4.3-26 and 4.3-27, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would 
represent a significant impact. With mitigation incorporated, the cancer risks are substantially lower, and 
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the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold would not be exceeded at any of the onsite or offsite 
receptors within the study area. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally 
to the reduced diesel PM associated with the requirement of Tier 4 construction equipment (see Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.6.2A). With implementation of mitigation measures, local communities would not face undue 
pollution from this Project in regard to cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and 
unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and 
there will be subsequent environmental evaluations as the Project is built out. Each subsequent 
development with the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional 
mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the 
programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their 
operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially 
available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. As demonstrated above and 
discussed in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the potential air quality and health risks 
of the WLC project (that includes truck idling) to sensitive receptors were evaluated along with incorporating 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors due to 
truck idling. 

With regard to noise, refer to Response to Comment 1-F4-1 above. 

Response to Comment 1-F4-3: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F4-2, commute traffic 
associated with the Project is estimated to add 42 vehicles during the morning peak hour traveling south 
on Watkins Drive in the morning to the southbound left-turn onto the I-215 on-ramp and 8 vehicles during 
the evening peak hour exiting I-215 at Central Avenue and traveling north on Watkins. Based on a review 
of the existing and existing plus Project buildout peak hour traffic volumes traveling to and from the I-215 
at Central Avenue, the Project traffic would add approximately 9 percent additional peak hour trips on 
Watkins Drive in the morning and approximately 4 percent additional peak hour trips to Watkins Drive in 
the evening. Based on a review of the I-215/SR-60 and Central Avenue on- and off-ramps (Intersection 77 
and 78), the Project would not exceed the City of Riverside the level of service standard (LOS D), and 
therefore, would not have a significant impact at either ramp intersection (see Table 35 on page 162 for the 
AM Peak Hour and page 165 for the PM Peak Hour). 

From a noise perspective, traffic volumes would need to double to generate an increase of 3 dB. An 
increase of 5 dB is considered substantial and significant. The Project’s increase in trips along Watkins 
Drive could increase noise levels; however, this increase would be nominal and less than a 3 dB increase 
because the increase would be substantially less than doubling the existing traffic volumes. 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed air quality impacts from the WLC which included the area 
of the University of California Riverside Campus. As noted in Response to Comment 1-F4-2, above, the 
HRA found that the estimated maximum cancer risk anywhere in the model domain (which encompasses 
the University of California Riverside Campus) is less than the 10 in a million threshold with implementation 
of mitigation, therefore, the impact would be less than significant. However, implementation of the WLC 
project would exceed applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOx. Despite the 
implementation of mitigation measures, emissions associated with the Project cannot be reduced below 
the applicable thresholds and would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment 1-F4-4: Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, analyzed impacts 
to flora and fauna from the WLC project. As part of the analysis, the WLC site was assessed to determine 
consistency with the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) focusing on conservation of 
species and their associated habitats in western Riverside County. The Box Springs Mountain Park is not 
close to where Project construction would occur. The change in vegetation in the Box Springs Mountains 
is the result of many factors, air pollution being one factor. One of the greatest factors in the change in the 
Box Spring Mountains has been the frequent wildfires that have altered much of the native vegetation from 
a shrubland to a non-native grassland according to Minnich and Dezzani (Minnich, Richard A. and Raymond 
J. Dezzani, 1998, Historical Decline of Coastal Sage Scrub in Riverside-Perris Plan, California, Western 
Birds 29: 366-391). However, as stated in the 2018 RSFEIR, potential impacts related to MSHCP 
consistency will be less than significant. 

Section 4.4 also discusses the effects of pollution impacts on plants and animals. Nitrogen deposition is the 
term used to describe nitrogen-based pollutants that are deposited as a result of emissions from future 
project related activities. The pollutants are typically in the form of nitrogen oxide (NOx) and ammonia 
(NH3)-derived pollutants, primarily nitric acid (HNO3) (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-62). Although there are many 
types of nitrogen-based pollutants resulting from project-related emissions, HNO3 is typically the easiest to 
measure and is used in determining nitrogen deposition rates. Mechanisms by which nitrogen deposition 
can lead to impacts on sensitive species include (1) direct toxicity, (2) changes in species composition 
among native plants, and (3) enhancement of invasive species (Fenn et al. 2003; Weiss 2006a). Direct 
toxicity refers to impacts associated with direct contact with the nitrogen pollutants. There is no scientific 
documentation that links direct toxicity to impacts associated with sensitive plant and wildlife species. 
Therefore, the effect of direct toxicity is considered speculative. An increase in nitrogen deposition does not 
inhibit the growth of native plants, but promotes the rapid growth of non-native invasive species that could 
out-compete native plants for available water and nutrients. If the increase of non-native plant species is 
detrimental to the growth of native plants, the result may be a conversion from a native plant community to 
a non-native plant community. This change in habitat is only considered a significant impact if that change 
occurs in suitable habitat for a federally threatened or endangered species within USFWS-designated 
critical habitat. The WLC will consist of mobile, non-point pollution sources (diesel trucks), which will result 
in a highly random dispersion of emissions that will occur in a broad, regional fashion (2018 RSFEIR page 
4.4-63). Because of the way in which nitrogen is generated by the WLC project, its overall patterns for 
dispersion, and the multi-variant parameters that would need to be taken into consideration for such an 
analysis, there is no established scientific basis or standards to study the effects of nitrogen dispersion for 
non-point pollution sources; hence, project-specific conclusions or mitigation would be overly speculative 
for the purposes of the 2018 RSFEIR. 

Local wildlife may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic air contaminants from 
truck exhaust as the WLC project builds out. New development will produce significant amounts of diesel-
related air pollutants that will be released into the atmosphere, including gases and particles of various 
sizes. Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant impacts on humans. 
Although the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health effects from diesel 
pollution may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel impacts on wildlife. 
Potential health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, (1) but in general health effects 
from air pollution/diesel exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory function, (2) reduced heart 
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function or longevity, decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased incidence of cancer and other 
mutagenic or teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, reduction in overall biodiversity, 
reproductive failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most commonly attributed to food loss 
and reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There are relatively few examples of 
higher animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity or gaseous air pollution. 
However, a number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals and other pollutants in 
their systems from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and ultrafine particulate 
matter, black or elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like phenanthrene, metallic ashes, 
gases like nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and crotonaldehyde, volatile organic 
compounds like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. One of the research limitations is that some health effects 
from these pollutants take a long time, in some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit themselves. These pollutant 
species can also be emitted from other sources, so in complex urban environments, it can be difficult to 
trace individual sources of air pollution. In this case, air quality is species would predominantly be the result 
of new warehouse uses within the project. Research suggests that wildlife may be more susceptible to air 
pollutant impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration rates, smaller lung capacities, 
ingestion of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher metabolic rates, etc., although some 
factors like shorter lifespans would reduce the length of exposure over time. For these reasons and for the 
purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals within the area would be at least as susceptible to 
health effects from air pollution, including diesel exhaust, as humans. 

In addition to pollutants associated with diesel trucks, passenger vehicles produce additional air pollutants 
including carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, particulates, etc. These pollutants will also have indirect 
impacts on wildlife resources in the area. Two impacts of most concern would be ozone degradation (e.g., 
plants having an unusual dry or “burned” look) and the deposition of additional nitrogen, both of which can 
disrupt plant growth cycles. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife could occur as a result of diesel and other 
project-related air pollutants, including gases and particulates, from trucks and passenger vehicles. There 
appears to be little academic or scientific research on the specific impacts of diesel air pollutant emissions 
on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific setbacks for wildlife protection areas 
from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel pollution. Most available research is too 
limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or the species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts 
of one pollutant on one species. To assess the significance of the impacts to wildlife from the increase in 
air pollution, primarily diesel PM, the results of the HRA conducted for the project to assess the human 
health risk was utilized to assess the risk to animals. As discussed above in Response to Comment 1-F4-
2, an HRA was conducted for the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which 
focused on estimating the health risks from diesel PM. The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic 
and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with 
incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Thus, based on available information, 
the effects of emissions on wildlife and vegetation in the Box Springs Mountains is less than significant. As 
demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks 
of the WLC with regard to diesel PM and other pollutants to humans, which is also used for wildlife and 
plants. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F5: Gary Ho, Blum | Collins 

Response to Comment 1-F5-1: No specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were 
provided in this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F5-2: No specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were 
provided in this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F5-3: The purpose of the document was to recirculate the sections of the 2015 
Final EIR document that were revised. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c) allows the lead agency to 
recirculate the chapters or portions of the EIR that have been modified. By recirculating on those portions 
of the document that have been revised allowed the public to focus on their review on only the portions of 
the document that have changed. The recirculation of only the revised sections of the 2015 Final EIR is 
appropriate. Furthermore, the title of the new document was Revised Sections of the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR); in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines. 

The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its 
preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 
2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply 
with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental 
document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a 
Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). 
The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new 
significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 
45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft 
EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its 
effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the 
comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the 
responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised 
Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the 
part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-4: The 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments was available to 
the public for review prior to the City of Moreno Valley taking action on the project in 2015. 

The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its 
preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 
2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply 
with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental 
document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a 
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Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). 
The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new 
significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 
45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft 
EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its 
effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the 
comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the 
responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised 
Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The Revised 
Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the 
part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-5: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its 
format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 
2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process 
being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name 
given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently 
informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 
1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for 
review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public 
review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served 
the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as 
discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the 
Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will 
contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines 
§15132. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines 
§15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this 
document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 

As for the references to the CO hotspot analysis, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the analysis 
of CO hotspots in Section 4.3.5.2 because the odor issue that was addressed in Section 4.3.5.1 of the 2015 
Final EIR and did not require revisions in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The 
cumulative discussion of CO hotspots is included in Section 6.3.3.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
As discussed in Section 6.3.3.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, CO hotspots associated with the 
WLC Project would be less than significant which is a similar finding as discussed in the 2015 Final EIR, 
Volume 2. 
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Appendices to the 2015 Final EIR included: Appendix A: Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP), 
NOP Mailing List; Appendix B: NOP Response Letters, and Public Scoping Meeting Materials; Appendix C: 
Agricultural Resources; Appendix D: Air Quality/Health Risk/Greenhouse Gases; Appendix E: Biological 
Resources; Appendix F: Cultural and Paleontological Resources; Appendix G: Geotechnical Constraints; 
Appendix H: Specific Plan and Project Information; Appendix I: Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
Appendix J: Hydrology and Water Quality; Appendix K: Noise; Appendix L: Traffic; Appendix M: Water 
Resources; Appendix N: Utilities; Appendix O: Economic-Fiscal Studies; and Appendix P: Preparer 
Résumés. 

The 2018 RSFEIR includes updated appendices for the following areas (these appendices replace those 
in the 2015 Final EIR): Appendix A: Air Quality/GHG and Health Risk Assessment Technical Report; 
Appendix B: Biological Resources Technical Memorandum and DBESP; Appendix C: Hydrology/Water 
Quality Technical Memorandum; Appendix D: Noise Analysis Technical Report; Appendix E: Renewable 
Energy Technical Report; and Appendix F: Traffic Impact Assessment Technical Report. 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR included the following updated appendices (which replace those in 
the 2018 RSFEIR): Appendix A: Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas/Health Risk Assessment Technical Report 
and Appendix E: Energy. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-6: Chapter 3, Project Description in the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR identifies that the WLC project is planned over a period of 15 years, from 2020 
through 2034. However, the phasing used in the air quality analysis did not exactly match the phasing 
described in the Project Description in the 2018 RSFEIR. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fixed the 
phasing discrepancy between the Project Description and the Air Quality analysis. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR states that Phase 1 of the WLC project would be completed by 2024 and occupied 
by 2025 and would contain approximately 50 percent of development or approximately 20.3 million square 
feet of logistics warehouse uses. Phase 2 is anticipated to be completed by 2034 and fully occupied by 
2035 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 3-2). As stated in the Project Description (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, page 3-2) Project phasing predictions are conceptual. Actual amount and timing of 
development will be dependent upon numerous factors, many of which are outside the control of the City 
or the developer, including interest by building users, private developers and local, regional, and national 
economic conditions. These and other factors will ultimately determine the location and rate at which 
development within the project area occurs. Additionally, the assumptions for each environmental issue do 
not need to be the same if a separate set of assumptions are estimating potential worst-case effects of the 
WLC project which is the case for air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and the health risk assessment. 

For the traffic analysis, as stated in the Traffic Impact Analysis Report, Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR 
(page 1) and Section 4.15 (2018 RSFEIR, page 4.15-2), the interim year analysis, 2025, shows the Project 
when it is approximately half built out. 2025 was selected for the interim year based on SCAG’s projection 
that 222 million square feet of logistics warehouses would be built in the region between 2016 and 2025, 
and the assumption that the WLC would attract approximately 10 percent of the regional total (around 22 
million square feet; 2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-6). Thus, Table 4.15-11 (2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-28) shows 
that 2025 would have a buildout of 21.45 million square feet which is approximately 52.8 percent. Again, 
this value is close to the 50 percent estimated in the Project description and as stated above was specifically 
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chosen by the TIA as it’s based on SCAG projections for the region and represents the worst-case for traffic 
impacts for 2025, and generally follows the assumptions of the Project description. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-7: The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis contained in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR utilized EMFAC2017, the latest emissions model, in the calculation of Project 
emissions. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-8: As noted in Response to Comment 1-F5-6, the air quality phasing was 
changed to match that in the project description and shows that project construction would occur over a 15-
year period with full project buildout in 2035 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The analysis of the CO 
hotspots (Section 4.3.5.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Localized Construction and Operational 
Impacts (Section 4.3.6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and Impacts to Sensitive Receptors 
(Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) now rely on the assumption that full project buildout 
will occur in 2035, the same assumptions as the Project Description. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-9: The air quality analysis was redone in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
due to the approval of EMFAC2017 by the USEPA. As a result, compared to the 2018 RSFEIR, construction 
emissions analyzed assume a more average approach to construction phasing and duration and the 
completion of Phase 1 by December 31, 2024 and the completion of Phase 2 by December 31, 2034. This 
results in greater consistency with the assumed Project buildout and occupancy schedule with Phase 1 
operational in 2025 and Phase 2 operational in 2035. On-road mobile emissions for both construction and 
operations reflect updated emissions factors using EMFAC2017. The use of EMFAC2017 results in the 
inclusion of natural gas heavy-duty trucks. Additionally, an early operational year (2035) has been assumed 
for full Project buildout as opposed to 2040 in the 2018 RSFEIR, resulting in less efficient vehicles. To 
provide a conservative air quality analysis, construction was assumed to be completed over a 15-year 
period that provides for phase overlap and the use of less efficient construction equipment. For mass 
grading, each planning area was assumed to be graded separately over a total of approximately 13 years 
to reflect a realistic grading plan. The estimated construction equipment and phasing schedule is identified 
in Table 3.1 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The revised CalEEMod runs and on-road construction 
emissions, which were calculated separate from CalEEMod using EMFAC2017 emission factors, are also 
located in Appendix A. Construction assumptions are located in Appendix A.1 of the Air Quality/Greenhouse 
Gas/Health Risk Assessment Technical Report, which is located behind Appendix C CO Hot Spot Output 
in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Although no longer relevant, because the Air Quality analysis in the 2018 RSFEIR has been redone in the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the CalEEMod construction emissions reflected in Attachment 2 of this 
comment letter incorrectly assumed that the construction equipment was an average number of equipment 
to be used during the Building Phase. The equipment identified for the Building Phase was a worst-case 
assumption, which means all equipment was assumed to run all day with no mitigation accounted for, so 
that emissions that would occur during construction activities during the Building Phase could be 
represented or over represented. Additionally, Attachment 2 only showed the outputs for Plots 2 and 4, 
however the CalEEMod outputs for the other plots were also included in Appendix A of the 2018 RSFEIR. 
The outputs in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR include all plots and included overlap in 
the construction of plots and with operations. As a result, the construction emissions identified in Section 
4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR would be considered a worst-case representation of the potential 
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construction emissions during each phase of construction. Also, refer to Response to Comment 1-F5-6 
which discusses Project phasing. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-10: Appendix A includes the complete CalEEMod 2016.3.2 runs for the WLC 
project. CalEEMod allows you to export the files to Excel where you can format them to fit your document. 
The files have been formatted for inclusion in the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk 
Assessment Report (Appendix A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and the header with the page 
numbers was not included after the first page to take up less space in the document. However, all the pages 
of the CalEEMod runs are included for review in Appendix A, as well as all assumptions used, and any 
changes made to the default CalEEMod numbers. Since the complete CalEEMod runs for the WLC project 
were included in the technical appendices, the commenter should have been able to make a thorough 
review. Additionally, the commenter mixed up the CalEEMod outputs and called them the EMFAC 2016.3.2 
within the comment. Since there is no such thing as “EMFAC 2016.3.2”, construction modeling outputs, 
those have not been included in the Appendix, but the full CalEEMod2016.3.2 runs are included. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-11: After reviewing the outputs for CT-EMFAC2014 and Caline4 models in 
the 2018 RSFEIR, it was noted that some of the outputs had 2050 in the title when it should have been 
2040, this was a clerical error and did not affect the numbers run which were based on 2040 numbers. 
However, this error was fixed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which utilized the years 2025 as 
Phase 1 operations and 2035 as full buildout operations to better match the Project Description and also 
utilized EMFAC2017 emission factors as EMFAC2017 was recently approved by the EPA. CT-EMFAC and 
CALINE4 model documentation used for the revised analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is 
provided in Appendix A. Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the direct model 
outputs generated by both models and provides all the data necessary to conduct a thorough review. CT-
EMFAC and CALINE modeling was conducted for future analysis years 2025 and 2035 as provided in the 
documentation in Appendix A. Modeling was conducted for these future analysis years to estimate 
emissions generated in the buildout year of Phase 1 (2025) and the full buildout of the World Logistics 
Project (2035). 

In regard to CALINE4 model outputs based on CT-EMFAC2017 emission factors for 2025 and 2035, 
CALINE’s underlying information on emission factors is based on the CARB’s EMFAC2017 on-road 
emissions model and MSAT speciation factors developed by CARB and the USEPA. The emission 
processes modeled by CT-EMFAC2017 include: 

• Running exhaust – pollutants emitted from the tailpipe while vehicles are traveling 

• Idling exhaust – pollutants emitted from the tailpipe while vehicles are idling 

• Running losses – evaporative emissions that occur during vehicle operation 

• Tire/brake wear – particulate matter emissions from tire and brake wear as a result of use 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR usedEMFAC2017 emission factors for multiple vehicle classes and 
technology groups (various types of gasoline- or diesel-powered cars, trucks, buses, and other vehicles). 
CT-EMFAC2017 uses EMFAC2017 emission factors output (e.g., gram-per-mile running exhaust emission 
factors from the EMFAC2017 “Project-Level Assessment” run type) and calculates fleet-average emission 
factors based on EMFAC2017 assumptions concerning the mix of various vehicle classes operating in a 
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given area. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR used the appropriately approved USEPA EMFAC 
model. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F2-8 regarding The World Logistics Center (WLC or Project) 2015 
Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discussion on the emission analysis. 

With regard to the mix widths used in the CALINE4 model for the intersection of Alessandro and Chicago, 
there are two through lanes for the northbound, eastbound, and westbound lanes. However, those 
approach lanes also have separate right-hand turn lanes that are also accounted for in the calculation for 
mixing width used for the CALINE4 modeling. Additionally, the southbound through lanes both approaching 
and departing Chicago are composed of three lanes. Thus, the 17.1-meter mixing width was correct and 
did not underestimate CO concentrations. Regarding the receptors for the Alessandro and Chicago 
intersection, the mixing width provided in the link configuration is taking into consideration those right turns, 
that are approximately 3 meters in width. Therefore, the placement of the receptors in the CALINE4 model 
is at the edge of the buffer, rather than away from the buffer. With regard to not treating the intersection of 
Alessandro and Chicago as below grade, as defined in the CALINE4 User’s guide, “For all link types except 
bridges, Link Height represents the height of the link above the surrounding terrain. Ground level is defined 
as 0 meters or feet.” At grade was chosen for this specific intersection due to the location of the receptors 
on the sidewalks directly adjacent to the roadways. If receivers were placed the farther away from the 
intersection, within areas where the terrain is slightly higher in elevation than the intersection, than a more 
appropriate Link Height would have been selected. As it stands the height of the receivers’ locations are 
within 2 meters of the modeled intersection. 

As demonstrated, the site characteristics, vehicle lane configurations, receptor locations, mixing widths, 
emission factors and other modeling parameters were carefully considered for each intersection for the 
CALINE4 model. Since there are no deficiencies in the analysis, the modeling parameters do not need to 
be updated and the CALINE4 runs do not need to be redone, and thus, there is no underestimation of CO 
hotspot concentrations. 

Response to Comment 1-F5-12: The cumulative analysis for air quality was based on the limits set forth 
in the cumulative traffic analysis, which encompassed 359 projects,85 of which approximately 173 
environmental documents were available for review. However, not all environmental documents contained 
quantified emissions. Therefore, emissions were calculated for all of the identified cumulative projects 
based on available project size, information, and standard methodologies. These are listed in Table 6.3-1, 
Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the cumulative project emissions are summarized 
in Table 6.3-2 and 6.3-3, for operations and construction, respectively. As discussed in 6.3.1 Project Impact 
Findings, page 6.3-1 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the cumulative air quality impacts found to be 
significant and unavoidable with mitigation were 1) conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan, 2) result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
Project region is nonattainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors), and 3) expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Cumulative air quality impacts were found to be less than 

                                                      
85 The Judge’s February 8, 2018 ruling found the FEIR cumulative impacts section deficient; “[t]he FEIR should include 

consideration of recently constructed and proposed large warehouse projects in the summary of projects method, and 
should analyze whether individually significant impacts may be cumulative considerable.” The RSFEIR revised 
cumulative impact section included the recently constructed large warehouse projects and other projects, including 
industrial, 360359 in all, even though it wasn’t required. 
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significant related to whether emissions would result in violations of any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation and related to the creation of objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people. 

Based on the SCAQMD recommendations for analyzing cumulative air quality impacts, which primarily uses 
project findings to analyze cumulative impacts, these findings are expected as the Project itself results in 
numerous significant and unavoidable impacts. Since the Project itself has numerous significant and 
unavoidable impacts, adding the emissions from the cumulative projects (as summarized in Section 6.3 
and detailed in Appendix A.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) to those of the Project would still 
result in emissions exceeding significance thresholds which would result in the same significant and 
unavoidable impact. In regard to the CO hotspots cumulative analysis, none of the 162 documents reviewed 
had CO hot spot impacts, thus no exceedance of significance thresholds was estimated, and impacts are 
less than significant. Thus, the estimating of vehicle trips or emissions for the cumulative projects would not 
alter the analysis or conclusions presented in Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F6: George Hague, Sierra Club 

Response to Comment 1-F6-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F6-2: The 2018 RSFEIR includes a detailed explanation of the reasons for the 
2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR 
at pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation 
and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and 
project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-3: Section 6.0 in the 2018 RSFEIR is a new Chapter in the 2018 RSFEIR 
which evaluates the cumulative impacts of the Project in response to the court ruling on the petition for a 
Writ of Mandate. Each of the environmental issues evaluated in Section 4.0 with regard to Project impacts 
were evaluated for cumulative impacts in Section 6.0 (see 2018 RSFEIR Sections 6.1 through 6.17 and 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Sections 6.3 Air Quality, 6.7 Greenhouse Gas, and 6.17 Energy). 

Response to Comment 1-F6-4: Figure 12, Existing Sensitive Receptors, located in Appendix A, Air 
Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
shows the location of the on-site and nearest off-site existing sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project 
for air quality, GHG, and health risk. For air quality, sensitive receptors include residences, schools, medical 
offices, convalescent facilities, and similar uses but not soundwalls. Thus, the soundwalls would not be 
located on this figure as they are not an air quality sensitive receptor. This figure in no way represents that 
impacts were only estimated for the Project site itself and no other areas. 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC 
project to sensitive receptors from diesel trucks. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, 
along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the Traffic Impact 
Assessment (TIA) in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR which includes using trip generation rates from the 
most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 
359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health 
risk impacts. Compared to the 2015 Final EIR, construction emissions analyzed in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR assume later construction years and therefore newer, more efficient equipment. This 
resulted in reduced construction emissions. As reflected in the TIA, use of the most recent edition of the 
ITE Trip General Manual resulted in fewer average daily trips than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final 
EIR (2018 RSFEIR page 4.3-1). A lower trip rate coupled with lower regional VMT analyzed in the TIA and 
the later operational year assumption resulted in reduced mobile emissions when compared to those in the 
2015 Final EIR. Additionally, the later operational year resulted in the inclusion of a greater number of 
electric vehicles in the operational assumptions. Due to these factors, the construction and operational 
analyses in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR entirely replaced the analyses included in the 2015 Final 
EIR, and no further comparison is required. 

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts 
of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, contrary 
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to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for 
Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to 
the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. 
A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of 
particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as 
toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, 
the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not 
consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero 
emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including 
the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure 
frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the 
exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased 
cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity 
factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, 
and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute 
(HEI) finding that NTDE does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health 
impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on 
page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks 
for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + 
Operation HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental 
increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project 
would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million 
prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts 
contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-
68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure 
duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 
shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 
in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation 
and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due 
to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation 
incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially 
lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated incremental 
increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and 
operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of 
mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel 
PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the increase in lifetime (30-year exposure) cancer risk for operation would 
still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and 
outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to 
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impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center 
Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) 
have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). This 
mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the 
implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project, including risks from diesel trucks, to an on-
site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. 

As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the 
community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of 
the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the 
chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable 
for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and there will be 
subsequent environmental evaluations as the Project is implemented. Thus, it is possible that as zero-
emission technologies become available at a later date, due to real-world circumstances, they can be 
incorporated into future subsequent environmental documents at that time, as the technology becomes 
more readily available. Figure 26, which the comment refers to is from the HRA and depicts the Incremental 
Project Cancer Risk – With Mitigation (30 Years of Full Operation), which shows that impacts were analyzed 
at more places than just the project site. At sensitive receptors farther away, impacts would be less than 
those that are closer. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential 
air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with incorporating feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts. 

In response to the comment about ozone and particulate pollution, Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health 
Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses 
the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the 
annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the 
unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence 
of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional 
emissions from the Project.86 When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small 
percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a 
developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria 
pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this information is provided for background 
understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, 
morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain 
for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show 
the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California 
model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 
Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits 
(0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions 
(not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), 
mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020%for all age groups). 

                                                      
86 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 
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Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions 
(0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower 
than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of 
background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health 
effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, 
this data was provided for informational purposes. 

Traffic noise impacts would be reduced in some areas by the use of soundwalls. This would reduce traffic 
noise to sensitive receptors in the area. However, the soundwall would not be impacted by pollution drifting 
over the walls and is not a sensitive receptor in terms of air quality (see first paragraph). Noise barriers, or 
soundwalls, also reduce traffic-related pollutants and protect the public from air pollution. Researchers have 
found that noise barriers can reduce pollution by more than 50 percent within 50 meters from the barrier to 
about 30 percent as far as 300 meters from the barrier.87 Cumulative impacts for the WLC are presented 
in Section 6.0 in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Cumulative projects are 
depicted on Figure 6.0 Cumulative Projects Index Map and in greater detail on Figure 6.0 Cumulative 
Projects Map page 1 of 9 through 9 of 9. However, there is not a map that depicts where all the project 
impacts would occur. Each environmental discipline presents Project impacts in different ways some via 
tables, maps, figures, etc. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-5: Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-4 for a discussion on impacts from 
truck pollution on sensitive receptors in the area. With regard to school children, the 2018 RSFEIR 
specifically analyzed cancer risk to school children (page 4.3-78 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 
After the application of the mitigation, the maximum cancer risk occurred at Bear Valley Elementary School 
would be less than 3 people per one million people for the construction + operation and operational 
scenarios. Therefore, impacts at schools are less than the 10 in one million significance threshold and are 
less than significant. 

As stated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the HRA has been conducted to allow 
decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC Project with the assumption that NTDE 
cause cancer, contrary to what was found in the HEI study (page 4.3-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. Recent studies, such as the HEI study, clearly demonstrates that the application of new emissions 
control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated the health impacts of diesel exhaust page 
4.3-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Additionally, the HRA utilizes the 2015 OEHHA guidance 
“Current Guidance” which produces much more conservative estimates of cancer risks from toxic air 
contaminant exposures than the “Former OEHHA Guidance.” As discussed in Response to Comment 1-
F6-4, an HRA was conducted for the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from diesel PM. 
The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the 
community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction + operation and 
operations of the WLC. Thus, air monitoring is not necessary. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC with regard to diesel PM to 
sensitive receptors along with incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. 

                                                      
87 Isakov, V. AND R. Baldauf. Influence of Noise Barriers on Near-Road and On-Road Air Quality: Results from Phoenix. 

A&WMA Grand Canyon Chapter, Phoenix, AZ, October 23, 2015. Available online: 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/si/si_public_record_report.cfm?dirEntryId=317291&Lab=NERL 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/si/si_public_record_report.cfm?dirEntryId=317291&Lab=NERL
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Response to Comment 1-F6-6: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4, Figure 12, Existing 
Sensitive Receptors, located in Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment 
Report of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the on-site and nearest off-site existing human 
sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project for air quality, GHG, and health risk, not for biological 
resources. Per current OEHHA Guidelines,88 sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, 
day care centers, work-sites, and similar uses. Thus, the SJWA would not be located on this figure as it is 
not considered a HRA sensitive receptor per this determination. 

Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, discusses the effects of pollution impacts on plants 
and animals in the SJWA area. It also analyzes impacts to threatened and endangered species. Potential 
indirect impacts to avian and other biological resources within the SJWA will be reduced to less than 
significant levels by the project design features (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-66) which include architecture and 
building restrictions, landscape restrictions, off-site lighting, and setbacks, and Mitigation Measures 
4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-73 – 4.4-74). The 2018 RSFEIR analysis found that 17 
plant and animal species within the WLC site are designated as endangered or threatened by the State 
and/or Federal authorities (Table 4.4-6 in the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-65). Air pollution resulting from diesel 
trucks and passenger vehicles produce particulates, diesel particulate matter, carbon monoxide, and 
nitrogen oxides, etc. These pollutants would have indirect impacts on wildlife resources within the SJWA. 
The most concerning are ozone degradation and deposition of nitrogen. No standards for impacts to wildlife 
have been established. However, the AQMP includes analysis of air pollution effects on humans and 
animals and has based their standards to be protective of both. Thus, health risks from diesel PM can be 
obtained from the health risk assessment (HRA) conducted for humans for this Project. The HRA found the 
cancer risk to be less than significant. Thus, based upon available information, the effect of emissions on 
wildlife is less than significant (Refer to F1-4 and F4-4 for more information regarding pollutant’s effect on 
wildlife and plants). 

Response to Comment 1-F6-7: Impacts to wildlife species covered by both the Federal and California 
Endangered Species Acts are analyzed in Section 4.4.6.1, Endangered and Threatened Species of the 
2018 RSFEIR (pages 4.4-64 to 4.4-74). Impacts from lighting, water quality, construction and operational 
noise are discussed. For potential lighting impacts, the Specific Plan requires that streetlights, parking lot 
lighting, and other project-related illumination sources be positioned, directed, and shielded to avoid “direct 
light spill” into MSHCP conservation areas including those contained within Existing Core H to the south of 
the WLC site, and Proposed Core 3 (Section 6.1.1, of the MSHCP, Proposed Core 3) to the east of the 
WLC site. In addition, the WLC will comply with the new night lighting guidelines in the City’s Municipal 
Code Section 9.08.100, which limits off-site impacts to 0.25 foot-candles per square meter. Lighting 
installed according to the design elements within the WLC Specific Plan as discussed above will be 
consistent with Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP which requires “night lighting shall be directed away from the 
MSHCP Conservation Area to protect species within the MSHCP Conservation Area from direct night 
lighting. Shielding shall be incorporated in project designs to ensure ambient lighting in the MSHCP 
Conservation Area is not increased.” Project adherence to Specific Plan design guidelines and municipal 
restrictions will ensure that Project night lighting increases will not result in significant indirect lighting 
impacts on native wildlife within the SJWA. The Specific Plan design guidelines include a development 

                                                      
88 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, 

Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, page 1-3. Available online: 
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. Accessed on December 25, 2019. 

https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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setback of 250 feet, an additional building setback of 150 feet, an 11-foot high solid wall, orientation of 
lighting downward so that no direct rays extend up into the sky or onto adjacent properties, and high-
pressure sodium or low-emitting diodes (LEDs) as discussed on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR. The 
municipal restrictions are contained in the City’s Municipal Code (Section 9.08.100 Lighting), which states 
that any outdoor lighting associated with nonresidential uses shall be shielded and directed away from the 
surrounding residential uses (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Such lighting shall not exceed one-quarter (0.25) 
foot-candle at property lines and shall not blink, flash, oscillate, or be of unusually high intensity or 
brightness (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Lighting in parking areas and drive aisles must be at least 1.0-foot 
candle and cannot exceed a maximum of 8.0-foot candles (Section 9.08.100 C.4.a). These municipal 
restrictions are also discussed on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR. 

Any construction noise-related impacts would be temporary in nature and generally limited to construction 
of Phase 2 facilities along the southern boundary of the WLC site. The recent noise studies by ESA (2018) 
Appendix D of the 2018 RSFEIR conclude that construction noise levels would not exceed the 60 dB 
informal standard, that is used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for wildlife noise impacts, 
within the SJWA. The highest construction noise level is projected to be 52 dB at the SJWA boundary with 
the incorporation of the Specific Plan’s 250-foot setback, and therefore, would be less than the 60 dB 
USFWS noise standard, and thus impacts would be less than significant. For operational noise impacts, 
page 4.4-68 of the 2018 RSFEIR states “with implementation of the two setback areas [the 250-foot 
minimum development setback and an additional 150-foot building setback along the southern boundary 
of the WLC site] (total 400 feet) and proposed [11-foot high] solid walls along the SJWA boundary, the 
anticipated increase in noise from the project site will not have a significant impact on wildlife and would 
not require mitigation.” Table 4.4-7 on page 4.4-67 of the 2018 RSFEIR identifies that the combined noise 
levels from the implementation of the proposed warehousing and ambient noise levels would increase 
existing ambient noise levels of 40.8 dB Leq for daytime and 35.8 dB Leq for nighttime to a maximum noise 
level of 46.2 dBA Leq during the daytime and 45.2 dBA Leq during the nighttime. Based on these estimated 
construction and operational noise levels, it is reasonable to conclude that increased noise from human 
activity (Project construction, traffic on local roads, loading and unloading of trucks, etc.) related to the 
Project will not have significant impacts on local wildlife in the SJWA area, based on available research. 
Additionally, animals within the SJWA haven’t been shown to be harmed by the noises from the SDG&E 
and SCG facilities which are surrounded by the SJWA. 

To combat potential water quality impacts to wildlife, development plans for the WLC project will include 
Water Quality best management practices (BMPs). These BMPs include vegetated earthen channels, storm 
drain stenciling, street sweeping, and education. Detention basins will be designed to filter potential toxics 
from storm water. These BMP facilities would be part of the runoff management and water quality facilities 
identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B on page 4.4-74 of the 2018 RSFEIR and implemented as part of 
the storm water pollution prevention measures for the Project, in accordance with all appropriate National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit requirements. These BMPs would be consistent 
with Section 6.1.4, Drainage, of the MSHCP that requires measures to be put in place to avoid discharge 
of untreated surface water runoff from developed and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation Area. 
Project adherence to these BMPs, including the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B, will result 
in a less than significant impact to wildlife species, including threatened and endangered species. 
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It should be noted that the only Federal or State listed Endangered or Threatened species observed to be 
present on the Project site is the coastal California gnatcatcher, a species that receives protection under 
the provisions of the MSHCP, as indicated in Table 4.4-6, Endangered/Threatened Species Within the WLC 
site (page 4.4-65 of the 2018 RSFEIR). 

In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding 
the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-8: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4, an HRA was conducted 
for the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants. Section 4.3.6.5 of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to 
sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation 
(Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 
4.3.6.3E, and 4.3.6.5A) (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-72) for construction and operation and 
operation of the WLC (see Response to Comment 1-F6-4, above). As discussed in Response to Comment 
1-F6-6 above, no standards for impacts to wildlife have been established. However, the AQMP includes 
analysis of air pollution effects on humans and animals and has based their standards to be protective of 
both. Thus, health risks for animals, including pets, can be obtained from the HRA conducted for humans 
for this Project. As discussed above in Response to Comment 1-F6-4, the HRA found the cancer risk to be 
less than significant. Therefore, based upon available information, the effect of emissions on wildlife and 
pets is less than significant with mitigation (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-74). 

Response to Comment 1-F6-9: Air pollution impacts were addressed in the HRA for the Project, refer to 
Response to Comment 1-F6-4, above. As discussed above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-
cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of 
mitigation for construction and operation and operation of the WLC. The comment also asks what roads 
would be improved or extended. This information can be found in Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation and 
in Appendix F, Traffic Impact Analysis Technical Report of the 2018 RSFEIR. The comment also states that 
the map of existing sensitive receptors is lacking homes of many families that live within 1,500 feet. The 
map the commenter referring to is addressed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4 and only shows the nearest 
sensitive receptors as they would have the highest air quality impacts. Sensitive receptors located farther 
away are not included on the map as impacts at these receptors would be less than those at the closest 
receptors and thus, also less than significant. Cumulative impacts for all environmental impact areas were 
addressed in Section 6.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-10: The figure the commenter referred to is addressed in Response to 
Comment 1-F6-4 and only shows the on-site and nearest off-site sensitive receptors as they would have 
the highest air quality impacts. Sensitive receptors located farther away are not included on the map, but 
impacts for those receptors were still addressed in the analysis. Air pollution impacts were addressed in 
the HRA for the Project, refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-4, above. As discussed above, the cancer 
risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community, including employees at 
the San Diego Gas facility, would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction 
and operation and operation of the WLC (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Health 
effects caused by toxic air contaminants are discussed in Table 4.3-4, pages 4.3-15- 4.3-17 of the 2019 
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Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. With regard to diesel pollution, diesel PM and ozone were addressed in Section 
4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health 
incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, 
respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available 
data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.89 When 
taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background 
incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no 
relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local 
agencies; thus, this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality 
emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the 
unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 
and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity 
and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual 
Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health 
effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital 
admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) 
(0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute 
myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related 
health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and 
asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because 
the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects 
from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were 
not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational 
purposes. As shown in the study, diesel PM from the Project would cause minimal health effects in the 
community in relation to background incidences. 

Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in Sections 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. A 
cumulative HRA was conducted which assessed the regional cumulative impact of the 359 identified 
cumulative projects in addition to the WLC project. The air dispersion models included 99 grid area sources 
covering an area of 2,475 square kilometers to represent the onsite and surface street emissions of all 
cumulative projects, and 63 freeway mainline segments for warehouse projects in the region that may 
overlap with the traffic routes of the Project. The modeled freeway segments extended from North Palm 
Springs to Long Beach in the east-west direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in 
the north-south direction, roughly an area of 3,500 square miles radiating from the cumulative project sites 
to the north, south, east, and west. The analysis covered major portions of the following freeways from 
North Palm Springs to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach: Interstate 10, State Route 60, State Route 
91, Interstate 215, and Interstate 710. As stated in Section 6.3.3.7, Impacts to Sensitive Receptors, of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the cumulative HRA included emissions from both the Project and the 
359 cumulative projects, the cancer risks and CHIs calculated are the cumulative health risk values that will 
be compared to the selected cumulative HRA threshold. The thirty-year exposure to cumulative construction 

                                                      
89 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 
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and operations results in a cancer risk of 139.8 in one million at the maximum exposed receptor and thirty-
year cumulative operations would result in a cancer risk of 171.5 in one million at the maximum exposed 
receptor. Thus, cancer risk impacts at the maximum exposed project receptor, for both construction and 
operation and operation are above the cumulative cancer threshold of 10 in a million with and without 
mitigation. Therefore, the construction and operation of cumulative projects in addition to the Project (with 
mitigation incorporated) is expected to have a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. Cumulative 
cancer risks were estimated at the geographical center (centroid) of census tracts that are within the study 
area of the cumulative HRA. For the 70-year exposure duration with the inclusion of the Current OEHHA 
Guidance without consideration of the results of the HEI ACERS Study, the cancer burden is estimated to 
be 72.2 for construction and operations and 90.3 for full operations, out of a population of about 10.8 million 
individuals that were conservatively estimated to have a cancer risk of 1 in a million or more for the 359 
cumulative projects. This is compared to the Project cancer burden impact, estimated at approximately 
0.47. The SCAQMD has established a threshold for cancer burden of 0.5. Because the SCAQMD’s cancer 
burden significance threshold is exceeded with and without mitigation for the 359 cumulative projects, the 
cumulative cancer burden impact is expected to be significant and unavoidable. The non-cancer HI value 
at each of the modeled receptor locations are less than SCAQMD cumulative threshold of 3.0and is 
expected to have a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Cumulative Health Effects are discussed in Section 6.3.3.8 Cumulative Health Effects, of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. As shown on Tables 6.3-9 and 6.3-10, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows 
the estimated annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and Ozone health effects 
associated with cumulative projects (including the unmitigated Project). Potential PM2.5-related health 
effects associated with increases in ambient air concentrations estimated from cumulative Projects 
(including the unmitigated Project) include asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0015%), asthma-
related hospital admissions (0.0009%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including 
myocardial infarctions) (0.0002%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0005%), mortality 
(0.0014%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.00042% for all age groups). Potential 
ozone-related health effects associated with increases in ambient air concentrations estimated from 
cumulative Projects (including the unmitigated Project) include respiratory-related hospital admissions 
(0.00017%), mortality (0.00008%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower 
than 0.0014% for all age groups). When taken into context, the small percent of the number of background 
incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. Per the 
reference in the comment to growth inducing impacts, the growth inducement analysis in the 2015 Final 
EIR wasn’t found to be inadequate at trial and, therefore, did not need to be revised. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-11: The requirement for construction vehicles to utilize 2010 or newer 
engines will be included in bid documents and as stated in Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. Construction equipment maintenance records (including the emissions control tier 
of the equipment) shall be kept on site during construction and shall be available for inspection by the City 
of Moreno Valley. The requirement for yard trucks on the site and diesel trucks entering the facility are 
included in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. This will be enforced 
through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and the Vehicle 
Identification Number which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well 
as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. 
Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance efforts and If they don’t 
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comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. This is a common 
mitigation measure and truck fleets are accustomed to having the documents available for inspection. Thus, 
the requirement to utilize 2010 or newer engines to reduce impacts is an enforceable mitigation measure 
under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-12: As outlined in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases and Global Climate 
Change in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, impacts from greenhouse gases are less than significant 
with mitigation (MM’s 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, and 4.1.6.1D, pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-28) and thus other 
mitigation measures are not required. Since this is a programmatic EIR and subsequent discretionary 
approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an 
additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project 
covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.90 However, 
if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional 
environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if 
additional significant impacts are found.91. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known 
who the future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. 
As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent 
environmental standards. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-13: In regard to the USEPA website article on climate change impacts and 
public health and welfare, Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR addressed all of the items 
brought up in this passage. No specific comment on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR is provided. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-14: In regard to the USEPA website article on climate change impacts and 
public health and welfare, Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR addressed all of the items 
brought up in this passage. No specific comment on the contents of the 2019 RSFEIR is provided. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-15: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 
2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade 
Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-
and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. 

CEQA doesn’t require a section on environmental justice. In accordance with Government Code Section 
65302(h)(2), the City will be required to either adopt an Environmental Justice Element or integrate 
environmental justice policies and goals into the elements of their General Plan upon adoption or the next 
revision of two or more elements concurrently. The City recently initiated a comprehensive General Plan 
update which is projected to be completed in the summer of 2021. Although the City has not established 
environmental justice policies or goals, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes a discussion of health 
impacts. As discussed above under Response to Comment 1-F6-4, an HRA was conducted and cancer 
risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than 

                                                      
90 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) 
91 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) 
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significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Thus, the WLC is 
protective of health risks for environmental justice communities as the HRA shows. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-16: Figure 16 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix A shows the 
average cancer risk in the Project area as determined by the SCAQMD MATES-IV study. This figure does 
not change with traffic or additional cumulative projects. This SCAQMD study was completed in 2012. 
Figure 17 shows the changes in air toxics simulated risk from 2005 to 2012. Nearly all areas of the South 
Coast Air Basin experienced decreased cancer risk during the time period from MATES-III, 2005, to 
MATES-IV, 2012. The Project area also experienced a decrease in cancer risk of between 100 and 400 in 
one million from the years 2005 to 2012. Thus, Figure 17 in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR represents a change in time and does not need to be updated. There has not been a new MATES 
study since MATES-IV. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-17: Potential mitigation that could reduce emissions to close to or below the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds would be the implementation of zero or near-zero emissions 
technologies. In Judge Sharon Waters Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February 8, 
2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and 
the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and Project 
approvals), a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact 
analysis, which could potentially result in lower Project emissions, was found to be missing in the EIR. The 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical 
Report (RETR). The WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling station that would open prior to the 
issuance of building permits for more than 25,000,000 square feet of logistics warehousing to serve trucks 
that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel is required (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which would reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets 
switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. In addition, future development will comply with regulated 
vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. Additionally, based on the RETR 
(Appendix E of the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Project Design Features will be 
incorporated to provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance, which will also 
reduce Project emissions. WLC is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that would 
be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D 
page 4.7-28 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). At a minimum, the Project would install enough solar 
power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. As discussed, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR includes feasible mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy 
to reduce emissions and impacts to the greatest extent possible. Potential mitigation measures utilizing all 
or a substantial number of zero- or near zero-emission technologies for medium-duty and heavy-duty truck 
fleets are not feasible at this time as discussed below and in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). Additionally, a mitigation measure utilizing 100 percent solar power to provide all 
the power to the Project is not feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in 
Topical Response E and the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

Additionally, to reduce air quality impacts and in response to utilizing zero-emission technology, the Project 
requires the reduction of idling to 3 minutes or less in any one-hour period; engines will be turned off when 
not in use; tenant fleets shall be in compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks, 
including but not limited to CARB’s Heavy Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation; 
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information will be provided to tenants on alternative fuel technologies and the availability of such fuels in 
the area of the WLC; all yard trucks will be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent 
non-diesel fuel; off-road engines will utilize Tier 4 engines or greater; on-road engines will meet or exceed 
2010 engine emission standards (yard trucks); any diesel truck entering the WLC facility will meet or exceed 
2010 engine emission standards or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative; and 
all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or any non-diesel fuel (MM 
4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Low-emission and zero-emission 
technologies are required for onsite equipment, as stated in Specific Plan Section 12.3: “The use of diesel-
powered service yard vehicles (yard goats, etc.) is prohibited at all times within the Specific Plan area. 
Pallet jacks, forklifts, and other onsite equipment used during building operation (indoors or outdoors) shall 
be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or other non-diesel fuel.” 

Additionally, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural 
gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public which will be placed a minimum of 1,000 feet from 
any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site zoned sensitive uses (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) which will reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to 
non-diesel alternatives in the future. Furthermore, refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited unless it can 
be demonstrated that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its 
associated facilities, including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics 
warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. Any such proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power 
for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). However, since the Project will 
support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future 
users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent 
contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed 
under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing 
emission control regulations. 

The WLC is not a utilities provider and therefore is not subject to Senate Bill 100 (see Topical Response 
E). However, in support of utilizing renewable energy for the Project, an engineering and financial analysis 
of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities 
to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads 
were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the Project. A full range of renewable 
energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. The Project falls within 
Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility to secure additional 
power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on 
typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software 
(see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical 
Report (RETR)). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect 
compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate 
the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project is required to comply in the WLC Specific 
Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance 
over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 
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4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types 
of sustainable energy supply for the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the 
Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops 
of buildings to offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.17-25 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, formerly MM 4.16.4.6.1C in the 2018 RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is 
included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RETR. Due to the limitations that current 
MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 
kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 
buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity 
would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full 
build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices 
and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the 
offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require 
the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of 
future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both 
phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project Design Features to 
reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 
4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR also includes mitigation 
measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Thus, 
due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity, solar panels are only being 
installed on the structure roofs and not the parking lots. 

Each subsequent development with the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may 
require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes 
feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will 
be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies 
on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-18: As discussed above under Response to Comment 1-F6-4, an HRA was 
conducted for the Project and determined that cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer health risk 
impacts to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of 
mitigation for both construction + operation and operation of the WLC (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, the WLC would not result in health risk impacts that exceed the established 
SCAQMD significance thresholds and would not generate significant health risks to families in the Project 
area. Additionally, as discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-17, WLC is committed to reducing 
emissions to the extent feasible based on current available technology. 

The type of EIR that has been prepared for the WLC project is a Programmatic EIR that analyzes the 
environmental impacts and required mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments 
over many years. Each subsequent development with the WLC will be subject to further environmental 
review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible 
mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future 
users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all 
current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental 
standards. 
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Response to Comment 1-F6-19: Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, discusses the 
effects of pollution impacts on plants and animals in the SJWA area. Nitrogen deposition is the term used 
to describe nitrogen-based pollutants that are deposited as a result of emissions from future Project related 
activities. The pollutants are typically in the form of nitrogen oxide (NOx) and ammonia (NH3)-derived 
pollutants, primarily nitric acid (HNO3). Although there are many types of nitrogen-based pollutants resulting 
from project-related emissions, HNO3 is typically the easiest to measure and is used in determining nitrogen 
deposition rates. Nitrogen deposition can potentially lead to impacts on sensitive species through (1) direct 
toxicity, (2) changes in species composition among native plants, and (3) enhancement of invasive species 
(Fenn et al. 2003; Weiss 2006a). However, there is no scientific documented evidence that links direct 
toxicity to impacts associated with sensitive plant and wildlife species; thus, direct toxicity is not considered 
a significant impact (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-62). An increase in nitrogen deposition does not inhibit the 
growth of native plants but promotes the rapid growth of non-native invasive species that could out-compete 
native plants for available water and nutrients. If the increase of non-native plant species is detrimental to 
the growth of native plants, the result may be a conversion from a native plant community to a non-native 
plant community. This change in habitat is only considered a significant impact if that change occurs in 
suitable habitat for a federally threatened or endangered species within USFWS-designated critical habitat. 
The WLC will consist of mobile, non-point pollution sources (diesel trucks), which will result in a highly 
random dispersion of emissions that will occur in a broad, regional fashion. Because of the way in which 
nitrogen is generated by the WLC project, its overall patterns for dispersion, and the multi-variant 
parameters that would need to be taken into consideration for such an analysis, and since there is no 
established scientific basis or standards to study the effects of nitrogen dispersion for non-point pollution 
sources; Project-specific conclusions or mitigation would be overly speculative for the purposes of this 2018 
RSFEIR. 

Local wildlife (i.e., within the SJWA) may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic 
air contaminants from truck exhaust as the WLC project builds out. New development will produce 
significant amounts of diesel-related air pollutants that will be released into the atmosphere, including gases 
and particles of various sizes. Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant 
impacts on humans. Although the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health 
effects from diesel pollution may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel 
impacts on wildlife. Potential health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, but in 
general, health effects from air pollution/diesel exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory 
function, reduced heart function or longevity, decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased 
incidence of cancer and other mutagenic or teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, 
reduction in overall biodiversity, reproductive failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most 
commonly attributed to food loss and reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There 
are relatively few examples of higher animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity 
or gaseous air pollution. However, a number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals 
and other pollutants in their systems from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and 
ultrafine particulate matter, black or elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like 
phenanthrene, metallic ashes, gases like nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and 
crotonaldehyde, volatile organic compounds like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-
70). One of the research limitations is that some health effects from these pollutants take a long time, in 
some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit themselves. These pollutant species can also be emitted from a 
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variety of other sources in complex urban environments so it can be difficult to trace individual sources of 
the air pollutants. In the case of this Project, air pollutant emissions potentially affecting wildlife would 
predominantly be the result of new warehouse uses within the Project Site. Research suggests that wildlife 
may be more susceptible to air pollutant impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration 
rates, smaller lung capacities, ingestion of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher 
metabolic rates, etc., although some factors like shorter natural lifespans would reduce the duration of 
exposure over time. For these reasons and for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals 
within the SJWA would be at least as susceptible to health effects from air pollution, including diesel 
exhaust, as humans. 

In addition to pollutants associated with diesel trucks, passenger vehicles generate air pollutant emissions 
including carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, particulates, etc. These pollutants will also have indirect 
impacts on wildlife resources of the SJWA. Two impacts of most concern would be ozone degradation (e.g., 
plants having an unusual dry or “burned” look) and the deposition of additional nitrogen, both of which can 
disrupt plant growth cycles. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA 
would be minimized somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder 
mostly to the east (i.e., very little to the south), based on data from the project air quality study (MBA 2012). 
However, some diesel and other Project-related air pollutants would be expected to disperse toward the 
SJWA, including gaseous and PM emissions, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds 
are absent. There is little academic or scientific research on the specific impacts of diesel and gaseous air 
pollutant emissions on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific setbacks for 
wildlife protection areas from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel and gaseous 
pollutant emissions. Most available research is too limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or 
the species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts of one pollutant on one species). The northern portion 
of the SJWA, south of the WLC Specific Plan area, has been used historically for agricultural purposes, and 
may be used by foraging birds, with a portion of this area currently containing non-native grassland with 
predominantly non-native or invasive species. Based on available scientific data, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, could have potentially 
significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from project air 
pollution, including diesel truck exhaust. 

To assess the significance of these potentially significant impacts to wildlife from the increase in air pollutant 
emissions from the Project, primarily diesel PM, the results of the HRA conducted for the Project to assess 
the human health risk was utilized to evaluate the risk to animals (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). An HRA was conducted for the WLC in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which 
focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants, but primarily diesel PM and ROG. The HRA 
identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community 
would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operational scenarios of 
the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Since on-site and offsite human 
sensitive receptors would experience a less than significant health risk impact with incorporation of 
mitigation, the potential health risk impact to wildlife within the SJWA, which is located farther away than 
the nearest human sensitive receptors at 250 feet to the south of the proposed development area, would 
also be less than significant (2018 RSFEIR at page 4.4-73). Thus, based on available information, the 
effects of emissions on wildlife in the SJWA is less than significant. As demonstrated, the 2018 RSFEIR 
and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC 
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with regard to diesel PM and other pollutants to wildlife and plants, as well as employees and visitors in the 
SJWA. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-20: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-21: This is an email correspondence from the Sierra Club, San Gorgonio 
Chapter, to the City providing comments on the 2018 RSFEIR. The City is confirming that they received the 
comments and have reviewed the comments. No further response is required because no specific 
comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Responses to Comment1- F6-22 through 1-F6-36: These comments refer to an earlier emailed version 
of Letter 1-F6 that was received. The latter 1-F6 letter included additional information that was not contained 
in the previous letter, specifically for comments 1-F6-8, 1-F6-16, 1-F6-19, and the first part of 1-F6-20. 
Therefore, the latter 1-F6 Letter was answered in Responses to Comments 1-F6-1 through 1-F6-21, above, 
and the earlier letter which includes comments 1-F6-22 through 1-F6-36, were all addressed in the 
responses above. 

Response to Comment 1-F6-37: This Sierra Club requests to be updated on all meetings and documents 
related to the WLC project. This comment will be forwarded for review by the decision makers. No further 
response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was 
provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F7: Nicholas Whipps, Wittwer Parkin LLP for Southwest 
Regional Council of Carpenters 

Response to Comment 1-F7-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-F7-2: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects 
of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 
The general Plan amendment, the Specific Plan and the zone change were approved through the initiative 
process in November, 2015. The use of the initiative process was upheld at trial in 2016 and was not 
appealed so that these three land use approvals are no longer required. Instead, they are part of the existing 
baseline. The Revised Final EIR will analyze all impacts resulting from the construction and operation of 
the WLC which is the “project” under CEQA Guidelines §15378. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-3: The development agreement for the World Logistics Center was described 
as one of the discretionary approvals being considered in the 2015 Final EIR. (2015 Final EIR, page 3-
114.) It was initially approved by Moreno Valley’s City Council in August, 2015. (2018 RSFEIR, page 2-1.) 
The approval of the development agreement was vacated and then reapproved by the City Council in 
November, 2015, in response to an initiative submitted by Moreno Valley’s voters. (2018 RSFEIR page 2-
1.) The Council’s November, 2015, actions were upheld, and a petition for writ of mandate denied, in a 
judgment entered in September, 2016. The judgment was reversed in August, 2018, in a case entitled 
Center for Community Action & Environmental Justice, 26 Cal.App.5th 689 (2018), and the trial court was 
ordered to issue a writ commanding the Council to set aside its actions approving the development 
agreement. The Court of Appeal’s decision came after the 2018 RSFEIR had been prepared and circulated. 
The Revised Final EIR will reflect that the Council will consider the approval of the development agreement, 
together with the approval of the parcel map, based on the information contained in the Revised Final 
EIR. The environmental effects addressed in the Revised Final EIR adequately addresses the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the approval of the parcel map and the development agreement. 

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court 
Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-4: CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “an EIR shall describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project… An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making 
and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.” In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the Alternatives Section evaluates a reasonable range of 
alternatives in light of Project objectives, which in this case are creating a regional logistics campus, 
improving the City’s jobs/housing balance and providing financial benefits to the City, and provides a 
comparative analysis of the environmental impacts for each alternative with respect to the Project. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project were evaluated in the Draft EIR and included two No Project 
alternatives and four Project Alternatives as follows: No Project/No Development; No Project/Existing 
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General Plan Alternative; Alternative 1: Reduced Density; Alternative 2: Mixed Use Alternative; 
Alternative 3: Mixed Use B Alternative; and Alternative Sites. Alternatives considered and rejected because 
they could not accomplish the basic objectives of the Project were all residential use alternatives and the 
mixed-use alternatives. Table 6.S in the Draft EIR is a comparison of Alternative to the Proposed Project 
regarding impacts. Based on the analysis in this Section 6.0 and the summary contained in Table 6.S, 
Alternative 1 – Reduced Density is the only alternative that reduces traffic, air quality, and related impacts 
by reducing the square footage of warehousing by 30 percent and has been deemed the environmentally 
superior alternative to the proposed project. However, Alternative 1 would still result in significant and 
unavoidable air quality impacts. Furthermore, none of the alternatives achieves the objectives of the Project 
to nearly the same degree as the proposed project as shown in Table 6.T. In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, the City evaluated Project alternatives, including a reduced density alternative. 
However, since the reduced density alternative did not meet all or most of the Project objectives, the City 
has determined to proceed with the proposed project. 

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court 
Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The City followed the court 
judgment to correct the five deficiencies identified by the trial court in the 2015 Final EIR. The five 
deficiencies include (1) Energy Impacts, (2) Biological Impacts, (3) Noise Impacts, (4) Agricultural Impacts, 
and (5) Cumulative Impacts (refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of 
Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.). 
The Alternatives Section was not identified by the court as deficient. A similar comment was provided as 
Comment F8-107 in the 2015 Final EIR, Response to Comments. The Response to Comment 1-F8-107 
explained that the alternatives analysis in the 2015 Final EIR does in fact represent a reasonable range of 
alternatives, including a reduced density alternative and several with reduced impacts. However, those 
alternatives were evaluated in light of Project objectives, which in this case are to create a regional logistics 
campus, improving the City’s jobs/housing balance and providing financial benefits to the City. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-5: Refer to Response to Comment 1-F7-4, above, for a discussion of 
Alternatives, and their analysis, for the WLC project. Although reducing the size of the Project as a mitigation 
measure could potentially result in a reduction in air pollutant emissions, such a mitigation measure would 
require a substantial reduction in size and scale of the Project to reduce the air quality impacts to less than 
significant levels. To get the reduction in Project impacts to less than significant, the Project objectives 
would not be met and the Project would not provide sufficient benefits with respect to the City’s jobs/housing 
balance and financial benefits that would render the Project not viable. Thus, a reduced intensity alternative 
was considered by the City. 

In regard to installing solar panels, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, Renewable Energy 
Technical Report (RETR) conducted an engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable 
energy options potentially available at the site. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that 
this Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the 
rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response 
E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW 
minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, 
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a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 
MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the 
peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving 
effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration 
in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each 
building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the 
Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. 
As a result of this analysis, Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the 
Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and 
Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Thus, due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose 
on solar PV capacity, solar panels are being installed on the structure roofs, which will meet the maximum 
demand of solar allowed at this time. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-6: A CEQA document must provide sufficient information and analysis to 
allow decision makers the ability to make informed decisions. The City has prepared the 2018 RSFEIR with 
sufficient information for the City’s decision makers to make an informed decision. The 2018 RSFEIR 
provides accurate statements regarding the potential for special-status and narrow endemic plant species 
such as Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), thread-lived brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) and 
smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis), to occur and that project-level surveys for the three 
special-status plant species must occur. These three species are all Criteria Area Sensitive Plant Species 
(CASPSs). within the project site. The 2018 RSFEIR Table 4.4-2, Sensitive Plant Species in the WLC site 
(pages 4.4-16 through 4.4-19) provides accurate information regarding the potential for these species to 
occur. Specifically, for thread-lived brodiaea, the Table 4.4-2 states that the species is not likely to occur 
because “No clay soils or vernal pools occur in the WLC site. Recorded approximately 5 miles south of the 
WLC site (CNDDB 2012)”. For smooth tarplant, the Table 4.4-2 entry states that the species is not likely to 
occur because “No alkali soils occur in the WLC site. Recorded approximately 3 miles west of the WLC site 
(CNDDB 2012)”. For Coulter’s goldfields, Tables 4.4-2 concludes that the species is not likely to occur 
because “No alkali soils, marshes, or vernal pools occur in the WLC site. Observed approximately 2 miles 
south of WLC site (CNDDB 2012).” 

The Project limits are within MSHCP Survey Area 10 of the Narrow Endemic Plant Species’ (NEPSs) and 
MSHCP Survey Area 9 of the CASPSs for plant species. The MSHCP requires that a habitat site 
assessment (HSA) be conducted for all proposed developments within NEPS and CASPS survey areas 
(MSHCP Section 6.1.3). The HSA for most NEPS and CASPS plants must be done during a normal rainfall 
year and/rainy season. If it is determined during the HSA that suitable soils and/or growing conditions are 
present on site to support identified NEPS species, a focused plant survey is required during the plant 
species blooming period. 

Habitat suitability of the site for NEPS and CASPS species is detailed in the General Biological Resources 
and MSHCP Compliance Report (Appendix E). None of the species analyzed in the NEPS or CASPS areas 
are anticipated to occur on the WLC site and none were observed during 2018 rare plant surveys (2018 
RSFEIR page 4.4-79). The implementation of the WLC project would not affect the habitat or result in a 
direct impact for any special status plant species, and therefore, no mitigation measures for relocation of 
special status plant species are included in the 2018 RSFEIR. The focused special-status plant species 
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surveys were conducted in 2018. The results of those surveys are described in the 2018 RSFEIR in 
Appendix B. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-7: The 2018 RSFEIR did consider potential impacts on Fully Protected 
Species, specifically the golden eagle, white-tailed kite, and peregrine falcon. The 2018 RSFEIR Table 4.4-
3: Sensitive Wildlife Species in the WLC site (pages 4.4-21 through 4.4-28) states that the golden eagle 
has a low potential to occur because “The WLC site contains open flat area that is considered marginally 
suitable foraging habitat, but not suitable nesting habitat. Recorded approximately 1 mile south of the WLC 
site.” The 2018 RSFEIR states the white-tailed kite was observed in 2018 foraging within the Project site, 
which contains suitable foraging habitat but no suitable habitat for nesting is present. The 2018 RSFEIR 
states that peregrine falcon has a low potential to occur because “The WLC site contains marginal nesting 
habitat. Known to occur in the San Jacinto Valley but not recorded within 7 miles of the site (CNDDB 2012).” 
The 2018 RSFEIR states that “No suitable nesting habitat for golden eagle, white-tailed kite or peregrine 
falcon occurs within the area due to historic agricultural activities, regular disking of the site, and dominance 
of sparse, non-native low-quality vegetation. However, agricultural land does represent marginal quality 
foraging habitat within the WLC project site and adjacent SJWA” (page 4.4-29). The 2018 RSFEIR 
concludes that “California State fully protected wildlife species are not likely to occur in the WLC site, and 
there is no impact to California State fully protected wildlife species” (page 4.4-30). 

Response to Comment 1-F7-8: Regarding traffic impacts on wildlife, page 4.4-66 of the 2018 RSFEIR 
acknowledges that “some local wildlife will be injured or killed by the additional vehicles and trucks on SR-
60, Gilman Springs Road, Redlands Boulevard.” However, the “WLC site along the west side of Gilman 
Springs Road will be separated from the roadway by fencing or walls as appropriate; this will help restrict 
human access to Gilman Springs Road and native areas along the east side of the roadway and may 
incrementally reduce roadkill along Gilman Springs Road” (page 4.4-67). The 2018 RSFEIR acknowledges 
that roadkill from vehicle traffic on Gilman Springs Road will occur but the impacts will be less than 
significant “as long as the County coordinates with the Resource Conservation Agency and takes wildlife 
movement between Core H and proposed Core 3 into account when designing and improving Gilman 
Springs Road” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-67). 

Response to Comment 1-F7-9: The Cumulative Impacts are discussed in 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.0 
Cumulative Impact. Specific to Biological Resources, 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4, Biological Resources, 
provides a detail analysis of cumulative impacts, which does not rely on the project-specific impacts to 
determine whether or not there will be cumulatively considerable impacts resulting from the WLC project 
and the other related-359 projects. 

Cumulative impacts on Biological Resources are analyzed in 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4 (pages 6.4-1 
through 6.4-33). The impacts conclusion in the 2018 RSFEIR is “… there are no unmitigated project-specific 
significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources identified in the FEIR” (2018 RSFEIR, page 6.4-
2) with incorporation of recommended mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-
B through 4.4.6.3A-K). The 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4 cumulative impact discussion includes discussion of 
impacts on SJWA (refer to Figures 6.4-1 [page 6.4-3] and 6.4-2 [page 6.4-4] for projects that could 
potentially result in a cumulative impact to the SJWA). The identified cumulative projects mitigate impacts 
to biological resources to less than significance through a combination of Project design features, mitigation 
measures and payment of MSHCP fees. Special-status species associated with the SJWA are primarily 
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located in the central and southern portion of the wildlife area, over one-mile south of the WLC project 
boundary and farther away from the identified cumulative projects. The conclusion in regard to cumulative 
biological resource impacts is, “… when considered in addition to the anticipated impacts of other projects 
in the cumulative scenario, the project’s incremental contribution to impacts to biological resources would 
not be cumulatively considerable, and cumulative impacts to biological resources would be less than 
significant.” (2018 RSFEIR page 6.4-23). 

Response to Comment 1-F7-10: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on Section 4.6 of the 2015 
Final EIR. The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any 
deficiencies in the analysis of geology issues and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight 
Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). The fault splays are located 
in the general vicinity of the eastern portion of the project site. The issue regarding seismically-induced 
failure relates to secondary seismic effects such as settlement, subsidence and liquefaction. The Project 
site’s conditions, that include relatively dense alluvial and dense sedimentary bedrock materials at depth 
as well as groundwater levels at depths of greater than 100 feet, are such that less than significant effects 
associated with these secondary effects would result. The 2015 Final EIR included an analysis of fault 
rupture effects and ground shaking impacts on pages 4.6-16 through 4.6-20 of the 2015 Final EIR. 
Furthermore, it should be noted that CEQA need not address impacts, such as seismic activities, on a 
project, pursuant to California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
62 Cal. 4th 369, 385-388 (2015). In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and 
the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-11: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response 
to Comment 1-F6-15 for a discussion of why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not mischaracterize 
1) the scope of the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas 
reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to a CEQA analysis. Furthermore, the project 
does include feasible mitigation measures provided on pages 4.7-27 – 30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR which will reduce total project emissions below 10,000 MTCO2e for the entirety of the Project’s 
presumed lifetime (2020 – 2064). Table 4.7-8 (see page 4.7-34 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) 
shows the year-by-year lifetime emissions for the Project and demonstrates how mitigation measures 
reduce impacts to less than significant when compared to unmitigated year-by-year emissions in Table 4.7-
6. Since the implemented mitigation reduces impacts to less than significant, no further mitigation is 
necessary i.e. carbon offsets. 

Regarding the baseline greenhouse gas emissions for the Project, all Project emissions were analyzed as 
new emissions. No existing emissions at the site were assumed so as to provide a conservative analysis 
of impacts (page 4.3-62 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

Project consistency with greenhouse gas reduction plans, policies, regulations, and strategies was 
evaluated in Tables 4.7-11, 4.7-12, 4.7-13, and 4.7-14 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. With 
implementation of applicable strategies/measures, Project design features, and mitigation measures, the 
Project’s impacts would be less than significant. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact 
and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in 
Topical Responses A and B. 
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As part of the GHG cumulative analysis a review of available environmental documents for projects within 
the Project vicinity was conducted. Approximately 359 projects have been identified in the vicinity of the 
Project and are listed in Table 6.7-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Out of those 359 projects, 
approximately 173 environmental documents were available. All 173 were reviewed to identify quantitative 
emissions for construction and operation of the respective projects; however, not all environmental 
documents contained emissions for construction and operation. Emissions from all of the identified 
cumulative projects were calculated based on available information and methodologies. Detailed research 
was conducted to identify as much information on the remaining projects that did not have environmental 
documents with construction and operational emissions available. However, complete project descriptions, 
detailed construction schedules, and any operational efficiencies were not available for every single project 
within the cumulative analysis limits. Therefore, with the information that was accumulated, modeling was 
conducted, utilizing CalEEMod and EMFAC2017 default factors, to estimate construction and operational 
emissions generated from these cumulative projects. The same methodologies used to calculate air quality 
emissions were also used to calculate GHG emissions, see Section 6.3.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. The cumulative analysis of the identified project GHG emissions and climate change was based 
on standard methodologies and available information available at the time the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, was prepared. Of the 359 projects analyzed, 95 projects exceeded their given threshold, 255 
projects were below threshold, and sufficient project information to calculate emission was not available for 
9 projects (see Section 4.3, Errata – Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Given that the unmitigated 
project and 95 of the cumulative projects are over threshold, impacts would be potentially significant and 
cumulatively considerable. With incorporation of mitigation measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.1C, and 
4.7.1D in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, impacts would be less than cumulatively 
considerable, since the Project GHG emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 
10,000 MTCO2e per year, when considered with the other Projects’ significant impacts (page 6.7-14 of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

Response to Comment 1-F7-12: The analysis of the hazards and hazardous materials within the 2015 
Final EIR was not found to be deficient and Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials was not revised 
in the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, 
regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

With respect to hazardous materials and associated management plans, as stated in Section 4.8, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials of the 2015 Final EIR, the County of Riverside Community Health Agency is the 
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) with responsibility for the City of Moreno Valley. All business that 
handle more than a specified amount of hazardous materials or extremely hazardous materials are required 
to submit a Hazardous Materials Business Emergency Plan (HMBEP). The HMBEP must include an 
inventory of the hazardous materials used in the facility, and emergency response plans and procedures 
to be used in the event of a significant or threatened significant release of a hazardous material. The 
HMBEP must also include the Material Safety Data Sheet for each hazardous and potentially hazardous 
substance used. The Material Safety Data Sheets summarize the physical and chemical properties of the 
substances and their health impacts. The plan also requires immediate notification to all appropriate 
agencies and personnel of a release, identification of local emergency medical assistance appropriate for 
potential accident scenarios, contact information of all company emergency coordinators of the business, 
a listing and location of emergency equipment at the business, an evacuation plan, and a training program 
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for business personnel. The City adequately analyzed potential impacts arising from exposure to hazardous 
materials as validated by the court’s judgement. Additionally, Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not 
required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-13: The 2015 Final EIR (Volume 3), Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, was not revised in the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation 
and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and 
project approvals. 

According to the 2015 FEIR ([age 4.8-21), the project site does not lie within a mapped high fire hazard 
area. However, the Badlands lie directly east of the project area and are considered a high fire hazard area. 
The Project does not require mitigation measures to address wildfire impacts because the Project includes 
the dedication of a new 1.5-acre urban fire station site and in accordance with the City of Moreno Valley’s 
Development Impact Fee (DIF) requirements, funding for the construction of the fire station would be 
provided. The construction of a fire station within the Project boundary would adhere to all State and local 
fire and building codes. Additionally, development would conform to Fire and Building Code regulations. 
Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to wildland fires. Additionally, 
Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-14: The 2018 RSFEIR, Section 6.8 provides a detailed cumulative analysis 
for each of the hazards and hazardous materials thresholds. As discussed in the 2018 RSFEIR, Section 
6.8, the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative wildfire hazard impacts would be less than 
cumulatively significant. Additionally, Section 6.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, was not recirculated 
in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-15: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. 
The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in 
the analysis of Land Use and so may not be challenged again as discussed in Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation. The only Project approvals being sought are the 
development agreement and the financing parcel map. The General Plan was amended in November 2015 
and represents the current planning for the Project and is the current baseline for Project analysis. 
Additionally, Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-16: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. 
The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in 
the analysis of regional growth projections and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight 
Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). Each of the SCAG plans and 
policies were evaluated and the City determined that the proposed WLC Project would be consistent with 
these plans and policies as discussed in Section 4.10.5.2 of the 2015 Final EIR. Refer to Topical Response 
C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon 
the EIR process, content and project approvals. Additionally, Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, was 
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not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-17: The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final 
EIR did not find any deficiencies in the analysis of the MSHCP and so may not be challenged again. Inland 
Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018). In accordance with 
the MSHCP and its Implementation Agreement, a fee mitigation program pursuant to which local agencies, 
including the City of Moreno Valley, collect development impact fees that are in turn used to acquire lands 
that are suitable for habitat preservation for species covered by the MSHCP. As stated on page 4.4-63 of 
the 2018 RSFEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B would reduce potential 
direct and indirect impacts to biological resources covered by the MSHCP to less than significant, and 
Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A, 4.4.6.1B, 4.4.6.2B, 4.4.5.2A and 4.4.5.2B would further reduce the less than 
significant impacts related to MSHCP consistency. In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-18: Page 6.10-16 of the 2018 RSFEIR concludes that the cumulative effects 
of the Project in combination with other cumulative projects would result in a significant physical division of 
the established residences. This discussion further states that the Project’s contribution to this significant 
cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. The 2018 RSFEIR concluded that there was no 
effective means of reducing this significant impact (2018 RSFEIR, page 6.10-17). 

Response to Comment 1-F7-19: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.12.5.2A in Section 4.12 of the 2018 
RSFEIR, when processing future individual buildings under the WLCSP, as part of the City’s approval 
process, the City shall require the Applicant to take the following three actions for each building prior to 
approval of discretionary permits for individual plot plans for the requested development: 

Action 1: Perform a building-specific noise study to ensure that the assumptions set forth in the 
2018 RSFEIR remain valid. These procedures used to conduct these noise analyses shall be 
consistent with the noise analysis conducted in the 2018 RSFEIR and shall be used to impose 
building-specific mitigation on the individually proposed buildings. 

Action 2: If the building-specific analyses identify that the proposed development triggers the need 
for mitigation from the proposed building, including all preceding developments in the World 
Logistics Center site, the Applicant shall implement the appropriate level of mitigation, identified in 
the 2018 RSFEIR to reduce the identified impacts to comply with the Moreno Valley Municipal 
Code, which sets maximum sound levels reaching residential uses at 60 dBA Leq during the 
daytime hours (8:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.) and 55 dBA Leq during nighttime hours (10:01 p.m. – 7:59 
a.m.). Prior to implementing the mitigation, the Applicant shall send letters by registered mail to all 
property owners and non-owner occupants of properties that would benefit from the proposed 
mitigation asking them to provide a position either in favor of or in opposition to the proposed noise 
abatement mitigation within 45 days. Each property shall be entitled to one vote on behalf of owners 
and one vote per dwelling on behalf of non-owner occupants. If more than 50% of the votes from 
responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement, the abatement will not be considered 
reasonable. Additionally, for noise abatement to be located on private property, 100% of owners of 
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property upon which the abatement is to be placed must support the proposed abatement. In the 
case of proposed noise abatement on private property, no response from a property owner, after 
three attempts by registered mail, is considered a no vote. At the completion of the vote at the end 
of the 45-day period, the Applicant shall provide the tentative results of the vote to all property 
owners by registered mail. During the next 15 calendar days following the date of the mailing, 
property owners may change their vote. Following the 15-day period, the results of the vote will be 
finalized and made public. 

Action 3: Upon consent from benefited receptors and property owners, the Applicant shall post a 
bond for the cost of the construction of the necessary mitigation as estimated by the City Engineer 
to ensure completion of the mitigation. The certificate of occupancy permits shall be issued upon 
posting of the bond or demonstration that 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors 
oppose the abatement or, if the abatement is located on private property, any property owners 
oppose the abatement. 

The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant 
environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and 
monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ 
points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if 
the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable (2018 
RSFEIR pages 4.12-43 – 4.12-45). Thus, this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure. Additionally, 
Section 4.12, Noise, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR; as 
it is not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-20: With respect to the mechanism to collect the funds for SR-60 
improvements, these improvements are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City of Moreno Valley. 
Because the proposed WLC would be implemented over several years, the City would request information 
from Caltrans at the time that individual buildings are proposed to determine if there is a funding mechanism 
for a required SR-60 improvement. If there is a funding mechanism, the City would collect the applicant’s 
fair share toward the improvement. Because the SR-60 improvements are not within the City of Moreno 
Valley’s jurisdiction, the City could not ensure the improvements are implemented and, as a result, was 
required to find that the potential impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

By state law, a project is only required to mitigate its fair share of impacts.92 If the project’s fair share is less 
than 100% then the remaining funds need to come from another source. The project is not obliged to provide 
its portion of funding for an improvement unless a source for the remaining portion has been identified. 

Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4E refers to improvements that are outside the City of Moreno Valley and thus 
beyond the direct control of either the City of Moreno Valley or the developer. The City of Moreno Valley 

                                                      
92 The Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Program applies to those jurisdictions in Western Riverside County 

that have adopted and are implementing the TUMF Program Ordinance. The TUMF Program has been developed 
pursuant and consistent with authority provided in the requirements of California Government Code Chapter 5 Section 
66000-66008 Fees for Development Projects also known as California Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600 or the Mitigation 
Fee Act), which governs assessment of development impact fees in California. 
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cannot compel another jurisdiction to find additional funding for improvements; all it can do is ask for 
cooperation and collect the project’s fair share for any improvements where counterpart funding is available. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-21: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. 
The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in 
the analysis of Utilities and Public Services and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight 
Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). The discussion of potential 
impacts on police is located in Section 4.14.1.5 of the FIER. As discussed on page 4.14-5 of the 2015 Final 
EIR, states that the City collects fees from developers to offset police-related service impacts associated 
with new development. The WLC would be designed and operated per applicable standards required by 
the City for new development in regard to public safety. Additionally, the WLC is consistent with the City 
General Plan policies and Municipal Code requirements relative to police services. Thus, impacts related 
to police service, including the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, are less than 
significant (2015 Final EIR, page 4.14-7). Fire protection impacts are discussed in Section 4.14.2 of the 
2015 Final EIR. As discussed on page 4.14-11 of the 2015 Final EIR, states that the City collects fees from 
developers to offset fire-related service impacts associated with new development. The WLC would be 
designed and operated per applicable standards required by the City for new development in regard to fire 
protection. Additionally, Section 2.2.6 of the WLC Specific Plan indicates a future 1.5-acre urban fire station 
site will be dedicated to the City to help offset increased fire service needs. The WLC is consistent with the 
City General Plan policies and Municipal Code requirements relative to fire protection services. Thus, 
impacts related to fire protection service, including the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, are less than significant (2018 RSFEIR page 4.14-11). The 2015 Final EIR discusses school 
impacts in Section 4.14.3, Schools. As discussed on page 4.14-15 of the 2015 Final EIR, the school districts 
collect fees from developers to offset school service impacts associated with new development. The WLC 
is an industrial project and not a residential project that would have a direct impact on school services by 
accommodating additional residents within the City. The WLC is consistent with the City General Plan 
policies and Municipal Code requirements relative to school services. Thus, impacts related to school 
services, including the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, are less than significant 
(2018 RSFEIR page 4.14-16). Recreational facilities impacts are discussed in Section 4.14.4 of the 2015 
Final EIR. As discussed on page 4.14-23 of the 2015 Final EIR, the WLC Specific Plan proposes a General 
Plan Amendment to the Master Plan of Trails to reduce the extent of trail systems in the area to reflect the 
change from a residential neighborhood (Moreno Highlands) to a non-residential neighborhood (WLC). Trail 
linkages are provided in the WLC Project to extend existing trail routes from the western edge of the project 
to the east, providing for future linkages to Gilman Springs road, to the Lake Perris State Recreation Area, 
and to the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Implementation of these new trails and the General Plan Amendment 
will allow the project to be consistent with the City’s General Plan policies relative to trails. As discussed on 
page 4.14-25 of the 2015 Final EIR, the City collects fees from developers to offset recreational service 
impacts associated with new development. As stated on page 4.14-25, The WLC would not create any 
substantial demands on recreational facilities. It would not create a new demand on existing park facilities 
nor would it require an expansion of existing parks or the construction of new park; thus, the project would 
have a less than significant impact on recreational resources. 

Section 4.14, Public Services and Facilities, has not been recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required by CEQA. In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project 
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Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-22: As stated on page 6.16-46 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the proposed Project 
would not cause or contribute to a cumulatively significant impact on wastewater infrastructure because the 
proposed Project would not combine with the demands of other Projects in the cumulative scenario to 
require the expansion of existing infrastructure. The 2018 RSFEIR further states that the Project would 
require only connections to existing infrastructure. Potential significant environmental impacts associated 
with such construction include air quality, traffic, biological resources, cultural resources, noise, hydrology, 
water quality, and other impacts as identified and analyzed in Chapters 4.0 and 6.0 of the 2018 RSFEIR 
and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. None of those sections identified construction or operation of the 
Project’s new or expanded wastewater infrastructure as resulting in significant impacts apart from those 
already analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-23: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. 
The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in 
the analysis of Wastewater Treatment Services and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight 
Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). The discussion of potential 
impacts on wastewater treatment facilities is provided in Section 4.16.2.5.2 of the 2015 Final EIR. As 
discussed on page 4.16-29 of the 2015 Final EIR, the current capacity of the Moreno Valley Regional Water 
Reclamation Facility (MVRWRF) is 16 million gallons per day (mgd) and the existing average inflow is 
approximately 11.2 mgd. As discussed on page 4.16-29 of the 2015 Final EIR, the proposed WLC project 
would generate 0.82 mgd which represents approximately 18.2 percent of the remaining capacity of the 
existing MVRWRF. As stated in the discussion, there was a planned expansion at this facility to increase 
capacity from 16 mgd to 18 mgd in December 2013. The ultimate expansion of the facility is planned to 
increase capacity to 41 mgd. Due to the availability of treatment capacity and based on the approximate 
15-year buildout of the WLC, the Project’s indirect and direct impacts on the existing treatment facilities 
would be less than significant. In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and 
the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, has not been recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F7-24: As requested, Southwest Carpenters will be provided notification of all 
CEQA actions and notices of public hearings including notices of determinations concerning the WLC 
project. No further response is required as no specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are 
provided within this comment. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F8: California Clean Energy Committee 

Response to Comment 1-F8-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided 
within this comment, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires 
that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The comment 
is noted and will be presented to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-2: The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR include a 
detailed explanation of the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, its 
format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review (2018 RSFEIR, pages 2-1 through 
2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7 and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, at pages 2-3 through 2-6 and pages 2-8 
and 2-9). Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding 
the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and Project approvals. Refer to Response to 
Comments 1-F8-3 through 1-F8-23, below. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-3: Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR), in the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contains an analysis of the Project’s overall energy needs “demand-side” 
(Section 4 Demand Side Energy Analysis pages 9 – 11) and ways the Project’s energy needs could be 
reduced through energy efficiency technologies “supply-side” (Section 5 Supply-Side Energy Strategy 
pages 12 – 25) strategies which included energy efficiency concerns. Based on the distribution centers that 
currently exist within the Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU) service territory, the energy analysis assumes a 
worst-case emissions evaluation by assuming that about 11 percent of the WLC buildings will feature air-
conditioned warehouses; even though the WLC Project would not include refrigerated warehouses. The 
energy conservation measures (ECMs) for the WLC were based on maximizing environmental protections 
in the most cost-effective manner practical and address internal loads, such as lighting and equipment, as 
well as the energy required to provide heating, cooling, and domestic hot water. The RETR determined, 
through comparison with other systems, including district energy, that for the office space the recommended 
system is underfloor air distribution coupled with water-cooled variable refrigerant flow (VRF) technology 
that is served by a shared water loop which allows for sharing of energy among zones, such that if one 
zone requires heating while another requires cooling, energy can be transferred between zones resulting 
in built-in energy recovery (Section 4.1 Recommended Measures in the RETR). If additional cooling is 
needed during extremely warm weather, a cooling tower provides supplemental heat rejection to the 
atmosphere. Air-conditioned warehouse spaces shall be served by displacement ventilation whereby 
conditioned air is delivered at low velocity from air diffusers near floor level. Cooling of supply air is achieved 
via direct evaporative cooling sections that deliver sufficiently cool air at required warehouse conditions for 
most hours during the typical weather year. During hours that evaporative cooling doesn’t meet the cooling 
load or doesn’t maintain acceptable relative humidity in the warehouse, VRF systems are utilized for 
supplemental space cooling. The shared water loop of the warehouse VRF systems is connected to an air-
to-water heat pump to provide supplemental cooling via heat rejection to the atmosphere. When heating 
requirements exceed the heat recovered within the shared water loop by the VRF units, supplemental heat 
for the water loop is extracted from the atmosphere by the same air-to-water heat pump running in reverse. 
Because all heating and cooling in the buildings is provided by direct evaporative cooling and heat pumps, 
utilizing electricity, natural gas is not required, which allows the WLC to eliminate on-site fossil fuel 
combustion that would normally be associated with service water and space heating. Additionally, in all 
electric buildings there is not a need for natural gas distribution infrastructure. As discussed, the HVAC 
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system would not be roof-top HVAC units. The underfloor air distribution coupled with water-cooled VRF 
technology system is much more energy efficient and cost-effective than the typical warehouse 
configuration. 

The RETR discussed benefits of district energy distribution for supplying heating and cooling while 
achieving GHG and energy use reductions (Section 5.1 of the RTER). However, the benefits of district 
energy are best realized by dense development with a large building diversity that have varying loads. The 
WLC will have comparable buildings with similar loads, thereby reducing the potential for capital savings to 
be unlocked by a district energy system’s ability to exploit high demand diversity on the customer side. 
While there are no technical constraints to district energy, most warehouses are unconditioned and so the 
distance between air-conditioned spaces in the WLC makes the cost of installing a district energy 
distribution system prohibitively expensive. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discussed district energy 
in Section 5.1 of the RTER (page 14); however, district energy was not recommended for further 
investigation due to cost considerations and the required combustion of fuels to run the system which would 
exacerbate the already untenable local air quality. Furthermore, since the California electricity grid features 
so much renewable clean energy and getting cleaner every year, on-site electricity generation such as 
district energy utilizing fuel cells energized by natural gas, would produce more GHG emissions and require 
more overall energy consumptions when compared to receiving all required energy from the grid. As shown, 
the conclusion to not utilize district energy is not speculative or unsupported. The Project would not utilize 
roof top HVAC as the comment suggests, but would utilize an energy efficient and cost-effective system 
that reduces GHG emissions by not burning natural gas. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-4: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed project energy usage by 
developing a prototype building energy model for California Title 24 building energy standard-compliant air-
conditioned and unconditioned warehouse buildings (the full analysis can be found in the RETR, Appendix 
E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The model contained detailed information about building 
construction, lighting systems and controls, HVAC systems and controls, and office equipment. The 
modeling analysis acknowledges that lighting and equipment is responsible for a substantial portion of the 
energy consumption even in air-conditioned warehouse buildings. The analysis accounted for the electrical 
vehicle demand which is expected to contribute significantly to the overall WLC electricity demand 
consumption. To further reduce energy consumption, the RTER evaluated a wide range of ECM to identify 
feasible measures for reducing building energy consumption and related emissions beyond Title 24 energy 
code. The ECMs, contained in Table 5: ECM Descriptions in the RETR, address internal loads, such as 
lighting and equipment, as well as the energy required to provide heating, cooling and domestic hot water. 
The ECMs and the HVAC systems described in Response to Comment 1-F8-3, above, reduce energy 
consumed by the various equipment that the buildings will contain and delivers energy performance that 
exceeds minimal compliance with current Title 24 requirements by approximately 16 to 17 percent (RTER 
page xii). Additionally, the WLC will include rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) systems sized, at a minimum, 
to offset the power demands of office space contained in the building. The Project will provide on-site rooftop 
solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric Utility 
(MVU), which is currently defined as one-half the minimum electrical demand a building experiences during 
daytime hours. Thus, solar would provide more than 100 percent of the office energy needs. Furthermore, 
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the Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features in 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy usage: 

• Accommodate the use of alternative means of transportation including, public transportation (bus), 
charging stations for electric cars, carpooling, and bicycles to encourage more environmentally 
sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels; 

• Support alternative fuel use through the provision of an on-site alternative fueling site to encourage 
more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels; 

• Construct sidewalks and a multiuse trail for pedestrian circulation to encourage non-automotive 
transportation and reduce transportation fuel consumption; 

• Promote the riding of bicycles, through the provision of bike racks/storage, showers and changing 
rooms to encourage non-automotive transportation and reduce transportation fuel consumption; 

• Design streets to accommodate bus service – Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) does not currently 
operate any routes in the immediate vicinity of the WLC. RTA will determine if and when bus service 
will be provided. 

• Install outdoor electric outlets to accommodate the use of electrical property maintenance equipment 
(Section 12.4 of the WLCSP) to encourage more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of 
maintenance equipment fuels; 

• Use recycled building material to the extent feasible to reduce energy required for producing building 
materials from raw materials; 

• Use local sources of building materials to the extent feasible, which reduces transportation fuel demand; 

• Support waste management reduction identified in AB 341 to increase recycling and reduce energy 
required for producing materials from raw materials; 

• Develop waste management plan and a comprehensive recycling and management program to divert 
at least 50 percent of waste from landfill, including storage and collection of recyclables, building and 
material reuse, and careful construction waste management to increase recycling and reduce energy 
required for producing materials from raw materials; 

• Reduced water uses for landscape irrigation, which reduces electricity for the supply, conveyance, and 
treatment of water; 

• Street designs that harvest and channel runoff into landscape areas instead of storm drains, which 
reduces electricity for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water; 

• Incorporate on-site storm water capture and infiltration within landscape areas and minimize the use of 
impervious paved surfaces throughout the project to provide for groundwater recharge and increase 
groundwater supplies, which reduces electricity for the supply and conveyance of water supplied from 
non-local sources; 

• Provide for the use of roof-mounted solar systems or other alternative power systems to increase 
renewable energy supplies and reduce grid-supplied electricity; 
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• Implement design and construction techniques will be employed to reduce the heat island effect, 
including the use of materials that have a low solar reflectance index such as white roofs and light-
pavements to reduce building energy demand for cooling; 

• High performance glazing, overhangs, and landscaping to capture and control natural daylight to 
reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating; 

• Use of atriums, skylights and internal courtyards to provide additional daylighting and reduce building 
energy demand for lighting; 

• Incorporate the use of passive heating and cooling into the design or modification of the high-cube 
warehouse development (e.g., white building colors and roof insulation to minimize heat gain, and 
landscaping to help shade buildings) to reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and 
heating; 

• Install advanced irrigation systems, drought-tolerant plants, the use of mulch, recycled and other 
permissible alternative sources of water, and turfless plantings with decorative hardscape materials 
such as rock and other materials that do not require potable water sources to reduce electricity demand 
for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water. 

• Provide optimal vertical fenestration construction to maximize light and energy efficiency. 

The above project design features would encourage non-automotive forms of transportation and use of 
electric and alternative-fueled vehicles instead of gasoline-fueled and diesel-fueled vehicles, which 
provides for more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels; increase recycling 
and reduce energy required for producing materials from raw materials; provide for groundwater recharge 
and increase groundwater supplies, which reduces electricity for the supply and conveyance of water 
supplied from non-local sources; reduce water demand, which reduced electricity demand for the supply, 
conveyance, and treatment of water; reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating; and 
increase renewable energy supplies and reduce grid-supplied electricity. 

In addition to the PDFs regarding energy conservation and renewable energy, the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR includes the following mitigation measures for other environmental impacts that reduce potential 
impacts of the WLC project. 

• Air Quality Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A (construction fuel) would require that construction 
equipment greater than 50 horsepower be USEPA Tier 4 emissions compliant and limits on-site idling 
of all diesel-powered construction equipment, delivery vehicles, and delivery trucks to three minutes in 
any one hour. 

• AQ Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (long haul trucks). Require model year 2010 medium-heavy duty 
and heavy-heavy duty trucks or later. 

• AQ Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A: Includes several measures related to bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities and infrastructure, electric vehicle infrastructure, and ridesharing as conditions to any Plot Plan 
approval within the WLC site. 

• Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.1.6.1A would reduce outdoor water usage which in turn reduces 
energy use associated with the conveyance of that water. 
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• Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.1.6.1B would reduce interior water usage, including low flow fittings, 
fixtures and equipment. 

• Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.1.6.1C would allow reclaimed water to be used for irrigation. 

• Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A (waste diversion). Recycling and composting 
availability and reduce operational waste by at least 50 percent before 2020 and 75 percent after 2020. 

• Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1B (Previously Included as Utilities Mitigation Measure 
4.16.4.6.1A for building energy). Each application for a building permit shall include energy calculations 
to demonstrate compliance with California Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6). 

• Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1C (Previously Included as Utilities Mitigation Measure 
4.16.4.6.1B building energy). Prior to the issuance of any building permits within the WLC site, each 
Project developer shall submit energy calculations used to demonstrate compliance with the 
performance approach to the California Energy Efficiency Standards, for each new structure. 

• Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D (Previously Included as Utilities Mitigation Measure 
4.16.4.6.1C building energy; now modified). Prior to the issuance of a building permit, new development 
shall demonstrate that each building has implemented the following: 

– Install solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses in 
each warehouse building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV 
connecting to their grid, whichever is greater; 

– Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy 
saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is 
approved, whichever is more stringent; and 

– Require the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” (LEED) for 
the buildings constructed at the World Logistics Center based on Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design Certified standards in effect at the time of project approval (which would 
meet the Energy Star Certification93). 

In regard to the warehouse equipment, while some electrical equipment does exist, it does not exist for all 
operational requirements. However, all onsite equipment available in non-diesel technologies will be utilized 
for the WLC project. The type of EIR that has been prepared for the WLC project is a Programmatic EIR 
that analyzes the environmental impacts and required mitigation for a long-term project that will be 
implemented in increments over many years. Each subsequent development within the WLC will be subject 
to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or 
previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is 
not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their specific operational needs will require in 

                                                      
93 According to the United States Green Building Council (USGBC), Energy Star often helps users achieve LEED 

certification. As an early adopter of energy performance standards, Energy Star helped pave the way for the 
development of the USGBC’s LEED certification upon meeting certain levels of energy efficiency, among other 
measures. In fact, LEED uses the Energy Star system to empower property owners and occupants with the tools they 
need to meet these requirements and earn additional credits. Energy Star gives users the tools they need to reach a 
higher level of building energy performance, therefore, positioning them closer to the standards required for LEED 
certification. Reference: Blackwelder, A., 2017. United States Green Building Council, Energy Star and LEED work 
together for private-sector energy efficiency, April 27.Available online: https://www.usgbc.org/articles/energy-star-and-
leed-work-together-privatesector-energy-efficiency 

https://www.usgbc.org/articles/energy-star-and-leed-work-together-privatesector-energy-efficiency
https://www.usgbc.org/articles/energy-star-and-leed-work-together-privatesector-energy-efficiency
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terms of exact equipment specifications. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available 
technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards in place. As shown, the Project 
incorporates numerous PDFs and mitigation measures, implemented by the City, to reduce energy impacts 
and criteria and greenhouse gas emissions during warehouse operations. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-5: As shown in Response to Comment 1-F8-4, as a PDF, the project would 
require that all development within the WLC provide enclosures or compactors for trash and recyclable 
materials which would facilitate energy efficiency in meeting the requirement to divert 75 percent of solid 
waste from the landfill. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A contains the following requirements to 
reduce solid waste and increase waste diversion efficiency from construction and operation of project 
development: 

a) Prior to January 1, 2020, divert a minimum of 50 percent of landfill waste generated by 
operation of the project. After January 1, 2020, development shall divert a minimum of 75 
percent of landfill waste. In January of each calendar year after project approval the developer 
and/or Property Owners Association shall certify the percentage of landfill waste diverted on 
an annual basis. 

b) Prior to January 1, 2020, recycle and/or salvage at least 50 percent of non-hazardous 
construction and demolition debris. After January 1, 2020, recycle and/or salvage at least 75 
percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris. In January of each calendar year 
after project approval the developer and/or Property Owners Association shall certify the 
percentage of landfill waste diverted on an annual basis. 

Develop and implement a construction waste management plan that, at a minimum, identifies 
the materials to be diverted from disposal and whether the materials will be sorted on-site or 
co-mingled. Calculations can be done by weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout. 

c) The applicant shall submit a Recyclables Collection and Loading Area Plan for construction 
related materials prior to issuance of a building permit with the Building Division and for 
operational aspects of the project prior to the issuance of the occupancy permit to the Public 
Works Department. The plan shall conform to the Riverside County Waste Management 
Department’s Design Guidelines for Recyclable Collection and Loading Areas. 

d) Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the recyclables collection and loading area shall 
be constructed in compliance with the Recyclables Collection and Loading Area plan. 

e) Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, documentation shall be provided to the City 
confirming that recycling is available for each building. 

f) Within six months after occupancy of a building, the City shall confirm that all tenants have 
recycling procedures set in place to recycle all items that are recyclable, including but not 
limited to paper, cardboard, glass, plastics, and metals. 

g) The property owner shall advise all tenants of the availability of community recycling and 
composting services. 

h) Existing on-site street material shall be recycled for new project streets to the extent feasible. 
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Since the WLC will ensure that 75 percent of their waste will be diverted from the landfill in 2020 to comply 
with regulations and ensure efficient waste disposal, there is no need for an onsite recycling center. The 
WLC Project is not like Hewlett-Packard, in that it is not processing goods for one single manufacturer or 
company. A recycling facility is not practicable as it would not be feasible to take in the products from the 
broad variety of industries that would use the WLC and collect enough material for an onsite recycling 
facility. Furthermore, the WLC Specific Plan does not identify a recycling center as a permitted land use 
under Section 2.2.2 and was not an issue raised in the original CEQA Litigation. Therefore, the issue cannot 
be raised now and is covered under Topical Response C. As shown above, the WLC will is committed to 
recycling materials as energy efficient as possible and will provide areas and plans for collection. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-6: As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the RETR conducted a 
supply-side analysis of the various types of sustainable energy available for the WLC (Section 5 Supply-
Side Energy Strategy pages 12 – 25). The WLC commits to meet the annual energy requirements of all 
office spaces with PV, thereby effectively achieving net-zero energy office operations.94 Since each 
individual WLC building is expected to feature about 60,000 square feet of office space, this is the equivalent 
of fifteen 60,000 square-foot office buildings at WLC achieving net-zero energy consumption by 2025 
(RETR, page 16). The entire state of California has about 30 net-zero energy office buildings in operation, 
under construction, or publicly committed as of 2016.95 Thus, the WLC Specific Plan will grow California’s 
net-zero energy office population by about 50% by 2025. At full WLC build-out there will be the equivalent 
of twenty-seven 60,000 square-foot office buildings achieving net-zero energy status (RETR, page 16, Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.17-31). The RTER estimates that the offices in each typical WLC building will 
consume about 474,120 kWh/yr and experience peak electric demand of about 280 kW. The maximum 
allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 1 (300 kW) will generate about 512,275 kWh/yr at the 
WLC location (RETR, page xi). The maximum allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 2 (800 kW) 
will generate about 1,366,400 kWh/yr (RETR, page 16). Thus, in all cases, the maximum allowed PV 
capacities are sufficient in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 to satisfy 100% of the office energy needs, thereby 
meeting the net-zero energy objective for WLC office space. Thus, the City has shown that it will achieve 
net-zero energy status for all WLC office space. 

Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU) is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, 
MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial 
projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR) and Topical Response E. A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess 
solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project 
demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. Thus, due to the MVU solar sizing 
limits, PV solar generation would be utilized for the Project and there would be no excess solar generation 
for battery storage, renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, chilled water storage, or the sale of excess 
power generation to MVU or other utilities for their renewable portfolio content requirements. In addition, 

                                                      
94 When buildings are constructed, they will comply with the latest Uniform Building Code and will achieve energy efficiency 

of 10 percent better than 2008 Title 24 code or the most current code at the time of construction, whichever is more 
efficient. 

95 New Buildings Institute. 2016 List of Zero Net Energy Buildings. Available online at: https://newbuildings.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/10/GTZ_2016_List.pdf 

https://newbuildings.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/GTZ_2016_List.pdf
https://newbuildings.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/GTZ_2016_List.pdf
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MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure96 is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) 
making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. The outcome of the 
WLC supply-side analysis is that this Project is committed to providing renewable energy through solar 
panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the 
project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). Due to the limitations that current MVU rules 
impose on solar PV capacity (regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in Appendix E of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of PV (one-half 
the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV 
system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and 
a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would 
cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, 
thereby achieving effective net-zero energy status for the offices. However, due to the highly speculative 
nature of the electric vehicle penetration in Phase 2, Project mitigation measures require the project to 
upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar 
installation over the entire roof to cover future electric usage. At a minimum, the Project will install enough 
solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. As exhibited, the WLC 
would achieve net-zero energy status for the offices in each building and include the design for future solar 
capability to proactively embrace all-electric design standards which would make the WLC net zero-ready 
and position it to comply with future net-zero regulations. The WLC does implement feasible renewable 
energy resources and does not have an adverse impact on energy resources. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-7: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F8-4 above, to analyze Project 
energy usage, the RTER developed a prototype building energy model for California Title 24 building energy 
standard-compliant air-conditioned and unconditioned warehouse buildings (referred to as the baseline 
building). The analysis accounted for the electrical vehicle demand, which is expected to contribute 
significantly to the WLC electricity demand consumption. To further reduce energy consumption, the RTER 
evaluated a wide range of Energy Conservation Measures (ECM) to identify feasible measures for reducing 
building energy consumption and related emissions beyond Title 24 energy code. The ECMs, contained in 
Table 5: ECM Descriptions in the RETR, address internal loads, such as lighting and equipment, as well as 
the energy required to provide heating, cooling and domestic hot water. The ECMs and the HVAC systems, 
described in Response to Comment 1-F8-3 above, reduce energy consumed by the various equipment that 
the buildings will contain and delivers energy performance that exceeds minimal compliance with current 
Title 24 requirements by approximately 16 to 17 percent. The Project building model which includes the 
recommended ECM package would have a 16 to 17 percent reduction when compared to the baseline 
model (i.e., the Title 24-compliant model). Thus, the 16 to 17 percent reduction in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is based on a comparison to one baseline standard and is not inconsistently based 

                                                      
96 Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined 

by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand 
threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be 
eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models 
and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined 
that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site 
solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating 
capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This 
dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no 
policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity. 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 350 

on a comparison to two different standards. The ECM package will be part of the Project design and is 
included in the 2018 RSFEIR under Project Design Features. Since they are Project Design Features that 
are implemented into the Project to reduce impacts, they do not have to be adopted as mitigation measures, 
per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.444(a)(1)(A. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-8: The use of microgrids was evaluated in the RTER (Appendix E to the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), but as indicated in the comment, electricity distribution regulations 
preclude delivery of electric power across rights-of-way belonging to any entity besides the utility. 
Furthermore, MVU is currently precluded from owning/operating generation assets (RTER page 14). 
Finally, the extra expense of the specialized microgrid equipment causes microgrid economics to favor 
high-density collections of buildings, such as urban districts and campuses. The layout of the WLC and 
MVU restriction only accommodate small clusters of buildings, perhaps two or three buildings. At this scale, 
a microgrid is impractical. Thus, the use of microgrids was analyzed and found to be not viable per the 
screening criteria matrix. Having a third party own the microgrid is also not viable as only MVU can supply 
power to the site per regulations as outlined in the RTER (page 14). Even if MVU would allow WLC to 
construct a microgrid and tie into their system under SB 1339, as discussed in the RTER, the scale and 
layout of the WLC would make a microgrid impractical. Currently the state of California does not allow 
private microgrids systems to cross public rights of way to serve individual property owners (California 
Public Utilities Code Section 218). All of the streets within the WLC will be public. Thus, an electric microgrid 
is infeasible under the current regulations. Additionally, MVU doesn’t allow any excess energy to be 
generated and/or stored onsite in batteries, chilled water, or as renewable hydrogen (RETR page 17). 
Storage of excess energy in different ways was also discussed in the RTER (page 17). The RTER 
thoroughly discussed microgrids and why they aren’t appropriate for the WLC project. The WLC project is 
utilizing renewable energy in the use of PV to the extent feasible as discussed above in Response to 
Comment 1-F8-6. Refer to Topical Response E for solar generation limits imposed by MVU. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-9: The use of ground source heat pumps was evaluated in the RTER and 
the pros and cons of the system were discussed (RTER page 15). Thus, the use of ground source heat 
pumps was analyzed and found to be viable per the screening criteria matrix. However, ground source heat 
pumps were ultimately not recommended for the WLC due to building space cooling requirements being 
much greater than the space heating needs, which would cause the geo-exchange field to grow increasingly 
warmer over time. This, in turn, would degrade ground source heat pump performance in providing building 
space cooling. For this reason, VRF reversible heat pumps were recommended for the offices and air-
conditioned warehouses. VRF also creates a possible pathway for WLC to eventually offer buildings with 
the potential to be powered by 100 percent renewable energy. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-10: As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RTER, and in 
Response to Comments 1-F8-4, 1-F8-6, and 1-F8-10, above, onsite solar is scalable and a foundational 
component of WLCs sustainable energy strategy. However, the amount of solar able to be produced is 
limited by MVU to one-half the minimum electrical demand a building experiences during daytime hours 
(see Topical Response E). The WLC commits to meeting the annual energy requirements of all office 
spaces with PV, thereby effectively achieving net-zero energy office operations. Project design features 
require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the 
possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof to cover future electric usage. Since the structural 
integrity of the roof will be upgraded to accommodate future solar installation, the electric distribution system 
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would also be designed for the use of future solar installations (See page 4.17-19 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). Although more solar generating capacity is potentially available at the Project, 
current MVU regulations, as discussed in Response to Comment 1-F8-6, do not allow for the additional 
capacity. AS stated on page 4.17-12 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, MVU previously offered a 
solar net energy metering program to their customers, but in MVU’s latest Electric Rates Schedule for Net 
Energy Metering, adopted April 17, 2018, this schedule is closed to new applicants effective April 2018. 
Furthermore, per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating capacity that will be approved to 
be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This limits the amount of 
on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. Thus, it is not feasible at this time to require 
that additional solar generation be required since it cannot be used, saved on or off-site, or sold (see RTER, 
Appendix E to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). With respect to the energy resource loading order, 
the Project is committed to utilizing renewable resources and electricity where feasible over the burning of 
fossil fuels and the buildings have been designed, with incorporation of PDF’s, to reduce energy usage by 
16 to 17 percent beyond compliance with Title 24 and reinforced roofs for future solar generation (RTER 
pages 16 and 17). Therefore, the WLC does not create a significant and adverse energy impact as it does 
not conflict with the loading order since it does not rely on fossil fuels first and when fossil fuel usage is 
required, clean fossil fuels (compressed natural gas, liquid hydrogen, etc.) are utilized. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-11: As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RTER, and in 
Response to Comments 1-F8-4, 1-F8-6, and 1-F8-10, above, onsite solar is scalable and a foundational 
component of WLCs sustainable energy strategy. The Project would utilize solar to provide all of the 
electricity needs of the WLC office buildings creating a net-zero energy demand. However, due to the highly 
speculative nature of the electric vehicle penetration in Phase 2, Project design features require the Project 
to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar 
installation over the entire roof to cover future electric usage. At a minimum, the Project will install enough 
solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Since the mitigation 
measures requires the structural integrity of the roof be upgraded to accommodate future solar installation, 
the electric distribution system would also be designed for the use of future solar installations (See page 
4.17-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The WLC is committed to embracing all-electric design 
standards which would make the WLC net zero-ready and position it to comply with future net-zero 
regulations, which primarily includes the use of future solar. Thus, a unifying plan is being developed and 
will be designed to utilize solar throughout the Project site, both initial and future solar generation. 
Additionally, since this is a Programmatic EIR, it analyzes the environmental impacts and requires mitigation 
for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Due to the programmatic 
nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their specific 
operational needs will require in terms of exact equipment specifications. Each subsequent development 
within the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if 
additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. As a result, all current 
mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental 
standards in place. However, when future solar is required or allowed under new or modified regulations, 
they can become a condition of approval under future CEQA documents. Therefore, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is not misleading and there are no penalties associated with delaying the solar 
installation as the Project would utilize the maximum amount of solar allowed to be generated under current 
regulations, but the buildings would be made ready to allow future solar generation when that option 
becomes available. 
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Response to Comment 1-F8-12: The renewable portfolio standards are discussed in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR and apply to public utility corporations, so they would apply to MVU (see page 4.7-7 
of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Currently MVU gets 17 percent of its energy resources from 
renewable resources, primarily wind and solar97 with plans to increase renewable resources in their power 
mix to comply with SB 100. As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions and Sustainability, the Project is not part of the State’s power generation grid, but rather 
would install solar PV panels on Project roofs pursuant to Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1D, which would 
reduce the Project’s electricity related emissions by approximately 5 percent. Additionally, the Project’s 
building energy will not require natural gas and would instead use only electricity. Therefore, the WLC would 
directly benefit from the progressively cleaner energy supplied by MVU under the SB 100 mandate. The 
requirement to meet SB 100 requirements lies with MVU and not the Project since this regulation is not 
applicable to the WLC (see Topical Response E for further discussion). Thus, the Project does not conflict 
with the public policies adopted in SB 100, there are no Project impacts associated with SB 100 and no 
mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-13: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER, as well as Response 
to Comments 1-F8-4, 1-F8-6, and 1-F8-10 discuss how the office buildings will be powered by solar and 
they would be net zero-energy buildings. As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER, 
natural gas would not be required in the buildings as all heating and cooling is provided via direct 
evaporative cooling and heat pumps, eliminating on-site fossil fuel combustion associated with service 
water and space heating and the natural gas distribution infrastructure associated with it. However, the 
Project would still utilize natural gas as yard trucks will be powered by natural gas, propane, or an equivalent 
non-diesel fuel and all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or non-diesel 
fuel. Additionally, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels 
(natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public. Baseline natural gas use is presented as 
a point of comparison to the Project’s all-electric building energy design and Project design was not 
changed during the analysis and environmental impacts were not minimized. The Project does not 
unnecessarily rely on fossil fuels in the form of natural gas as shown above. Thus, the Project would not 
have a significant and adverse impact on energy and the impact does not need to be mitigated before the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR can be adopted. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-14: Response to Comment 1-F8-12, above, discusses how MVU is subject 
to SB 100 requirements but the Project is not (also see Topical Response E). The requirement to meet SB 
100 lies with MVU and not the Project since this regulation is not applicable to the WLC. Additionally, the 
transmission system utilized by MVU is an existing environmental condition and speculative changes to the 
system are not required to be analyzed under CEQA, especially since the Project would not worsen the 
condition of MVUs reliance on transmission resources. MVU has the obligation to meet the requirements 
of SB 100. In order to meet these requirements, MVU may have to greatly increase its import of renewable 
content to procure large quantities of qualified renewables using the long-distance electric transmission 
system and the impacts that may entail are beyond the scope of the Project. CEQA does not require that 
public agencies analyze the impact an existing environmental condition might have on a project’s future 
users or residents, according to California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369. An agency must analyze how environmental conditions might 

                                                      
97 City of Moreno Valley, Moreno Valley Utility. Available online at: http://www.moval.org/mvu/pdfs/power-content.pdf 

http://www.moval.org/mvu/power-content.html
http://www.moval.org/mvu/pdfs/power-content.pdf
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adversely affect a project’s residents or users only where the project itself might worsen existing 
environmental hazards in a way that will adversely affect them. Thus, the fact that MVU currently obtains 
17 percent of its overall energy mix from renewable resources is an existing environmental condition, and 
it is not the responsibility of the Project to ensure that MVU meets the 100 percent requirements of SB 100 
by 2045. 

The comment also states that failure to implement the full solar resources at the WLC site will contribute to 
transmission system congestion making it difficult and costly for utilities to access remote renewable 
content. The WLC is generating as much solar PV as possible under the MVU current rules and 
moratoriums (refer to Topical Response E for further discussion). Since this project falls within MVU’s 
service territory, it is the serving utilities responsibility to secure additional power from Southern California 
Edison (SCE), if required. WLC has provided all of the current information to MVU for its use in evaluating 
what additional power requirements it will need to serve the Project. MVU will work with SCE to do a 
complete and thorough review of SCE’s systems in order to properly serve MVU’s needs. As stated on 
page 4.17-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, it is reasonable to assume that MVU’s existing and 
planned electricity supplies could support the project’s electricity demand calculated for the Project + Low 
EV Penetration (Scenario A) and the Project + Medium EV Penetration (Scenario B) by 2025. Any 
determination of MVU’s need for additional capacity beyond what is planned would be speculative and 
depend on the cumulative demand within MVU’s service area. The Project is utilizing the maximum amount 
of solar allowed from MVU to have net-zero energy office buildings. Although, the WLC site may represent 
the opportunity to develop a substantial local renewable resource to assist MVU in meeting SB 100 
requirements, it is not a CEQA requirement and does not need to be analyzed. Thus, the Project does not 
conflict with the public policies adopted in SB 100, there are no Project impacts associated with SB 100, 
and no mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-15: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the RETR looked at electrical 
generation and energy storage systems (RETR, page 17). The Project’s electrical demand is based on 
typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software, 
IES. Typical high-cube warehouses use the majority of their energy during the middle of the day when the 
company is operating and tends to use much less at night when everyone has gone home. This is the 
opposite of most residential uses and thus the solar energy demand “duck curve” would not be a problem 
as the Project’s energy demand would be opposite that of the “duck curve.” Guided by the characteristics 
of the Skechers warehouse, adjacent to the WLC site, detailed digital models of a prototypical building with 
conditioned warehouse space and a prototypical building with unconditioned warehouse space were 
constructed. Both prototypes feature conditioned office space. These IES models were driven with long-
term average hourly Moreno Valley weather data to simulate expected WLC energy usage. The IES model-
projected energy usage has been rigorously validated using historical energy usage data provided by MVU 
(see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). In this validation exercise, actual 
energy usage data of twelve similar logistics operations within the utility’s service territory was evaluated to 
validate assumptions regarding the projected energy demands for the Project. Once the IES models were 
validated against actual historical data, they were modified to reflect features making them minimally 
compliant with the Title 24 energy code. The Title 24-compliant prototypes were then further modified to 
incorporate the energy conservation measures to which the project has committed in the WLC Specific 
Plan. As shown, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR evaluated the energy requirements of the project and 
considered average hourly temperatures in Moreno Valley to simulate expected WLC energy usage. MVU 
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is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric 
Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects. A system that combines 
PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations 
and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. In 
addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure98 is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load 
curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. The 2018 
RSFEIR thoroughly analyzed the use of solar and potential storage via batteries and other methods (RETR 
page 17). Thus, there is no significant adverse impact which should be analyzed, or mitigated, since the 
solar generation supply to the Project is the maximum allowed under current MVU regulations and will make 
the WLC office buildings net zero-energy compliant. Per CEQA, the Project must be evaluated based on 
existing rules as any future changes to rules would be speculative. Further, the City cannot impose a 
condition on MVU to change its rules, including the rate structure, as it cannot control MVU’s discretion 
throughout the project process because MVU rules changes would follow separate and independent 
processes. The WLC is abiding by current MVU rules with respect to amount of solar PV it can currently 
produce. See Response to Comment 1-B2-14 and Topical Response E to see the Project compliance with 
SB 100. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-16: The WLC energy usage projections are not inadequate nor is the 
conclusion incorrect. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER evaluated the energy requirements 
for transportation activities to, from, and on the WLC site using the projected number of trips and the 
estimated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per trip (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-14) although 
the court ruling only required an analysis of renewable energy (See Topical Response C). Trips included 
employee trips, vendor and delivery trips, truck trips hauling goods to and from the site, and off-road mobile 
equipment needed for cargo/material handling (forklifts, etc.). The estimated fuel economy for on-road 
vehicles was based on fuel consumption factors from the CARB EMFAC2017 emissions model. The energy 
assessment is consistent with the modeling approach used for the air quality and GHG analysis and is 
consistent with general CEQA standards. However, to quantify the increased electricity use and decreased 
fuel use associated with a higher fleet percentage of electric vehicles due to California’s 2016 Mobile Source 
Strategy, three scenarios were developed: low, medium, and high electric vehicle penetration which were 
based on what can be reasonably expected for zero emission vehicle technology. The RETR compared 
feasible, cost-effective options for integrating the use of renewable energy and improving the overall energy 
performance of transportation operations by looking at a wide range of fuel and vehicle options, across all 
vehicle classes and assessed feasibility based on applicability to the project, relative cost, commercial 
readiness, funding availability, policy and regulatory support, potential industry partners, and other factors 
(2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-24). 

                                                      
98 Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined 

by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand 
threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be 
eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models 
and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined 
that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site 
solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating 
capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This 
dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no 
policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity. 
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The RETR found that zero emission vehicle technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-
duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. Zero emission vehicles 
encompass a range of technologies including battery electric vehicles (BEVs), hybrid electric vehicles 
(HEVs), plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs), and range extended electric vehicles (REEVs) that utilize 
a fuel cell as an additional energy source. As outlined in the RETR and summarized in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, commercialization of passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly. A significant population 
of passenger electric vehicles is expected at the site by Phase 1 (2025) and that number will increase 
substantially by full buildout of the project (2035), representing a potential significant demand for on-site 
charging. The study also found that development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the 
pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. 
Although it is speculative to state what the regional fleet mix will be as each phase of the project is 
completed, and the adoption of zero electric vehicles by WLC employees and customers will be beyond the 
direct control of the WLC, all EV types should be anticipated in planning for the onsite charging 
infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for 
installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide 
this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The analysis indicates that the low electric 
vehicle penetration scenario would use approximately 14 percent less electricity than the 2025 baseline 
scenario and approximately 16 percent less electricity than the 2035 baseline scenario (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-26). Although the medium electric vehicle scenario would use more 
electricity than the low electric vehicle scenario, the net electrical demand on MVU would still be 11 percent 
less than the 2025 baseline scenario and it would be 12 percent more than the 2035 baseline scenario due 
to the much higher electric vehicle penetration rates for light duty passenger cars consistent with the 2016 
Mobile Source Strategy (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-26). For the high electric vehicle 
scenario, total electrical demand driven by populations of electric vehicle trucks would exceed total electrical 
demand in both the 2025 and 2035 baseline scenarios. However, a substantial reduction in the use of liquid 
transportation fuels (diesel and gasoline) would also be expected to occur under this scenario as more 
vehicles and trucks utilize electricity for power instead of gas or diesel. Replacing VMT powered by the 
combustion of diesel and gasoline fuels with EV-generated VMT, especially as electricity becomes less 
GHG-intensive under the State’s RPS, has the added advantage of reducing the emission of harmful air 
pollutants such as particulate matter nitrogen oxide associated with fuel combustion. (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-29). Additionally, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses that the 
Project would accommodate alternative forms of transportation through the construction of sidewalks, 
providing bike racks and showers, and designing streets to accommodate bus service or other rideshare 
transportation options. Compliance with current building codes would include the installation of required 
electric vehicle charging stations. Furthermore, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling 
station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public. 

Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 
2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain 
percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the 
proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the 
Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero 
Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-
duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s 
economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with 
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respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and 
availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pages. I-14 
– I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. 
CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-
duty truck are not currently commercially available. 

Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean 
Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability, as of late-2018, 
includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.99 With the 
development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the 
most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-
Duty Freight Vehicles”100 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-
20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.101 As of late last year, CARB is 
funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets. BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch 
announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at 
four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson. This is a landmark achievement as the largest Class 8 electric truck deployment in North America. 
Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment 
with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and 
equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021. Automakers are expanding their 
electric vehicles to heavy duty trucks. However, the extent of commercial availability of such trucks as the 
WLC begins operations is unknown. Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users 
which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or 
alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather 

                                                      
99 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 

Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

100 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 
Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

101 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 
Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 

http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
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than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures 

to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. 

As discussed above and in Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, operation of the Project would 

not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of electricity, would not cause a need for 

additional capacity regionally or locally, and would not affect electricity resources to the extent that electricity 

demand can reasonably be projected and assessed (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-31). 

Response to Comment 1-F8-17: The WLC is not energy inefficient because it is a single use design 

(logistics center) versus a multi-use design (mixed-use development) which would provide housing for 

employees. As discussed in the DEIR, Moreno Valley has a relatively low jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.45 

compared to the overall regional ratio of 1.14 (i.e., 1.14 jobs for each 1 housing unit) (Draft EIR, page 2-

24). SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan encourages “bedroom” 

communities (i.e., those with more housing than jobs, such as Moreno Valley) to encourage jobs growth 

instead of housing growth, which will eventually help balance these factors across the region and help 

reduce commuter traffic (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). These plans forecast that the City’s ratio of jobs to 

housing will increase in the future but will still be less than 1.0 (estimated 0.89 by 2035), compared to a 

projected ratio of 1.14 for the County and 1.29 for the entire SCAG area (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). The 

City’s jobs/housing ratio is expected to still be less than 1.0 by 2035, but to achieve that ratio, the City would 

need to attract over 34,000 jobs in the next 20 years, compared to attracting 17,000 new houses during 

that same period. A low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances that residents of Moreno Valley must 

drive to and from work. An economic study of the project102 concluded that the proposed WLC project could 

generate approximately 25,000 new on-site jobs within the City (2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-31). In addition 

to the projected on-site job creation, the study estimates the proposed WLC project could generate new 

off-site jobs (i.e., indirect/induced employment) in all industries of the economy. 103 The study also estimated 

that an additional 7,583 indirect/induced jobs could be created in the County, of which 3,792 jobs were 

projected to be within the City as a result of project implementation.104 

Thus, although the Project is a single-use design, it would bring many jobs to the City, which has a shortage 

of jobs, and would result in less commuter travel for WLC employees. The Project is a logistics center, not 

a mixed-use development, and does not result in adverse energy impacts because it is a single-use 

development. The Project’s transportation analysis did use the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 

formulas for calculating VMTs from the Project. Additionally, as outlined above in Response to Comments 

1-F8-1 through 1-F8-16, the Project has been designed to be as energy efficient as currently and feasibly 

possible given MVU constraints. Furthermore, placing housing within close proximity to a logistics center 

would bring a wide range of different environmental impacts, primarily health. In addition, the WLC Specific 

Plan does not allow residential uses within the WLC (see WLC Specific Plan §§2.1-2.1). 

Response to Comment 1-F8-18: The WLC is not transportation energy inefficient as it requires Project 

features that reduce barriers to electric vehicles. As stated, in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A (g) of the 2019 

                                                      
102 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 

California. October 11. 
103 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 

California. October 11 
104 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 

California. October 11 
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Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, a minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-
duty trucks shall be provided at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more 
shall be designed and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of 
supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Only sufficient sizing of 
conduit and service capacity to install Level 2 EVSE or greater are required to be installed at the time of 
construction. The RETR assumes that the six percent EVSE charging locations would be operational by 
the time the Project is fully operational, as they are included in the electricity usage for the baseline scenario. 
Additionally, the project is committed to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels 
(natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public (MM 4.3.6.3C of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, the Project design does include deployment of electric vehicle supply 
equipment for recharging electric vehicles and plug-in hybrids and the design is also consistent with SB 
350 and the Charge Ahead California Initiative as it provides both EVSE charging locations and an 
alternative fuels station available to the public. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-19: The Project will be required to meet the minimum code requirements of 
the City of Moreno Valley in regard to parking requirements and as discussed in Mitigation Measure 
4.3.6.4A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project incorporates the following measures to 
encourage alternate modes of transportation and reduce single occupancy vehicle trips: 

a) All tenants shall be required to participate in the Riverside County’s Rideshare Program. 

b) Storage lockers shall be provided in each building for a minimum of three percent of the full-time 
equivalent employees based on a ratio of 0.50 employees per 1,000 square feet of building area. 
Lockers shall be located in proximity to required bicycle storage facilities. 

c) Class II bike lanes shall be incorporated into the design for all project streets. 

d) The project shall incorporate pedestrian pathways between on-site uses. 

e) Site design and building placement shall provide pedestrian connections between internal and 
external facilities. 

f) The project shall provide pedestrian connections to residential uses within 0.25 mile from the 
project site. 

g) A minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks shall be 
provided at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be 
designed and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of 
supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Sizing of conduit 
and service capacity at the time of construction shall be sufficient to install Level 2 Electric Vehicle 
Supply Equipment (EVSE) or greater. 

h) Each building shall provide indoor and/or outdoor bicycle storage space consistent with the City 
Municipal Code and the California Green Building Standards Code. Each building shall provide a 
minimum of two shower and changing facilities for employees. 

i) Each building shall provide preferred and designated parking for any combination of low-emitting, 
fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to the number identified in California Green 
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Standards Building Code Section 5.106.5.2 or the Moreno Valley Municipal Code whichever 
requires the higher number of carpool/vanpool stalls. 

j) The following information shall be provided to tenants; onsite electric vehicle charging locations 
and instructions, bicycle parking, shower facilities, transit availability and the schedules, 
telecommunicating benefits, alternative work schedule benefits, and energy efficiency. 

Additionally, the WLC Specific Plan requires that mass transit features, such as bus stops, be incorporated 
into the project based on consultation with the Riverside Transit Agency. The Project meets the standards 
provided in the City Municipal Code and the California Building Standards Code regarding parking 
requirements. There is nothing in the Codes that require the developer to pay the employee a parking cash-
out option. Further, if the WLC did not provide the parking required under Code, that would be a significant 
impact under CEQA. Although the Project does not have a parking cash-out program, it does encourage 
employees to utilize alternate modes of transportation (See MM 4.3.6.4A). The Project design is not energy 
inefficient because it provides parking for employees and not a cash-out program. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-20: The Project is committing to reducing single-occupant vehicles, as 
discussed in Response to Comment 1-F8-19, and as discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, which incorporates many measures to encourage alternate modes of 
transportation and reduce single occupancy vehicle trips including requiring all tenants to participate in the 
Riverside County’s Rideshare Program. Since the Project does require that tenants participate in the 
Riverside County Rideshare Program and includes numerous other measures, identified above in 
Response to Comment 1-F8-19, to reduce single-occupancy vehicles, the Project is not transportation 
energy inefficient. In Addition, transportation energy efficiency was not one of the areas ruled as deficient 
by Judge Waters and therefore meets commuter transportation demands (Refer to Topical Response C, 
Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the 
EIR and process, content and project approvals). 

Response to Comment 1-F8-21: The potential for utilizing rail was analyzed in the 2018 RSFEIR Section 
4.15 Traffic and Circulation pages 4.15-33 through 35, but was found to not be a viable option for reducing 
the traffic impacts of the WLC. This conclusion is based on several factors, including the physical constraints 
to bringing rail service to the WLC site, the cost of cargo movement by rail relative to movement by truck, 
capacity constraints in the rail system that the WLC branch line would tie into, and the minimal effect that 
rail service would have even if all other factors could be overcome. The WLC site is not currently served by 
rail. The rail lines nearest the site are the Union Pacific Yuma Line (single-track in this area), the Riverside 
County Transportation Commission’s San Jacinto Branch Line (single-track, currently inactive), and the 
BNSF double-track line through the City of Riverside. There are four general alignment possibilities for a 
branch line to the WLC. Each alignment is inherent with significant problems as follows: 

• Western Alignment – Alignments running from the BNSF line in Riverside to the WLC, an approximate 
distance of 15 miles, would have to run through built-up areas of the Cities of Riverside and Moreno 
Valley. The cost of acquiring right-of-way through these areas, and the impacts to the community (noise, 
traffic disruption, safety, division of the community, etc.) render such alignments unviable. Moreover, 
trains using the at-grade rail crossings in the City of Riverside already impose substantial delays on 
road traffic. In fact, in recent years the City of Riverside has sued the ports over the issue of traffic 
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impacts from additional trains passing through the city. Adding more crossings and more trains would 
exacerbate this problem. 

• Southern Alignment – It would be possible to avoid densely populated and built-out areas by connecting 
to the San Jacinto Branch Line south of March Air Reserve Base. However, the only way to avoid 
established communities would be to pass along the northern portion of the Lake Perris State 
Recreation Area. The alignment, approximately 10 miles in length, would be a major impact as it would 
require constructing and operating a rail line along the slopes of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area 
and potentially the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. There would also be traffic impacts at road crossings, 
potential grade issues, and grade separated crossings needed for drainage channels and I-215. The 
impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of removing WLC trucks 
from the freeways. 

• Northern Alignment – The shortest alignment to an existing rail line is to the north in the vicinity of 
Redlands Boulevard and connecting to the UP Yuma line near the intersection of Redlands Boulevard 
and San Timoteo Canyon Road, approximately five miles from the project site. This alignment would 
require extensive ROW acquisition, encounter very serious grade issues that would increase the length 
of track needed, result in environmental impacts on the Badlands, and require a grade separated 
crossing of SR-60. The impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of 
removing WLC trucks from the freeways. 

• Eastern Alignment – The final possibility would be to connect to the UP Yuma line along an alignment 
parallel to SR-60. This alignment would connect to the existing rail network near the Morongo Golf Club 
at Tukwet Canyon, approximately five miles to the east of the WLC site. The eastern alignment would 
be affected by the same drawbacks as the northern alignment, with the addition of the need to construct 
a bridge over San Timoteo Creek. 

As can be seen from the discussion above, providing rail service to the WLC along any of the possible 
alignments would in itself create serious environmental impacts. In addition to the environmental impacts, 
the loading and unloading of rail requires special equipment and handling and can only be performed at 
specialized places, which significantly adds to the cost of shipping goods by rail. The actual movement of 
goods by rail is more energy-efficient and less expensive than movement by truck. However, this 
combination of relatively high fixed costs at each end of a trip with low variable costs for the distance 
traveled means rail can be a less expensive way to ship cargo than truck, but only if the shipping distance 
is sufficiently long, more than 500 miles. Therefore, even if a rail line was built from the WLC to the Ports 
of Los Angeles or Long Beach, a distance of 70 miles, shipping by rail would be far more expensive than 
by truck, which would make it uneconomical. 

Furthermore, there are serious capacity constraints in the rail network in the Los Angeles Basin. Both BNSF 
and UP rail operations are already capacity-constrained on the lines between the ports and western 
Riverside County. Rail service would not significantly reduce traffic either, since rail is only economical for 
trips over 500 miles. As shown, the Project did consider and analyze using rail, but found that bringing rail 
service to the site would be very costly, result in serious environmental impacts, create major disruption to 
existing communities, and take many years to design, acquire right-of-way, and construct. Thus, the EIR 
identified and discussed the significant adverse impacts that could occur with implementing transportation 
by rail and they were shown to be worse than the utilization of trucks as analyzed in the EIR. In Addition, 
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transportation energy efficiency was not one of the areas ruled as deficient by Judge Waters and therefore 
meets commuter transportation demands (Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and 
the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR and process, content and 
project approvals). Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation, has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-22: As CARB’s ongoing multi-year planning effort on the Sustainable Freight 
Plan to lay out pathways to get to a zero-emission freight sector demonstrates, there are no commercially 
available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks available and as CARB’s progress report on 
heavy-duty technology and fuels assessment states zero- and non-zero emission technologies are still at 
the demonstration phase.105 

Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and 
Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-
sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet.) Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission 
heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to 
require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB 
received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but 
CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff 
Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the 
importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and 
are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges 
in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, 
infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging 
standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-
8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 
demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability. 

According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action 
Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one 
zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment 
Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.106 With the 
development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the 
most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-

                                                      
105 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

106 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 
Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/


 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 362 

Duty Freight Vehicles”107 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-
20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.108 As of late last year, CARB is 
funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.109 BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-
Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks 
at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson.110 Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight 
equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” 
trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.111 See also recent 
article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs 
(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). 

Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not 
possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics 
companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. As electric 
heavy-duty trucks become commercially available, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning 
for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas 
with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and 
cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. Nonetheless, the Project 
has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation 
under existing emission control regulations. In addition, the WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling 
station that would open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or 
compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR), which would reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel 
alternatives in the future. In addition, future development will comply with regulated vehicle fleet fuel 
requirements at the time of development approval. 

Along the lines of implementing zero emission technologies mitigation that CARB asked for in their previous 
letters, in Judge Sharon Waters’ Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February, 8, 2018, 
Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (See Topical Comment C for more information on the Writ), the WLC 
                                                      
107 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 

Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

108 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 
Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 

109 California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, 
October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-
transportation-investments 

110 Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. 
Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/ 

111 Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: 
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/ 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/
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was tasked with providing a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the 
Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower GHG project emissions. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report 
(RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially 
available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis 
evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum 
extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall 
electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the 
combined building and EV loads. The project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; 
therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility to secure additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as 
needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, 
defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to 
reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to 
incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project has committed in the WLC 
Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy 
performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full 
buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits 
of various types of sustainable energy supply for this the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side 
analysis indicate that this the Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will 
be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C 
of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity, 
Phase 1 buildings can each feature no more than 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-
kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system 
sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total 
of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover 
both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby 
achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV 
penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the 
roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a 
minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s 
office spaces (see Topical Response E for a discussion of MVU’s solar limitation placed on the project). 
Additional feasible Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to 
reduce impacts to the extent possible. Thus, WLC will incorporate the Project Design Features outlined in 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to further reduce emissions from the Project. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-23: This is a restatement of what the body of the letter stated. Thus, all these 
issues are addressed in Response to Comments 1-F8-1 through 1-F8-22. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-24: This lists the Appendices used in the drafting of the letter, and thus no 
further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate 
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and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The comment is noted and will be presented 
to the decision makers for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment 1-F8-25: Attached to the letter is a Petition for Energy Efficient Design World 
Logistics Center Draft EIR signed by 22 people, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) The comment is noted and will be presented to the decision makers for their review 
and consideration. 
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3.4.7 (1-G) Letters from Private Individuals 

The following are responses to “G” comments from the general public. These responses are organized as 
follows: 

• Responses to comments on the 2018 RSFEIR where the comment letter requires one or more specific 
responses. For these comments, each comment letter is followed by a response to the comment letter 
(refer to each individual comment letter to see bracketed comments). 

• Comments indicating general support, general opposition, or otherwise not raising substantive 
environmental issues and therefore not warranting a specific response. These general comments are 
located in Attachment D of this Response to Comments Document. A general response to these 
general comments follows the response provided to Letter 1-G284. The discussion that precedes the 
general response identifies the number of each general comment to which the general response is 
applicable.  

Comment Letters Received from private individuals include the following: 

1-G1: Aaron Mariscal 1-G16: Alva Arguetta 1-G31: Benjamin Mariscal 

1-G2: Abigail Hermosillo 1-G17: Ana Cisneros 1-G32: Bertha Garcia 

1-G3: Adela Esprada 1-G18: Ana Villuverde 1-G33: Bertha Lozano 

1-G4: Adriana Reza 1-G19: Andrea Chouinard 1-G34: Betty Magana 

1-G5: Aj Ballesteros 1-G20: Angel Guiterrez 1-G35: Betty Ochoa 

1-G6: Alejandro and Georgina 
Briseno 

1-G21: Angela Quinones 1-G36: Blanca Kalderon 

1-G7: Alenjandro Robles 1-G22: Anthony Magana 1-G37: Brandon Carn 

1-G8: Alex Farfan 1-G23: Antonio Reza Jr. 1-G38: Brenda Galicia 

1-G9: Alexa Escutia 1-G24: Arturro Ibarra 1-G39: Brenda Rios 

1-G10: Alfredo Garcia 1-G25: Aureliano Martinez 1-G40: Bricia Salazar 

1-G11: Alicia Espinosa 1-G26: Beatriz Garcia 1-G41: Carlos Chavez 

1-G12: Alicia Wright 1-G27: Beatriz Vega 1-G42: Carlos Reza 

1-G13: Alma Flores 1-G28: Belia Sahogun 1-G43: Carolina Escutia 

1-G14: Alma Gonzales 1-G29: Benita Palominos 1-G44: Carolina Rodriguez 

1-G15: Alma Ramirez 1-G30: Benjamin Hernandez 1-G45: Celia Corona 
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1-G46: Cecilia Najar 1-G70: Eleuterio Carrillo 1-G94: Georgina Vasquez 

1-G47: Cecilia Serrano 1-G71: Elisa Garcia 1-G95: George Price 

1-G48: Charles Turkowski 1-G72: Eluvia Amador 1-G96: Gloria Corona 

1-G49: Christian Villanueva 1-G73: Enrique Lizarraga 1-G97: Gonzalo Flores 

1-G50: Christopher Baca 1-G74: Erica Medel 1-G98: Griselda Cabrera 

1-G51: Christopher Mauldin 1-G75: Esteban Salinas 1-G99: Graciela Gallegos 

1-G52: Clara Bautista 1-G76: Euduro Wuence 1-G100: Griselda Serrano 

1-G53: Claudia Ibarra 1-G77: Eullalia Pedro 1-G101: Guadalupe Andrade 

1-G54: Cole Brockman 1-G78: Eunice Kong 1-G102: Guadalupe Marquez 

1-G55: Concepcion Areas 1-G79: Fabian Reyes 1-G103: Guillermo Patino 

1-G56: Conrado Lansang 1-G80: Fabiana Nicolas 1-G104: Guillermo Reza 

1-G57: Consuelo Capulin 1-G81: Fabiana Rafael 1-G105: Guillermo Siordia 

1-G58: Consuelo Siordia 1-G82: Fernando Moreno 1-G106: Inez Gonzalez 

1-G59: Corinne Orozco 1-G83: Francisco Serrano 1-G107: Irene Sims 

1-G60: Darleen Reza 1-G84: Francisco Vega 1-G108: Irese Carpenter 

1-G61: Delfina Polanco 1-G85: Frank Huddlestone 1-G109: Iris Pedroza 

1-G62: Dolores Rojas 1-G86: Frank Wright 1-G110: Irma Mendez 

1-G63: Donovan Saadiq 1-G87: Gabriel Mariscal 1-G111: Irma Roman 

1-G64: Dora Capolino 1-G88: Gabriel Nieves 1-G112: Isabel Amavizca 

1-G65: Ed Von Nordeck 1-G89: Gabriela Negrete 1-G113: Isaias Gonzalez 

1-G66: Edgard Espin 1-G90: Gary Klinn 1-G114: Israel Carrillo 

1-G67: Eduardo Corona 1-G91: Gaspar Fernandez 1-G115: Israel Flores 

1-G68: Eduardo Hernandez 1-G92: Gema Garcia 1-G118: Jan Jugas 

1-G69: Elena Contreras 1-G93: Gemma Arrate 1-G119: Javier  



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 367 

1-G120: Jerry Mercado 1-G144: Juan Razo 1-G168: Lily Quinones 

1-G121 Jerry Mercado 1-G145: Julia Anguiano 1-G169: Lindsay Robinson 

1-G122: Jesse Molina 1-G146: Julissa Wuence 1-G170: Lindsay Robinson 

1-G123: Jesus Hernandez 1-G147: Karen Flores 1-G171: Lorenzo Tello 

1-G124: Jesus Salas 1-G148: Karen Jakpor 1-G172: Luis Baldenegro 

1-G125: Joe Fernandez 1-G149: Karina Verdugo 1-G173: Luis Buenrostro 

1-G126: Joel Estrada 1-G150: Kathleen Dale 1-G174: Luis Saldaña 

1-G127: John Peikert 1-G151: Kathleen Dale 1-G175: Luz Maria Naranjo 

1-G128: John Serrano 1-G152: Kathy Kulsick 1-G176: Lydia Vaula 

1-G129: John Sims 1-G153: Keith Howerton 1-G177: Marina Smiley  

1-G130: Jonah Villegas 1-G154: Kennedy Sanchez  1-G178: Magy Velazquez 

1-G131: Jose Arvizu 1-G155: Keri A. Then 1-G179: Manuel Arredondo 

1-G132: Jose Galicia 1-G156: Kevin Mesa  1-G180: Manuel Garcia 

1-G133: Jose Garcia 1-G157: Kirk Hansen 1-G181: Manuel Rodriguez 

1-G134: Jose Lopez 1-G158: Dolores Jempson 1-G182: Manuel Patino 

1-G135: Jose Mariscal 1-G159: Laura Manjarrez 1-G183: Marco Areas 

1-G136: Jose Valenzuela 1-G160: Laura Robinson 1-G184: Marco A. Rojo 

1-G137: Josefina Gregory 1-G161: Leanna Gonzalez 1-G185: Margaret Martin 

1-G138: Josefina Valenzuela 1-G162: Laura Sixtos 1-G186: Maria Baldenegro 

1-G139: Josephine Villegas 1-G163: Leo Castañeda 1-G187: Maria Barragan 

1-G140: Joshua Bonilla 1-G164: Leon A. Enderica 1-G188: Maria Carrillo 

1-G141: Joshua Mariscal 1-G165: Leticia Mata 1-G189: Maria Corral 

1-G142: Juan Hernandez 1-G166: Lila A. Smith 1-G190: Maria Cruz 

1-G143: Juan Palominos 1-G167: Liliana Perez de Aceves 
1-G191: Maria De Los 
Angeles Ponce 
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1-G192: Maria del Loerra Lopez  1-G215: Mr. & Mrs. Marvin Niles G-238: Owen Christian 

1-G193: Maria Diaz  1-G216: Mayori Ovalles  G-239: Pablo Hermosillo 

1-G194: Maria Raquel Escebedo 1-G217: Mathis Moore G-240: Pablo Hermosillo Sr. 

1-G195: Maria Galaza 1-G218: Maura Garcia G-241: Pablo Ramirez 

1-G196: Maria Guerrero 1-G219: Mauricio Lopez G-242: Patricia Gonzalez 

1-G197: Maria Gutierrez 1-G220: Miguel Gutierrez 1-G243: Paul Roman 

1-G198: Maria Isabel Ramirez 1-G221: Miguel Naranjo 1-G244: Pearlie Mae Sims 

1-G199: Maria R. Jacobo 1-G222: Milton Martinez 1-G245: Petra Avina 

1-G200: Maria Lara 1-G223: Moises Leanos 1-G246: Petra Olazabal 

1-G201: Maria Lopez 1-G224: Monica Esparza 1-G247: Coil Hagar Vasquez 

1-G202: Maria Mereyman 1-G225: Morena Mesa  1-G248: Ponciano Garcia 

1-G203: Maria Nieves G-226: Myles Caldwell 1-G249: Porfirio Guerrero 

1-G204: Maria Seans G-227: Nahum Serrano 1-G250: Ramon Aguado 

1-G205: Maria A. Saldaña G-228: Nelly Menjivar 1-G251: Ramon Gallegos 

1-G206: Maria G. Torres G-229: Nigdia Jimenez 1-G252: Ramon Mendez 

1-G207: Mariana Gissel Sanchez 
Escobedo 

G-230: Norma Preciado 1-G253: Ramon Rios 

1-G208: Mario Ochoa G-231: Norma Roman 1-G254: Ramon Rios Sr. 

1-G209: Marjorie Lloyd G-232: Obdulia Cisneros 1-G255: Raquel Carrillo 

1-G210: Martha Munoz G-233: Olegario Rojas 1-G256: Refugio Navarro 

1-G211: Martha Rodriguez G-234: Olga Arvizu 1-G257: Regina Lynn 

1-G212: Marta A. Torres G-235: Olga Reza 1-G258: Rhonda Turkowski 

1-G213: Martha Villanueva G-236: Olivia Gonzalez 1-G259: Reina Ayala 

1-G214: Martina Delgado Lares G-237: Otana Jakpor 1-G260: Robert Beard 
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1-G261: Robert Doss 1-G285: Sheila Espinoza-Sanford  

1-G262: Robert Then 1-G286: Silvia Callente  

1-G263: Robert Vavela 1-G287: Silvia Delgado  

1-G264: Roberto Cabrera 1-G288: Socorro Gamez  

1-G265: Rodolfo Hernandez 1-G289: Socorro Gutierrez   

1-G266: Rogelio Bautista  1-G290: Stephany Avila  

1-G267: Ron Scott 1-G291: Susan Lansang  

1-G268: Ronald A. Mesa 1-G292: Susana Navarro  

1-G269: Ronald Mesa Jr.  1-G293: Teodora Garcia   

1-G270: Ronald Sims 1-G294: Thomas Turkowski III  

1-G271: Rosa Garcia 1-G295: Uvaldo Robles Tello  

1-G272: Rosa Martinez 1-G296: Vicente Mora Barrera  

1-G273: Rosa Maria Quintero 1-G297: Violeta G. Perez  

1-G274: Rosalba A. Rojo 1-G298: Virginia Cuatlayotl  

1-G275: Rosie Mariscal 1-G299: Walter Rodriguez  

1-G276: Roxana C. Melara 1-G300: Yuliana G. Bolaina   

1-G277: Ruben Avila 1-G301: Bonnie Thresher  

1-G278: Ruben Muñoz   

1-G279: Rubi Hernandez   

1-G280: Sandra Reyes   

1-G281: Santiago Rodriguez 
Avalos 

  

1-G282: Sarah Niña G. Perez    

1-G283: Sergio Gonzalez   

1-G284: Shaunte M. Gonzales    
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G5: AJ Ballesteros 

Response to Comment 1-G5-1: Related to social justice issues associated with the WLC project, the court 
order did not direct the City of Moreno Valley to evaluate environmental justice issues. Impacts of the 
proposed project related to the court order were evaluated in the 2018 RSFEIR, and this comment did not 
raise new or additional significant environmental issues (State CEQA Guidelines §15088 (c)). Also refer to 
Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling 
and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. Nonetheless, environmental justice 
considerations are incorporated into the 2016 AQMP (p. 4.3-12) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
states that the “project would comply with all applicable rules and regulations enacted as part of the 2016 
AQMP, including transportation control measures from the 2016 RTP/SCS” (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, page 4.3-37). 

In addition, local air quality is addressed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

  



1

From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 3:28 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: WIC EIR Revisions

 

 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
-----Original Message----- 
From: jose espinoza [mailto:azmedtrans@mac.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 10:56 AM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org>; azmedtrans@mac.com; lr92555@aol.com 
Subject: WIC EIR Revisions 
 
The Writ of Mandate states the EIR is voided in whole.    The project is no longer what was voted on so needs to go back 
to step 1 with planning commission. Court ruling vacates approvals made in Aug 2015, city is restrained and enjoined 
from granting any permits or land use entirtlements etc. 
 
My voice needs to be heard. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Alicia Espinoza 
azmedtrans@mac.com 
951-452-0168. 

� 
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 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 374 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G11: Alicia Espinosa 

Response to Comment 1-G11-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 4:39 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: Comments for the Revised World Logistics Center Environmental Impact Report

 
 
From: Brandon Carn [mailto:bmcarn@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 4:24 PM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: Comments for the Revised World Logistics Center Environmental Impact Report 

 
Albert Armijo, Interim Planning Manager  

City of Moreno Valley  
14177 Frederick Street 
Post Office Box 88005 
Moreno Valley, California 92552  
Email: alberta@moval.org 

 

Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report  
(SCH #2012021045) 

The following comments/questions are submitted for the World Logistics Center’s revised Final Environmental Impact Report 
by the Highland Fairview/City of Moreno Valley Joint Venture. 

 

The revised Environmental Impact Report for the World Logistics Center as of this time is incomplete even with the new 
information included following the ruling by the Riverside County Superior Court. This reasoning is because most of the 
sections of the Final EIR were exempt from CEQA examination at the time in the documents included in the initiatives adopted 
by the city of Moreno Valley in November 2015 with twenty percent of registered voters of the community.  

 

However these initiatives were recently also invalidated by the same court system on an appeal that also changed the precedent 
in California state law on how these types of petitions may be used and for who. It was the ruling of the court that development 
agreements made between a private corporation and a city's municipal government cannot be altered through the initiative 
process. All of the criteria in the former Environmental Impact Report not scrutinized by the court because of the adopted 
initiatives needs to be further revisited before being considered for renewal by Moreno Valley's staff or city council. Much of 
the information first placed into between 2012 and 2015 is now changed and needs to be reevaluated, especially after the 
February 2018 court ruling of much of the last drafted EIR being legally inadequate in the areas of CEQA and analysis. A very 
strong chance exists that more similar flaws in the document exist and will make it legally invalid if challenged in court in the 
future.  

Failure to address the currently unanalyzed portions missing from the new EIR for the World Logistics Center more than likely 
will subject the city to further legal challenges in court with great cost to taxpayers and to the reputation of the city and it's 
ability to do business. Moreno Valley has already lost all current legal challenges regarding the World Logistics Center to 
plaintiffs because of not making choices for recirculation of documents in the past and will do so again if it fails to take action 
again. It's the responsibility of Moreno Valley's staff and elected leaders to ensure the safety of the community's health and 
natural resources and those which border and surround it as well. Not requiring a more detailed and revised EIR from Highland 
Fairview is not upholding these protections.  

Other issues needing to be addressed are future funding sources to widen State Route 60 in all directions regarding adequate 
lane space and infrastructure to support transit to and from the World Logistics Center site. Also the question of funding of 
repairs for local Moreno Valley streets such as Cactus Avenue and Alessandro Boulevard not included in the specific zone for 
the this proposal and how they will have mitigation funded from increased usage and traffic from the transit of vehicles from 
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this property as well is not currently addressed. Many of the same infrastructure issues not addressed since 2015 remain 
unanswered or addressed today. Such failures have caused litigation for Moreno Valley in the past and also costly settlements 
with Riverside County and other neighboring entities that could have been prevented if addressed earlier in EIR documents.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Brandon Carn, 

Moreno Valley Resident 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 377 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G37: Brandon Carn 

Response to Comment 1-G37-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. The trial court’s judgment identified five deficiencies that occurred within the 2015 Final EIR. 
EIRs which are found to be deficient and remanded to the lead agency for correction frequently will prepare 
and circulate just the portions of an EIR found to be deficient, adding additional portions as called 
for (Ballona Wetlands Trust v. City of Los Angeles, 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 463-464 (2011)). This procedure 
is explicitly allowed by CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(c) and the City of Moreno Valley was consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(d) because they provided notice to the public of the 2018 RSFEIR pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines §15087 and consultation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15086 which the City followed. 
As a result, the City of Moreno Valley’s 2018 RSFEIR was circulated to the public and comments on the 
2018 RSFEIR were solicited, as per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f)(2), further alerting readers focus on the 
information provided in the 2018 RSFEIR (page 2-7). Other issues that were either not presented in the 
CEQA litigation challenging the adequacy of the 2015 Final EIR, or if presented, were rejected by the trial 
court in either event, may not be raised as challenges to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR (The Inland 
Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). 

Response to Comment 1-G37-2: As discussed in the 2018 RSFEIR on pages 4.15-122 through 4.15-125, 
impacts as well as required improvements to SR-60 are discussed. There is a detailed discussion of the 
potential improvements, the feasibility of implementing the improvement, and the potential funding for the 
improvements along SR-60. The Project’s fair share by freeway segment is shown in Appendix F on Table 
77, and the Project’s fair share for SR-60 ranges between 1.0% and 10.2%. For various required SR-60 
improvements, there are no specific Caltrans funding mechanisms at this time; however, the City will require 
the developer to pay a fair-share contribution toward the improvements as a condition of approval if a fair 
share program is established. See Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4F. Although a fair-share contribution is 
identified, the City cannot ensure that Caltrans would provide the improvement. Therefore, the 2018 
RSFEIR determined that the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

As for Moreno Valley streets, Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4C requires the Applicant to construct and fully 
fund all necessary road improvements within the City The developer would be responsible for upgrades to 
Alessandro Boulevard and Cactus Avenue within the Project site. Table 20 and Figures 19 and 20 in 
Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR show the proposed improvements to these road sections. 

Regarding funding for repairs to streets located outside the Project site, routine road maintenance is a long-
term recurring expense that is part of the City’s existing street maintenance program. 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 3:42 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: wlc

 
 
From: Christopher Baca [mailto:christopherbaca2014@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 2:59 PM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: wlc 

 
The Writ of Mandate states the EIR is voided in whole.    The project is no longer what was voted on so needs 
to go back to step 1 with planning commission. Court ruling vacates approvals made in Aug 2015, city is 
restrained and enjoined from granting any permits or land use entirtlements etc.  
 
 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 379 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G50: Christopher Baca 

Response to Comment 1-G50-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 
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 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 382 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G52: Clara Bautista 

Response to Comment 1-G52-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR. To reduce impacts to freeways, Mitigation Measures 4.15.7.4E and 
4.15.7.4F requires the Applicant to contribute its fair share of the cost of needed improvements such as 
additional freeway lanes as long as Caltrans has established a fair share contribution program. There are 
no specific Caltrans funding mechanisms available at this time; however, the City will require the developer 
to pay a fair share contribution toward improvement as a condition of approval if a fair share program is 
established. As for schools, the Applicant will be required to pay school impact fees to the Moreno Valley 
Unified School District and the San Jacinto Unified School District for providing new school facilities as 
discussed on page 4.14-16 of the 2015 Final EIR (Volume 2). 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 7:33 AM

To: Julia Descoteaux

Subject: FW: WLC Impact

 
 
From: Donovan Saadiq [mailto:dxfilez@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 1, 2018 6:53 AM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Cc: Donovan Saadiq <dxfilez@gmail.com> 
Subject: WLC Impact 

 
14,000 additional trucks.... This is a bad project and idea! How are we suppose to breathe? Traffic on 60 is bad 
enough.... 2 lanes? You would need to expand those lanes!! Where is the truck infastructure we badly need 
now? No refueling stops, transmission shops, truck stops? What about the danger of increased human 
trafficking and prostitution of our youth due to the increase of trucking within city? This isca bad idea!! We 
have enough warehouses and trucks!! 
 
Donovan Saadiq 
 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 384 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G63: Donovan Saadiq 

Response to Comment 1-G63-1: As shown on Table 4.15-14 in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the 
Project would result at full build-out in a total of 15,138 average daily trips of medium and heavy trucks 
which is a subset of the total Project trips of 58,800 average daily trips of all vehicle types. As discussed in 
the 2018 RSFEIR on pages 4.15-122 through 4.15-125, impacts as well as required improvements to SR-
60 are discussed. There is a detailed discussion of the potential improvements, the feasibility of 
implementing the improvement, and the potential funding for the improvements along SR-60. The Project’s 
fair share by freeway segment is shown in Appendix F on Table 77, and the Project’s fair share for SR-60 
ranges between 1.0 percent and 10.2 percent. For various required SR-60 improvements, there are no 
specific Caltrans funding mechanisms at this time; however, the City will require the developer to pay a fair-
share contribution toward the improvements as a condition of approval if a fair share program is established. 
See Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4F. Although a fair-share contribution is identified, the City cannot ensure 
that Caltrans would provide the improvement. Therefore, the 2018 RSFEIR determined that the Project 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Regarding truck infrastructure, the Project includes a logistics support use on the Project site that is 
intended to provide alternative fueling services for onsite users, additional fueling stop locations, 
transmission shops, and truck stops are not included as part of the Project. 
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 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 386 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G65: Ed Von Nordeck 

Response to Comment 1-G65-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G65-2: Regarding the transportation of goods to the WLC Project site, the 
percentages of daily truck trips by type of truck trip (i.e., internal, external, intermodal, port-related and 
secondary port trips as defined on pages 76 and 77 of the Traffic Impact Assessment [TIA] in Appendix F 
of the 2018 RSFEIR) that currently occur to and from Riverside County are provided on Table 18 on page 
77 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. Truck traffic associated with the WLC and other logistics 
centers is expected to follow this general pattern of distribution. Port-related trips account for less than one 
percent of truck traffic to and from Riverside County. 

Response to Comment 1-G65-3: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G65-2, truck trips to the WLC 
site are included in the traffic distribution identified in Figure 37 on page 97 of Appendix F (Traffic Impact 
Assessment) of the 2018 RSFEIR. As for UPS and FedEx deliveries, these are considered as part of the 
truck trip percentages identified in Table 18 of Appendix F (Traffic Impact Assessment) of the 2018 RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-G65-4: Regarding new traffic lanes and access ramps, these project 
improvements are discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative improvements is discussed in Section 6.15.3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Sections 4.15.7 and 6.15.3 
identify numerous roadway improvements as well as access ramp improvements that would be required to 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant. See the Response to Comment 1-G37-2 concerning 
payment for these improvements. 

Response to Comment 1-G65-5: Local air quality is evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G37-2, routine road maintenance is a long-term 
recurring expense that is part of the City’s existing street maintenance program. The comment does not 
raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response 
is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 389 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G90: Gary Klinn 

Response to Comment 1-G90-1: The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has 
monitoring stations that monitor ambient air quality throughout the South Coast Air Basin including Moreno 
Valley. Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identifies the concentration levels 
of pollutants in the Moreno Valley area compared to the state and federal ambient air quality standards. As 
shown, the concentrations of ozone have exceeded the state and federal standards for multiple days. The 
concentrations of coarse particulates referred to as PM10 have exceeded the state standards for multiple 
days and for recent years. The concentrations of fine particulates referred to as PM2.5 have exceeded the 
federal ambient air quality standard for multiple days and the state and federal standards in recent years. 

Construction and operation of the Project would generate emissions of ozone precursors (volatile organic 
compounds [VOC] and nitrogen oxides [NOX]), PM10, and PM2.5. Project-related diesel particulate matter 
(diesel PM) emissions are included within the analysis as PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. As discussed on 
pages 4.3-31 through 4.3-34, Project emissions are compared to significance thresholds established by the 
SCAQMD. As shown on Table 4.3-25 on page 4.3-63 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2E for construction activities and the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3A through 4.3.6.3F for operational activities would reduce 
Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. However, even with the implementation of the 
mitigation measures, Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would exceed the 
significance thresholds set by SCAQMD during most of the 15-year buildout of the Project and at full 
buildout operations. Cancer risk (see HRA in Appendix A.1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and 
non-cancer risk impacts (see Ramboll health effects analysis in Appendix A.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR) from the Project’s diesel PM emissions were evaluated and would not exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds, resulting in a less than significant health risk impact with implementation of 
mitigation measures. 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 3:41 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: WLC EIR revisions

 

 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
-----Original Message----- 
From: George Price [mailto:geovic73@verizon.net] 
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 2:21 PM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: WLC EIR revisions 
 
The Writ of Mandate states the EIR is voided in whole.  The San Jacinto Wildlife land the WLC was using as his buffer has 
also been voided. The project is no longer what I as a Council member at the time voted on should go back to step one 
and start again with the planning commission. Court ruling vacates approvals made in Aug 2015 (which I voted on), city 
is restrained and enjoined from granting any permits or land use entirtlements etc. 
The only reasonable action is to start the process anew with staff being impartial and not cheerleading for the 
proponents. 
Respectfully 
George Price 
Moreno Valley 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 391 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G95: George Price 

Response to Comment 1-G95-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 

Regarding the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, the 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.4 Biological Resources replaced the 
2015 Final EIR Section 4.4 in its entirety. The 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.4 states on page 4.4-1 that “the text 
has been amended to ensure that the “buffer” concept was eliminated and not considered, and this 
document does not consider or evaluate any part of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) as a buffer area”. 
In addition, biological resource assessments were updated in 2018 to document any changes to the results 
from the previous surveys conducted by Michael Brandman Associates (MBA). See Appendix B to the 2018 
RSFEIR Biological Resources Technical Memorandum (Revised) and DBESP. With respect to the Writ, 
See Topical Responses Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court 
Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 
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From: Vera Sanchez

Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 7:57 AM

To: Albert Armijo; Chris Ormsby; Julia Descoteaux

Subject: FW: World Logistics center

 
 
From: Jan Jugas [mailto:derderian60@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 5:25 AM 
To: Planning Email <PlanningEmail@moval.org> 
Subject: World Logistics center 

 
Did this devastating project get approved? If it did, why, why, why are you doing this to our city???  My cross 
street is Moreno Beach Dr. and Cactus. Are those 1400 trucks going to be barraling by all day and night? My 
children and grandchildren have to breathe the already unhealthful air. The 60 freeway can't handle the traffic 
now. The city is too crowded already and the influx of more people.. I just don't understand. I take that back, I 
do understand.  You're putting money above the citizens; their health, safety and way of life. It's more than sad, 
it's irresponsible and a souless choice  We will be nothing more than a industrial town...no culture, nothing of 
value.  Very, very LOW END. Hope you can sleep at night.  You probably don't even live here. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
 
Vera Sanchez  
Senior Administrative Assistant 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3207 | e: veras@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 393 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G118: Jan Jugas 

Response to Comment 1-G118-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and Project 
approvals. The Revised Final EIR, the 2015 Final EIR, the 2018 RSFEIR and the Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR will be used by the City of Moreno Valley City Council to deliberate whether to approve or not 
approve the proposed Development Agreement and the Parcel Map. It will also be used in connection with 
the approval of plot plans or other discretionary approvals in the future. 

Response to Comment 1-G118-2: The operation of the proposed Project would occur 24 hours per day. 
According to Table 4.15-14 in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR, there are a total of 15,138 average daily 
trips from medium and heavy trucks associated with the Project. Additional trips are associated with 
passenger vehicles and light trucks. As shown in Figure 37 on page 97 of the Traffic Impact Assessment 
within Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, 0% of the truck traffic associated with the WLC Project would travel 
to or from southwest of the Project site in the vicinity of Moreno Beach Drive and Cactus Avenue. Also 
shown on Figure 37, approximately 82% of the truck trips that would travel west or east along SR-60 east 
of Redlands Boulevard. Potential impacts on the freeways, including SR-60, are discussed in Section 
4.15.6.5 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Mitigation measures and the level of impact after mitigation are discussed in 
Sections 4.15.7.4 and 4.15.7.5, respectively in the 2018 RSFEIR. 

As for safety, Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR (page 4.15-49) provides an evaluation of potential safety 
impacts resulting from potential conflicts between Project traffic and local schools. The conclusion is that 
Project passenger cars and trucks would not create unsafe conflicts with pedestrians. 
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��e ��ll����� ����e�t����e�t���� are ��b��tte� ��r t�e ��rl� �����t��� �e�ter�� re���e� ���al 
����r���e�tal ��pa�t �ep�rt b� t�e ����la�� �a�r��e����t� �� ��re�� �alle� ����t �e�t�re. �
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��t��at��� �ea��re 4.3.�.3�: �

��

1. �r����e ���t����at��� ��� ���� �ra�a�e �r��� �e��lat���� ����a�e are ��t ���l��e� a� part �� t�e 
�ert����ate �� ����pa��� re���re�e�t���
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�. �����ate ��� �3� t�ree ����te ��l��� t��e� ��ll be e���r�e� a�� ��at t�e ���e� ��ll be. �al���r��a ��r 
�e���r�e� ��ar� ��e�el ��l��� re��lat���� are ba�e� �� �5� ����te ��l��� t��e�. ��at a�t��r�t� ���l� 
���� �a�e t� e���r�e a�� appl� ���e� ��r ���lat���� �� e��e�� �� t�ree ����te�� ���� ����l��t� ��t� 
t�e ��t� �� ��re�� �alle� ������pal ���e �e�t��� 1�.5�.�4� ��l��� ����tat���. �� a��t���� t��� ���l� 
lea� t� ���������� �la��� �� ����ra��e a�� ab��e� ����� ���l� �e�ate t�e ��t��at��� �ea��re. 
�lea�e e�pla�� ��� t��� ����repa��� bet�ee� ���� a�� t�e ������pal ���e ��ll be re��l�e�� �

��

3. ��e ���� �����ate� t�at all ��e�el tr���� e�ter��� l����t��� ��te� ��all �eet �r e��ee� ��1� e����e 
e������� �ta��ar��. ��e ���� �a�e� �ar���� re�ere��e� t� ��e ��rt� �� ���� �ea�� a�� ��� 
���ele� ��lea� �r��� �r��ra�� a�� �p�ate� t�e �lea� ��r ��t��� �la� �� ��1�. ��e ��rt� ��ll re���re 
�e� tr���� t�at ����t �ar��e ter���al� t� be ��14 ���el �ear �r �e�er. ��e re���re�e�t ta�e� e��e�t 
��t. 1� ��1�. �

�� t�ere a rea��� ��� t�e ��1� e����e �ta��ar�� are �pe����e� �� l�e� �� t�e ��14 �ta��ar�� �� ��� 
��ll be �er���e� b� tr���� �r�� t�e ���� a�� ���� �t ���l� ��t be ��rea���able t� ����rp�rate t��� 
�a�e re���re�e�t ��r t�e ���. �

��
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�e�t��� 4.3.�.� �e����al �e��lat���� �

��

4. ��e ���� rel�e� �ea��l� �� t�e ���a��e� ��llab�rat��e ��������� �t��� ������: ���et��e �a��er 
a�� �����a��er ���e���e�t �� �at� ��p��e� t� �e�� �e����l��� ��e�el ���a��t� �e�ear�� �ep�rt 
1�4� �a��ar� ��15� ��r t�e �ealt� ���e�t� ���t�t�te ����� �la��e� t�at �e� te����l��� ��e�el e��a��t 
������ ��e� ��t �a��e �a��er. ��e ��� ���� ��e� t��� rep�rt t� ����pla� t�e �e�at��e �ealt� 
e��e�t� t�e pr��e�t ��ll �e�erate. �� a �re�����terpr��e art��le �� �a��ar� ��� ��1� ��per��r ���rt 
����e ��ar�� �ater� ��er�ee��� t�e la����t �a� ���te� a� �a���� t�at ��e t�����t t�e �t��� �a� 
���������a�t �e� ����r�at���� t�at ���l� �arra�t ��re �t���. ��e re�ere��e� ���� �t���e� �a� 
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�arr�e� ��t b� �a�e �����a��� et a� a�� t�e ���e�a�e �e���rat�r� �e�ear�� ���t�t�te� �� ����� �a�e 
�����a�� at t�e ���e�a�e �e���rat�r� �e�ear�� ���t�t�te ������ �� ��b���er��e� �e� �e���� �arr�e� 
��t a��t�er e��er��e�t t�at ����e� ��e�e� e��a��t ��t� t�e ����� �� �� �art�����at����� ����e��� 
��e�e e��er��e�t� �ere at t�e �e�ter �� t�e ��a��a� t�at ��r�e� ������a�e� t� ��ea� ����t� t� �e�era� 
�ra�� a�� ������ra�� ��ar�e� �� t�e ���te� �tate� a�� t� �a� ��re t�a� ��� b������ �� ���e�� 
��re��er� �t ���ere� a rare ������ ��t� t�e ��r�� �� �����tr��������re� a�a�e��� re�ear�� 
����������e� t� ��a��e��e t�e ���� ��r�� �ea�t� �r�a���at��� �e������ t� ��a����� ��e�e� e��a��t a� 
a �ar�����e�� �� t�e ��re��r� t� t�e ���� �t���e�� t�e �ea�t� ���e�t� ���t�t�te ����� a���t� t�at �t 
re�e��e� �a�� �t� ����e� �r�� t�e ���r�����e ��t�r��e����e� �����tr�� ��������� t�e ��e�e��tr��� 
�����tr�� ��at a���t���a� re�ear�� �t���e� are �r����e� t� �a���ate t�e ��a��� �� t�e ���� �t���e���
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������� ������er� ��erat���a� ����������

��

�� �ab�e� ������ a�� ������ ���� ��������a�t �r��e�t e�������� �reater t�a� t�e �er��tte� ������ 
t�re������ �� ���e �a�e� ���ar�� �� �� t��e� �reater t�a� t�e ����t� ��at �t�er ��t��at��� �ea��re� 
are �r����e� t� re���e t�e �r��e�t e�������� t� ������a�t �e�e����

��

�

�� ��e ���� ����� t�at t�e�r ���� be ��������a�t tra���� ���a�t� a�� re���e� �e�e� �� �er���e t� r�a�� 
a�� �ree�a��� ���� ���� ���rea�e ������ t��e� be���� t�e � ����te� ��e� �� t�e e�������� a�a������ 
��at ���� be t�e ���a�t� t� t�e re���� a� �t �� ������ ���e�� t�at ������ t��e� ���� be �� e��e�� �� � 
����te� ��e t� ���rea�e� tra���� �e�a��� �a� a� ��erat���a� re���re�e�t t� �er��t �e���er�e� a�� 
������� t� t�e ��� b� a�����t�e�t ���� be��� ������ere� a� a ��t��at��� �ea��re �����ar t� ��at 
t�e ��rt �� ���� �ea�� �� �������

��

�e�t��� ���� ��t��at��� �r��� �r��� bet�ee� t�e ��� a�� t�e ��rt��

��

�� ��e �et��� ��e� t� �a����ate tr��� tr��� b� ta���� a� a�era�e ����� t�e t�ta� �are����e ��a�e �� 
���er���e ����t� �r����� ���ere�t��ate� t�e tr��� tr���� ���� a�����t��� a����e� t�at ��t��� ��t��� 
���er���e ����t� ��t� ����te� �are����e� ���� �a�e t�e �a�e a�era�e tr��� tr��� a� ���a� re���� ��t� 
a �ar�e ����e�trat��� �� �are����e�� � ��re a��r��r�ate �et��� ����� be t� �r���rt��� t�e tr��� 
tr��� ba�e� �� t�e �are����e� ����e ��a�e ��e����� t� ��re�� �a��e� �e����� �ee be���� �r����e 
��ar����at��� �� ��at t�e ���a�t ���� ���a��� a�� re����a���� ��r e�a���e��

��

�� � �r��� �r�� �r�� ��rt� t� ���a�� ����re�
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��

Comment Letter 1-G120

1-G120-4
cont.

1-G120-5

1-G120-6

1-G120-7

lmaier
Line

lmaier
Line

lmaier
Line

lmaier
Line



�

����� ��tal ��rr��t ��r��� �all�� ������ �ar������ ��a�� ���t� �� ��r��� �all��� ��t� �� 
����r����� ��t� �� ��rr��� �ar�� ���� 

  

����� �r��� �r�� t� ��r��� �all�� ������  

  

������ ���ra�� �r��� �r�� ��r��� �all�� ������� �� �t �� �ar������ ��a�� 

  

����� � ���� ��ll��� �� �t �� �r������ �ar������ ��a�� 

  

����� � ��� ��t��at� �r��� �r�� ��r �a� 

  

���� � �� � � ����� ����� 

  

������ ��� � ���� 

  

����� � ����� � ����� 

  

  

���t��� ��� ����lat��� ���a�t�  
  

�� �a�l� ������ �r����t �� ��� ��r���a� �����������a�� �� �����at�� t�at �� ����r�����tal ���a�t 
�a� a�a�la�l� ��r r������ ������r� t�� r����t ���t�r� �������al �at�r ���tr��t ���t��� �� �����t 
��� ���� �����at�� t�� �r������ ��� �����tr�al �r����t l��at�� �� t�� �ar�� ��� �� a� a��r����at�l� 
�����a�r� ��t� ��t� a �����������ar�����t ���l���� l��at�� �� t�� �ar�� ��� ��r�����t��� �� 
������r��rat�� ����r���� ����t�� ��� �r����t ��t� �� l��at�� �� t�� ���t� ���� �� �a�t�� ������ a�� 
��t���� �r�� ���r� ��t�ra�� �a� t�r���at�� at �a�t�� ������ �� t�� ���t t� ���r� �r���r��� 
�tr��t t�r���at�� at �a�t�� ������ �� t�� �a�t� ��t�r�tat� ��� �� l��at�� a��r����at�l� ��� ��l� ���t 
�� t�� �r����t ��t�� ��� �r������ �r����t ��ll ���l��� a t�tal �� ��� a�t�����l� �ar���� �tall� a�� ��� 
tr��� tra�l�r �ar���� �tall�� ��� ���l���� ��ll ��at�r� a t�tal �� ��� l�a���� ���� ����t���� ��r tr����� 
���ta�� ������� ���ar�����t �� la����a����� a�� ���l�� a��r����at�l� ��� ����l�� ���� �� a 
��������a�t �r����t t�at �a���t �� ����r�� a�� ��all �� ���l���� �� t�� ����lat��� ���a�t a�al����� 
�r����� �lar����at��� a�� a�al���� �� t�� a���t���al ���a�t� t� a�r ��al�t� a�� tra����� 
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��e ��ll����� ����e�t����e�t���� are ��b��tte� ��r t�e ��rl� �����t��� �e�ter�� re���e� ���al 
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1. �r����e ���t����at��� ��� ���� �ra�a�e �r��� �e��lat���� ����a�e are ��t ���l��e� a� part �� t�e 
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�. �����ate ��� �3� t�ree ����te ��l��� t��e� ��ll be e���r�e� a�� ��at t�e ���e� ��ll be. �al���r��a ��r 
�e���r�e� ��ar� ��e�el ��l��� re��lat���� are ba�e� �� �5� ����te ��l��� t��e�. ��at a�t��r�t� ���l� 
���� �a�e t� e���r�e a�� appl� ���e� ��r ���lat���� �� e��e�� �� t�ree ����te�� ���� ����l��t� ��t� 
t�e ��t� �� ��re�� �alle� ������pal ���e �e�t��� 1�.5�.�4� ��l��� ����tat���. �� a��t���� t��� ���l� 
lea� t� ���������� �la��� �� ����ra��e a�� ab��e� ����� ���l� �e�ate t�e ��t��at��� �ea��re. 
�lea�e e�pla�� ��� t��� ����repa��� bet�ee� ���� a�� t�e ������pal ���e ��ll be re��l�e�� �
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3. ��e ���� �����ate� t�at all ��e�el tr���� e�ter��� l����t��� ��te� ��all �eet �r e��ee� ��1� e����e 
e������� �ta��ar��. ��e ���� �a�e� �ar���� re�ere��e� t� ��e ��rt� �� ���� �ea�� a�� ��� 
���ele� ��lea� �r��� �r��ra�� a�� �p�ate� t�e �lea� ��r ��t��� �la� �� ��1�. ��e ��rt� ��ll re���re 
�e� tr���� t�at ����t �ar��e ter���al� t� be ��14 ���el �ear �r �e�er. ��e re���re�e�t ta�e� e��e�t 
��t. 1� ��1�. �

�� t�ere a rea��� ��� t�e ��1� e����e �ta��ar�� are �pe����e� �� l�e� �� t�e ��14 �ta��ar�� �� ��� 
��ll be �er���e� b� tr���� �r�� t�e ���� a�� ���� �t ���l� ��t be ��rea���able t� ����rp�rate t��� 
�a�e re���re�e�t ��r t�e ���. �
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4. ��e ���� rel�e� �ea��l� �� t�e ���a��e� ��llab�rat��e ��������� �t��� ������: ���et��e �a��er 
a�� �����a��er ���e���e�t �� �at� ��p��e� t� �e�� �e����l��� ��e�el ���a��t� �e�ear�� �ep�rt 
1�4� �a��ar� ��15� ��r t�e �ealt� ���e�t� ���t�t�te ����� �la��e� t�at �e� te����l��� ��e�el e��a��t 
������ ��e� ��t �a��e �a��er. ��e ��� ���� ��e� t��� rep�rt t� ����pla� t�e �e�at��e �ealt� 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G120 and 1-G121: Jerry Mercado 11:58am and 12:21pm 

Response to Comments 1-G120-1 and 1-G121-1: The CARB Drayage Truck Regulations are described 
in Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The 
purpose of the regulation is to reduce emissions and public exposure to diesel particulate matter (diesel 
PM), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and other air contaminants by setting emission standards for in-use, heavy-
duty diesel-fueled vehicles that transport cargo to and from California’s ports and intermodal rail facilities.112 
The regulation requires an accelerated introduction of “clean trucks” into the statewide truck fleet resulting 
in substantially lower diesel emissions. The regulation states that starting January 1, 2023, drayage trucks 
are subject to the provisions of Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2025, which requires that 
all not otherwise exempt in-use on-road diesel vehicles, including drayage trucks, have a 2010 model year 
emissions equivalent engine. The regulation does not state anything about having a signage requirement. 
Thus, there is no drayage signage requirement that would be necessary for a Certificate of Occupancy and 
was not included in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B as a Certificate of Occupancy Requirement. However, the 
drayage requirement is an ongoing requirement and is included in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B on pages 
4.3-53 and 4.3-54 under the “On an Ongoing Basis” portion of the measure in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, as outlined below113: 

k) All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and 
industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-
diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 
Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have 
emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California 
Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. 

l) All diesel trucks entering logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards 
specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be 
powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. Facility operators shall maintain a 
log of all trucks entering the facility to document that the truck usage meets these emission 
standards. This log shall be available for inspection by City staff at all time. 

Response to Comments 1-G120-2 and 1-G121-2: Per the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A(d) requires the 3-minute idling time in any one hour on-site and will be verified 
by the City through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and 
the Vehicle Identification Number which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck 
compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by 
the City at any time (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-42). Noncompliance triggers an 
administrative process which results in compliance efforts and If they don’t comply, then a certificate of 
occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. 

Response to Comments 1-G120-3 and 1-G121-3: The 2010 engine standard was specified because it 
complies with the CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation and Drayage Truck Regulations. As stated in the 
                                                      
112 California Code of Regulations, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Division 3, title 13, section 2027, Drayage Truck Regulations, 

2011. Available online at: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-
179310568.1519193875 

113 Additions to part k) of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B are shown with underline text. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-179310568.1519193875
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-179310568.1519193875
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regulation, by January 1, 2023, all diesel trucks need to have 2010 model year engines.114 The POLB and 
POLA “Clean Truck Program” is discussed on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The 
“Clean Truck Program” commenced on October 1, 2018 and states that any new trucks registered in the 
Port Drayage Truck Registry (PDTR) must be model year 2014 or newer. Drayage trucks registered in the 
PDTR prior to October 1, 2018, that are current on their annual registration fees as of September 30, 2018 
and are compliant with state law may continue to operate at the POLB and POLA.115 Thus, current trucks 
that are currently registered in the PDTR do not need to be 2014 compliant but do need to be 2010 
compliant if diesel fueled as specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, 
Section 2025. Since the WLC would utilize truck fleets from other companies, all fleets will have to meet 
CARB requirements, as specified in the CCRs, and those fleets that have trucks that would go to the POLB 
and the POLA would have to meet their more stringent “Clean Truck Program” requirements. Therefore, 
CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation which requires 2010 compliant engines is the requirement for the WLC 
since most truck fleets will have all their current trucks registered in the PDTR. As the fleets acquire new 
trucks, those would be required to be 2014 compliant in accordance with the “Clean Truck Program” if they 
intend to go to the ports; however, if they don’t go to the ports, they would only need to be 2010 compliant. 
Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR chose the 2010 model year required by the CARB Truck and 
Bus Regulation instead of the 2014 model year referenced in the “Clean Truck Program.” 

Response to Comments 1-G120-4 and 1-G121-4: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does give an 
overview of the Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES) which looked at 2007 compliant engines 
equipped with a diesel particulate filter versus pre-model year 2007 engines and concludes that “The HEI 
study clearly demonstrates that the application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have 
virtually eliminated health impacts of diesel exhaust” (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-19). This 
study was again discussed on page 4.3-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, where it stated, “the 
importance of this study is that diesel PM emissions from new technology diesel engines does not cause 
any increase in the risk of lung cancer or other significant adverse health effects in study animals that, in 
fact are more sensitive to toxics exposures than humans.” Previous studies directed at studying the effects 
of diesel PM on health were based on exposure studies that date 15 to 20 years ago when diesel emissions 
were significantly higher than the New-Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE). This study was also sponsored 
or reviewed by the US Environmental Protection Agency, CARB, US Department of Energy, and the US 
Federal Highway Administration in conjunction with the manufacturers of emissions control equipment. This 
study was discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is the most recent study looking at NTDE 
effects and did not fall under the five deficient areas listed in the Writ of Mandate (Refer to Topical Response 
C, Project Approvals, Court Ruling and Writ of Mandate). 

However, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not solely rely on this study to determine health effects 
resulting from the WLC. A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted to allow decision makers to see 
the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that NTDE causes cancer, contrary to 
what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for 

                                                      
114 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Truck and Bus Regulation Compliance Requirement Overview. Last Updated 

June 18, 2019. Available online at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/fsregsum.pdf 
115 Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, 2018. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, September. Available 

online at: http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=14684 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/fsregsum.pdf
http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=14684
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Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to 
the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. 
A multi-pollutant HRA was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter 
(PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with 
fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on 
EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential 
reductions in toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions and associated health risk reductions from increased 
penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several 
parameters including the concentration level of TACs, the rate of inhalation of TACs, the exposure 
frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the 
exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased 
cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity 
factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, 
and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute 
(HEI) finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus of 
the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and 
surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides 
the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks 
for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project construction (Construction + 
Operational HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project operation, and the total incremental 
increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation 
measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would 
represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health 
risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project 
full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the 
total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and 
would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, 
the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction 
activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for 
construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance 
threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable 
principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. 
Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for 
operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located 
within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of Minimum 
Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes 
located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics 
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Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 
filters in writing. (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer 
risk for those sensitive receptors located within the Project boundary to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold for those as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, 
with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, 
within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. 

As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the 
community would be less than significant with incorporation of feasible mitigation for the construction plus 
operational and the operational scenarios of the WLC. 

Response to Comments 1-G120-5 and 1-G121-5: As discussed on page 4.3-53 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3A through 4.3.6.3F would reduce operational emissions 
of criteria pollutants associated with the Project. However, implementation of the WLC project would exceed 
applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOx. Despite the implementation of 
feasible mitigation measures, emissions associated with the Project cannot be reduced below the 
applicable thresholds. Operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through 
implementation of mitigation measures and Project Design Features. Operational emissions would be 
reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-
diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks 
entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses.116 There are 
no further feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s emission of criteria pollutants to below 
SCAQMD thresholds so potential air quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Potential mitigation that could reduce emissions to close to or below the SCAQMD significance thresholds 
would be implementation of zero or near-zero emissions technologies. In Judge Sharon Waters Ruling on 
Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley, the 
court required a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies. In response to this 
ruling, the 2018 RSFEIR presented an analysis of potential zero and near-zero technologies in Appendix E 
of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report 
(RETR). The WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling station that would open during the first phase 
of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3.6.3C 
on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which would reduce diesel emissions from the 
Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. In addition, future development will 
comply with regulated vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. Additionally, 
based on the RETR (Appendix E of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Project 
Design Features will be incorporated to provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy 
performance which will also reduce Project emissions. WLC is required to provide renewable energy 
through solar panels that would be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements 
within the Project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C, page 4.16-42 of the 2015 Final EIR). At a minimum, the Project would 
install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces (see Topical 
Response E for a discussion on the limits of solar allowed by MVU). As discussed, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR includes feasible mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy 
to reduce emissions and impacts to the greatest extent possible. Potential mitigation measures utilizing all 
                                                      
116 Unless refrigerated warehouses could be shown to be less than significant in future environmental documents. 
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or a substantial number of zero- or near-zero-emission technologies for medium-duty and heavy-duty truck 
fleets are not feasible at this time as discussed below and in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). Additionally, a mitigation measure utilizing 100 percent solar power to provide all 
the power to the Project is not feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in 
the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

The Transportation Energy Technical Study, Appendix E, found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) 
technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory 
developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV 
technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty 
vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become 
commercially available. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of 
Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and 
Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP 
was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, 
more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed 
policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including 
heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-
emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are 
still at the demonstration phase.117 Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited 
applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still Recognizing the challenges in 
transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck 
Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-
emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has 
not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed 
evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market 
Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate 
through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, 
p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty 
trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching 
vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation 
sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the 
market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently 
commercially available. 

Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean 
Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability, as of late-2018, 
includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.118 With 

                                                      
117 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

118 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 
Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
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the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of 
the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-
Duty Freight Vehicles”119 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-
20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.120 As of late last year, CARB is 
funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets. BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch 
announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at 
four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson. This is a landmark achievement as the largest Class 8 electric truck deployment in North America. 
Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment 
with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and 
equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021. Automakers are expanding their 
electric vehicles to heavy duty trucks; however, the extent of commercial availability of such trucks as the 
WLC begins operations is unknown. Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users 
which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or 
alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather 
than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures 
to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. 

As electric heavy-duty trucks become commercially available, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies 
by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC 
parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more 
readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. Since this is 
a programmatic EIR, subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of 
the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no 
subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the 
activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental 
documents would need to be prepared.121 However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that 
are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, 

                                                      
119 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 

Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

120 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 
Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 

121 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf


 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 408 

which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.122 Due to the 
programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their 
operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially 
available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. 

As discussed on page 4.3-61 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project’s developers entered into 
a settlement agreement with the SCAQMD on October 21, 2016 which requires the payment to SCAQMD 
of an Air Quality Improvement Fee of 64 cents per square foot for each building as the Project is 
constructed. Funds may be used by SCAQMD for any purpose to improve air quality in the South Coast Air 
Basin although the SCAQMD has indicated that the funds will be used “to develop mitigation efforts focused 
on reducing emissions in the areas affected by the warehouse project.”123 One possible use might be that 
individual or fleet truck owners servicing the Project could be offered a financial incentive to purchase a 
near-zero or zero-emission truck model, similar to the Carl Moyer Program. This type of program has been 
an effective tool for more than 19 years in speeding the transition of heavy-duty trucks and other equipment 
to cleaner models. In the 2017 Reporting Cycle for the Carl Moyer Program (Funding Years 8-19), 
$87,373,480 was funded for “On-Road” vehicles by the SCAQMD for a reduction of 6,265 tons of NOX and 
ROG emissions, and a reduction of 145.3 tons of PM emissions, with an average cost effectiveness of 
$11,612. Using those costs and resulting reductions in emissions, the $26,000,000 Air Quality Improvement 
Fee could result in a reduction of 1,864 tons of NOX and ROG emissions, and a PM reduction of 43 tons of 
PM emissions. Therefore, with the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee through the 2016 
settlement, the Project’s net contribution to regional air quality would be further reduced. Because the use 
of the funds will be determined by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board and because it is not yet known how 
the Board will allocate the funds, no credit in emissions has been taken by the Project. Additionally, the 
SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment 
of funds has not occurred and will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see 
Attachment P). 

The EIR prepared for the WLC project is a Programmatic EIR that analyzes the environmental impacts and 
requires mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Each 
subsequent increment will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation 
if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the 
programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their 
specific operational needs will require in terms of exact equipment specifications. As a result, all current 
mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental 
standards in place. 

Response to Comments 1-G120-6 and 1-G121-6: The 5-minute idling time refers to idling at the WLC 
site; the CARB Truck and Bus Regulation specifically states that idling in traffic is not subject to the 
regulation. Health risks associated with the WLC project truck emissions were analyzed in the HRA, which 
followed the risk assessment methodologies of the SCAQMD and the OEHHA (see Response to Comment 
1-G120-4 above). As discussed above under Response to Comment 1-G120-4, the cancer risk and chronic 
and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community from construction and operation and 

                                                      
122 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) 
123 SCAQMD press released October, 21, 2016, announcing the settlement. 
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operation of the WLC would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, page 4.3-72). Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project 
to address the chronic or acute non-cancer (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.3-79 – 4.3-82) and 
cancer risk impacts. Air quality impacts would be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily 
ozone precursors and PM. But as stated previously, given that the EIR prepared for the WLC project is a 
Programmatic EIR, there will be subsequent environmental review documents, as triggered by CEQA, for 
implementing projects as they are proposed for buildout. Each subsequent development with the WLC will 
be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are 
found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the 
document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require 
in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that 
meets the most stringent environmental standards. 

As it is unknown who the tenants of the WLC will be at this time, a mitigation measure, similar to the Port 
of Long Beach, that limits deliveries and pickups to appointment times is not reasonable nor feasible as 
future tenant-specific operating schedules or operational requirements are not known. Nonetheless, as 
demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risk 
impacts of the WLC Project to sensitive receptors due to truck idling. 

Response to Comment 1-G120-7: Based on substantial evidence collected by ITE and presented in the 
2017 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual and in the 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip 
Generation Analysis, the data from these two sources were appropriately used in the current analysis of 
the WLC traffic impacts. As discussed in Section 4.15.3.2 on page 4.15-29 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the 10th 
Edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual was used for trip generation rates and directionality (percent of 
vehicles entering and leaving the site) while the percentage of vehicles in each vehicle class was taken 
from the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. A combination of sources was required 
because the Trip Generation Manual reported the directional split but not the vehicle mix while High-Cube 
Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis reported the vehicle mix but not the directional split. The 
commenter states that the method used to calculate truck trips by taking an average using the total 
warehouse space in Riverside County grossly underestimates truck trips. However, as discussed above, 
the method the commenter discusses was not used to calculate truck trips. Additionally, the formula 
provided by the commenters example to calculate truck tips to the Port assumes that all truck trips from the 
WLC would go to the Port, which is also not the case. As stated, the analysis utilized the findings of a highly 
respected neutral party, ITE, which utilized counts at 107 high-cube warehouse sites to come up with the 
rates presented in their 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. The results were 
incorporated into the 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual in a new land use code (Code 154) and 
the SCAQMD has indicated its acceptance of these results on its website.124 Additionally, traffic counts for 
the Skechers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 
RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-G120-8: The 2018 RSFEIR was sent out for public review in July 2018. 
Subsequent to the circulation of the 2018 RSFEIR, the Notice of Preparation for the Meridian Business – 
Phase K4 (K4 Warehouse and Cactus Channel Improvements Project) was distributed to the public and 

                                                      
124 South Coast Air Quality Management District. High Cube Warehouse Trip Rate Study for Air Quality Analysis. Available 

online: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/high-cube-warehouse 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/high-cube-warehouse
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interested agencies such as the City of Moreno Valley on November 19, 2018. On April 18, 2019, the Draft 
EIR for the K4 Warehouse and Cactus Channel Improvements Project was circulated for public review. 
Because the NOP was sent out after the distribution of the 2018 RSFEIR, no environmental document was 
available for review as stated in Table 6.0-2 of the 2018 RSFEIR. 

However, air quality cumulative emissions and traffic impacts from the 359 projects in the cumulative project 
area are analyzed in Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Table 6.3-1, Air Quality 
Cumulative Projects Summary, lists the projects considered in the quantitative cumulative emissions 
calculations (pages 6.3-4 through 6.3-12 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). This includes Project ID 
M-7, Meridian Business Park – Phase K4, with an indicated land use category of Warehouse/Logistics 
operations. 

Cumulative daily operational emissions for these projects (including Project M-7, Meridian Business – 
Phase K4) are summarized in Table 3.6-2 (pages 6.3-13 through 6.3-22 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR) and include on-road vehicle emissions based on cumulative project daily trips calculated from 
each project’s size and land use type. Construction emissions for identified cumulative projects that had 
not been constructed as of November 2019 (including Project M-7) that could potentially undergo 
construction during the project’s 15-year construction period are included in Table 3.6-3 Cumulative 
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (page 6.3-22 through 6.3-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR). 

Detailed emissions of the listed cumulative projects are provided in Appendix A.3 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. Both operational and construction emission calculations are based on standard 
methods utilizing information specific to each cumulative project’s size (building square footage or number 
of dwelling units) and land use type. 

With respect to traffic, cumulative traffic impacts are evaluated in the revised traffic study contained in 
Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR and summarized in Section 6.15.3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Additionally, as 
part of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, potential cumulative traffic impacts were reviewed and found 
not to change the cumulative impact and therefore, weren’t addressed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G122: Jesse Molina 

Response to Comment 1-G122-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 3:32 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: Karen Jakpor's comments for the revised Final Environmental Impact Report of 

World Logistics Center

Attachments: Karen Jakpor's comments for revised draft EIR WLC.docx

 
 

  
  

  
  

  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

     
  

From: 
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 1:06 PM
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org>
Cc:
Subject: Karen Jakpor's comments for the revised Final Environmental Impact Report of World Logistics Center

Dear Mr. Armijo,

I have attached a document with my comments on the revised Final Environmental Impact Report of the World
Logistics Center. Please contact me immediately if you have any difficulty opening the attachment.

I request that you keep my personal address private while you disclose the content of my letter to the public.

Best,

Karen Jakpor, MD, MPH

Albert Armijo
Interim Planning Manager
Community Development
City of Moreno Valley

p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org

14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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Albert Armijo, Interim Planning Manager 

City of Moreno Valley 

14177 Frederick Street 

PO Box 88005 

Moreno Valley, CA 92552 

RE: revised sections of the Final EIR of the World Logistics Center 

Dear Mr. Armijo, Planning Committee, and City Council Members: 

I am a concerned physician, mother, and patient with severe asthma from the neighboring city of 

Riverside, therefore I wish to submit comments on the revised EIR. Some of the trucks traveling to the 

World Logistics Center will travel on Van Buren Boulevard directly past my daughter’s high school and 

not far from our home. This will certainly impact the air that my family breathes. 

I read the following in the Revised Final EIR for the World Logistics Center: 

 

“4.3.1.1 Regional Air Quality Improvements The American Lung Association website (lung.org) 

includes data collected from State air quality monitors that are used to compile an annual State of 

the Air report. These reports have been published over the last 13 years. The latest State of the 

Air Report compiled for the Basin was in 2017 (American Lung Association, 2017). As noted in 

this report, air quality in the Basin has significantly improved in Revised Sections of the Final 

Environmental Impact Report 4.3-2 Air Quality Chapter 4.3 terms of both pollution levels and 

high pollution days over the past three decades. Riverside County’s average number of unhealthy 

ozone days dropped from 203 days per year in the initial 2000 State of the Air report to 122 in the 

2017 report and San Bernardino County’s number of unhealthy ozone days dropped from 230 in 

2000 to 142 in 2017. Both Counties has seen dramatic reduction in particle pollution since the 

initial State of the Air report (2000). While the 2017 State of the Air Report shows a slight uptick 

in the number of days of unhealthy particle pollution for both counties since the 2016 report, it is 

important to note that pollution levels measured in this latter report were affected by fluctuations 

in weather conditions.” 

Having served as a spokesperson for the American Lung Association’s State of the Air report, I find it 

absurd to find this statement in the EIR as if the improving air quality over the past three decades is 

justification that the World Logistics Center should be able to build a highly polluting project. This is 

very flawed reasoning! My high school daughter Jibiana’s analogy is spot on!  If a morbidly obese man 

weighing 400 pounds went on a diet over several years and lost 100 pounds, he would still be obese at 

300 pounds. Does his weight loss make it OK for him to binge on pizza and donuts? Certainly not! He is 

still obese. Likewise, the air quality in the Inland Empire is still a “non-attainment” area in violation of 

federal and state statues.  

According to the California Air Resources Board’s “AQMIS2” database, the South Coast Air Basin 

violated the national 8-hour ozone standard every day between June 1, 2018 and September 6, 2018. Our 

progress on air pollution is remarkable, but we have a long way to go until my family and my community 

1-G148-2
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breathe healthy air. This screen shot of a table of data from the California Air Resources Board shows that 

the ozone standard was violated every single day from June 18, 2018 until today September 7, 2018! 

(California Air Resources Board. AQMIS2 database accessed September 7, 2018. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/aqmis2/display.php?param=OZONE&units=007&year=2018&report=AREA1YR

&statistic=DMOL8N&o3pa8=SC&ptype=aqd&std15=y) 

 

 

 The World Logistics Center remains a highly polluting project and should not be built in a region with 

such failing air quality already impacting the health of the population of the entire Inland Empire, not just 

the City of Moreno Valley. The revised report still shows “significant and unavoidable impacts” on the air 

we breathe. Consider the following impacts on our air: 

Impact 4.3.6.1 Air Quality Management Plan Consistency—Significant and Unavoidable 

Impact 4.3.6.2 Construction equipment exhaust emissions—Significant and Unavoidable 

Impact 4.3.6.3 Localized construction and operating emissions—Significant and Unavoidable 

Impact 4.3.6.4 Long-term operational emissions—Significant and Unavoidable 

1-G148-4
cont.
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Impact 4.3.6.5 Impacts to Sensitive Receptors—Significant and Unavoidable 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts—Significant and Unavoidable (on p. 1-14) 

The project will increase short-term local and long-term regional air pollutant emissions and chronic 

health risks. 

Diesel PM to exceed maximum cancer risk thresholds—Significant and Unavoidable 

Implementation of mitigation measures won’t reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

I have the following questions: 

1. How can the city of Moreno Valley help reach “attainment” of state and federal air quality 

standards by building a 41.6 million-square-foot warehouse complex the equivalent of 700 

football fields when it’s projected impacts on air quality are “significant and unavoidable” even 

with mitigation measures? 

2. How can the city of Moreno Valley fulfil its legal obligations for “smart growth” under CA 

SB375 if it proceeds with this project which will impact the entire region for many decades to 

come?  

3. Why has this been written as a “revised final environmental impact report” when the court has 

found significant flaws in how the final environmental impact report was written and in June, 

2018 ordered the city to set aside the certification of the FEIR. Why not go back to the drawing 

board and start all over with an all new draft environmental impact report? 

4. How can we expect compliance with mitigation measures such as only cleaner trucks will be 

allowed or no idling if there are no teeth to these mitigation measures? A posted sign that says no 

idling will hardly prevent a truck driver from idling. 

5. Why is there not an outside party to investigate and enforce compliance with mitigation 

measures? 

6. How are we to believe that the revised estimates on truck traffic and therefore resultant emissions 

are not just some number pulled from a hat in order to try to get the project passed. What 

relationship do the numbers of this analysis have with the actual true impact on the air we breathe 

and the health of our community? 

7. Why are the estimates of traffic lower in the revised EIR? 

8. Please recalculate the estimates of vehicle traffic based on this highly relevant article by 

Bluffstone and Ouderkirk. (Bluffstone, Randall & OUDERKIRK, BRAD. (2007). Warehouses, 

trucks, and Pm2.5: Human health and logistics industry growth in the eastern inland empire. 

Contemporary Economic Policy. 25. 10.1111/j.1465-7287.2006.00017.x.) 

http://web.pdx.edu/~bluffsto/warehouses%20and%20trucks.pdf 

I believe if you recalculate the vehicle traffic and truck traffic estimates using this academic 

methodology, you will find that this EIR underestimates that amount of truck trips and therefore 

underestimates the air quality emissions and the subsequent impact on health. 

9. Based on the methodology used in the above article, what is the expected increase in morbidity 

and mortality due to this proposed World Logistics Center Project over the coming decades? 

10. Based on the methodology used in the above article, what is the expected economic cost of the 

increase in morbidity and mortality due to the World Logistics Center Project over the coming 

decades? 

11. What is the rationale of the city that these costs from the increase in morbidity and mortality 

should be born by residents of Moreno Valley and surrounding communities? Why should these 

costs be the burden of people including children who are not employed by the World Logistics 
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Center and receive no benefits from it, only costs? Why should not the World Logistics Center 

itself fully internalize all the costs that it generates rather than shifting the costs onto others? Will 

the World Logistics Center pay for the increased health costs and compensate for lives lost as a 

result of this development? 

12.  In 4.3.4 the EIR states that “Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, air quality impacts 

would occur if the World Logistics Center project would: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; (We see that this 

conflicts with the AQMP and probably SB375 and others.) 

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation; (We see that this does have cumulative air quality impacts in this EIR, so it would 

contribute to an existing air quality violation.) 

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is nonattainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard 

(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors) (We 

see that this will occur according to this EIR.) 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. (I myself am considered a 

sensitive receptor, since I’ve been hospitalized many times with asthma. Some of the trucks 

driving to the World Logistics Center are expected to travel along Van Buren Boulevard which is 

close to my home, so it will expose me to increased pollutant levels.) 

 

So, my question is, if the proposed World Logistics Center development will violate CEQA 

guidelines in all these ways, how can the City of Moreno Valley legally and ethically proceed 

with the project? 

 

Sure, Moreno Valley wants jobs, but the World Logistics Center will provide jobs for robots. There are 

other industries that produce a lot more jobs per acre than the logistics industry. The City of Moreno 

Valley needs good jobs that don’t make the population too ill to work and don’t increase health costs in 

the community. We don’t have to choose between jobs and our ability to breathe clean air. That is the 

false choice that is used as justification for projects such as the World Logistics Center, when what is 

really going on is that a developer desires personal profit no matter what the cost. We need both jobs and 

clean air! 

Finally, I believe that if the City of Moreno Valley goes ahead with the World Logistics Center plan, then 

the city slogan should be changed from “Moreno Valley—Where Dreams Soar” to “Moreno Valley—

Where Lungs are Sore” or “Moreno Valley—Home of the World’s Largest Warehouse.” This would 

reflect the true priorities of the city. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Karen Jakpor, MD, MPH 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G148: Karen Jakpor 

Response to Comment 1-G148-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G148-2: A TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, was prepared for the 
Project that fully analyzed the impacts to local and regional traffic on surface streets and freeways potential 
affected by the project. The TIA analyzed traffic impacts to local schools and found that the Project would 
pose little safety risk with the safety features that were already present on roads near schools. With buildout 
of the proposed Project, WLC trucks that travel from the region would use the freeway system as the most 
direct route to the Project but could use other truck routes or approved routes such as Van Buren Boulevard 
in the City of Riverside. WLC trucks that use Van Buren Boulevard could originate or have a destination 
within areas along Van Buren Boulevard. No substantial amount of truck traffic is expected to travel along 
Van Buren Boulevard as there is no direct route from the Project site connecting to Van Buren Boulevard. 
Additionally, there are many deterrents for trucks using Van Buren Boulevard as a truck route from the 
Project to the 91 freeway including grade conditions in excess of 2% slope, rolling and mountainous terrain, 
and multiple signalized intersections creating longer delays. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-3: With respect to disclosure of the air quality improvements within the 
region (i.e., Riverside and San Bernardino Counties), pages 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 of the Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR provided a background of the air quality conditions over the past two decades. This background 
was not intended to provide justification for Project approval, but to disclose information. As stated on Table 
4.3-2 on page 4.3-7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the pollutants within the South Coast Air Basin 
that are in non-attainment of the State standards are ozone (1-hour and 8-hour), PM10, and PM 2.5. In 
addition, the pollutants that are in non-attainment of the federal standards are ozone (8-hour), PM10, and 
PM2.5. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-4: A screenshot from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) AQ2IS 
database was provided and shows that the South Coast Air Basin has violated the national 8-hour ozone 
standard every day from June 1, 2018 through September 6, 2018. Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-8 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides air quality data including the number of days of ozone exceedances 
at the Riverside-Rubidoux air monitoring station for each year from 2014 to 2017. No further response is 
required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-5: Air quality impacts were fully evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. The air quality findings identify significant and unavoidable impacts in Table 4.3-31 
on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

With respect to cancer health risk impacts, as shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction and operation 
would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The 
large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated 
with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer 
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risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. 
The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 
12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the 
installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the 
total incremental cancer risk for those sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary 
to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, cancer risk impacts from the Project to 
an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. 

Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone 
health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health 
incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local 
population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.125 When taken into context, the small 
increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that 
these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not 
adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects 
information is provided as information to the public and decision makers to provide an understanding 
regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 
4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project 
emissions across the Southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean 
Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated 
project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual 
Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related health effects show an increase in asthma-related 
emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (00.0028%), all cardiovascular-
related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related 
hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 
0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects show and increase in 
respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency 
room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone 
and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the existing background incidences, the health effects from other 
criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects 
of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data 
was provided for informational purposes to the public and decision makers. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-6: As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1 Regional Air Quality Improvements on 
pages 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the latest State of the Air Report,126 
addresses that the air quality in the Basin has significantly improved in terms of both pollution levels and 
high pollution days over the past three decades. Riverside County’s average number of unhealthy ozone 
days dropped from 203 days per year in the initial 2000 State of the Air Report to 122 in the 2017 State of 
the Air Report and San Bernardino County’s number of unhealthy ozone days dropped from 230 in 2000 to 
                                                      
125 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 

126 American Lung Association, 2017. State of the Air Report. Available at: https://www.lung.org/assets/documents/healthy-
air/state-of-the-air/state-of-the-air-2017.pdf 

https://www.lung.org/assets/documents/healthy-air/state-of-the-air/state-of-the-air-2017.pdf
https://www.lung.org/assets/documents/healthy-air/state-of-the-air/state-of-the-air-2017.pdf
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142 in 2017. Both counties have seen dramatic reduction in particle pollution since the initial State of the 
Air Report in 2000. While the 2017 State of the Air Report shows a slight uptick in the number of unhealthy 
particle pollution for both counties since the 2016 report, it is important to note that pollution levels measured 
in this latter report were affected by fluctuations in weather conditions. Thus, the screenshot presented in 
Response to Comment 1-G148-4 above could also be affected by fluctuations in weather conditions. 

Nonetheless, the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) outlines a comprehensive control strategy 
that meets the requirements for expeditious progress towards an attainment date for the five National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). As discussed in Section 4.3.6.1 Air Quality Management Plan 
Consistency, page 4.3-36 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project could violate an air quality 
standard, and therefore, could contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Thus, 
Project emissions could cumulatively contribute to an exceedance of a pollutant for which the Basin is in 
nonattainment (ozone, PM10 and PM2.5) at a monitoring station within the Basin which would not be 
consistent with the AQMP. Although the WLC project is consistent with policies, rules, and regulations 
identified in the AQMP’s and the State Implementation Plans to achieve attainment of NAAQS, the WLC 
project could impede AQMP attainment because its construction and operational emissions exceed the 
SCAQMD regional significance thresholds, so the Project is considered to be inconsistent with the AQMP. 
Despite the implementation of mitigation measures, the WLC project would exceed applicable thresholds 
for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOx. In the absence of further feasible mitigation to reduce 
the WLC project’s criteria pollutant emissions to below SCAQMD thresholds, potential air quality impacts 
are significant and unavoidable. Although the WLC air quality impacts are significant and unavoidable and 
could hinder attainment of the NAAQS, it is just one of the many factors the City will review and deliberate 
when making an informed decision on the WLC project. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-7: SB 375 is discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, under 
Section 4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability. SB 375 sets regional GHG 
emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. Local governments can directly influence both the siting 
and design of new residential and commercial developments in a way that reduces GHG emissions 
associated with vehicle travel. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) demonstrates the 
region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB. The SCS outlines 
the plan for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern 
that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and transportation demands. 
The regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary local efforts that support the goals of SB 375, 
as evidenced by several Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects and various county transportation 
improvements. The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth solely as those that will be 
provided and operation of the WLC, in high-quality transit areas and other opportunity areas in existing 
main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and 
more opportunity for transit-oriented development. This overall land use development pattern supports and 
complements the proposed transportation network, which emphasizes system preservation, active 
transportation, and transportation demand management measures. The RTP/SCS exceeds its greenhouse 
gas emission-reduction targets set by the CARB by achieving an 8 percent reduction by 2020, an 18 percent 
reduction by 2035, and a 21 percent reduction by 2040 compared to the 2005 level on a per capita basis. 
The RTP also includes an appendix on Goods Movement, which describes a process to develop and deploy 
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needed technologies for improving efficiency of goods movement, along with key action steps for public 
sector agencies to help move the region to that objective. SCAG recognizes Southern California’s role as 
the nation’s epicenter for distribution and logistics and acknowledges that logistics in the region will see 
continued growth. The 2016 RTP/SCS identifies near zero- and zero-emission technologies as a priority 
and establishes the regional path forward towards improving the goods movement system. Additionally, the 
2016 RTP/SCS discusses State programs such as the Heavy Truck and Bus Rule, that requires all heavy-
duty vehicles to have model year 2010 or newer engines by 2023. Programs such as this would apply to 
the Project and ensure “smart” growth in the logistics industry as a whole. 

A comparison of the WLC project design features and mitigation measures with the 2016 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) / Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is presented below. The WLC 
supports many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their vision. 

Integrating strategies for land use and transportation: The WLC supports this concept by 
bringing jobs to a job poor city, which will allow the residents to live closer to where they work, 
provide greater opportunities for biking and walking. The Project will provide ridesharing information 
to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe 
pedestrian connections between on-site uses and ridesharing for commute trip reduction, allow for 
more sustainable growth, and results in a reduction of vehicle miles travelled (VMT). 

Striving for Sustainability: The WLC supports this theme by using resources efficiently by being 
one of the most sustainable developments of its kind. The WLC’s innovative environmental design, 
water and energy conservation strategies as well as its utilization of the cleanest diesel technology 
available, solar, and alternative fuels will ensure the utmost in environmental compatibility. The 
Project will provide ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, 
add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and 
ridesharing for commute trip reduction. 

Leveraging Technology: The WLC will be required to provide an alternative fueling station that 
will be open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed 
natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3.6.3C, page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 
Future development will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development 
approval. All operational equipment will utilize non-diesel technologies and will use electric when 
available. The following Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs), as outlined in Figure 10 of the 
RETR, include the following categories which will exceed minimal compliance with current Title 24 
requirements by 12 -16 percent depending on building characteristics: (1) envelope, (2) exterior 
loads, (3) internal equipment loads, (4) lighting, (5) daylighting, and (6) HVAC. The WLC is required 
to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings 
to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.7-28 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The use of Photovoltaic (PV) in each phase would cover both the peak 
electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving 
effective near zero-emission status for the offices (2018 RSFEIR page 4.17-27). 

Supporting commerce, economic growth and opportunity: The WLC supports this theme by 
providing jobs closer to existing housing in a city that has an extremely low job to housing ratio 
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which will reduce VMT and provide revenue to the City. The Project also builds high-tech logistics 
facilities that will promote the smooth flow of goods with a goal of utilizing the latest technology to 
reduce emissions and provide easier access to jobs. Keeping people working close to home will 
allow them to have a better work life environment and thrive. The Project will provide ridesharing 
information to employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe 
pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction (MM 
4.3.6.4A page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

Promoting the links among public health, environmental protection and economic 
opportunity: The WLC places a priority on public health and reducing Project emissions for better 
air quality. As stated above, the Project will implement many measures to reduce emissions related 
to utilizing cleaner burning diesel, alternative fueled trucks and equipment, solar, etc. The WLC 
also is required to provide the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission 
control regulations including the use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks, Tier 4 off-road 
construction equipment, idling restrictions to three minutes in one-hour, and electrical hookups for 
equipment (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project is also 
required to provide accessibility to transit, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian access within and to 
communities within 0.25 miles to promote a more active lifestyle (MM 4.3.6.4A on page 4.3-60 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

As demonstrated above, if the City of Moreno Valley approves the WLC project, it would fulfill its obligation 
under SB 375 for “smart growth.” Additionally, as demonstrated in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, impacts from greenhouse gas emissions are less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-8: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, 
its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 
through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the 
process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the 
name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently 
informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 
1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for 
review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public 
review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served 
the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; 
as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding 
the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR 
will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines 
§15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this 
document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 
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Response to Comment 1-G148-9: Cleaner trucks are required by the CARB Drayage Truck Regulations 
which are described in Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 
4.3-13 and 4.3-14. The purpose of the regulation is to reduce emissions and public exposure to diesel 
particulate matter (diesel PM), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and other air contaminants by setting emission 
standards for in-use, heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles that transport cargo to and from California’s ports 
and intermodal rail facilities.127 The regulation requires an accelerated introduction of “clean trucks” into the 
statewide truck fleet resulting in substantially lower diesel emissions. The regulation states that drayage 
trucks are subject to the provisions of Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2025, which requires 
that all not otherwise exempt in-use on-road diesel vehicles, including drayage trucks, have a 2010 model 
year emissions equivalent engine by January 1, 2023. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B128 on pages 4.3-53 and 
4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR state: 

k) All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and 
industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-
diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have 
emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall 
have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in 
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. 

l) All diesel trucks entering logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards 
specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be 
powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. Facility operators shall maintain a 
log of all trucks entering the facility to document that the truck usage meets these emission 
standards. This log shall be available for inspection by City staff at all time. 

Operational Truck Idling discussed on page 4.3-22 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR states that each 
truck was assumed to idle for 5 minutes or less in any one hour consistent with the California Air Resources 
Board’s Air Toxic Control Measure that limits such idling to 5 minutes and requirements specified in the 
World Logistics Center Specific Plan. Although Project mitigation limits idling per truck to 3 minutes in any 
one hour (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B, construction, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), this reduction 
in emissions has not been accounted for in the Project emissions to provide a worst-case analysis. 

Per the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the 2010 engine requirement and 3-minute idling 
time will be verified by the City through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating 
at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number which will be identified as the primary method of verifying 
truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection 
by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance 
efforts and If they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. 
Thus, this is a legitimate mitigation measure to reduce impacts, and it is an enforceable mitigation measure 
under CEQA. 

                                                      
127 California Code of Regulations, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Division 3, title 13, section 2027, Drayage Truck Regulations, 

2011. Available online at: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-
179310568.1519193875 

128 Additions to park k) of the mitigation measure are shown in underlined text. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-179310568.1519193875
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-179310568.1519193875
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Refer to Response to Comments 1-G120-2 and 1-G121-2 and 1-F6-11 for additional discussion regarding 
enforcement of mitigation measures for the use of cleaner trucks and idling restrictions. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-10: A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be 
prepared for the WLC project in compliance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and 
Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Section 21081.6 of the 
Public Resources Code states: “…the [lead] agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
changes made to the Project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment… [and the program] shall be designed to ensure compliance during 
project implementation.” The City of Moreno Valley is the Lead Agency for the WLC project. The MMRP 
will identify the mitigation measures prescribed in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR to reduce the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during 
which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and monitored, the enforcement agency, and the 
verification/approval party and the penalty for non-compliance. Assignment of responsibility for 
implementation of mitigation measures may be enforced through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
measures. CEQA does not require an outside agency to investigate and enforce compliance with mitigation 
measures, but all mitigation measures are fully enforceable as described above through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other measures. The MMRP was part of the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Section 3.0. The 
2015 MMRP will be revised and included in this Response to Comments Document as Chapter 5.0 based 
on revisions provided in the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The revised MMRP will 
be part of the resolution certifying the adequacy of the Revised Final EIR and will be dealt with in the new 
resolution. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-11: The forecasts for truck traffic to and from the WLC are presented in 
Section 4C of the TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. As described in Section 2A of the TIA 
located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, the trip generation rates for high-cube warehouses were 
estimated using survey data from a 2016 report entitled High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation 
Analysis. This report was prepared by the Institute of Transportation Engineers with the support of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the agency responsible for regulating air pollution in the 
Los Angeles and Inland Empire region. As stated in Section 2A of the TIA, SCAQMD has indicated its 
acceptance of these rates, “Staff recommends truck trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) for high cube warehouse projects located in SCAQMD.” 

The passenger car and truck trips derived by the methodology in the TIA was used for determining trip 
generation rates as explained above were used to evaluate air quality and health risk impacts as discussed 
in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The air quality and health risk evaluations were 
based on South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) assessment methodologies and significance thresholds as discussed in 
Section 4.3.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Refer to Response 1-G120-7 for additional discussion. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-12 Since 2015, the October 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip 
Generation Analysis (Report) was completed. This Report is a major trip generation study for high-cube 
warehouses which is the predominant form of land use within the WLC Project. As described in Section 2A 
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of the TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, survey data from the Report was used. This Report 
was prepared by the Institute of Transportation Engineers with the support of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), the agency responsible for regulating air pollution in the Los Angeles and 
Inland Empire region. As reported in Section 2A of the TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, 
SCAQMD has indicated its acceptance of these lower rates, “Draft final results for the Warehouse Truck 
Trip Study were completed and were lower than SCAQMD recommended truck trip rates in the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Staff recommends truck trip rates from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) for high cube warehouse projects located in SCAQMD.” 

Based on substantial evidence collected by ITE and presented in the 2017 10th edition of ITE’s Trip 
Generation Manual and in the 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis, the data from 
these two sources were appropriately used in the current analysis of the WLC traffic impacts. As discussed 
in Section 4.15.3.2 on page 4.15-29 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the 10th Edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual 
was used for trip generation rates and directionality (percent of vehicles entering and leaving the site) while 
the percentage of vehicles in each vehicle class was taken from the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip 
Generation Analysis. A combination of sources was required because the Trip Generation Manual reported 
the directional split but not the vehicle mix while High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis 
reported the vehicle mix but not the directional mix. Additionally, traffic counts for the Skechers warehouse 
substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR. 

Please note that the 2014 TIA located in Appendix L of the Revised DEIR was prepared prior to the High-
Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis which was published in 2016. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-13: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G148-12. The traffic forecast in the 
TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR used the best data currently available, including warehouse surveys 
taken more recently than the 2007 article cited by the commenter. The air quality analysis, Section 4.3 in 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, is likewise based on the current best available data and 
methodologies. The analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is more accurate than what would 
come from the 2006 paper because the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR used more recent data and 
because the analysis was specific to the WLC rather than the generic analysis in the cited paper. The air 
quality and health risk assessment were based on the traffic forecast that used the more recent data and 
therefore, the assessments in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are appropriate. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-14: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G148-12 and 1-G148-13 regarding 
truck traffic estimates. As for the costs from increases in morbidity and mortality, Section 4.3.6.6 Summary 
of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
discusses the health effects from exposure to increased ozone and PM2.5 levels resulting from construction 
and operation of the Project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health 
incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, 
respectively. The “background health incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on 
available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the 
Project.129 When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the 

                                                      
129 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 
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number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban 
environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health 
effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects information is provided as information to the public 
and decision makers to provide an understanding regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the 
potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, 
morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project emissions across the Southern California model domain 
for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health 
effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model 
domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related 
health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related 
hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial 
infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and 
nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated 
Ozone-related health effects show and increase in respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), 
mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for 
all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the 
existing background incidences, the health effects from other criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern 
in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not 
quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes 
to the public and decision makers. Additionally, economic impacts aren’t treated as CEQA impacts per 
CEQA Guidelines §15131(a).130 

Response to Comment 1-G148-15: Related to the comment on sensitive receptors, an acute and chronic 
health risk analysis was prepared to determine the increased risk for non-cancer health and a health risk 
assessment for increased cancer risks was prepared. Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from 
the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operational HRA). The results are provided 
separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in 
cancer risk during Project operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk from Project 
construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the 
Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of a lifetime incremental increase 
of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction 
impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 
4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated increase in cancer risk 
for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full buildout operation in 2035 
(Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in 
cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant 
impact. Overall, without mitigation, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel 
PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation 
incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially 

                                                      
130 Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a 

chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes 
resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate 
economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and 
effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes. 
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lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer 
risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed 
the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 
4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.63A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, and 4.3.6.5A. The large reduction in 
cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the 
commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that 
the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk 
significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners 
of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 
World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of 
the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total 
incremental cancer risk for those sensitive receptors to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as 
shown on Table 4.3-30, page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Thus, with the implementation 
of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, 
would be mitigated to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-16: Regarding the environmental issues that were re-evaluated within the 
2018 RSFEIR, the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the WLC Project are identified in 
Table 1.1 of the 2018 RSFEIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15093, a lead agency can approve 
a project that has significant and unavoidable impacts if the lead agency adopts a statement of overriding 
considerations. Prior to adopting the statement of overriding considerations, CEQA Guidelines §15093 (a) 
requires the decision-making agency (i.e., City of Moreno Valley) to balance the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide and statewide environmental benefits, of the 
proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks. These overriding considerations are required 
to be approved prior to the City approving the Project. 

Response to Comment 1-G148-17: Regarding the jobs associated with the WLC project, Section 4.13 of 
the 2015 Final EIR (Volume 2) estimates that the Project will generate approximately 20,300 new 
employment opportunities as stated on page 4.13-14. The comment does not raise any environmental 
issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 
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The notice announcing availability of Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 

for the World Logistics Center (WLC) claims that the Revised Sections have been released "pursuant to 

the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, and in response to a Riverside Superior 

Court ruling".  Nothing could be farther from the truth.  The release of these documents is disrespectful 

of the law, the Court, and the public.   

The Revised Sections Document is Not in Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

The Project Description section of the Notice of Availability declares: "All of the entitlements for the 

World Logistics Center Project are in place" and the "the potential environmental impacts evaluated in 

the Revised Sections of the FEIR are based upon these adopted entitlements".  The Executive Summary 

(page 1-1 of the redline version) indicates the City intends to use the revised EIR, once certified, in 

conjunction with "future discretionary approvals required for the development of the World Logistics 

Center (WLC), including, but not limited to subdivision maps, plot plan approvals, and annexation of 

land".   

Based upon the documents that have been released for public review, it appears that the City seeks to 

create the benefits of a program EIR to streamline future, as yet unspecified implementing actions for a 

specific plan of development that has already been approved.  Aside from listing the types of approvals 

that may be involved, no information  is provided regarding the nature of such future implementing 

actions that would allow a reasonable understanding of any potential environmental consequences over 

and above the baseline condition of the approved specific plan.  While the documents characterize the 

project as implementation of the specific plan, the documents do not disclose a "project" as defined by 

CEQA.  There is currently no "trigger" for CEQA compliance. 

The City took advantage of CEQA statutory exemption provisions when it directly adopted the initiatives 

approving the General Plan amendment, change of zone and specific plan for the WLC. The City may not 

have its cake and eat it too by attempting to retrospectively assess an approved project.  There is no 

basis for the Revised EIR sections and the City must abandon this effort.   

The Revised EIR Sections is Not in Compliance with the Writ of Mandate and Associated Ruling 

Similar to the distortion of fundamental CEQA applicability, the City misrepresents the judge's orders to 

suit its desire to obtain the benefits of a program EIR by "fixing" the prior EIR.  The writ of mandate 

(copy attached) is very clear as to the corrective actions the City has been ordered to take.  First, the City 

was ordered to immediately rescind the August 2015 actions certifying the EIR and approving the parcel 

map.  The City Council has had three regular meetings since the writ was issued, but has yet to comply 

with these "immediate" remedies ordered by the court.  When will the City comply with Judge Waters' 

order to rescind the August 2015 parcel map approval and EIR certification (including findings, 

statement of overriding considerations and mitigation monitoring program)? 
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Once the prior approvals are rescinded, the writ requires the City to comply with CEQA.  The writ does  

not order the City to make changes to certain sections of the faulty EIR as the City suggests, but instructs 

the City is to take the errors the Court found in the faulty EIR into consideration in any new CEQA 

document the City prepares.   

The writ clearly and explicitly voids the entire EIR.  The City must start anew with an evaluation of CEQA 

compliance requirements when it intends to entertain a "project" as defined by CEQA and taking into 

consideration current baseline conditions (including the approved status of the WLC Specific Plan). 

 

 

With reasonable expectation that the City will summarily dismiss these comments, answers to the 

following questions are necessary to confirm compliance with the City's Rules and Procedures for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

1.  When was ESA placed on the City's approved consultant list? 

2.  What is the effective date of the contract between Highland Fairview and ESA for preparation of the 

Revised Sections? 

3.  When was the first draft Revised Sections document submitted to City staff for review? 

4.  Who conducted legal review of the Revised Sections documents for the City? 

5.  When were the Revised Sections documents approved for public release? 

6.  Has the City incurred any costs to date in conjunction with the Revised Sections that have not been 

reimbursed by the applicant? 

7.  Did the City contract with any consultants to fulfill the City's independent review obligation?  If so, 

please identify the consultant(s) and when they were placed on the City's approved consultants list. 

8.  When did the City provide copies of the Revised Sections documents to designated City officials and 

staff in accordance with Section 9.4.C of the City's Rules and Procedures for the Implementation of the 

California Environmental Quality Act? 

Comment Letter 1-G151
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G151: Kathleen Dale 

Response to Comment 1-G151-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088 
(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues. 

Response to Comment 1-G151-2: In November 2015, the City Council in response to petitions submitted 
to it for the General Plan Amendment, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Development 
Agreement, vacated approvals for those entitlements granted in August, and then readopted the GPA, the 
Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Development Agreement. Parcel Map 36547 was not part of 
the initiative process and is not currently approved. The WLC Specific Plan entitles 40.6 million square feet 
of logistics and associated infrastructure land uses on the 2,610-acre WLC project site. In February 2016, 
lawsuits were filed challenging the use of the initiative process to adopt the Development Agreement. The 
trial judge rejected the challenges. However, in August 2018, the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, 
Division One, reversed the trial court judgment, holding that the initiative process could not be used to adopt 
the Development Agreement, and directed the trial court to issue a writ of mandate ordering the City to 
vacate its November, 2015, approval of the Development Agreement. Section 3.7.3 of the FEIR also 
identifies various actions by others that are needed for development of the WLC project, such as maps, 
plot plans, and the development agreement. As discussed in Section 3.7.2 on page 3-119, of the FEIR, 
each building developed within the WLC site will be subject to a discretionary Plot Plan process described 
in Section 11 of the Specific Plan. It should be noted that the petitioners challenged the use of a program 
EIR through CEQA litigation, the challenge was rejected by the trial court, and that rejection hasn’t been 
appealed. 

This Response to Comments Document along with the Final RSFEIR consisting of the combination of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the 2018 RSFEIR, as well as the 2015 Final EIR which will constitute 
the Revised Final EIR will be used by the City to deliberate the approval or denial of the construction and 
operation of the WLC Project. Various approvals have already been granted; the General Plan Amendment, 
rezoning, and Specific Plan, as stated above, and are included as a baseline for the Project in the 2018 
RSFEIR. CEQA §15088.5 (a) states a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review 
under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can include 
changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. Thus, the 
court order which found sections of the 2015 Final EIR deficient and ordered them revised constituted “new 
information” under CEQA and “triggered” a recirculation of the 2015 Final EIR, the 2018 RSFEIR. Therefore, 
the basis for the 2018 RSFEIR was the revised sections prepared to correct the deficiencies found by the 
court. 

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court 
Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-G151-3: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G151-2 for a discussion on the 
initiative regarding the General Plan Amendment, zone change and specific plan approvals. The 2018 
RSFEIR does not retrospectively assess an approved project. CEQA §15378 (a) states that “Project means 
the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
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environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment …” Thus, the WLC 
Project has to be evaluated in its entirety and has chosen to do this in a Programmatic EIR. Development 
of the WLC Specific Plan is the project, as defined by CEQA, and the project that was analyzed in the 2015 
Final EIR and 2018 RSFEIR. Approval of the General Plan amendment, specific plan and zone change 
were used as a baseline in the environmental analysis. As stated above in Response to Comment 1-G151-
2, the 2018 RSFEIR was required by CEQA as new information became available which had to be 
recirculated for public comment. 

Response to Comment 1-G151-4: The initiatives that were approved provided approval of certain land 
use entitlements, however, other discretionary approvals including the development agreement and 
tentative parcel map are still required to be approved by the City of Moreno Valley (refer to Response to 
Comment 1-G151-3, above). The comment states that there is “no basis for the Revised EIR sections”, but 
CEQA provides for the preparation of additional environmental documents to address deficiencies identified 
by courts or under circumstances as described in the CEQA statutes and regulations. Other statements in 
the comment do not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and 
thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G151-5: The law allows the City to appeal the judgment, which it has done. See 
Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District Division 
Two, Case No. E071184. The City will respond to the trial court’s order as determined by the outcome of 
the appeal. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court 
of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, 
Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to 
be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and 
caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped 
GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of 
other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of 
Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comment 1-G151-6: The writ did not void the entire EIR, refer to Topical Response C, 
Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the 
EIR process, content and project approvals. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G151-2, above, the 
2018 RSFEIR complied with the writ and recirculated the sections of the 2015 Final EIR that the judge 
found to be deficient. 

Response to Comment 1-G151-7: Although these questions do not raise any environmental issues or 
address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, answers have been provided below. 

1. ESA was approved by City staff on a project specific basis to provide the environmental 
documentation for the WLC project. 

2. The effective date of the contract between Highland Fairview and ESA for preparation of the 
Revised Sections is February 22, 2018. 

3. The first draft Revised Sections document was submitted to City staff for review in June 2018. 
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4. Legal review of the Revised Sections documents for the City were conducted by the City Attorney 
and Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP. 

5. The Revised Sections document was approved for public release on July 25, 2018. 

6. The City has/has not incurred any costs to date in conjunction with the 2018 RSFEIR that have not 
been reimbursed by the applicant. 

7. The City did not contract with any consultants to fulfill the City’s independent review obligation. 

8. The City provided copies of the 2018 RSFEIR to designated City officials and staff in accordance 
with Section 9.4.C of the City’s Rules and Procedures for the implementation of CEQA on July 25, 
2018. 

Response to Comment 1-G151-8: This comment provides attachments to their Comment Letter and does 
not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further 
response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 7:06 AM

To: Julia Descoteaux

Subject: FW: Logistics Center

 
 
From: Kekulsick [mailto:kekulsick@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 6, 2018 2:25 PM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: Logistics Center 

 
 
 
I am vehemently opposed to the center. Despite fixes that the developer is proposing, traffic and pollution will 
only get worse. It is already hard getting to Riverside on the freeway at any time of the day. This project will 
only make it worse, and it will greatly affect the quality of life in our community in a negative way. Will 
probably move if the project develops.  
 
Kathy Kulsick 
 
 
 
 
 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  

Comment Letter 1-G152

1-G152-1

lmaier
Line



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 434 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G152: Kathy Kulsick 

Response to Comment 1-G152-1: Related to traffic and pollution, Section 4.3 (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR) and Section 4.15 (2018 RSFEIR) provides a discussion of both increases in air emissions and 
traffic volumes along roadways and freeways and at intersections. The other statements in the comment 
do not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further 
response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Tuesday, September 4, 2018 7:08 AM

To: 'Keri Then'

Cc: Richard Sandzimier; Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: RE: World Logistics Center Revised Environmental Impact Report, dated June 2018

Thank you for your comments.  We will include them as part of the record. 
Best. 
Albert Armijo 
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553 

 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Keri Then [mailto:kerithen@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 3, 2018 12:12 AM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: World Logistics Center Revised Environmental Impact Report, dated June 2018 
 
To: Mr Albert Armijo, Interim Planning Manager, City of Moreno Valley 
 
Ref: Public Comment Regarding  World Logistics Center Revised Environmental Impact Report, dated June 2018 
 
Dear Mr Armijo, 
 
I would like to submit the following comments regarding the World Logistics Center, Revised Environmental Impact 
Report, dated June 2018. 
 
1. I do not support the proposed World Logistics Center Project, Revised Environmental Impact Report (REIR), dated 
June 2018. The proposed nine-year construction schedule is too long for a governmental agency to approve and should 
be reduced both in scope and length of construction time to allow for incremental review and approval of Developer 
reports and plans. It is also too long a period for a governmental agency to be reasonably assured that air, noise, ground 
water, traffic, wildlife, fauna, trail, and worker safety issues will be sufficiently mitigated to meet the needs of the City or 
its residents. There is no assurance given within the REIR that the Project will offer an environmentally sensitive plan that 
will meet current and future regional air, water, and noise quality standards as defined by State, Regional, and Local Air, 
Water, and Noise Quality Management Districts. 
In addition, a 2,800 ft night time grading restriction for a nine-year proposed project will not ensure day time activities 
occurring within 1/2 mile of the site, at existing residential and business locations, I.e., homes,  two markets, and a post 
office, are not negatively impacted. 
The World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLCSP) should also include provisions that every business within the site must 
meet future wage, worker benefit, and labor hour laws as adopted by both the City and the State during the life of the 
Project and the Plan. 
2. The REIR does not mitigate or offers inconsequential mitigation with respect to issues related to CO2 hot spots, view 
sheds, and light pollution, and will change the VERY vista of the City’s brown valley to one of grey industrial warehousing 
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buildings. This unmitigated concern will leave future residents wondering where is the “Moreno” Valley. 
3. There is no requirement or condition in the REIR or WLCSP for solar powered electric generating farms or battery-
storage plants to power future electric trucks, heavy equipment, or industrial warehouse equipment such as forklifts. This 
condition of approval would further mitigate the most noted pollutant, diesel particulate matter. 
4. There is no offered mitigation in the REIR to ensure future wildlife migration patterns are provided or to mitigate the 
impact on current wildlife migration patterns. 
5. There is no mitigation offered in the REIR to ensure the safe removal of human remains that may be found on a 
project that extends across 2,600 acres. An archeologist, experienced in human burial excavation, should be contracted 
and paid for by the Developer, to remain on site for the entire nine-year construction period and during the full duration 
of all construction activities. 
6. No mitigation was provided in the REIR to integrate, or preserve for historical purposes, the Juan Bautista de Anza Trail 
that intersects or crosses the WLCSP. The Developer offered to fund a $5,000 marker to note the Trail’s existence. This 
inconsequential mitigation effort in no way provides a means to integrate the Trail with existing plans within the City to 
both highlight and improve the Trail’s visibility and access. 
7. The REIR states the site shows no sign of seismic induced failure yet the site sits within 100 ft of an arroyo known to 
flood, produce sink holes,  and overflow which could undermine buildings and structures. 
8. The REIR states the “...Project will substantially improve the City’s job/housing balance..,” but offers no evidence or 
support for this statement. 
9. The REIR states, “The WLC project would not have significant project- related impacts related to dividing an 
established community... While the WLC project would represent a shift in land use policy, this policy shift does not 
represent a significant CEQA impact.” This statement is patently false as determined by the fact a REIR was legally 
required by court order. 
10. The REIR states “The Project operations will create significant long-term noise impacts on site and along a number of 
off-site roadways. Not all off-site impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels by installing sound-attenuation 
improvements.”  The REIR further states “...noise studies will be completed and if found to be needed, noise mitigation 
measures will be used...” but fails to identify exact method or scope.  The REIR states “...Applicant shall send letters by 
registered mail to all property owners and non-owner occupants of properties that would benefit from the proposed 
mitigation asking them to provide a position either in favor of or in opposition to the proposed noise abatement mitigation 
within 45 days. Each property shall be entitled to one vote on behalf of owners and one vote per dwelling on behalf of 
non-owner occupants.” I am a property owner that may be impacted by noise from this project and I formally request a 
copy of the proposed noise abatement mitigation prior to issuance of any construction permits. 
 
Please record these comments as part of the public record and note that I oppose approval of this Project, the Plan, and 
the REIR. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Keri A. Then 
Moreno Valley, CA 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G155: Keri Then 

Response to Comment 1-G155-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G155-2: Construction of the WLC Project is expected to be approximately 15 
years as discussed in Section 3.3.13 of the 2018 RSFEIR and Section 3.4.13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. The mitigation measures provided in Sections 4 and 6 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR are required to be implemented with the development of the WLC Project. These 
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts; however, as discussed in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, there are significant and unavoidable impacts associated with aesthetics, 
air quality, land use and planning, noise, and traffic. 

Response to Comment 1-G155-3: Regarding every business within the WLC site meeting future wage, 
worker benefit, and labor hour laws, each business will be required to comply with state and federal labor 
laws. This comment does not raise any environmental issues associated with the proposed project, and 
thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G155-4: The evaluation provided in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR was for carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots and not carbon dioxide (CO2) hotspots. As discussed in 
Section 4.3.5.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the significance of localized project impacts under 
CEQA depends on whether ambient CO levels in the vicinity of the project are above or below the State 
and Federal CO standards. As discussed in Section 4.3.5.2, the proposed WLC Project would generate 
less than significant long-term microscale (CO Hotspot) emissions. The CO concentration for the year 2025 
and the year 2035 as shown in Table 4.3-6 and 4.3-7, respectively, would not exceed the State or Federal 
CO concentration standards. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required related to CO hotspots. 

As for viewsheds, the 2018 RSFEIR identified that the analysis in the 2015 Final EIR has not changed. As 
discussed in Section 4.1.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR, the proposed WLC project would significantly impact 
one or more viewsheds (scenic vistas), notably views of the Badlands, Mount Russell and the Mount Russell 
Range, and Mystic Lake/San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Mitigation measures 4.1.6.1A through 4.1.6.1D of the 
2015 Final EIR are provided; however, there would still be a significant and unavoidable impact on scenic 
vistas due to the fundamental change in public views for residents within and surrounding the project site, 
for travelers on SR-60, Gilman Springs Road, Theodore Street and Redlands Boulevard. See Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its 
effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

As for light pollution, the 2018 RSFEIR identified that the analysis in the 2015 Final EIR has not changed. 
As discussed in Section 4.1.6.4 of the 2015 Final EIR, the proposed WLC Project would result in potential 
significant lighting impacts. However, Mitigation Measure 4.1.6.4A in the 2015 Final EIR is provided to meet 
or exceed the City’s standards regarding light impacts. After the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
4.1.6.4A, the Project’s lighting impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 1-G155-5: In Judge Sharon Waters Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate 
RIC1510967, February 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley, a comparison of feasible, cost-
effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in 
lower GHG Project emissions, was requested (refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation 
and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and 
Project approvals). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, 
Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of 
sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the 
energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added 
to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the Project. A full range of renewable energy 
supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. The Project falls within Moreno 
Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility to secure additional power from 
Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-
cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full 
analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report 
(RETR). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect 
compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate 
the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project is required to comply in the WLC Specific 
Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance 
over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 
4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types 
of sustainable energy supply for the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the 
Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops 
of buildings to offset the power requirements within the Project (Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D on page 4.17-
28 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). Due to the limitations that current 
MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 
kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 
buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity 
would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full 
build-out. MVU regulations do not allow for the additional capacity and the Project does not have jurisdiction 
over the MVU to require changes to MVU regulations to allow for solar generating power in excess of that 
allowed under current regulations. Thus, it is not feasible to require the additional solar generation. The use 
of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy 
usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly 
speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade 
the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation 
over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy 
needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project Design Features to reduce energy usage 
were added as part of the Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project 
Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. 
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A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU 
solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to 
charge a battery. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure is not compatible with the Project’s peak 
electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable 
option. 

However, to reduce air quality impacts, all yard trucks will be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, 
or an equivalent non-diesel fuel; off-road engines will utilize Tier 4 engines or greater; on-road engines will 
meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards (yard trucks); any diesel truck entering the WLC facility 
will meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other 
diesel alternative; and all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or any 
non-diesel fuel (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

See topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court 
Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

Nonetheless, the WLC is committing to additional measures including a publicly accessible fueling station 
offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public which will be 
placed a minimum of 1,000 feet from any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site zoned sensitive uses (MM 
4.3.6.3C, page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Other mitigation measures are not available 
at this time, such as utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the Project due to regulatory 
requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR). 

Response to Comment 1-G155-6: As discussed in Section 4.4 on page 4.4-64 of the 2018 RSFEIR, 
development of the Project would not adversely affect wildlife movement in the area and would not fragment 
habitat or adversely affect wildlife movement through the surrounding area because the WLC site contains 
limited vegetation cover and minimal resource value for wildlife moving between habitat blocks. Because 
Project impacts to future wildlife migration patterns would be less than significant, no mitigation measures 
are required. 

Response to Comment 1-G155-7: The removal of human remains, if discovered, was not an issue that 
was updated in the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under CEQA. See Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. However, as stated in the 2015 Final EIR in Section 4.5 on page 
4.5-17, there is a possibility that ground-disturbing activities during construction may uncover buried human 
remains. However, there are current state laws that are required to be followed that would reduce potential 
impacts to buried human remains to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 1-G155-8: The Juan Bautista de Anza Trail was not an issue that was updated in 
the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under CEQA. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, 
Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, 
content and project approvals. The WLC Project would result in a potential significant impact on the historic 
Juan Bautista de Anza trail in the Project area. As a result, Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.2B on page 4.5-27 of 
the 2015 Final EIR included the installation of a historical marker acknowledging the passing of Juan 
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Bautista de Anza through the area during his exploration of California. Implementation of this mitigation 
measures was found to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 

Response to Comment 1-G155-9: Seismic induced failures as well as geology and soils were not issues 
that were updated in the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under. See Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. As provided in Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1C on page 4.6-19 of the 
2015 Final EIR, as each development proposal is brought forward to the City and prior to approval of grading 
permits, the City will be required to review and approve plans confirming that the project has been designed 
to withstand anticipated ground shaking and other geotechnical and soil constraints such as settlement. 
The implementation of this measure would reduce potential significant impacts to less than significant. 
Furthermore, it should be noted that CEQA need not address impacts, such as seismic activities, on a 
project, pursuant to California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
62 Cal. 4th 369, 385-388 (2015). 

Response to Comment 1-G155-10: The improvement in the City’s jobs to housing balance was not 
updated in the 2018 RSFEIR because it was not required under CEQA. See topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. Section 4.13.5 in the 2015 Final EIR provides a discussion and 
supports the determination that the WLC project would improve the jobs housing balance within the City. 
Additionally, Appendix O to the 2015 Final EIR analyzes the WLC’s job generation. 

Response to Comment 1-G155-11: The issue regarding physical division of an established community 
was not updated in the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under CEQA. See topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. Section 4.10.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR states that because the 
proposed WLC Project is located at the edge of the community, its development could not physically divide 
the community, and no impact would occur relative to residences near the southwest corner of the site. 
However, Section 4.10.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR states that because seven existing rural residences are 
located on the Project site, the WLC Project could physically divide the existing community and could 
represent a significant land use impact. As further discussed in Section 4.10.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR, 
there is no effective mitigation available to protect or separate these existing residences from future 
warehousing buildings and operations. Therefore, potential impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 1-G155-12: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are 
provided within this comment. However, if an owner’s property falls within the area triggered by a building-
specific noise study, the owner would receive the letter outlining the proposed noise mitigation measure, 
and the owner would have time to vote on the proposed mitigation. 

Response to Comment 1-G155-13: The disposition of all comments provided on the environmental 
documentation are part of the record, including the comments provided in this letter. 
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From: Julia Descoteaux

Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 2:54 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux

Subject: FW: Project called "World Logistics Center East side of Redlands Blvd

 
 

 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
 
Julia Descoteaux  
Associate Planner 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3209 | e: juliad@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  

From: kirk hansen [mailto:kirksevern@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 2:53 PM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: Project called "World Logistics Center East side of Redlands Blvd 

 
I have read your notice of availability, 
I am so frustrated obtaining this notices, I moved from Orange county to the now called "rancho 
belago" area to provide my children a better place to grow. in 2006 when I purchased a new home I 
was given information that my high dollar property taxes included the special assessment for new 
schools to be built east of Redlands Blvd and Cottonwood. I have been paying so much money and 
have not seen a new school built I had to send my children to another city to obtain a better 
opportunity of education, 
Can you update me as to when I would get a break on the special assessments being charged for 
your new "logistic center"? 
Thanks, 
Kirk Hansen  
 
 

Comment Letter 1-G157

1-G157-1

lmaier
Line



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 442 

RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G157: Kirk Hansen 

Response to Comment 1-G157-1: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, the Lead Agency 
(City of Moreno Valley) is required to provide the public a notice of availability of draft EIR. The 2018 
RSFEIR was circulated for public review for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. As for property 
taxes and special assessment for new schools, these issues do not raise specific objections to the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
However, there are no special assessments being charged by the Project for schools. In fact, the Applicant 
will be required to pay school impact fees to the Moreno Valley Unified School District and the San Jacinto 
Unified School District for providing new school facilities as discussed on page 4.14-16 of the 2015 Final 
EIR (Volume 2). 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G166: Lila Smith 

Response to Comment 1-G166-1: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, 
its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 
through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the 
process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the 
name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently 
informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 
1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for 
review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public 
review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served 
the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as 
discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the 
Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will 
contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines 
§15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines 
§15132. 2019 The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this 
document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 

Response to Comment 1-G166-2: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-G166-3: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. State CEQA Guidelines §15088 
(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues. 

Response to Comment 1-G166-4: The TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) was revised based on an 
October 2016 report entitled High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis131 which was jointly 
sponsored by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), a leading environmental 
agency for Riverside County, and the National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAIOP), 
representing developers, and conducted by a highly respected neutral party, the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE). The 2016 ITE study found that on average high-cube transload and short-term storage 
warehouses, the type of warehouse proposed for the WLC, generate fewer trips than had been assumed 
in the previous TIA for every analysis period (24 percent fewer in the AM peak period, 14 percent fewer in 
the PM peak hour, and 15 percent fewer on a daily basis). However, the volume of truck trips being 
generated in off-peak periods was higher than had previously been assumed. These results have been 
incorporated into the 2017 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual in a new land use code (Code 154) 
(2018 RSFEIR Appendix F page 29). SCAQMD has indicated its acceptance of these results.132 Based on 
                                                      
131 Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2016. High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis, October. Available 

online at: https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=a3e6679a%2De3a8%2Dbf38%2D7f29%2D2961becdd498 
132 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-

compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/high-cube-warehouse 

https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=a3e6679a%2De3a8%2Dbf38%2D7f29%2D2961becdd498
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/high-cube-warehouse
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/high-cube-warehouse
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the substantial evidence collected by ITE and presented in the 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual 
and in High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis, the data from these two sources were used 
in the current analysis of WLC traffic impacts. Specifically, the trip generation rates and directionality 
(percent of vehicle entering and leaving the site) were taken from the 10th edition of Trip Generation 
Manual, while the percentage of vehicles in each vehicle class was taken from High-Cube Warehouse 
Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. A combination of sources was required because the Trip Generation 
Manual reported the directional split but not the vehicle mix while the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip 
Generation Analysis reported the vehicle mix but not the directional mix. Thus, the revised TIA has a 
reduction of 15 percent daily trips based on the 2016 ITE study which specifically investigated high-cube 
warehouse vehicle trip generation (2018 RSFEIR Appendix F page 29). Based on this new data, the air 
quality and greenhouse gas impacts were analyzed. As indicated in Section 4.3 Air Quality of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the majority of air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable and 
the impacts addressed in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas, Climate Change, and Sustainability of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Furthermore, the 
traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors 
used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR, Table 4.15L, page 
4.15-44). 

Response to Comment 1-G166-5: The Court Ruling on the 2015 Final EIR found that only certain parts 
of the 2015 Final EIR were found to be deficient and thus needed revision. The City agrees that the 2015 
Final EIR certification will be set aside based on the non-compliance findings determined by the Court 
Ruling and that a writ ordered the City to set aside the certification of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR 
was prepared to correct the deficiencies identified in the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, 
the 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were 
found to be in compliance with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public 
administrative record. For additional discussion refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation 
and the Effects of Litigation regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and 
project approvals. 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 3:27 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: revisions to wlc eir comments

 
 
From: Lindsay Robinson [mailto:lr92555@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 10:06 AM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: revisions to wlc eir comments 

 
Dear Albert, 
 
I am not sure what the new game is that Mr. Benzeevi and the city are playing but I'll join the game without 
knowing their end around plan. 
 
The Writ of Mandate was explicitly clear that the "EIR is VOIDED IN WHOLE" (caps are my emphasis). No 
EIR = No project.  
 
What has the additional cost been to the taxpayers for the city of Moreno Valley to prepare these revised 
sections?  
 
Based on the statements in the Writ of Mandate and court ruling the city of Moreno Valley is 
misleading/deceiving the public by stating in thier public notice .... "All of the land use entitlements for the 
World Logistics Center are in place – the General Plan and Zoning designations, the Specific Plan, a request for 
annexation of unincorporated land and a development agreement. The potential environmental impacts 
evaluated in the Revised Sections of the FEIR are based upon these adopted entitlements allowing 40.6 million 
square feet of buildings specifically designed to support large scale logistic operations in a quality business 
environment."....... 
 
The ruling set aside the August 15 discretionary rulings so please explain why the city is once again deceiving 
the public in their biased efforts to support a project that doesn't belong on the east end of the city and the 
planning staff neglected to research the existing land use for jobs comparison. 
 
Removal of the San Jacinto Wildlife area land that Benzeevi was incorrectly using as his buffer completely 
changes the project therefore the entire project needs to go back to square one with the planning commission. 
The planning commission at the time was biased towards Benzeevi with all the pressure he applied to council as 
to who to appoint. All knew Meli was leaving but he needed her vote therefore the alternate positions were 
created, but abused. Another commissioner, Brian Lowell, fell for the promise of a council seat which failed 
and he too has moved away. The mayor is currently trying to stack the commission with the least qualified 
applicants but that's another battle. 
 
Why does the city think that a revision of this magnitude does not warrant an entirely new EIR and return to 
step one with the planning commission?  
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We have some of the worst traffic and air quality in the state. His revision to 15% less traffic is an insulting joke 
and will do nothing to alleviate the traffic nor air quality especially with the Aldi and Prologis warehouses that 
are already up and running. Additionally Phase 2 and 3 of the Skechers Business Park will impact. We asked 
that Benzeevi build these phases before action taken on the wlc and we were ignored. They still aren't built and 
Skechers had to lease another warehouse elsewhere so his claim they didn't want it built was another figment of 
his imagination.  
 
How does the city intend to alleviate the traffic and fix our roads when they are incapable of doing so now? Mr. 
Benzeevi is supposed to pay for the infrastructure within the area yet the city is proposing now to pay to fix 
Eucalyptus? 
 
If the taxpayers pay for Eucalyptus which street will he manipulate us into paying for next? 
 
The council in 2015 voted based on the project they were given (although Gutierrez neither read nor understood 
the issues, but was there to vote yes only). These revisions and court orders change this considerably and it 
needs to go back to square one, just as it should have when they snuck in the closure of Alessandro to through 
traffic and opened up Cactus without notifying residents. 
 
Seat the 2015 council with this project now and the vote would be entirely different with and overwhelming 
NO. No rezoning, no change to general plan, no change to specific plan. He fails to play by the rules and it's 
time to hold him accountable. 
 
Mr.Benzeevi failed to honor the development agreement regarding legal fee payments which should have had 
repercussions but didn't. Do other developers get this same special treatment?  
 
Mr. Benzeevi buys people off to get his way as well as takes whatever shortcuts he can. The city has been 
remiss in their blind support of the wlc and not done their due diligence at any step of the process leading to 
numerous lawsuits.  
 
The Writ of Mandate voided the EIR in its entirety. No EIR means no project. It does not say go back to the city 
and have them make a few revisions. The major changes to the project indicate it needs to go back to the 
planning stages and start the process over.  
 
I'm asking the city to start working for the residents and do the right thing here. Stop looking for shortcuts and 
loopholes that only benefit one businessman. There is much more to pick apart, but unfortunately I don't have 
an entire staff funded by taxpayers to give this a full analysis. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Lindsay Robinson 
 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G170: Lindsey Robinson 

Response to Comment 1-G170-1: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 

2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a 

lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G170-2: The Court Ruling on the 2015 Final EIR found that only certain parts 

of the 2015 Final EIR were found to be deficient and thus needed revision. The City agrees that the 2015 

Final EIR certification will be set aside based on the non-compliance findings determined by the Court 

Ruling and that a writ ordered the City to set aside the certification of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR 

was prepared to correct the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, the 2018 RSFEIR was 

circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were found to be in compliance 

with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public administrative record. For additional 

discussion, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation regarding 

the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-3: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 

2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a 

lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G170-4: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 

Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 

approvals. The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the 2018 RSFEIR identified that the land use entitlements 

associated with the WLC Project were in place including the General Plan, Zoning, and Specific Plan as 

well as a request for annexation and a development agreement. Land approvals were adopted through the 

initiative process in November, 2015, and upheld by the trial court in 2016, and not appealed. In August 

2018, the approval of the development agreement was reversed. Therefore, Parcel Map 36457 and the 

Development Agreement will be deliberated by the City of Moreno Valley City Council with the 2018 

RSFEIR. 

The City did research existing land uses for jobs comparisons, as discussed in the DEIR, Moreno Valley 

has a relatively low jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.45 compared to the overall regional ratio of 1.14 (i.e., 1.14 

jobs for each 1 housing unit) (Draft EIR, page 2-24). SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Plan and the Regional 

Transportation Plan encourages “bedroom” communities (i.e., those with more housing than jobs, such as 

Moreno Valley) to encourage jobs growth instead of housing growth, which will eventually help balance 

these factors across the region and help reduce commuter traffic (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). These plans 

forecast that the City’s ratio of jobs to housing will increase in the future but will still be less than 1.0 

(estimated 0.89 by 2035), compared to a projected ratio of 1.14 for the County and 1.29 for the entire SCAG 

area (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). The City’s jobs/housing ratio is expected to still be less than 1.0 by 2035, 

but to achieve that ratio, the City would need to attract over 34,000 jobs in the next 20 years, compared to 

attracting 17,000 new houses during that same period. A low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances 

that residents of Moreno Valley must drive to and from work. An economic study of the project133 concluded 

that the proposed WLC project could generate approximately 25,000 new on-site jobs within the City (2018 

                                                      
133 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 

California. October 11. 
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RSFEIR page 4.15-31). In addition to the projected on-site job creation, the study estimates the proposed 
WLC project could generate new off-site jobs (i.e., indirect/induced employment) in all industries of the 
economy.134 The study also estimated that an additional 7,583 indirect/induced jobs could be created in the 
County, of which 3,792 jobs were projected to be within the City as a result of project implementation.135 

Response to Comment 1-G170-5: The 910 acres of San Jacinto Wildlife Area and Western Riverside 
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan area was described as a “buffer zone” in the 
environmental analysis within the 2015 Final EIR. The Court Ruling required that references to the “buffer 
zone” be removed and a re-analysis be provided. The 2018 RSFEIR removed these references and 
provided a re-analysis. No specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR were provided, and 
thus no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-6: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-7: The air quality and traffic associated with the Project are addressed in 
Sections 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR, respectively. 
Mitigation measures are provided in both of these sections to reduce air emissions and provide traffic 
improvements to lessen potential impacts. As discussed in both of these sections, potential impacts would 
remain significant after the implementation of the mitigation measures. The reference to 15percent fewer 
trips is discussed on page 4.15-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. This discussion clarified the use of a trip generation 
study for high-cube warehouses prepared in October 2016 as well as a new edition of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual which was completed after the preparation of the 2015 
Final EIR. See the discussion on page 4.15-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. These were used to more accurately 
identify trips associated with warehouses. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse 
substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR, Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44). 

Response to Comment 1-G170-8: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 
2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a 
lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G170-9: As discussed in Section 4.15 on pages 4.15-129 through 4.15-131, 
various mitigation measures to reduce traffic impacts and fix City roads would be required as specific 
development proposals are submitted within the WLC Project site. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-10: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of 
the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required. 

                                                      
134 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 

California. October 11 
135 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 

California. October 11 
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Response to Comment 1-G170-11: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of 
the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-12: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of 
the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-13: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of 
the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-14: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the 
Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project 
approvals. 

Response to Comment 1-G170-15: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of 
the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G177: Marina and Allan Smiley, Andrew and Constance 
Guillen, and Edward Brassfield 

Response to Comment 1-G177-1: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 
2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-G177-2: The revised air quality analysis prepared for the WLC Project is provided 
in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and includes an evaluation of emissions from truck 
traffic and automobile trips identified in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in Appendix F of the 
2018 RSFEIR. Figure 37 of the TIA identifies that 0 percent of the truck traffic would travel to and from 
southwest of the WLC site while Figure 32 shows 29 percent of the automobile traffic would travel to and from 
southwest of the WLC site. Based on the 40,598 daily passenger vehicle trips for full buildout shown in Table 
23 of the TIA, approximately 11,773 daily passenger vehicle trips would travel to and from southwest of the 
WLC site using Cactus Avenue in 2040. Based on a review of Figure 12 on page 50 of the TIA, 909 AM peak 
hour trips and 833 PM peak hour trips occur under the Existing scenario at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands 
Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection and Figure 45 on page 285 of the TIA, 2,010 AM peak hour 
trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario at the Cactus 
Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection. Therefore, the peak hour trips under 
the 2040 scenario increase the existing peak hour volumes by approximately 121 percent in the AM and 197 
percent in the PM. During the 2025 Plus Phase 1 scenario when approximately 50% of the WLC Project is 
built out, the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would exceed the 
level of service standard and require the installation of a signal and the addition of one eastbound left turn 
lane and one westbound left turn lane (TIA, Table 50, page 235). 

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project evaluates congestion-related vehicle emissions 
at intersections and along roadway segments in the project vicinity that would result in potential local CO 
“hot spot” impacts. As discussed on pages 4.3-34 through 4.3-36 of Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the primary mobile source pollutant of local concern is CO, which is a direct 
function of vehicle travel speeds and idling time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. CO transport is extremely 
limited; it disperses rapidly with distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions. However, 
under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations proximate to a congested roadway or 
intersection may reach unhealthful levels affecting local sensitive receptors (residents, schoolchildren, etc.). 
High CO concentrations are typically associated with roadways or intersections operating at unacceptable 
levels of service or with very high traffic volumes. In areas with high ambient background CO 
concentrations, modeling is recommended to determine a project’s effect on local CO levels. The 2,010 AM 
peak hour trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario 
at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would be less than the 
peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-7, Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Intersections, 
2035, in Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Therefore, because the peak hour 
trips at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would be less than 
the peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-7, CO hotspot concentrations would be less than 
the concentrations that would occur at the intersections shown in Table 4.3-7. Therefore, CO hotspot 
impacts at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would not 
exceed the CO hotspot significance threshold and impacts would be less than significant, and less than the 
impacts disclosed in Table 4.3-7. 
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Furthermore, note that the Project will prohibit truck traffic from using Cactus Avenue to limit noise and air 
quality impacts on residential neighborhoods. Thus, the houses overlooking Avalon Avenue and Alicante 
Avenue would be less impacted by Project vehicle emissions than shown in Table 4.3-7 and the vehicle 
emission impacts would be less than significant. 

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project also includes a health risk assessment (HRA) 
provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The HRA addressed the existing residents 
that would experience the worst-case health risk impacts in the Project vicinity. These existing residents 
are located on the WLC site. These residents would be exposed to a greater amount of emissions from 
construction and operational activities due to their proximity to the proposed structures compared to 
residents adjacent to the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy intersection. Table 4.3-
26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-
year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operational 
HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project 
construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental 
increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation 
measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would 
represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health 
risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project 
full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the 
total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and 
would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, 
the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction 
activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for 
construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance 
threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable 
principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. 
Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for 
operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located 
within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 
filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics 
Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore 
Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). This 
mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the 
implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the 
study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. As a result, a separate air quality report would not 
be needed for the residents near the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy 
intersection. 
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Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone 
health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health 
incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local 
population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.136 When taken into context, the small 
increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that 
these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not 
adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects 
information is provided as information to the public and decision makers to provide an understanding 
regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 
4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project 
emissions across the Southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean 
Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated 
project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual 
Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related health effects show an increase in asthma-related 
emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-
related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related 
hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 
0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects show and increase in 
respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency 
room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone 
and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the existing background incidences, the health effects from other 
criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects 
of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data 
was provided for informational purposes to the public and decision makers. 

Response to Comment 1-G177-3: Regarding health risks of residents along Avalon Avenue and Alicante 
Avenue, refer to Response to Comment 1-G177-2, above. 

Response to Comment 1-G177-4: Plans to extend Cactus Avenue in a 4-lane northward curve predate 
any proposals for the WLC Project, as can be seen from this General Plan map dated January 2005 (Note 
that the map is for the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan, the predecessor of the WLC Specific Plan). 

As shown in Table 34 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, Cactus Ave. is expected to have 
13,375 trips per day with full buildout of the WLC. The Moreno Valley General Plan designates Cactus 
Avenue as an arterial and the forecasted traffic can easily be accommodated by this class of road (Level 
of Service would be “A” in the Plus Project condition, as shown in Table 34 of the TIA). The stop sign at 
Cactus Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive and Redlands Boulevard will be replaced with a traffic signal as a 
mitigation measure (see Table 64 of the TIA) which will reduce delay, queuing, and noise at this intersection. 

Note that the Project will prohibit truck traffic from using Cactus Avenue to limit noise and air quality impacts 
on residential neighborhoods. 

                                                      
136 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 
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Response to Comment 1-G177-5: Regarding toxic emissions from Project vehicles, a revised Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project and included within Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G177-2 above, and shown in Table 4.3-5 (page 4.3-26 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) the HRA has specific breathing and exposure rates for children and the 
elderly which were utilized in accordance with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) guidelines. This area was 
covered under the HRA, and health related impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation. 

Response to Comment 1-G177-6: As identified in Response to Comment 1-G177-2, 0 percent truck trips 
would occur to and from southwest of the WLC Project site because the Project will prohibit trucks from 
using Cactus Avenue. Therefore, emissions at this intersection would occur from the automobile trips 
anticipated at this intersection. Refer to Response to Comment 1-G177-2 for a discussion of health impacts 
associated with the Project. 

Response to Comment 1-G177-7: Regarding the health impacts from Project vehicles, a revised HRA 
was prepared as discussed in Response to Comments 1-G177-2 and 1-G177-5. As discussed in Response 
to Comment 1-G177-4 above, adequate capacity at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. 
Kennedy Drive intersection would be provided once the Project-funded traffic signal is installed. As shown 
in Table 64 in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, with a signal at Cactus Avenue/Redlands Boulevard, delays 
at the intersection will be mitigated sufficiently, to LOS B in the morning peak hour and LOS C in the 
evening, that drivers would have little incentive to seek a cut-through route on Alicante Avenue. 
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Response to Comment 1-G177-8: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G177-2, the health risks in 
the Project vicinity were addressed in the revised HRA located in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. 
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From: Margaret Martin <margaret.g.martin@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:01 AM

To: Julia Descoteaux

Subject: Fwd: World Logistic Center

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Margaret Martin <margaret.g.martin@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Jul 26, 2018 at 11:56 AM 
Subject: World Logistic Center 
To: alberta@moval.org 
 

I and My Family are residents here in Moreno Valley Ca. We are opposed to the huge warehouse project that 
Mr. I.B. wants to build on that property.  We have many large warehouse's here in town already and many of 
them are still empty.  There are 2 being built right now just East of Nason St beside the 60 Fwy. We don't need 
this complex!!!    They would sit empty for years, as others have. All they will do, aside from destroying native 
plants and animals,is give Mr I.B. a huge tax write off.   Block This Project!!  As far as jobs are concerned, 
warehouses now days don't need very many workers. They are now fully automated and only need minimal 
human technicians on the property to tend them. So Big Deal as far as jobs are concerned. That is a poor excuse 
for building this huge unnecessary group of 
warehouses.                                                                                                                                Thank 
You.                                                                                                                           Margaret Martin 
 

Comment Letter 1-G185

1-G185-1

lmaier
Line
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G185: Margaret Martin 

Response to Comment 1-G185-1: Regarding the removal of plant and animals with the implementation 
of the WLC project, Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR included the evaluation of potential impacts to plants 
and animals. As stated on page 4.4-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR, there are eleven (11) plant 
communities/vegetation types that occur within the project survey area: extensive agriculture (e.g., dry-land 
farming), non-native grassland, urban/developed, disturbed, Riversidean sage scrub, mule fat scrub, non-
vegetated channel, open water, ornamental, southern willow scrub, and northern mixed chaparral. A 
complete list of observed wildlife species on the WLC site is included in Appendix B of the 2018 RSFEIR 
and the sensitive plant species on the WLC is listed on Table 4.4-2 on pages 4.4-16 through 4.4-19 of the 
2018 RSFEIR. The sensitive wildlife species on the WLC site are provided on Table 4.4-3 on pages 4.4-21 
through 4.4-28. The 2018 RSFEIR provided an adequate analysis of the potential impacts to plants and 
animals in Sections 4.4.5 and 4.4.6. Section 4.4.6 also provided mitigation measures to reduce potential 
significant impacts on plant and animal species. 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 3:26 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: Comment on World Logistics Center RFEIR

 
 
From: Otana Jakpor [mailto:otanajakpor@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 6, 2018 8:13 PM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: Comment on World Logistics Center RFEIR 

 
Dear Mr. Armijo: 
 
My name is Otana Jakpor, and I would like to submit the following comment on the Revised Final 
Environmental Impact Report of the World Logistic Center warehouse. 
 

Moreno Valley already suffers from poor air quality, and as you note in your report, children are particularly 
susceptible to air pollution. What health impacts could be expected on children specifically as a result of this 
proposed project (including effects of air pollution, traffic safety issues, etc.)? Exactly which schools and 
neighborhoods would be impacted the most? 

 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Otana 
 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G237: Otana Jakpor 

Response to Comment 1-G237-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G237-2: A revised air quality evaluation was prepared which included a Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA) to evaluate impacts to sensitive receptors, including local school receptors based 
on current Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) guidance. Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-
4 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR show the unmitigated incremental Project cancer risk for 
construction and operation and operations and Figures 4.3-5 and 4.3-6 show the mitigated incremental 
Project cancer risk. As discussed on page 4.3-78 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, with the 
application of mitigation measures, the maximum incremental increase in cancer risk would be 
approximately 3 in one million at Bear Valley Elementary school for both the construction and operation 
and operational scenarios, which is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive 
receptors. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR have been 
revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis which 
includes using trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) 
Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to 
traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. 

The HRA analysis was based on the 2018 traffic scenario because it has the highest certainty regarding 
pre-project conditions. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an 
air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. The health risk 
calculation methodology in this HRA is consistent with SCAQMD Health Risk Assessment Guidance 
(SCAQMD, 2016) and the current OEHHA guidance set forth in the 2015 OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots 
Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. A multi-pollutant health risk 
assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and 
total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive 
PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 
to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in 
TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of 
cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air 
contaminant (diesel PM10 exhaust), the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of 
days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what 
is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime 
exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these 
parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed 
below. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors 
located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the 
beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operational HRA). The results are provided separately 
for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk 
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during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus 
operation prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would 
exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior 
to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute 
the greatest proportion of the increase in total health risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 
on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year 
exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA. 
Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater 
than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, 
without mitigation, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions 
from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 
4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure 
duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk 
significance threshold after incorporation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.63A, 
4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, and 4.3.6.5A. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is 
attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction 
equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure 
cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive 
receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the 
use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 
World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway 
(formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see 
Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk to less than the 
SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30, page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or 
offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. 

Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone 
health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health 
incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local 
population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.137 When taken into context, the small 
increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that 
these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not 
adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects 
information is provided as information to the public and decision makers to provide an understanding 
regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 
4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project 
emissions across the Southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean 
Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated 
project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual 

                                                      
137 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 
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Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related health effects show an increase in asthma-related 
emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-
related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related 
hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 
0.002% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects show and increase in 
respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency 
room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone 
and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the existing background incidences, the health effects from other 
criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects 
of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data 
was provided for informational purposes to the public and decision makers. 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 3:40 PM

To: Julia Descoteaux; Vera Sanchez

Subject: FW: Public Comment to the World Logistics Center (WLC) Revised Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR)

 
 
From: Robert Then [mailto:robertthen411@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 2:22 PM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: Public Comment to the World Logistics Center (WLC) Revised Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

 
Dear Mr. Armijo, 
 
I wish to submit the following comments related to the WLC EIR. 
 
I am concerned with the increased traffic, air pollution and other negative impacts to the Moreno Valley 
environment created as a result of the development of the World Logistic Center (WLC).  

A traffic study found that the project as a whole would draw 68,721 vehicle trips a day, 14,006 of which would 
be trucks. Even with a 15% reduction that increase in traffic and pollution equates to significant increase 
traffic and its related 58,413 vehicle trips a day, 11905 of which would be trucks. 

  -   In one day a line of 14,000 trucks lined up taillight to headlight would stretch nearly 200 miles.  Two 
hundred miles of truck congestion and pollution every day! 

  -  In a 30 day month the 420,000+ truck trips lined up would stretch some 5970 miles, the distance of driving 
from LA to NY and back again.  Driving cross country is a long multi-day excursion. Imagine leaving LA and 
passing a continuous line of trucks day-after-day as you drive east through the desert, over the Rockies, across 
the Great Plains, through the Rust Belt States and Mid-Atlantic States and arriving in New York City then 
turning around and making the same trip back from NY to LA.  That continuous line of trucks stretching across 
our country and back is the line of trucks that the WLC is projected to create in one month. 

  -   In one year the number of truck trips would be over 5.1 million. Lined up those trucks would stretch over 
72, 000 miles.  The continuous line of trucks generated by the WLC in one year would stretch around the 
world over 3 times 

Even with a 15% reduction the traffic and environmental impact of the WLC on Moreno Valley, its resident’s 
health and quality of life is scary and ridiculous.  And this is not just a Moreno Valley problem, it is a regional 
problem as this WLC projected vehicle traffic doesn’t just mysteriously start and end at the City border.   

Any benefits derived from the WLC are overwhelmingly negated by the damage to environment, health and 
quality of life resulting from this huge project. 
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The length of an eighteen wheeler varies, but the overall average length is 70-80 ft.   

Using the original traffic projection and an average length of a semi being 75 feet: 

14006 trucks x 75 feet, average length of a semi = 1,050,450 feet / 5280 the number of feet in a mile = 
198.948 miles of trucks every day. 

199 miles of trucks per day x 30 days in a month =  5970 miles of trucks in a month 

199 miles of trucks per day x 365 days in a year  = 72,635 miles of trucks in a year 

 The driving distance from Los Angeles to New York City is 2797 miles. The circumference of the earth is 24,901 
miles. 

Thank You, 

Robert Then 

Concerned Moreno Valley Resident 

951-323-1800 

 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  

1-G262-5
cont.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G262: Robert Then 

Response to Comment 1-G262-1: The increased traffic, air pollution and other negative impacts to the 
Moreno Valley environment resulting from the WLC Project are addressed in the 2018 RSFEIR. The traffic 
impacts are addressed in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR and air quality impacts are addressed in Section 
4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Other impacts of the WLC Project are addressed in Sections 
4.1 through 4.17 and Section 6.1 through 6.17 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided, and therefore, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment 1-G262-2: As shown on Table 23 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, 
the Project would generate approximately 58,800 vehicle trips. The 15% reduction in daily trips is identified 
in Section 4.15 on page 4.15-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. This 15% reduction is compared to the trip generation 
that was identified in the 2015 Final EIR. The reduction occurred due to more current trip generation data 
that resulted in a decrease in project trip factors as discussed on page 29 of the TIA. Also refer to Response 
to Comment 1-G120-7 and to Comment 1-G148-11. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers 
warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44). 

Response to Comment 1-G262-3: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G262-2 regarding the number of 
trips expected to be generated by the Project. The comment’s characterization of truck traffic does not 
accurately describe the project’s traffic impacts. Traffic impacts are adequately addressed in Sections 4.15 
and 6.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The proposed increase in traffic was used to determined potential air quality 
impacts that are adequately addressed in Sections 4.3 and 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 1-G262-4: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. State CEQA Guidelines §15088 
(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues. 
CEQA §15093 (b) requires that when a lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence 
of significant effects which are identified in a final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the 
agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other 
information in the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial 
evidence in the record. As per CEQA requirements, the City will file a statement of overriding 
considerations, prior to project approval, which will outline why the project should be approved in light of its 
environmental effects. 

Response to Comment 1-G262-5: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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From: Albert Armijo

Sent: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 7:06 AM

To: Julia Descoteaux

Subject: FW: Warehouse Project

 
 
From: rharrison scott [mailto:rharrisonscott@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 3, 2018 9:47 AM 
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org> 
Subject: Warehouse Project 

 
Alberta, 
 
Regarding the proposed warehouse project, I believe the community's best interests would be served if the 
project were to be phased in instead of receiving blanket approval. Divide the project into four sections. At the 
end of the first year of a phase's construction, evaluate it's environmental impact. If all is well, approve further 
expansion. This way the community won't be buying into what could turn out to be an environmental 
catastrophe justified by self-serving research. 
 
Two additional thoughts. 
 
1. All the hype about construction jobs is just that hype. That labor is not a long term benefit to the surrounding 
community. First, construction probably won't last more than a year if the entire project were to be approved. 
Second, most of that labor will not be derived from the surrounding community.  
 
2. Whether the project is approved and re-evaluated phase by phase or approved without reasonable 
forethought, trucks should be be required to remain in the right hand lane. Any trucker who attempts to use any 
other lane, should be ticketed and this can be done using a video surveillance system on the 60 East and West.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Ron Scott 
20020 Dartmouth Ave. 
Riverside, CA 92507 
(951) 784-2274 
 
 
 
 
 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3354 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G267: Ron Harrison Scott 

Response to Comment 1-G267-1: As discussed on page 3-1 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the WLC project is 
planned to be developed over a period of fifteen years generally from 2020 to 2034. However, CEQA 
§15378 (a) states that “Project means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment …” Thus, the WLC Project has to be evaluated in its entirety and has chosen to do this in a 
Programmatic EIR, as the WLC realizes that the project will be built in phases. Since this is a programmatic 
EIR, each site-specific development proposal on the WLC site will be submitted to the City, the City then 
must determine whether the environmental effects of the proposal are within the levels of environmental 
effects analyzed in this programmatic EIR. If they are within the levels approved, the proposal may be 
approved. If they are not within the limits, additional CEQA documentation would be required. Section 3.7.3 
of the 2015 Final EIR also identifies various actions by others that are needed for development of the WLC 
project, maps, plot plans, and the development agreement. As discussed in Section 3.7.2 on page 3-119, 
of the 2015 Final EIR, each building developed within the WLC site will be subject to a discretionary Plot 
Plan process described in Section 11 of the Specific Plan. It should be noted that the petitioners challenged 
the use of a program EIR through CEQA litigation, the challenge was rejected by the trial court, and that 
rejection hasn’t been appealed. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects 
of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. 
The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and 
thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G267-2: The proposed WLC Project is not planned to be constructed all in one 
year. As discussed on page 3-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the WLC project is planned to be 
developed over a period of fifteen years from 2020 to 2034. Therefore, construction would occur over an 
extended period of time. Because the number of construction employees was not an issue found to be 
deficient by the court, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not address the number of construction 
employees. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, 
regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. page 4.13-
12 of the 2015 Final EIR (Volume 2) acknowledged that construction of the WLC project would create short-
term construction jobs, and these jobs are anticipated to be filled by workers who reside in the Project area 
(i.e., within the region). Appendix O of the 2015 Final EIR analyzes the WLC’s job generation. The comment 
does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further 
response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 1-G267-3: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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����� We�ne��a�� �u�u�t �� ���� ���� �� 
��� ���e�t ������ �a��e�ta����a������ 
�������� W�� ���a�t 

 

Good morning, 

  

I �m �m�i�ing in r�g�rd� �o ��� im���� o� ��� ����  �i�� ��� ��rr�n� �r���i� �i�� ��� ��i��ing ��r��o����, ���� 
i� ��� ���n �o �dd �ddi�ion�� ��n�� �o ��� �ig������  ��� ��� �i�� ����n in�o ���o�n� ��� �r���i� ���� �i�� 
in�r�����  ��� �ir ����i���  ���� ��o�� ��� n������r� ����or� ���i�i�i�� �or ��� �r�����  ����ir ���i�i�i��, ���� �nd 
�r��� ��o���  ���� ��o�� ��� �r���� ���� �i�� n��d �o �om� in �o ����or� ��o�� ���i�i�i��� ��� ���� ����n in�o 
���o�n��  

 

I ���� ���ring ��o�� ��� o� ��� �o�� ���� �i�� �� �ro�g�� �o ��� �i�� ��� ���� ���in����� ���� �ommi���d �o 
���ing or ����ing ��r��o��� ����� �� ��� ����  ���n �i�� i� �� ��i���  �i�� �� ���� �o ��i� ����� or �� ���r� 
�or �o���  ���o, �on�id�ring ���� ��r��o��ing ��� ��g�n �o �r�n�i�ion �o ���om���d ��r��o��ing, �o� ����r��� 
�r� ��� �r�di���d �o� n�m��r��  �i�� ���r� �� � g��r�n��� ���� ����� �o�� �i�� �ir� �rom �o��� �ir�� or �i�� ���� 
im�or� �rom o���r �i�i�� �nd �o�n�i�� d�� �o ��� �imi��d �oo� o� ������i�������r�i�or� ����n� �o����d in o�r �i���  

 

 

�ind ��g�rd�, 

 

�� ����n�� �� Gon����� 

������������

Comment Letter 1-G284

1-G284-1

lmaier
Line
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G284: Shaunte Gonzales Wilder 

Response to Comment 1-G284-1: Regarding additional travel lanes, these Project improvements are 
discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the Project’s contribution to cumulative improvements 
is discussed in Section 6.15.3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Sections 4.15.7 and 6.15.3 identify numerous roadway 
improvements that would be required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 

Regarding truck infrastructure, the Project includes a logistics support use on the Project site that is 
intended to provide alternative fueling services for onsite users. Additional fueling stop locations, 
transmission shops, and truck stops are not included as part of the Project. 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the proposed WLC Project is projected to be built out by 
the year 2035. page 4.15-31 in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR provides an anticipated passenger vehicle 
traffic distribution which includes future employees of the proposed WLC project. As identified, 44 percent 
of the daily passenger vehicle traffic would be to/from the west on SR-60. At this time, a specific number of 
employees who would reside in the City of Moreno Valley is not known. As for guaranteeing employment 
positions for City of Moreno Valley residents, Appendix O of the 2015 Final EIR analyzes the WLC’s job 
generation, some of which may go to City residents. In addition, the 2018 RSFEIR discusses all aspects of 
the Project’s air quality impacts in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, with job estimates 
based in the latest available information. 
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Responses to General Comments 
The following response applies to the Group G Comment Letters (see Attachment D) listed as follows:1-
4,6-10,12-36, 38-49, 51, 53-62, 64, 65-1, 66-89, 91-94, 96-117, 119, 123-147, 149-150, 153-154, 156, 158-
165, 167-169, 171-176, 178-184, 186-236, 238-261, 263-266, 268-283, 285-301. 

The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 
2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR), and thus no further response is needed. 
(State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond 
to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

3.5 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
RECIRCULATED RSFEIR 

Following includes the comment letters that were received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Each 
comment letter includes an alphanumeric identifier and each comment within each letter includes a numeric 
identifier within the right margin of the letter. Responses to each comment letter follow the corresponding 
letter. The references to the 2015 Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that was prepared in May 2015. 
References to the Final EIR or Revised Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that consists of this 
Response to Comments Document, the draft EIRs (2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), 
and the 2015 Final EIR. 
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3.5.1 (2-A) Letters from Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups 

No comment letters were received from Federal Agencies or Tribal groups. 
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3.5.2 (2-B) Letters from State Agencies 

Comment Letters Received from State Agencies include the following: 

2-B1: California Air Resources Board 

  



Comment Letter 2-B1
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-B1: California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Response to Comment 2-B1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-B1-2: The City received the comment letter submitted on the 2018 Revised 
Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR) and responses to that comment letter 
are included in the Final RSFEIR. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a 
discussion of why dividing the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions into capped and uncapped 
emissions and then analyzing impacts meets the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements and is not a mischaracterization of the Cap-and-Trade Program. As outlined in Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered 
on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, 
Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on 
the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the 
total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG 
emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comments for the September 7, 2018 letter can be found under Responses to Letter 1-B1, 
Response to Comments 1-B1-1 through 1-B1-22, Response to Comments 1-B1-23 through 1-B1-36 are 
the original responses to CARB’s April 16, 2013 comment letter on the 2013 Draft EIR (Letter B5), and 
Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47 are the original responses to CARB’s June 8, 2015 
comment letter on the 2015 Final EIR, dated June 10, 2015. 

Response to Comment 2-B1-3: The mention of mitigation measures 4.7.6.1E-1 and 4.7.6.1E-2, on pages 
4.7-20, 6.7-14, and 6.7-20 was a typographical error and will be changed in the Final RSFEIR as shown 
below. 

The last paragraph on page 4.7-19, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed to add the first 
sentence of the first paragraph on page 4.7-20 in the Final RSFEIR follows: 

Table 4.7-4 shows project emissions separated into capped and uncapped sectors, as defined by 
California’s cap-and-trade program. California’s cap-and-trade program is enforceable and meets 
the requirements of AB 32 and SB 32. The program began on January 1, 2012, placing GHG 
emissions limits on capped sectors (e.g., electricity generation, petroleum refining, cement 
production, and large industrial facilities that emit more than 25,000 MT CO2e per year), and 
enforcing compliance obligations beginning with 2013 emissions. Vehicle fuels were placed under 
the cap in 2015, and with the passage of AB 398, the program was extended through 2030. The 
Cap-and-Trade Program allocates emissions permits across covered entities in each sector. This 
regulatory conclusion is therefore directly applicable to the WLC project because VMT is by far the 
largest source of project GHG emissions. 
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The first paragraph on page 4.7-20, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be deleted in the Final 
RSFEIR as follows: 

This regulatory conclusion is therefore directly applicable to the WLC project because VMT is by 
far the largest source of project GHG emissions. The analysis considers both the inclusion and 
exclusion of capped emissions, notably with the inclusion of mitigation measure 4.7.6.1E-1 and 
4.7.6.1E-2 in Section 4.7.6, below. The applicable mitigation measure taken relies on the outcome 
of Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184, in the Fourth District 
Court of Appeal, Second Division. 

The third paragraph on page 6.7-14, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed in the Final 
RSFEIR as follows: 

Mitigation Measures: As identified in Section 4.7.6.1, Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 
4.7.6.1C, and 4.7.6.1D, and 4.7.6.1E.1 or 4.7.6.1E.2 are required to reduce solid waste and 
greenhouse gas emissions from construction and operation of project development to less than 
significant impacts, and the purchase of credits to offset emissions and reach net-zero GHG 
emissions. 

The second to last paragraph on page 6.7-30, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed in 
the Final RSFEIR as follows: 

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of previously referenced Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A, 
4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.4A, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, 4.7.6.1D, 4.7.6.1E, 
4.16.1.6.1A, 4.16.1.6.1B, and 4.16.1.6.1C will help reduce project-related GHG emissions and 
therefore make it more consistent with GHG reduction plans, policies, and/or regulations 

Response to Comment 2-B1-4: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a discussion 
of why dividing the Project’s GHG emissions into capped and uncapped emissions and then analyzing impacts 
meets the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements and is not a mischaracterization of the 
Cap-and-Trade Program. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of 
Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in 
the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services 
District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG 
required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions 
(uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all 
uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the 
application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the 
Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

As discussed in the Response to Comments for the September 7, 2018 letter, which can be found under 
Responses to Letter 1-B1, Response to Comments 1-B1-1 through 1-B1-22, there are no deficiencies in 
the GHG, air quality, and cumulative environmental analysis prepared for the WLC project. Therefore, the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not need to be revised and recirculated.’ 
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3.5.3 (2-C) Letters from Regional Agencies 

Comment Letters Received from Regional Agencies include the following: 

2-C1: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

  



Comment Letter 2-C1
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-C1: The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(MWD) 

Response to Comment 2-C1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-C1-2: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). 

However, it is understood that MWD owns and operates the Inland Feeder pipeline within the proposed 
Project area that runs north-south beneath Theodore Street and turns east-west adjacent to Eucalyptus 
Avenue. MWD will be allowed to maintain its rights-of-way and will have unobstructed access to facilities in 
order to make repairs when required. Activities that could subject the pipelines or structures to excessive 
vehicle, impact, or vibratory loads would not occur. Design plans will be submitted to the MWD, prior to 
construction, for review and written approval to ensure consistency with MWD’s applicable rights. 
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3.5.4 (2-D) Letters from County Departments/Agencies 

Comment Letters Received from County Departments/Agencies include the following: 

2-D1: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

  



Comment Letter 2-D1
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-D1: Riverside County Flood Control District and Water 
Conservation District 

Response to Comment 2-D1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-D1-2: This is a general comment regarding what the responsibilities of the 
District are regarding District Master Plan facilities, other regional flood control and drainage facilities, and 
the District Drainage Plan fees. Additionally, the District states it has not reviewed the proposed Project in 
detail and its comments do not imply approval or endorsement. No further response is required because 
no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-D1-3: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). However, the City will let the District know if 
it wants them to take ownership of the facilities (lines D, E, E1 thru E6, E10, F and F-2). Facilities will be 
constructed to District standards and it is understood that a District plan check and inspection, including 
District fees, will be required for District acceptance. 

Response to Comment 2-D1-4: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The City understands that the District will 
consider taking ownership of the proposed channels, storm drains, 36 inches or larger in diameter, or other 
facilities that are considered regional in nature and/or a logical extension of the Moreno Master Drainage 
Plan. If the City decides that it wants the District to take over ownership, it will let the District know in writing. 
All facilities will be constructed to District standards and it is understood that a District plan check and 
inspection, including District fees, will be required for District acceptance. 

Response to Comment 2-D1-5: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The Project will create additional impervious 
surfaces and will pay applicable drainage fees to the Flood Control District prior to the issuance of grading 
or building permits. 
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Response to Comment 2-D1-6: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The project shall obtain an encroachment 
permit for any construction related activities occurring within the District right-of-way or facilities. 

Response to Comment 2-D1-7: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The project will require a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permit from the State Water Resources Control Board and the City will 
ensure that it obtains one prior to the issuance of grading or building permits. 

Response to Comment 2-D1-8: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). As stated on page 3-49 of the 2015 FEIR, 
based on the latest Flood Insurance Rate Maps published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
the Project site is not located within a 100-year floodplain. 

Response to Comment 2-D1-9: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need 
only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA 
Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 
4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this 
comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities 
and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). As stated on page 4.4-49 of the 2018 RSFEIR, 
there are two drainage features (Drainage 12 and 15) that have been determined to be jurisdictional waters 
of the U.S. under Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, and are likely subject to United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction. However, as indicated in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.2A (page 4.4-
76), prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the applicant shall secure a jurisdictional determination 
from the USACE and confirm with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and California Department of 
Fish and Game if drainage features mapped on the property to be developed are subject to jurisdictional 
authority. If the features are subject to regulatory protection, the applicant shall secure permit approvals 
with the appropriate agencies prior to initiation of construction.  
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3.5.5 (2-E) Letters from Local Agencies/City Departments 

Comment Letters Received from Local Agencies/City Departments include the following: 

2-E1: March Joint Powers Authority 

2-E2: Moreno Valley Unified School District 

2-E3: City of Riverside 

2-E4: Eastern Municipal Water District 

  



Comment Letter 2-E1
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E1: March Joint Powers Authority 

Response to Comment 2-E1-1: The March Joint Powers Authority reviewed the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR and have no comments at this time. No further response is required because no specific comments 
on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

  



Comment Letter 2-E2
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E2: Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD) 

Response to Comment 2-E2-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-E2-2: The Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD) appreciates how the 
City addressed the MVUSD’s comments on the previous Draft EIRs. The MVUSD also requested the City 
to keep them informed of the Project’s progress. No specific comment on the contents of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is provided. No further response is required because no specific comments on the 
adequacy or contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 
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Community Development  
Department 
Planning Division 

 
January 31, 2020 
 
City of Moreno Valley 
Planning Department 
Attn: Albert Armijo, Interim Planning Manager 
14177 Frederick Street 
Moreno Valley, CA 92552 
 
 
SUBJECT: Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report 

(FEIR) for the World Logistics Center Project (SCH N0. 2012021045)  
 
Dear Mr. Armijo: 
 
The City of Riverside Community & Economic Development Department, Planning Division, 
thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Sections of the World Logistics Center 
Project s Final Draft Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).   
 
According to the distributed Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Revised Sections of the FEIR, the 
World Logistics Center is a 2,600 acre project in the eastern portion of the City of Moreno 
Valley.  The project site includes the area generally east of Redlands Boulevard, south of the SR-
60 Freeway, west of Gilman Springs Road, and north of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.  The revised 
sections of the FEIR address air quality, greenhouse gas and energy analyses, and include 
revisions to Section 6, Cumulative Impacts. The revised analyses evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the World Logistics 
Center project and its associated infrastructure. 
 
The City of Riverside Planning Division routed the NOA and Draft Recirculated Sections of the 
Revised FEIR to other departments for their review and comments.  The Planning Division 
received the following: 
 
Public Works Department  Traffic Division 
 

The net total project trip generation within the 2018 Transportation section was 
reduced when compared to the 2015 transportation analysis prepared for this 
project.  However, the recently updated Air Quality section reflects an overall 
increase in PM10 over the 24 hour and annual periods. 
 
1. Does the increase in PM10 correspond to an increase in project trip generation? 
 
2. If so, will any changes to trip generation be reflected in a subsequent revision of 

the Transportation section? 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E3: City of Riverside 

Response to Comment 2-E3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and specific comments are addressed in responses below (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-E3-2: The commenter is specifically questioning the changes in PM10 emissions 
generated from truck traffic for the WLC. Project trip generation as estimated in the 2018 RSFEIR utilizes 
trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual (10th Edition). As reflected in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), use of the most recent edition of the 
ITE Trip General Manual resulted in fewer average daily trips than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final 
EIR. In addition, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR utilized the latest EPA-approved EMFAC2017 vehicle 
emissions model to calculate mobile emissions as opposed to the previous version, EMFAC2014, used to 
calculate emissions for the 2015 FEIR. For heavy duty vehicles, the vehicle emission factors for NOX and 
particulate matter (PM) increased under EMFAC2017 as compared to EMFAC2014.138 In short, the higher 
emission factor for PM10 in EMFAC2017 resulted in a higher total PM10 even though the number of trips 
decreased. Due to the update to trip generation rates and vehicle emissions factors, the emissions 
presented in the 2015 FEIR are to be replaced by emissions presented in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR and are not comparable. 

Response to Comment 2-E3-3: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

  

                                                      
138 California Air Resources Board. EMFAC2017 Volume III – Technical Documentation. July 20, 2018. Available online at: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2017-volume-iii-technical-documentation.pdf. Accessed March 20, 2020 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2017-volume-iii-technical-documentation.pdf
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E4: Eastern Municipal Water District 

Response to Comment 2-E4-1: The Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) provided a comment that 
referred to a letter that EMWD submitted to the City of Moreno Valley on June 10, 2015, one day prior to 
the Planning Commission’s June 11, 2015 hearing on the WLC Project. The EMWD 2015 comment 
indicated that a Master Plan of Services had not yet been completed for the Project, and offered text 
changes to the Final EIR for consistency in discussing the water and sewer facilities. Given the timing of 
the comment, a memorandum responding to the EMWD comment letter was first issued on July 13, 2015 
and then reissued on August 5, 2015 prior to the certification of the Final EIR by the Moreno Valley City 
Council in August 2015. The response stated “There is no ‘final design’ at this time as there are no specific 
building locations or sizes proposed. Highland Fairview will obtain a Master Plan of Services prior to 
commencing final design.” The EMWD letter and a response to the EMWD letter were provided to the 
Moreno Valley City Council during their deliberation on the adequacy of the Final EIR. 

EMWD’s 2015 comments proposed text changes to the 2015 FEIR regarding water and wastewater 
facilities both in the project impacts section of the FEIR (Section 4.16) and in the cumulative impacts section 
of the FEIR (Section 6.16). While the FEIR’s analysis of project impacts to water and wastewater facilities 
in Section 4.16 was upheld by the court as discussed in Topical Response C, cumulative impacts were 
identified as a deficiency in the court ruling. The 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (2018 RSFEIR) 
addressed cumulative water and wastewater impacts associated with the implementation of the WLC 
Project. 

The EMWD identified two proposed revisions to the cumulative wastewater infrastructure that are applicable 
to the analysis provided in Section 6.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of the 2018 RSFEIR. The first 
sentence of the second paragraph under the Cumulative Impact Analysis under Section 6.16.3.5 of the 
Final RSFEIR is revised as follows: 

The proposed project would not require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment 
infrastructure:, and is only required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect 
to existing infrastructure connections to existing infrastructure would be required by the project. 

In addition, the first and second sentences of the second paragraph under Cumulative Impact Analysis 
under Section 6.16.3.6 of the Final RSFEIR is revised as follows: 

The proposed project would not cause or contribute to a cumulatively significant impact on 
wastewater infrastructure because the proposed project would not combine with the demands of 
other projects in the cumulative scenario to require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment 
infrastructure, and is only required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect 
to existing infrastructure. The project would require only connections to existing infrastructure. 

In any case, the developer will comply with all of the mitigation measures with respect to water distribution 
facilities and will comply with the rules and regulations of the EMWD in the construction of the operation of 
the WLC Project. 

The above revisions to the text of the cumulative analysis provides clarification and does not affect the less 
than significant impact determination. 
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3.5.6 (2-F) Letters from Community/Conservation Groups 

Comment Letters Received from Community/Conservation Groups include the following: 

2-F1: Blum | Collins 

2-F2: Sierra Club 

2-F3: Earthjustice 

2-F4: Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley 

2-F5: Residents for a Livable Moreno Valley 

  



Comment Letter 2-F1
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F1: Hannah Bentley, Blum | Collins 

Response to Comment 2-F1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-F1-2: No specific comment on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR is provided in this comment. The comment refers to the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR 
(2018 RSFEIR), in footnote 1, asserting that it was not circulated as a “draft” document as required under 
CEQA. However, the 2018 RSFEIR was a draft document prepared in compliance with CEQA, and the 
City’s Notice of Availability for the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR advised the public of the public 
review period and the comment deadline.139 Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Court Ruling, 
and Writ of Mandate. The comment also provides an accurate summary of the Project’s square footage 
and land use. No further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead 
agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-F1-3: The comment refers to Section 4.3.1.1 Existing Setting, specifically 4.3.1.1 
Regional Air Improvements (pages 4.3-2 – 4.3-3), which discusses how ozone has improved in the South 
Coast Air Basin (Basin) since 1992, and 4.3.1.2 Local Air Quality, which provides ambient air quality 
conditions in the Project area as measured by the closest air quality monitoring station to the Project site 
(Riverside-Rubidoux station). Measured air quality, as compared to the State and Federal standards for 
criteria air pollutants (pages 4.3-3 – 4.3-8), which is also included in Table 4.3-3. The statements are not 
misleading or out of date as the commenter suggests. Table 4.3-3 is intended to include the most up-to-
date air quality measurement data at the closest location to the Project site. The most recent ozone data, 
provided by the California Air Resources Board (CARB),140 will be included in Table 4.3-3 as shown below. 
Although both statements relate to ozone, the regional statement discusses the 2017 State of the Air 
Report, compiled by the American Lung Association, which reports that the Basin has significantly improved 
in terms of both pollution levels and high pollution days over the past three decades. Then it discusses that 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties have seen a reduction in the number of unhealthy ozone days and 
a dramatic reduction in particle pollution since the initial State of the Air Report in 2000. Both ozone and 
particulate matter (PM) are important because the Basin is non-attainment for ozone, 1-hour and 8-hour, 
PM10, and PM2.5. The information presented was the most up to date information available to the public 
during the preparation of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and was included in the document to provide 
background and trends of regional air quality. 

Table 4.3-3 (page 4.3-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) provides the ambient air quality 
measurements for the Riverside-Rubidoux monitoring station, the closest station to the Project site, for the 
last four years of record for which data has been made available to the public. As shown in the table, there 
was a slight increase in the number of days which exceed the Federal 8-hour ozone standard, there was a 
decrease of 2 days from 2014 to 2015 and an increase of 8 days from 2015 to 2016 and an increase of 11 
days from 2016 to 2017. The reason for the large increase between 2016 and 2017 was due to the fires in 
                                                      
139 City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Notice of Availability Revised Sections of the Final EIR (SCH #2012021045). Available 

online: http://www.moval.org/cdd/pdfs/projects/wlc/FEIR-Revision2018/WLC-FEIR-Notice.pdf 
140 CARB, 2019. iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html. Accessed 

March 18, 2020 

http://www.moval.org/cdd/pdfs/projects/wlc/FEIR-Revision2018/WLC-FEIR-Notice.pdf
https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html
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California in 2017, which was one of the worst fire seasons in state history. The newest air quality data 
shows that there was a decrease of 24 ozone days from 2017 to 2018, for a total of 34 days.141 

On page 4.3-8, Table 4.3-3 has an error under the Ozone portion, in the sixth column, 12th row. The number 
84 should be 58. The corrected number will be changed and 2018 data included in the Final RSFEIR to 
read as follows: 

Table 4.3-3: Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity 
Pollutant Standard 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

… 

Ozone (O3) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.141 0.132 0.142 0.145 0.123 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.09 ppm 29 31 33 ND 22 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 0.105 0.106 0.105 0.118 
0.119 0.101 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 0.070 ppm 69 59 71 ND 57 

Federal: > 0.075 ppm 41 39 47 84 
58 34 

… 

 

Although Table 4.3-3 shows exceedances of ozone locally, it does not mean that the overall trend in the 
basin is incorrect or misleading or that it is out of date. Even though there are local areas where the federal 
ozone standards have been exceeded, the overall trend is that these pollutants have been reduced Basin 
wide. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-4: As discussed in Response to Comment 2-F1-3, Table 4.3-3 does indeed 
disclose the number of days that the federal and/or state standard was exceeded for ozone, PM10, and 
PM2.5. Section 4.3.6.6, Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions (pages 4.3-79 – 4.3-82), 
estimated health effects from ozone and PM2.5 associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project. The 
health effects evaluation completed combines spatially and temporally allocated emissions, photochemical 
grid modeling, and application of concentration-health response functions (through the BenMAP program) 
to quantify health effects from incremental ozone and fine particulate matter concentrations resulting from 
the Project. While the Friant Ranch decision [Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502] notes 
the Project’s impact on the days of nonattainment per year is one example of how the analysis could have 
been framed to adequately inform the public, it acknowledges there are several ways in which this can be 
done, but that the lead agency has the discretion on what type of analysis to provide. The study did not 
calculate the additional number of days of nonattainment, so there is no undisclosed information on the 
number of nonattainment days (if any) attributable to the Project. The health effects evaluation completed 

                                                      
141 CARB, 2019. iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html. Accessed 

March 18, 2020 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html
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here provides information on the possible adverse health effects associated with the Project, which provides 
more meaningful information than the number of days of nonattainment. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-5: The discussions of RECLAIM, with regard to the 2012 Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP), and SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule occur under Section 4.3.2.2 
Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The discussion of RECLAIM was specific to 
the 2012 AQMP as one of the ways it will reduce PM2.5 emissions. RECLAIM is aimed at reducing NOx 
and SOx emissions from stationary sources, which also leads to a reduction in PM2.5 emissions. This 
discussion does not state, nor was it implied, that RECLAIM would specifically reduce PM2.5 emissions 
from the Project since it is not a stationary source. Additionally, the SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source 
Rule for warehouses was added to this section because it would support the 2016 AQMP in meeting the 8-
hour ozone standards’ (80 ppb and 75 ppb) attainment dates. This rule is aimed at reducing NOx emissions 
from indirect sources, which again would reduce PM2.5 emissions. However, again, this discussion does 
not state, that the proposed Indirect Source Rule would reduce PM2.5 emissions specifically from the 
Project. It states that if the proposed rule is approved, it would reduce air quality emissions beyond those 
calculated in this analysis. For a further discussion on the Indirect Source Rule see Topical Response D. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-6: The discussion of 2012 AQMP mobile source implementation measures 
occurs under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, which 
discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. The 2012 AQMP contained mobile 
source implementation measures for deployment of zero and near-zero emission on-road heavy-duty 
vehicles, locomotives, and cargo handling equipment. The on-road mobile source measures included the 
following financed primarily through funding mechanisms: accelerated penetration of partial zero-emission 
and zero-emission vehicles, light-heavy, and medium-heavy duty vehicles; accelerated retirement of older 
light-, medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles; and further emission reductions from heavy-duty vehicles serving 
near-dock rail yards through the requirement that cargo containers be moved between the Ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach to rail yards with zero-emission technologies. The 2012 mobile source 
implementation measures are statewide measures specific to the 2012 AQMP as one of the ways emission 
reduction will be realized to meet federal and state standards. 

CARB’s Fiscal Year 2019-20 Funding Plan for Clean Transportation Incentives for Low Carbon 
Transportation and the Air Quality Improvement Plan represents $533 million in clean transportation 
investments. The proposed Funding Plan states: “The Low Carbon Transportation program is the only 
program in CARB’s portfolio and one of the only programs in the State, available to support the 
demonstration, pilot, and early market deployment of emerging and zero-emission technologies.” (Funding 
Plan, p. ii.) The proposed project allocations include $303 million for “Vehicle Purchase Incentives and 
Clean Mobility Projects” and $230 million for “Heavy-Duty Vehicle and Off-Road Equipment Investment.” 
Further details are provided in the Funding Plan and its appendices. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-7: The discussion of 2012 AQMP mobile source implementation measures 
occurs under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The 2012 
AQMP contained mobile source implementation measures for off-road mobile sources which included the 
following: extension of Surplus Off-Road Opt-In for NOx provision for construction/industrial equipment; 
further reduce emissions by using Tier 4 locomotives in the Basin; further reduce emissions from ocean-
going marine vessels while at berth; and emission reductions from ocean-going marine vessels. The 2012 
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mobile source implementation measures are statewide measures specific to the 2012 AQMP as one of the 
ways emission reductions will be realized to meet federal and state standards. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-8: The discussion of the 2012 AQMP and its reliance upon the South Coast 
Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012 2035 Regional Transportation Program/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) occurs under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. Under 
Section 4.3.6.1, Air Quality Management Plan Consistency (page 4.3-38), the analysis states that although 
the Project complies with all applicable rules and regulations as identified in the AQMPs and State 
Implementation Plans (SIPs), the WLC could impede AQMP attainment because its construction and 
operation emissions exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and is therefore considered to 
be inconsistent with the AQMP. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-9: The comment refers to the 2016 AQMP and states that the City and the 
applicant make no effort to mitigate the impacts of vehicular pollution attributable to the WLC. To the 
contrary, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluates the Project’s air quality impacts and imposes 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce the effects of the Project. Overall, without mitigation, the Project is 
expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions from 
construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower than those without 
mitigation. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer 
risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk 
significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is 
attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction 
equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that the estimated 30-year exposure 
cancer risk for operation of the WLC (operation HRA) would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk 
significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This 
mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of 
the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World 
Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the 
MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of 
mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study 
area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to 
sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for 
construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. 

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. 
PM2.5 best represents diesel PM. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background 
health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, 
respectively. With mitigation, the potential health effects from PM2.5 show an increase in asthma-related 
emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-
related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related 
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hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 
0.0020% for all age groups). With mitigation, potential 0zone-related health effects due to the project, 
increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related 
emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups) over background health 
incidence. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. 

The health studies are conservative and based on the assumption that diesel trucks cause significant health 
impacts, contrary to the HEI study which analyzed 2007-compliant diesel engines and found that the 
application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines “showed few exposure-related biologic 
effects” and any such exposure to NO2 “is being substantially further reduced in 2010-compliant engines.” 
(HEI, p.4.) Furthermore, only 2010-compliant diesel trucks will be allowed to service the WLC per mitigation 
measures 4.3.6.2A h) (page 4.3-32, construction on-road haul trucks) and 4.3.6.3 b) (page 4.3-53, trucks 
servicing the WLC when operational). 

Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-85 for a discussion on environmental justice issues. Utilizing zero-
emission technology trucks is an effective strategy at reducing tailpipe PM emissions. In 2016, in response 
to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy 
Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California 
Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by 
the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting 
freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to 
near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that 
time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available 
and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.142 Since then, 
some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 
heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-
sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet.) Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission 
heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to 
require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB 
received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but 
CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff 
Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the 
importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and 
are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges 
in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, 
infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging 
standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-
8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 
demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability. 

                                                      
142 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
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According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action 
Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one 
zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment 
Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.143 With the 
development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the 
most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-
Duty Freight Vehicles”144 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-
20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.145 As of late last year, CARB is 
funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.146 BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-
Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks 
at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson.147 Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight 
equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” 
trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.148 See also recent 
article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs 
(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). 

Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not 
possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics 
companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. 
Nonetheless, the Project has committed under mitigation measures 4.3.6.2A and 4.3.6.3B to require the 
most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. 

                                                      
143 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 

Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

144 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 
Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

145 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 
Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 

146 California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, 
October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-
transportation-investments 

147 Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. 
Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/ 

148 Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: 
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/ 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/
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Response to Comment 2-F1-10: This comment is directed solely at the SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect 
Source Rule (ISR). The commenter states specifically what they think the ISR should contain and what 
should be mandatory instead of voluntary. Proposed voluntary and regulatory measures are discussed 
below. 

As a proposed voluntary measure, SCAQMD would administer a CEQA air quality mitigation fund for 
warehouse projects to opt into. Funds would be used to reduce project emissions by funding financial 
incentives for fleet owners to purchase clean trucks. Although such a fund has not been established, the 
Settlement Agreement between SCAQMD and the City required that the WLC Project pay an Air Quality 
Improvement Fee to the SCAQMD of approximately $26,000,000. The Air Quality Improvement Fee is to 
be used by SCAQMD “for any purpose that will improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin”; which will 
help to improve air quality for those within the project area through emissions reductions. Refer to Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan/State’s Attainment Goals, for more detail regarding the Settlement Agreement 
and its provisions. Because it is unknown at this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD 
through the use of the $26,000,000 that will result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume 
that any particular improvement will take place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft 
recirculated RSFEIR do not include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that 
might occur as a result of the settlement and the payment of the money. Additionally, the SCAQMD sent a 
letter to the Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not 
occurred and will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment P). 

Another voluntary measure noted in the comment is updated guidance for siting and operations, and the 
commenter opines that any such guidance for siting and operations would not be followed. While SCAQMD 
does not have the local land use authority, local jurisdictions would be encouraged to consider such 
guidance when making land use decisions such as updating the General Plan land use plan and/or zoning 
map. For example, the City of Moreno Valley General Plan incorporates the following policies: 

2.5.2 Locate manufacturing and industrial uses to avoid adverse impacts on surrounding land 
uses. 

2.5.3 Screen manufacturing and industrial uses where necessary to reduce glare, noise, dust, 
vibrations and unsightly views. 

2.5.4 Design industrial developments to discourage access through residential areas. 

6.7.4 Locate heavy industrial and extraction facilities away from residential areas and sensitive 
receptors. 

With regard to the proposed voluntary measure to develop fueling/charging infrastructure, raceways for 
truck and TRU charging will be provided at each loading dock, and the WLC will accommodate Zero-
Emission vehicle technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the 
Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, 
which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when 
demand dictates (page 4.17-24 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project would also include the 
installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging stations pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the 
CALGreen Code. 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 541 

As for the proposed voluntary measure to establish green delivery options, it is acknowledged that voluntary 
plan-based approaches may not be feasible for warehouse uses.149 

With respect to the proposed mandatory measures being considered by SCAQMD, the project would 
ensure that construction fleets and truck fleets would be cleaner than required by CARB regulations through 
mitigation measures detailed in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Mitigation measure 
4.3.6.3B k) requires all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) to be powered by 
electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks 
shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks 
shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California 
Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. Operational mitigation measures, listed 
below (page 4.3-53 and 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) have been implemented to ensure 
that the operational emissions, related to the fleet, are reduced and limited to the extent feasible. 
Operational mitigation includes, but is not limited to, use of on-site equipment powered by electricity, natural 
gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel and have emissions standards meet or exceed Tier 4 Interim 
or greater or off-road equipment and 2010 engine emission standards for on-road vehicles, and all diesel 
trucks shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards, and limit on-site idling to 3 minutes (Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.6.3B). 

With regard to zero-emission trucks, in 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California 
Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of 
Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). 
The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more 
efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP 
discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, 
including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology 
zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission 
technologies are still at the demonstration phase.150 Since then, some zero emission trucks have become 
available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially 
available. Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed 
in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a 
certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on 
the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the 
Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero 
Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-
duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s 
economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with 
respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and 
availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-

                                                      
149 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2018. Board Meeting March 2, 2018. Potential Strategies for Facility-

Based Mobile Source Measures Adopted in 2016 AQMP. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-mar2-032.pdf?sfvrsn=7 

150 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 
online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-mar2-032.pdf?sfvrsn=7
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-mar2-032.pdf?sfvrsn=7
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
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17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. 
CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-
duty truck are not currently commercially available. 

As demonstrated above, the project incorporates measures that would reduce emissions, consistent with 
proposed Indirect Source Rule measures. Therefore, regardless of if and when the Indirect Source Rule is 
adopted, the project is doing its fair share in advancing the emission reduction goals of SCAQMD. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-11: The discussion on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
is purely descriptive of what the proposed SCAQMD ISR may contain. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
takes no credit for any reduction in pollutants that may occur when, and if, the ISR is adopted. Refer to 
Topical Response D for a discussion of the Indirect Source Rule. It is unknown at this time when the rule 
will be proposed and approved, but it could be proposed as early as 2020. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3F 
(page 4.3-54) states that the Project will comply with the proposed rule for any warehouse constructed 
if/when the rule goes into effect. 

Because project-related emissions are projected to exceed applicable mass emissions thresholds for all 
criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOX, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the following 
Mitigation Measures: 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2C, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.2E, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 
4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, 4.3.6.3F, 4.3.6.4A, and 4.3.6.5A to reduce emissions from warehousing operations. 
Construction and operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through implementation of 
mitigation measures and Project Design Features. As stated on the SCAQMD website, “as part of this 
working group [Warehouse Distribution Center Working Group], South Coast AQMD staff is working closely 
with industry, local governments, and the community to develop a comprehensive framework …”151 for a 
proposed rule to benefit everyone involved. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-12: The discussion of Diesel Regulations, including the Clean Truck 
Program, CARB Drayage Truck Regulation, and the CARB statewide Truck and Bus Regulations occurs 
under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As stated on page 
4.3-13, these regulatory programs will require an accelerated introduction of “clean trucks” into the 
statewide truck fleet that will result in lower diesel emissions during the 2008 to 2020 timeframe. The CARB 
Drayage Truck Regulations requires all drayage trucks that transport cargo to or from California’s ports and 
intermodal trip yards be registered in the Drayage Truck Registry, meet 2010 emission standards by 2022 
for all trucks, and that the truck driver provide required information to enforcement personnel when 
requested.152 (In comparison, the WLC Project requires that all diesel trucks entering the site must meet or 
exceed 2010 emission standards, a requirement imposed now, not in 2022.) The CARB Statewide Truck 
and Bus Regulations require heavy-duty diesel vehicles to reduce toxic air contaminants (TACs) emissions 
from their exhaust. By January 1, 2023, nearly all trucks and buses will be required to have 2010 or newer 

                                                      
151 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2019. Warehouse Distribution Centers Working Group webpage. Available 

online:  https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/facility-based-mobile-source-
measures/warehs-distr-wkng-grp. Accessed on February 13, 2020. 

152 California Air Resources Board, 2012. California’s Drayage Truck Regulation, California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Section 2027, Summarized Version for Truck Owners. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/arbdoc/sumreg.pdf. Accessed on February 13, 2020. 

https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/facility-based-mobile-source-measures/warehs-distr-wkng-grp
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/facility-based-mobile-source-measures/warehs-distr-wkng-grp
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/arbdoc/sumreg.pdf
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model year engines to reduce PM and NOx emissions. Starting in 2020, only vehicles compliant with this 
regulation will be registered by the California Department of Motor Vehicles.153 

Further, on March 10, 2020, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach adopted a Clean Truck Fund Rate 
to be charged to beneficial cargo owners for loaded heavy duty container trucks to enter or exit the ports’ 
terminals, with rebates for trucks with CARB-certified low NOx engines or better. (Economic Study for the 
Clean Truck Fund Rate, p. 1.) The added cost is expected to help incentivize the transition of drayage 
trucks operating at the ports to cleaner equipment. 

Appendix F, Traffic Impact Assessment, of the 2018 RSFEIR, Section F, Truck Trips to Ports (pages 366 – 
370) discusses the volume of truck traffic between the WLC and the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach 
were estimated using three different methods, all based on data provided by regional planning agencies, 
with the highest of the forecasts used for the analysis. The three methods were: (1) the RIVTAM model 
which predicted 82 truck trips per day, (2) based on Port Truck Study which predicted 261 truck trips per 
day, and (3) based on Truck Flows from Riverside County which predicted 125 truck trips per day. The 
analysis showed that a reasonable estimate of truck traffic between WLC and the ports would be in the 
range of 82 – 261 truck trips per day. The highest figure of 261 truck trips was used in the analysis as a 
reasonable worst-case scenario because it resulted in the greatest number of vehicle miles. Thus, since 
there would be 261 trucks trips between the Ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach and the WLC, the above 
regulations are applicable. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-13: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses MATES IV cancer risk 
on page 4.3-17. Additionally, a more detailed discussion is provided in Appendix A-1, Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report, to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
which states “the basin-wide population weighted cancer risk is 357 per million based on averages at fixed 
monitoring sites estimated during the MATES IV study.” As displayed in Figure 16, the estimated risk within 
the project vicinity is within the 401 – 500 and 501-800 range. As displayed in Figure 17, nearly all areas of 
the Basin experienced decreases in cancer risk during the time period from MATES III, 2005, to MATES 
IV, 2012, and the project area experienced a decrease in cancer risk of between 100 and 400 in one million. 
Due to the regional scale of project impacts, the weighted average risk based on MATES IV data was 
calculated and discussed in Appendix A-1. Thus, background cancer risks were provided from SCAQMD’s 
MATES IV study. As discussed below, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed the health-related 
effects and cancer risk from TACs resulting from the Project on WLC’s census tract and even those 
sensitive receptors that lie along SR-60. 

With regard to health effects, EPA’s BenMAP tool, as opposed to OEHHA’s CalEnviroscreen 3, was chosen 
to to conduct the project’s health effects analysis. As stated in the OEHHA factsheet154, CalEnviroScreen 
3.0 is a mapping tool that can be used to identify California communities (by census tract) that are most 
affected by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen 
score measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others 
and is not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the comment is consistent with the results of 

                                                      
153 California Air Resources Board, 2020. Truck and Bus Regulation. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-

work/programs/truck-and-bus-regulation. Accessed on February 13, 2020. 
154 https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/truck-and-bus-regulation
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/truck-and-bus-regulation
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf
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CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. The BenMAP tool utilizes background health statistics155 which would have 
incorporated the increased cardiovascular disease rate for the area in the background incidents, thus this 
data set was not excluded. 

Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. A 
cumulative HRA was conducted which assessed the regional cumulative impact of the 359 identified 
cumulative projects in addition to the WLC project. The air dispersion models included 99 grid area sources 
covering an area of 2,475 square kilometers to represent the onsite and surface street emissions of all 
cumulative projects, and 63 freeway mainline segments for warehouse projects in the region that may 
overlap with the traffic routes of the Project. The modeled freeway segments extended from North Palm 
Springs to Long Beach in the east-west direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in 
the north-south direction, roughly an area of 3,500 square miles radiating from the cumulative project sites 
to the north, south, east, and west. The analysis covered major portions of the following freeways from 
North Palm Springs to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach: Interstate 10, State Route 60, State Route 
91, Interstate 215, and Interstate 710. As stated in Section 6.3.3.7, Impacts to Sensitive Receptors, of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the cumulative HRA included emissions from both the Project and the 
359 cumulative projects, the cancer risks and chronic hazard index (HI) calculated are the cumulative health 
risk values that will be compared to the selected cumulative HRA threshold. The thirty-year exposure to 
cumulative construction and operations results in a cancer risk of 139.8 in one million at the maximum 
exposed receptor and thirty-year cumulative operations would result in a cancer risk of 171.5 in one million 
at the maximum exposed receptor. Thus, cancer risk impacts at the maximum exposed project receptor, 
for both construction and operation and operation are above the cumulative cancer threshold of 10 in a 
million with and without mitigation. Therefore, the construction and operation of cumulative projects in 
addition to the Project (with mitigation incorporated) is expected to have a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impact. Cumulative cancer risks were estimated at the geographical center (centroid) of census 
tracts that are within the study area of the cumulative HRA. For the 70-year exposure duration with the 
inclusion of the Current OEHHA Guidance, without consideration of the results of the HEI ACES Study, the 
cancer burden is estimated to be 72.2 for construction and operations and 90.3 for full operations, out of a 
population of about 10.8 million individuals that were conservatively estimated to have a cancer risk of 1 in 
a million or more for the 359 cumulative projects. This is compared to the Project cancer burden impact, 
estimated at approximately 0.47. The SCAQMD has established a threshold for cancer burden of 0.5. 
Because the SCAQMD’s cancer burden significance threshold is exceeded with and without mitigation for 
the 359 cumulative projects, the cumulative cancer burden impact is expected to be significant and 
unavoidable. The non-cancer HI value at each of the modeled receptor locations are less than SCAQMD 
cumulative threshold of 3.0 and is expected to have a less than significant cumulative impact. 

Cumulative Health Effects are discussed in Section 6.3.3.8 Cumulative Health Effects, of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. As shown on Tables 6.3-9 and 6.3-10 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the 
estimated annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 (which best represents diesel PM) and 
ozone health effects associated with cumulative projects (including the unmitigated Project). Potential 
Increases of PM2.5-related health effects above background, associated with increases in ambient air 
concentrations estimated from cumulative Projects (including the unmitigated Project), include asthma-
                                                      
155 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 545 

related emergency room visits (0.16%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.09%), all cardiovascular-
related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.02%), all respiratory-related hospital 
admissions (0.09%), mortality (0.14%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.07% for all 
age groups). Potential ozone-related health effects shown as an increase over background, associated with 
increases in ambient air concentrations estimated from cumulative Projects (including the unmitigated 
Project), include respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.02%), mortality (0.01%), and asthma-related 
emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.07%for all age groups). Because there are no 
established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes only. 

As evidenced above, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR included recently constructed and proposed 
large warehouse projects, as well as other projects, in its cumulative analysis, which included analysis of 
diesel PM, to determine if the project contributed to cumulatively significant impacts, as required by the trial 
court’s ruling on the petitions for writ of mandate, and no further analysis is required. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-14: The HEI study was discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to 
indicate that newer model diesel engines are cleaner than the older model engines and result in less health 
effects than the older engines. However, the construction and operational HRA’s and health effects study 
conducted for the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, both project and cumulative, did not rely on the findings 
of the HEI study in the analysis (page 4.3-24). Shrader-Frechette (2016)156 disagrees with the findings in 
the HEI study mainly due to the HEI study not counting diesel PM as a known human carcinogen157 and 
conducting the studies using NO2 and mass and not diesel exhaust, which is more harmful than NO2. 
Additionally, the comment states that the HEI study exhibited representativeness errors, using only the 
healthiest animals, too-small sample sizes, and non-lifetime exposures, which makes the studies result 
inconclusive about diesel harm. However, the HEI study combines four studies, each of which was 
rigorously peer reviewed by HEI’s review panel, an independent panel of distinguished scientists, whose 
comments are included in the report. Further, the “overall effort has been guided by an ACES Steering 
Committee consisting of representative from HEI and CRC [Coordinating Research Council], along with the 
U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. EPA, engine manufacturers, the petroleum industry, CARB, emission 
control manufacturers, the National Resources Defense Council and others.” (HEI, p. xii.) The HEI study 
analyzed 2007-compliant diesel engines and found that the application of new emissions control technology 
to diesel engines “showed few exposure-related biologic effects” and any such exposure to NO2 “is being 
substantially further reduced in 2010-compliant engines.” (HEI, p. 4.) Nonetheless, the project health risk 
assessment is conservative and based on the assumption that diesel trucks cause significant health 
impacts, despite the findings of the HEI study. Therefore, the commenter’s position, i.e. disagreement with 
the results of the study and potential design flaws in the HEI study, is irrelevant, as the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR’s analysis of cancer and health effect risks did not depend on the results of the HEI 
study. Additionally, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines §15151, “disagreement among experts does not 
make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.” 

                                                      
156 Shrader-Frechette K, McQuestion, C., 2016 “Special-Interest Science” Harms Diesel-Polluted Communities Like East 

Los Angeles. J Community Med Public Health Care 3: 016. Available online: 
http://www.heraldopenaccess.us/openaccess/special-interest-science-harms-diesel-polluted-communities-like-east-los-
angeles. Accessed February 20, 2020 

157 In 2012, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), part of the World Health Organization (WHO) named 
diesel exhaust as a known human carcinogen and called for tighter regulations. Europe passed new regulations, but the 
US government denied that diesel exhaust was a know human carcinogen because the scientific data was “uncertain”, 
primarily because of the HEI study. 

http://www.heraldopenaccess.us/openaccess/special-interest-science-harms-diesel-polluted-communities-like-east-los-angeles
http://www.heraldopenaccess.us/openaccess/special-interest-science-harms-diesel-polluted-communities-like-east-los-angeles
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Response to Comment 2-F1-15: The assertion that HRAs are conservative by design did not influence 

the performance of the project level and cumulative HRAs, results of which are presented in the 2019 Draft 

Recirculated RSFEIR. The OEHHA guidelines158 state an HRA includes a comprehensive analysis of the 

dispersion of hazardous substances in the environment, their potential for human exposure, and a 

quantitative assessment of both individual and population-wide health risks associated with those levels of 

exposure. The output of the air dispersion modeling analysis includes a receptor field of ground level 

concentrations of the pollutant in ambient air, which can be used to estimate an inhaled or ingested dose. 

Additionally, the assumptions used in these guidelines are designed to err on the side of health protection 

in order to avoid underestimation of risk to the public. The HRAs were performed in accordance with state 

and local guidance. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-16: The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) for the Project (located in Appendix 

F of the 2018 Revised Sections of the FEIR [RSFEIR]) calculated vehicle miles travelled (VMT) with and 

without the Project, demonstrating that construction of the WLC will lead to reduced commute times and 

VMT. As discussed in the DEIR, Moreno Valley has a low jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.45 compared to the 

overall regional ratio of 1.14 (i.e., 0.45 jobs for each 1 housing unit) (Draft EIR, page 2-24). SCAG’s 

Compass Blueprint Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan encourages “bedroom” communities (i.e., 

those with more housing than jobs, such as Moreno Valley) to encourage jobs growth instead of housing 

growth, which will eventually help balance these factors across the region and help reduce commuter traffic 

(2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). These plans forecast that the City’s ratio of jobs to housing will increase in the 

future but will still be less than 1.0 (estimated 0.89 by 2035), compared to a projected ratio of 1.14 for the 

County and 1.29 for the entire SCAG area (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). The City’s jobs/housing ratio is 

expected to still be less than 1.0 by 2035, but to achieve that ratio, the City would need to attract over 

34,000 jobs in the next 20 years, compared to attracting 17,000 new houses during that same period. A 

low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances that residents of Moreno Valley must drive to and from 

work. An economic study of the project159 concluded that the WLC could generate approximately 25,000 

new on-site jobs within the City (2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-31). In addition to the projected on-site job 

creation, the study estimates the WLC could generate new off-site jobs (i.e., indirect/induced employment) 

in all industries of the economy.160 The study also estimated that an additional 7,583 indirect/induced jobs 

could be created in the County, of which 3,792 jobs were projected to be within the City as a result of project 

implementation.161 As stated in the TIA (page 93, Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), approximately 80 

percent of the vehicles entering or leaving warehouse sites are passenger cars, mostly used for commute 

trips by employees of the warehouses. The WLC would create much needed local jobs, which would affect 

commute patterns in the area by reducing VMT because people would work closer to where they live. Thus, 

the TIA provides VMT attributable to the WLC on the net effect the Project has on regional automobile 

travel. As discussed above these are valid reasons for the assumptions in the TIA (Table 102) that support 

the reduced VMT utilized in the Project analyses. 

                                                      
158 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, 

pages 1-3 and 1-6. Available online: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. Accessed 
February 20, 2020. 

159 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 
California. October 11. 

160 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 
California. October 11 

161 David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, 
California. October 11 

https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf
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With respect to the declaration from former Moreno Valley mayor, Thomas Owings, served as Mayor from 
January 2013 to June 2014. During this time, he states that qualified workers were not available in the City 
of Moreno Valley or the surrounding communities and that residents were lacking in basic reading, writing, 
and computer skills and could not be employed, thus the logistics centers had to hire workers farther away. 
Former Mayor Thomas Owings states that the TIA net effect scenario is not credible due to what he 
observed during his time as mayor. Substantial growth has occurred in Moreno Valley’s logistics industry 
since Mr. Owings’ tenure concluded in 2014. Many companies have selected a new corporate location and 
several have elected to expand locally. Following is an update that demonstrates Moreno Valley’s growth 
in facilities and employment: 

Company 
Facility Size 

SF Declaration 
Facility Size Year 2020 

(sq. ft.) 
Employment 

Year 2020 

Amazon 1,000,000 2,019,320 7,500 

Skechers USA 1,800,000 2,937,155 1,200 

Harbor Freight 2,000,000 2,574,216 788 

Ross Dress for Less 1,600,000 3,449,281 2,400 

Aldi Foods 800,000 800,430 181 

Walgreens 685,000 685,000 600 

Iherb.com 365,000 400,935 No rpt. 

Corporate Additions 

United Natural Foods — 613,174 700 

Deckers Outdoor 800,000 1,539,604 700 

Floor & Décor — 1,103,003 788 

Lowe’s Home Improvement 756,340 2,144,550 No rpt. 

Procter & Gamble — 1,500,000 603 

Keeco Bedding — 1,351,763 600 

Solaris Paper — 779,233 200 

Source: City of Moreno Valley, Economic Development Department 

 

As demonstrated above, Moreno Valley has experienced substantial growth in the logistics field, much of it 
from existing corporate citizens who would be knowledgeable about inadequate labor resources and would 
select other sites if the assertion was accurate. Existing companies continues to expand in Moreno Valley 
(Harbor Freight Tools, Deckers, Lowes, Ross, Amazon, Skechers USA). Human Resource representatives 
of these large firms would be knowledgeable about inadequate labor resources and would advise their real 
estate counterparts to select other sites if shallow labor pool is an issue. In 2009, the City created the 
Moreno Valley Employment Resource Center (ERC) to help residents struggling in the Great Recession to 
access jobs and increase their job readiness skills. During that time the City’s unemployment reached a 
high of 17.5% in July of 2010, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Today the City has reached 
an unemployment rate that is often on par or below that of the County’s at 3.7% as of December 2019 
(BLS). 
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The City operates the Employment Resource Center (ERC) as a service to corporate citizens that also 
encourages local hiring, not as an economic concession. Aldi representatives have not cited lack of quality 
workers and has retained a majority of the existing workers since initial opening. Additionally, since opening 
in Moreno Valley, Skechers has continued to expand and now reports a workforce of 1,200 employees. 

Current demographics by Environics Analytics (run 02/25/20) indicate that the Estimated Civilian Employed 
Workforce Aged 16+ within just 30 minutes’ drive of the World Logistics Center is 645,675, of which 190,789 
workers are employed in blue collar professions. The map below graphically represents the 30-minute drive. 
Logistics employers in Moreno Valley find an ample workforce and Moreno Valley encourages local hiring 
by providing complimentary workforce recruitment services. 

 

Because of the seasonal shifts in retail consumption, it is a common practice for logistics facilities to utilize 
temporary employment agencies to bolster their permanent workforce. In addition, some companies 
contract with third party logistics firms (“3PLs) that operate distribution centers on behalf of the retailers. As 
a result, these retailers have very few direct employees in their facilities as a majority of the permanent and 
seasonal labor is hired by and managed by the 3PL. 

The situation served to further motivate City leaders to enhance resources and programs offered by Moreno 
Valley’s ERC. Using the ERC’s complimentary employee recruitment services, the City has witnessed 
companies converting positions from 3PL contract workforce to direct hires such as P&G. Though ERC 
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workforce development services are available to all individuals who walk through the door, City residents 
are the main beneficiaries of this trend as they naturally form the largest contingent of ERC clients. 

The City regularly meets with Moreno Valley employers both large and small, and conducted over 100 
business visits last year to discuss matters relevant to businesses including City programs and workforce 
development. 

In 2015, the City created the Hire MoVal program which incentivizes employers to hire locally with utility 
rate incentives and hiring assistance, like job fairs and email job postings, available at the Moreno valley 
Employment Resource Center. The program has grown to include a Hire A Vet component and a Hire A 
Grad incentive that provides $1,000 to employers for hiring recent grads and vets. 

The City works with the following education and workforce development partners to prepare residents for 
the job skills needed: 

a) Moreno Valley College 

b) California Baptist University 

c) University of California, Riverside 

d) Moreno Valley Unified School District – Adult School 

e) Riverside County Workforce Development Board and America’s Job Centers 

f) Moreno Valley Youth Opportunity Center (YOC) 

The City, in conjunction with workforce and educational partners, facilitates access to the following 
programs and services: 

a) Basic Skills classes through Moreno Valley College Career and Technical Education (CTE) 
program with regular outreach, on-site at the ERC. Certificates and programs fall under three major 
categories such as 

1. Business and Information Technology, 

2. Health, Human and Public Services and 

3. Public Safety Education and Training. 

b) English as a Second Language, Adult Basic Education (ABE) classes and GED in Spanish are 
offered in partnership with Moreno Valley Adult. 

c) Basic Computer Skills and computer classes such as Microsoft (MS) Certification, Google, and 
Basic and Intermediate classes at Moreno Valley Adult. 

d) Job preparation courses are offered on-site at the ERC through the Training Tuesdays program. 
Classes such as free weekly workshops on topics such as Resume Writing, Job Search, LinkedIn, 
and the LevelUp Certificate program which provides access to the most popular workshops in a 
half-day format. Moreno Valley businesses also us the ERC for job fairs and information sessions. 
The second Tuesday of every month is reserved for programming for veterans with classes like 
Social Media Cleansing and how to build your resume. 
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e) In addition, the City has partnered with Moreno Valley College to support students and their 
workforce training with programs such as MoVaLEARNS (which pays students to go to school), 
College Promise Initiative (which helps with first year school costs) and the iMake Innovation 
Center, a 4,150 square foot makerspace that provides students and the public with access to 
hands-on skill building like vinyl printers, laser printers/cutters, 3D printers and virtual reality and 
coding. 

According to the Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD), the graduation rate at all MVUSD high 
schools for the 2016-2017 academic year was 87.8 percent, 5.1 percent higher than the California average. 
The graduation rate has increased by 22.1 percent since the year 2010.162 

Former Mayor Owings draws upon previous experience as the CEO of an auto dealership to assert that 
most Moreno Valley residents commute long distances for white collar jobs and that the jobs provided by 
the WLC would not fit the economic needs of these commuters. The writer may not recognize that large 
logistics facilities like those intended in the WLC often include substantial office space and require white 
collar employees to perform various administrative tasks. This trend is often overlooked because the office 
space is dwarfed by the distribution space. To provide a couple examples: the primary, 1,800,000 sq. ft. 
Skechers facility (which is the prototype of intended World Logistics Center logistics product) serves as the 
company’s West Coast Headquarters, which operates in approximately 53,000 sq. ft. of Class A office 
space. Similarly, Aldi Foods’ 800,430 sq. ft. distribution facility includes 50,000 sq. ft. of office space that 
provides corporate meeting rooms, marketing offices, test kitchens, etc. 

The project is estimated to provide a total of approximately $47,502,000 in school impact mitigation fees 
(calculated based on a total 40,600,000 SF times the 2019 Moreno Valley School District163 development 
fee of 61 cents per square foot and San Jacinto Unified School District’s164 56 cents per square foot 
development fee) that can be used to improve educational opportunities for students within both the Moreno 
Valley Unified School District and the San Jacinto Unified School District. Further, the project is estimated 
to contribute $6,993,000 to be used by the City to provide and enhance educational and workforce 
development training in the supply chain and logistics industries. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-17: Operational Truck Idling discussed on page 4.3-22 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR states that each truck was assumed to idle for 5 minutes or less in any one hour 
consistent with the California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic Control Measure that limits such idling to 5 
minutes and requirements specified in the World Logistics Center Specific Plan. Additionally, mitigation 
measure 4.3.6.3B n) (page 4.3-54) would require that truck and vehicle idling shall be limited to three 
minutes per day, but emissions reduction from this measure has not been accounted for in the analysis to 
provide a worst-case. It is the practice at the majority of logistics centers in the area to implement the “drop 
and drag” procedure; a procedure where a truck will bring goods to the facility, and the trailer (or sea-going 
cargo container) will be disconnected and left on-site for the lengthy process of unloading. An empty trailer 
may be connected and the truck quickly departs to return to its point of origin. Conversely, an out-bound 
truck is usually scheduled to retrieve a delivery load only once the container/trailer is full. Thus, trucks are 

                                                      
162 https://www.mvusd.net/apps/news/article/890606 
163 https://www.mvusd.net/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=786774&type=d&pREC_ID=1181763 
164 https://www.sanjacinto.k12.ca.us/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=330831&type=d&pREC_ID=757853 

https://www.mvusd.net/apps/news/article/890606
https://www.mvusd.net/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=786774&type=d&pREC_ID=1181763
https://www.sanjacinto.k12.ca.us/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=330831&type=d&pREC_ID=757853
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not on-site very long nor do they idle for extended time periods. Thus, the assumption for each truck to idle 
for 5 minutes per day is not unreasonable and would not be an underestimation of project emissions. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-18: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A a), off-road diesel-powered 
construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall meet United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) Tier 4 off-road emissions standards. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) requires that all off-
road engines in the yard trucks have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 interim or greater. A copy of each 
unit’s certified tier specification shall be available for inspection by the City at the time of mobilization of 
each applicable unit of equipment. The WLC air quality and GHG analysis includes certified Tier 4 interim 
engines, but engines that are certified to meet or exceed the emissions ratings for USEPA Tier 4 interim 
engines are also allowed. Nonetheless, since the Tier 4 phase-in for construction equipment began in the 
2013 to 2015-time frame, and the CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measures will be fully implemented by 
2023, there should be readily available equipment available for construction of the WLC. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-19: PGM stands for photochemical grid model. The last paragraph on page 
4.3-82 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be changed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows: 

There is a degree of uncertainty in these results from a combination of the uncertainty in the 
emissions themselves, the increase in concentration resulting from the photochemical grid model 
(PGM) and the uncertainty of the application of the C-R increase. All simulations of physical 
processes, whether ambient air concentrations, or health effects from air pollution, have a level of 
uncertainty associated with them, due to simplifying assumptions. The overall uncertainty is a 
combination of the uncertainty associated with each piece of the modeling study, in this case, the 
emissions quantification, the emissions model, the PGM, and BenMAP. While these results reflect 
a level of uncertainty, regulatory agencies, including the USEPA have judged that, even with the 
uncertainty in the results, the results provide sufficient information to the public to allow them to 
understand the potential health effects of increases or decreases in air pollution (USEPA 2012). 

Response to Comment 2-F1-20: The mitigation measures to support operational emissions would be 
reduced in part through a requirement for 2010 trucks or later are MMs 4.3.6.3B k) and 4.3.6.3B l). Mitigation 
measure 4.3.6.3B k) states that any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that 
meet or exceed 2010 engine emissions standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 and as stated in MM 4.3.6.3B d) tenants shall maintain records on fleet 
equipment and vehicle engine maintenance to ensure that equipment and vehicles are maintained pursuant 
to manufacturer’s specifications. The records shall be maintained on site and be made available for 
inspection by the City. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B l) specifies that all diesel trucks entering logistics sites 
shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. Facility 
operators shall maintain a log of all trucks entering the facility to document that the truck usage meets these 
emission standards. This log shall be available for inspection by City staff at any time. This will be enforced 
through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and monitoring 
for excess idling; the Vehicle Identification Number will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck 
compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by 
the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process in the City which results in 
compliance efforts and if they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in 
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the MMRP. CEQA requires that mitigation measures be enforceable and does not mandate that any 
particular agency be responsible for such enforcement. As specified, the mitigation measures have 
enforcement mechanisms in place and are thus credible mitigation measures under CEQA. 

Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C states that prior to issuance of building permits for more than 25 million square 
feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan area, a publicly-accessible fueling station shall be 
operational within the Specific Plan area offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase 
by the motoring public, which would include trucks. As stated on page 32 of the TIA Report (Appendix F of 
the 2018 RSFEIR) “the project includes a fueling station and convenience store intended to serve the needs 
of truckers picking up or delivering cargos at the WLC site”. Thus, mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C also makes 
the fueling station accessible to the public, but it will still be utilized by truckers visiting the WLC site. 

Mitigation measures 4.3.6.3E prohibits refrigerated warehouse space unless it can be determined that the 
environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, 
including but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed 
any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Such 
environmental analysis shall be provided with any warehouse plot plan proposing refrigerated space. Any 
such proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with 
Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). Since this is a programmatic EIR, subsequent discretionary 
approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an 
additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project 
covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.165 
However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, 
additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation 
if additional significant impacts are found.166 As such the appropriate CEQA analysis, with mitigation, if 
required, would occur prior to the allowance of any refrigerated warehouse space. Refrigerated uses have 
not been modeled for the air quality analysis or the HRA in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As stated 
in Response to Comment 2-F1-13, the HRA and health risk analysis does not rely on the HEI finding that 
New Technology Diesel Exhaust does not cause cancer. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-21: An agreement was reached between the applicant and the SCAQMD which 
states that the parties agree the applicant will pay an Air Quality Improvement Fee and in addition to the 
mitigation measures listed in the FIER, WLC is subject to the following additional mitigation measures; all 
2010 clean diesel trucks, all Tier 4 construction equipment, and a CNG/LNG fueling facility.167 The MMs have 
been included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR as discussed above under Response to Comments 2-
F1-18, Tier 4 equipment, and 2-F1-20, 2010 clean diesel trucks and the CNG/LNG fueling facility. The 
settlement states that the SCAQMD can use the Air Quality Improvement Fee for any purpose that will improve 
air quality in the South Coast Air Basin. The agreement states that the Air Quality Improvement Fee 
adequately mitigates heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction and 

                                                      
165 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) 
166 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) 
167 Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Riverside, 2016. Case No. RIC 1511213, Stipulation for Entry 

of Judgement in the Case of South Coast Air Quality Management District, Petitioner, vs. City of Moreno Valley; and 
DOES I-10 inclusive, Respondents, and HF Properties, a California general partnership, et al., Real Parties in Interest. 
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operation of the WLC. However, the Project is not claiming the Air Quality Improvement Fee as mitigation for 
emissions, as evidenced by the fact that there is no mention of the Air Quality Improvement Fee in the 
mitigation measures, and that air quality impacts from regional construction and operational emissions and 
localized significant thresholds are significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-22: As stated on page 4.17-30, the feasibility of using medium- and heavy-
duty EVs for delivery of goods to or from the WLC is, to a great extent, dependent on the nature of the 
warehousing operations. Tying the usage of EV trucks to the availability of charging stations at the WLC is 
faulty. For example, many warehouses implement the “drop and drag” procedure, where a truck will bring 
goods to the facility, and the trailer (or sea-going cargo container) will be disconnected and left on-site for 
the lengthy process of unloading. An empty trailer may be connected and the truck quickly departs to return 
to its point of origin. Conversely, an out-bound truck is usually scheduled to retrieve a delivery load only 
once the container/trailer is full. Thus, trucks are not on-site long enough times to obtain a meaningful 
battery charge. Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR asserts that with Level 2 AC chargers, 
with a minimum charging rate of 19.2 kW (the highest rate currently available), it would take approximately 
4 hours to fully charge a passenger vehicle with a 100kWh battery. Trucks would not stay docked at the 
facility for that long in most cases, and a truck battery would be larger and require more time to charge than 
a passenger vehicle with most charging overnight. Most of these trucks would have battery charging 
facilities at their place of origin or the end point as its more economical for the fleet owners who don’t want 
to be paying for employees sitting idle waiting for a vehicle to charge. Nonetheless, the purpose and intent 
of logistics support sites is to provide services including fueling facilities, which may include chargers 
(Section 2.2.5.1 of the Specific Plan [Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR]). 

As stated on page 4.17-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, although it is speculative to state what 
the regional fleet mix will be as each phase of the Project is completed, and the adoption of ZEVs by WLC 
tenants’ employees and customers will be beyond the direct control of the WLC, all EV types should be 
anticipated in planning for the onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the project will construct the WLC 
parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations (page 4.17-24 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR), which will enable the WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service 
to future tenants, if and when demand dictates. 

As discussed in Section 4.17, Energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, three electric vehicle (EV) 
penetration scenarios were modeled; low, medium, and high. The low EV penetration scenario reflects the 
current state building code, and includes charging for passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. The 
percentage of vehicle types and the type of fuel used was determined from the breakdown in EMFAC2017; 
2.5 percent passenger vehicle EVs and 1.4 percent light truck EVs by 2025 and 4.7 percent passenger EVs 
and 3.7 percent light truck EVs by 2035. The medium EV penetration scenario reflects a higher EV 
population consistent with the goals of the 2017 Scoping Plan Update and 2016 Mobile Source Strategy, 
and includes passenger and light truck EVs, but no charging of medium- or heavy-duty truck EVs. It is 
estimated that the WLC project would be visited by a combined EV population (passenger vehicles and 
light trucks) of 627 EVs per day in 2025 and 4,509 EVs by 2035. The high EV scenario is the same as the 
medium EV scenario with respect to passenger and light truck EVs, but includes estimates for medium-
duty and heavy-duty EV trucks based on CALSTART’s zero-emission transformation model. The model 
predicts 10 percent medium-duty EV trucks and 20 percent heavy-duty EV trucks by 2025, and by 2035, 
the forecasts indicate that 20 percent medium-duty and 30 percent heavy-duty trucks could be EVs. (page 
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4.17-18). Given that the future tenants of the WLC are not known and cannot be identified at this time, it 
would be speculative to assume that the high EV penetration scenario would be practicable or feasible by 
2025 or by 2035. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of 
Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and 
Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP 
was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, 
more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed 
policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including 
heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-
emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are 
still at the demonstration phase.168 Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited 
applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. Recognizing 
the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the 
Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage 
of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed 
Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation 
provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck 
Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks 
operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff 
Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-
duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching 
vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation 
sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the 
market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently 
commercially available. 

As discussed on page 4.17-14 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, “additional analysis was required to 
quantify the increased electricity use and decreased fuel use associated with higher fleet penetration of 
electric vehicles expected with implementation of California’s 2016 Mobile Source Strategy, which is not 
incorporated into EMFAC2017.” As discussed on page 4.17-15 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 states that “Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration 
necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an 
agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.” The analysis of three 
EV penetration scenarios seeks to establish what is reasonably foreseeable with respect to technology 
advancements that may influence transportation energy use contemporaneous with development of the 
WLC project. Further, it is common practice in energy reports to analyze a low, medium, and high energy 
use scenario. It was done in the 2018 MVU IRP which analyzed and gave load forecast scenarios for a low, 
medium, and high EV scenario.169 Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented the high EV 
scenario to parallel the 2018 MVU IRP and explained that the high EV scenario would be speculative, but 
if this scenario occurred, it would result in less emissions and a less health risk than the modeled scenario 

                                                      
168 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=
2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

169 City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Moreno Valley Utility 2018 Integrated Resource Plan. July 20. Page 1-4. Available online: 
http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed February 21, 2020. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf


Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 555 

in the HRA, because there would be less diesel trucks on the road. Given the full explanation provided in 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR as to the high EV scenario, it should not have been misleading with 
respect to its practicality. 

The CEC report170 provided by the commenter states that vehicle sales in the light heavy-duty (LHD) truck 
category, classes 3, 4 and 5, are about 70 percent diesel and 30 percent gasoline, and the commenter states 
that multiplying 30% (for gasoline trucks) by the percentage of LHD trucks yields 5% not 9% gasoline trucks 
and that using 9% underestimates emissions. However, as discussed in the TIA, Appendix F of the 2018 
RSFEIR (pages 110 – 117), to quantify mobile source operational emissions, the following information was 
required: trip generation, vehicle fleet mix, trip length, and emission factors. Trip generation rates were derived 
using trip rates from the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis which were incorporated 
into the 10th edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. The EMFAC2017 
mobile source model was used to derive a complete mix of vehicles serving the WLC and it was also used to 
subdivide each class by gasoline and diesel vehicles. A traffic model was used to forecast trip generation and 
VMTs. EMFAC2017 was also used for the emission factors. The assumption that the heavy-duty truck fleet 
would be made up of 89 percent diesel, 9 percent gasoline, and 3 percent natural gas, and 0 percent electric 
for the HRA was based on EMFAC2017. The HRAs were performed in accordance with state and local 
guidance. Therefore, the fact that commenters disagree with the percentage of gasoline heavy-duty trucks in 
2035 (5% versus 9%) with a study that says 70 percent of light heavy-duty truck sales are diesel does not 
refute the logic of the use of the USEPA approved EMFAC2017 to derive the fleet mix and type of fuel used 
in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s analysis of cancer and health effect risks. Additionally, as stated in 
the CEQA Guidelines §15151, “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.” 

Response to Comment 2-F1-23: Table 4.3-27 accidently showed that a cancer risk of 34 in a million along 
the SR-60 did not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million. This is a typographical 
error. The last line of Table 4.3-27, Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for 
Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, Without 
Mitigation, on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be changed in the Final RSFEIR to 
read as follows: 

                                                      
170 California Energy Commission, 2018. Final Consultant Report Forecast of Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Attributes to 

2030, April. Available online: https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018publications/CEC-200-2018-005/CEC-200-2018-005.pdf. 
Accessed February 15, 2020. 

https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018publications/CEC-200-2018-005/CEC-200-2018-005.pdf
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Table 4.3-27: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential 
Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, Without 
Mitigation 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental 
Increase in 

Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer 
Risk Significance 

Threshold 
(risk/million) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2 34.0 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project boundaries3 34.0 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project 
boundaries4 

29.9 10 Yes 

Maximum risk along SR 60 freeway5 34.0 10 NoYes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures 

from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, 
EMFAC2014 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary at 13241 World Logistics Center Parkway 
(formerly Theodore Avenue). 

3 Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue. 
4 Location is to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
5 Location is south of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (2). 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 

Response to Comment 2-F1-24: Mitigation Measure 4.1.6.1A is a mitigation measure under Scenic Vistas 
in the 2018 RSFEIR (page 1-4) and states that each Plot Plan application for development along the 
western, southwestern, and eastern boundaries of the project (i.e., adjacent to existing or planned 
residential zoned uses) shall include a minimum 250-foot setback measured from the City/County zoning 
boundary line and any building or truck parking/access area within the project. The setback area shall 
include landscaping, berms, and walls to provide visual screening between the new development and 
existing residential areas upon maturity of the landscaping materials. The existing olive trees along 
Redlands Blvd. shall remain in place as long as practical to help screen views of the project site. This 
measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Planning Official. This mitigation measure would 
help improve health outcomes by increasing the distance between the project boundary and any sensitive 
receptors. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-25: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-18 for a discussion on Tier 4 interim 
engines and availability of equipment. This MM would help reduce health outcomes by reducing air quality 
emissions, primarily PM2.5 emissions, and therefore black carbon emissions. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-26: Mitigation measure 4.3.6.2B states: 

“Prior to issuance of any grading permits, a Construction Staging Plan shall be submitted 
to and approved by the City of Moreno Valley that describes in detail the location of 
equipment staging areas, stockpiling/storage areas, construction parking areas, safe 
detours around the project construction site, as well as provide temporary traffic control 
(e.g., flag person) during construction-related truck hauling activities. Construction trucks 
shall be rerouted away from sensitive receptor areas. Trucks shall use State Route 60 
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using World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street), Redlands Boulevard 
(north of Eucalyptus Avenue), and Gilman Springs Road. In addition to its traffic safety 
purpose, the Construction Staging Plan can minimize traffic congestion and delays that 
increase idling emissions. A copy of the approved Traffic Control Plan shall be retained on 
site in the construction trailer.” 

The route the trucks will take is explained in the mitigation measure, but will be confirmed and approved by 
the City in the Construction Staging Plan prior to issuance of grading permits. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-27: The Air Quality Index (AQI) is calculated from the highest concentration 
measurements of 5 criteria pollutants among all the monitors within each reporting area.171 An AQI of 100 
generally corresponds to the national ambient air quality standard (NAAQs) for the pollutant.172 As the 
project site is situated in the South Coast Air Basin, which is in nonattainment for ozone and particulate 
matter,173 there will be days on which the reporting area will exceed an AQI of 100 due to sources unrelated 
to the project site and a tremendous amount of economic activity that leads to emissions will continue to 
operate. 

The ambient air quality standard is not a measure to allow or disallow economic activity in a region. Under 
Part D, Section 172 of the Clean Air Act,174 non-attainment areas must submit to the EPA a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) which would lay out approaches to reducing pollutant levels through 
implementation of reasonably available control measures, enforceable emission limitations, or other 
methods. There is no requirement for sources within the region to cease operations if the NAAQS is 
exceeded. As described, the AQI is a useful tool to convey general air quality conditions to the public. For 
a more detailed and source-specific assessment of air quality, the ambient air quality concentration of each 
relevant pollutant is compared directly with its federal and state air quality standards (CAAQS and NAAQS). 
This more detailed approach is utilized in the analysis in Section 4.3, Air Quality. 

The mitigation measure was structured to help address extreme situations of very poor air quality. In this 
way, it is appropriate to keep the mitigation measure to reference an AQI of 150 which is a good 
representation for those conditions. The project analyses show that cancer risk and health impacts, as 
calculated in the health risk assessment and health effects analysis, were less than significant. Therefore, 
there is no need to change Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2D from an air quality index of 150 to an air quality 
index of 100. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-28: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A (page 4.3-52) states prior to issuance of 
occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLC Specific Plan, the developer shall 
demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads and parking lots. However, 
the commenter would rather the measure read access on unpaved roads should be prohibited. In either 

                                                      
171 EPA. AQI Technical Assistance Document. Sep. 2018. Accessible: https://www3.epa.gov/airnow/aqi-technical-

assistance-document-sept2018.pdf. Accessed March 23, 2020. 
172 EPA. Air Now. AQI Basics. Accessible: https://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=aqibasics.aqi. Accessed March 23, 2020. 
173 SCAQMD. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) 

Attainment Status for South Coast Air Basin. Feb. 2016. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-
quality-management-plans/naaqs-caaqs-feb2016.pdf?sfvrsn=14. Accessed March 23, 2020. 

174 Clean Air Act Part D. https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2013-title42/html/USCODE-2013-title42-chap85-
subchapI-partD-subpart1-sec7502.htm Accessed March 23, 2020. 

https://www3.epa.gov/airnow/aqi-technical-assistance-document-sept2018.pdf
https://www3.epa.gov/airnow/aqi-technical-assistance-document-sept2018.pdf
https://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=aqibasics.aqi
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/naaqs-caaqs-feb2016.pdf?sfvrsn=14
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/naaqs-caaqs-feb2016.pdf?sfvrsn=14
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2013-title42/html/USCODE-2013-title42-chap85-subchapI-partD-subpart1-sec7502.htm
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2013-title42/html/USCODE-2013-title42-chap85-subchapI-partD-subpart1-sec7502.htm
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case, vehicles will be accessing the site on paved roads which would reduce air quality PM emissions as 
dust would not be generated from driving on unpaved roads. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A, on page 4.3-52 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed in 
the Final RSFEIR to read as follows: 

Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLSCP, the 
developer shall demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads 
and parking lots and that access on unpaved roads is prohibited. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-29: Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3B n) (page 4.3-54) requires that truck and 
vehicle idling shall be limited to 3 minutes during operations and MM4.3.6.3B b) (page 4.3-53) necessitates 
that signs be prominently displayed in all dock and delivery areas advising of the following: engines shall 
be turned off when not in use; trucks shall not idle for more than three consecutive minutes; and the 
telephone number of the building facilities manager and CARB to report air quality violations. Mitigation 
measure 4.3.6.3B e) (page 4.3-53) states that tenant’s staff in charge of keeping vehicle records shall be 
trained/certified in diesel technologies, by attending CARB approved courses (such as the free, one-day 
course #512). Documentation of said training shall be maintained on-site and be available for inspection by 
the City. As required by mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) (page 4.3-53), all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard 
goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent 
non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 
Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or 
exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, 
Chapter 1, Section 2025. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B l) (page 4.3-53) all diesel trucks entering the logistics 
sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in CCR Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 
1, Section 2025. This will be enforced through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or 
operating at the facility and monitoring for excess idling; the Vehicle Identification Number will be identified 
as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept 
onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative 
process in the City which results in compliance efforts and if they don’t comply, then a certificate of 
occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. CEQA requires that mitigation measures be 
enforceable and does not mandate that any particular agency be responsible for such enforcement. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-30: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C (page 4.3-54) states that prior to issuance 
of building permits for more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan 
area, a publicly-accessible fueling station shall be operational within the Specific Plan area offering 
alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public. Any fueling station shall 
be placed a minimum of 1,000 feet from any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site zoned sensitive uses. 
This facility may be established in connection with the convenience store required in Mitigation Measure 
4.3.6.3D (page 4.3-54). As stated on page 32 of the TIA Report (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) “the 
project includes a fueling station and convenience store intended to serve the needs of truckers picking up 
or delivering cargos at the WLC site”. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C also makes the fueling station accessible 
to the public, but it will still be utilized by truckers visiting the WLC site. Thus, it can be assumed that trucks 
visiting the WLC site would use the alterative fueling station, if they use alternative fuel, which would reduce 
air quality emissions for a reduction in health effects. 
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Response to Comment 2-F1-31: The comment merely quotes Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D (page 4.3-54) 
without taking issue with it. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D asserts that prior to the issuance of building permits 
for more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan area a site shall be 
operational within the Specific Plan area offering food and convenience items for purchase by the motoring 
public. This facility may be established in connection with the fueling station required in Mitigation Measure 
4.3.6.3C. This will allow patrons to purchase merchandise if they need to while filling up the fueling station 
which could potentially reduce VMTs and thus, air quality emissions. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-32: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-20 for a discussion about 
refrigerated warehouse space at the WLC. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-33: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A a) (page 4.3-72), erroneously cited as 
mitigation measure 4.3.5.4A on the top of page 4.3-78, states the house at 30220 Dracaea Avenue shall 
be demolished prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for grading within the WLC and b) an air 
filtration system meeting ASHRSE Standard 52.2 MERV-13 standards shall be offered to the owners of the 
houses located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World 
Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street). The developer shall offer to install the air filtration 
system to the owners of the two properties within two months of the certification of the Final RSFEIR. Prior 
to the issuance of the first grading permit within the World Logistics Center, documentation shall be provided 
to the City confirming that an offer to install the air filtration system has been extended to the owners of 
each of the two properties. The owners of the two properties shall be under no obligation to accept the 
offer. Each property owner shall have two years from the receipt of the offer to accept the offer. Upon 
acceptance of each offer, the developer shall work with each owner to ensure the air filtration system is 
properly installed within one year of acceptance. Of the homes requiring filters there is only one home that 
is not owned by Highland Fairview and for all the other homes on-site, the requirement for MERV filters is 
part of the development agreement. Therefore, it is appropriate to apply the MERV filters as mitigation to 
reduce the impact and it is not improper to model the reduction provided by MERV filters. The effectiveness 
of the filters is assumed to be 50 percent to account for some degree of the residents opening the windows 
for part of the time, which doesn’t violate SCAQMD and OEHHA rules regarding HRAs. This MM is required 
to ensure that significant health risk does not occur at on-site residential receptors. The owners of the 
homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World 
Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the 
MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of 
mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study 
area, was less than significant. 

The first paragraph on page 4.3-78 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be changed to correct the 
erroneous mitigation measure number from 4.3.5.4A to 4.3.6.5A (a) in the Final RSFEIR as follows: 

The use of a filtration system consisting of the application of filters with a rating of ASHRSE 
Standard 52.2 MERV-13, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A (a)4.3.5.4.A, is sufficient to 
capture a significant portion of the diesel particulate matter. However, the filtration system would 
not remove the smallest of particles (less than approximately 0.01 to 0.2 micrometer (µm) in 
diameter). MERV-13 filters would, however, reduce particles in the range of 0.3 to 1 µm by up to 
75 percent and particles larger than 1 µm by 90 percent (see Table 1 of the Addendum to CARB, 
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2013b). Based on measurement studies of the size distribution of the collected DPM, approximately 
0.1 to 10 percent of the total DPM mass includes particles between 0.01 and 0.2 µm in diameter, 
particles between 0.3 and 1 µm in diameter comprise 70 percent of the total DPM mass, and 
particles above 1 µm comprise 5 to 20 percent of the total DPM mass (DieselNet.com, 2002). 

Response to Comment 2-F1-34: With regard to the inclusion of raceways with wiring for truck charging 
extending to the loading docks, refer to Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-35: The comment omits specificity as to alleged lack of credibility in the 
project HRAs. The comment also asserts that they have located an expert on HRAs to comment on this 
part of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, but the expert wasn’t available prior to the deadline. The 
deadline for commenting on the Draft Recirculated RSFIER closed on January 31, 2020. Thus, no response 
is warranted at this time. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-36: Table 4.3-28 (page 4.3-73 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) 
presents the estimated cancer risks to sensitive receptors for the 30-year exposure scenario that starts 
from the beginning of construction (construction and operation HRA) with mitigation. The 12400 World 
Logistics Center Parkway location is evaluated. However, due to its location within the lines which represent 
maximum risk anywhere within the modeling domain it wasn’t called out by name because the risk isn’t 
predicted to be as high as the risk at other locations. As shown in Table 4.3-28, the Project would not 
exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of 10 in a million at any onsite or offsite receptors 
within the study area. This tables highlights the existing properties within the project boundaries, because 
they will have the most exposure to construction emissions. 

Table 4.3-29 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) presents the estimated cancer risks for 
the 30-year exposure for sensitive/ residential receptors starting from the beginning of project full operation 
(operational HRA). This table shows the maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain, within the project 
boundaries, outside the project boundaries, and along the SR-60 freeway outside the project boundaries. 
The 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway location is evaluated in the modeling domain and is located 
outside the project boundary, but is owned by the WLC Project’s developer. Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) shows the estimated cancer risk for 30-year exposure scenario that 
starts from the beginning of project full operation in 2035 (operational HRA). As shown in the table, the 
estimated maximum cancer risk would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for any of the 
sensitive/residential onsite receptors with mitigation and the installation of MERV-13 filters. This table 
highlights the 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway location because it is not located on the project site 
and the additional mitigation measure of MERV-13 filters is needed to reduce the cancer risk to below the 
significance level. The HRA did not “cook the books”, this address was modeled without the filter and was 
shown in Table 4.3-29 as having a significant risk of 10.7 in a million. As stated in Response to Comment 
2-F1-33, of the homes requiring filters there is only one home that is not owned by Highland Fairview and 
for all the other homes on-site, the requirement for MERV filters is part of the development agreement. 
Therefore, it is appropriate to apply the MERV filters as mitigation to reduce the impact. The effectiveness 
of the filters is assumed to be 50 percent to account for some degree of the residents opening the windows 
for part of the time, which doesn’t violate SCAQMD and OEHHA rules regarding HRAs. at the owners of 
the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the 
offer for the installation of the MEV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). Thus, with the implementation 
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of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study 
area, was less than significant. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-37: Figure 4.3-6 (page 4.3-76) shows the incremental cancer risk with 
mitigation for 30 years of full operation (operational HRA). The 10 in one million cancer isopleth shows a 
few receptors along the SR-60 corridor, outside the project site. This is discussed on page 4.3-69 of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as shown in Figure 4.3-6 (page 4.3-76), with mitigation, the incremental 
cancer risk along SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be 
greater than significant for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays all 
receptors as residents. The receptors in question are not sensitive residential receptors, even though they 
were modeled as such. The largest of the areas along the 60 freeway, adjacent to the Project site, is vacant 
land that belongs to a nursery. The isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for 
significance determination, which differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer 
risk for significance determination is presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker 
receptors and may show extraneous “false positive” exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The 
purpose of Figure 4.3- 6 is to identify the 10 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools 
or residences fall within. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, 
with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental 
cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of 
combined construction and operation. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-38: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-14, for a discussion of the HEI 
study in the analysis. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-39: As stated on page 4.3-78, the use of a filtration system consisting of the 
application of filters with a rating of ASHRSE Standard 52.2 MERV-13, as required by Mitigation Measure 
4.3.5.4.A, is sufficient to capture a significant portion of the diesel particulate matter. MERV-13 filters are 
recognized to reduce particles in the range of 0.3 to 1 micrometer (µm) in diameter by up to 75 percent and 
particles larger than 1 µm by 90 percent (see Table 1 of the Addendum to CARB, 2013b). Based on 
measurement studies of the size distribution of the collected diesel PM, approximately 0.1 to 10 percent of 
the total diesel PM mass includes particles between 0.01 and 0.2 µm in diameter, particles between 0.3 
and 1 µm in diameter comprise 70 percent of the total diesel PM mass, and particles above 1 µm comprise 
5 to 20 percent of the total DPM mass (DieselNet.com, 2002). Since the cancer risk from diesel PM is 
calculated from the mass of diesel PM emitted, the quantity of diesel PM reduced by the action of air filters 
would thus equate to a reduction in cancer risk. The application of MERV-13 air filter filtration system would 
result in a reduction of diesel PM exposures by approximately 70 percent. Attributing an adjustment for time 
that windows might be open, residents would be outside, or for different compounds that result in the cancer 
risk would reduce the efficacy of the filters by about 20 percent, bringing the total cancer risk reduction from 
the filters to 50 percent. Thus, the use of the filters to bring the OEHHA-calculated risk below the SCAQMD 
threshold is appropriately modeled in the HRA. Health risk impacts are less than significant and no further 
mitigation is required. As discussed above, the use of the ASHRAE filters did not ignore the fact that filters 
do not trap the particles of the smallest sizes. 
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As stated on page 4.3-66, cancer risk estimates at school sites in the area were prepared assuming a 9-
year exposure during construction and operation as well as operation at full buildout. Prior to the application 
of the mitigation, the maximum cancer risk is at Ridgecrest Elementary School for the construction + 
operational scenario and would be approximately 12.6 in a million. Similarly, the maximum cancer risk for 
the full operational scenario is 3.54 in one million is at Bear Valley Elementary School. Therefore, maximum 
impact at Ridgecrest Elementary School is greater than the 10 in one million significance threshold, prior 
to mitigation, and are potentially significant without mitigation. With the application of mitigation, the 
maximum cancer risk would be approximately 1.8 in a million at Ridgecrest Elementary School and 3.0 in 
one million at Bear Valley Elementary School. Both schools are below the significance threshold of 10 in 
one million after mitigation. The reason the Ridgecrest Elementary Schools risk dropped so much is 
because it is the closest school to the site and had the highest risk due to construction equipment. The risk 
at Bear Valley Elementary didn’t drop as much after mitigation because it is farther from the project site and 
wasn’t influenced by construction equipment, but is primarily influenced by truck emissions as it lies close 
to the SR-60 freeway. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-40: This comment accurately summarizes the air quality impacts after 
mitigation. No further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-41: The air quality impacts resulting from the WLC were analyzed and all 
feasible mitigation measures were adopted per CEQA requirements. With regard to providing electrical 
hookups for truck charging at all loading docks, refer to Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. 
Additionally, refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding the limit on the amount 
of solar the WLC is allowed to generate. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-42: The comment mischaracterizes the analysis which evaluates the health 
effects from criteria air pollutants by misstating the context in which the word “minimal” was used in the 
analysis. Clearly no value can ever be put on human health and wellness, especially the potential loss of 
life which can never be characterized as minimal. The word “minimal” was not used to minimize the 
importance of each person’s life and each person’s health. The word minimal was used to describe the 
analysis results in context relative to Southern California’s overall mortality statistics. The City believes that 
the potential health effects from criteria air pollutants is important to understand when evaluating a project, 
and thus has invested the effort to represent the potential health effects from criteria air pollutants. 

The analysis showed the estimated health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are much less than background 
incidences. It is common practice in health risk assessments to characterize health risks in comparison to 
relative thresholds. 

In the context of a CEQA analysis, there are no adopted thresholds to assess the results of this health 
effects analysis. Thus, the use of “minimal” in the Health Effects report was in the context of the comparison 
to background health incidence rates. When considered in the context of background health incidences, 
the Project risks represented a very small fraction as a percentage of other risks, see chart below. There 
are no activities in life that do not have a risk factor associated with them. It is important to understand a 
project’s potential risk relative to the risk rates resulting from all other factors in Southern California. 
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The health effects analysis represents the best available approach to assess the potential health effects 
related to air emissions. The analysis includes conservative assumptions, and due to the inherent 
uncertainty with assessing health effects from all areas (e.g., economic factors, health behaviors, clinical 
care, etc.), the actual health effects solely due to the air emissions may be zero. 

While the health effects analysis attempts to address specific health risks (as understood by the current 
available science), it is important to place these risks in context with well-known mortality risk drivers or 
exposures to other air-borne or water-borne contaminants that cannot be ruled out by the risk analysis. 

For example, for the leading causes of death (e.g., heart disease, cancer, and lung disease) researchers 
have long studied the underlying risk factors since the mid-1900s. Researchers have demonstrated in the 
past two decades that behavioral conditions can greatly impact health and have sought to assess the 
contributions from various risk factors (Booske et al.,2010).175 For example, Booske et al. (2010) provided 
a recommended ranking scheme for various health risk factors, or health determinants, based on a review 
of the literature, and noted that 90% of the of these risk factors were associated with social and economic 
factors, health behaviors, and clinical care. In contrast, 10% or less of the risk factors were due to 
environmental factors, which include unsafe water, sanitation, hygiene, indoor and outdoor air pollution, 
lead exposure, and climate change. In fact, the authors note that based on experts’ opinions, health 
behaviors “had the largest and most unambiguously measurable effect on health” (pg. 3). These include 
smoking, diet, and exercise. Thus, the results of the health effects analysis could and should be also 
considered in the greater context of other risk factors. 

In addition, an analysis by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2009176), analyzed the relative burden of 
mortality and burden of disease to various risk factors reporting that various diet-related risks (e.g., physical 
inactivity, high blood pressure, obesity) accounted for 25% of the burden in high income countries, whereas 
total environmental risk factors (indoor and outdoor air pollution, water quality, lead and climate change) 
accounted for less than 3% of mortality and burden of disease. Importantly, the epidemiological studies on 
which this health effects analysis is based are unable to control for all the individual risk factors that could 
account for the observed statistical associations between air pollutants and health effects. This remains 
one of the largest sources of uncertainty. Thus, while the health correlations relied upon in this analysis 
suggest that health effects are due to air pollution, there remains the possibility that the combined effects 
of various social risk factors (e.g., income, education, and occupation) or behavioral risk factors could be 
influencing these results. 

It is also helpful to place the Project-related PM2.5 mortality risks in context with other everyday mortality 
risks. That is, everyday activities are associated with some level of risks, including risks associated with 
driving a car, swimming, traveling in a train or an airplane, for example. As shown in the figure below, the 
Project-related risks are 10 to 100 times lower than some annual mortality risks associated with everyday 
activities, including motor vehicle accidents and accidental falls or drownings, and are in the same order of 
magnitude as some other everyday risks (e.g., plane accidents, lightning strikes). Everyday risk estimates 
represent 2017 national estimates and were obtained from the National Safety Council.177 We also 

                                                      
175 https://www.countyhealthrankings.org/sites/default/files/differentPerspectivesForAssigningWeightsToDeterminantsOf

Health.pdf 
176 https://www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/GlobalHealthRisks_report_full.pdf 
177 https://injuryfacts.nsc.org/all-injuries/preventable-death-overview/odds-of-dying/data-details/ 

https://www.countyhealthrankings.org/sites/default/files/differentPerspectivesForAssigningWeightsToDeterminantsOfHealth.pdf
https://www.countyhealthrankings.org/sites/default/files/differentPerspectivesForAssigningWeightsToDeterminantsOfHealth.pdf
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compared these risk estimates to county-level estimates from the CDC WONDER database178 for 
Riverside, Orange, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, San Diego, Ventura, and Imperial Counties.179 Project-
related PM2.5 mortality risks (conservatively presented for unmitigated emissions) represent the worst-
case annual impacts (for year 2035), and consider populations (ages 30–99, consistent with the 
epidemiological study relied upon) within model grid cells with mortality impacts greater than 0.001. Overall, 
this comparison highlights the relative risks associated with Project-related air quality impacts when 
compared to other everyday risks which cause mortality. 

 
Annual National Mortality Risks. Source: National Safety Council 

Lastly, the comments refer to the CalEnviroscreen 3 model. The CalEnviroscreen 3 model is a tool that is 
used to identify “California communities by census tract that are disproportionately burdened by, and 
vulnerable to, multiple sources of pollution.” Specifically, it is a screening model that aims at identifying 
potentially susceptible community groups based on 20 indicators (pollution and population characteristics) 
and ranks each census tract relative to other census tracts based on weighing the 20 indicators. This tool 
is not applicable for determining the health effects from a specific project because it lacks the ability to 
estimate impacts from emissions of a project on air pollution levels and it does not apply health effect 
functions to estimate effects from potential changes in air pollution concentrations from future project 
emissions. In contrast, the BenMAP tool is specifically designed to calculate health effects from changes in 
air pollution concentrations. Therefore, the BenMAP tool is the appropriate tool to use for assessing health 
effects from future Project emissions. 

As shown on Table 4.3-34, the BenMAP model estimated health effects from PM2.5 attributed to the WLC, 
as a very small fraction in light of background incidences. The increase in mortality is 0.0044 percent over 
background incidents. This is a very small percentage and as such, the effect is a very small fraction in 
relation to background incidences. To reduce these potential health effects the project has incorporated 
numerous mitigation measures and project design features. It is also noteworthy that as discussed in the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the health effects estimation using this method presumes that effects 

                                                      
178 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. “Underlying Cause of Death" 1999-

2018 on CDC WONDER Online Database, released in 2020. Data are from the Multiple Cause of Death Files for 2018, 
for populations 30-99 years old. Accessed at http://wonder.cdc.gov/ucd-icd10.html 

179 These counties represent the areas impacted by the Project with a mortality risk in excess of 0.001 in modeled grid cells. 
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seen at large concentration differences can be linearly scaled down (i.e., correspond to) small increases in 
concentration, with no consideration of potential thresholds below which health effects may not occur. The 
methodology of linearly scaling health effects is broadly accepted for use in regulatory evaluations and is 
considered as being health protective, but potentially overstates the potential effects. In summary, health 
effects presented are conservatively estimated, and the actual effects may be zero.180 

Agencies have continued to assess how to respond to the Supreme Court’s decision on Sierra Club v, 
County of Fresno (Friant Ranch) on December 24, 2018 The City of Los Angeles had come to a conclusion 
in October 2019 that they believed such analyses cannot provide meaningful information.181 However, in 
January 2020, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) released guidance 
for CEQA projects in response to Friant Ranch, including modeling guidance for projects that have 
emissions of criteria pollutants in excess of significance thresholds, based on the assumption that such 
analyses can provide meaningful information. 182 The health effects study included in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-82), follows methodology in line with the SMAQMD guidance. As 
recognized in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and by SMAQMD, there is a degree of uncertainty in a 
health effects analysis that should be considered when evaluating the results. 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.3-79 through 4.3-81, contains a health effects analysis 
showing the association between increased, project-related levels of criteria pollutants and adverse health 
effects from these pollutants, using modeling similar to that set forth in the SMAQMD guidance. Further 
investigation has revealed other health impact analyses, discussed below. 

1. The Cal State University, Dominguez Hills, Campus Master Plan (CSUDH)183 consists of the 
retention of the existing 20,000 enrollment cap of full time-equivalent students (FTES) while 
providing a framework for development of the University’s campus in a forward-looking manner 
than accommodates growth from the current enrollment of approximately 11,000 FTES to the 
maximum enrollment of 20,000 FTES over a planning horizon extending to 2035. 

2. The Mineta San Jose International Airport Master Plan (SJIA)184 includes the amendment of the 
1997 Airport Master Plan to a) modify certain components of the airfield to reduce the potential for 
runway incursions; b) update the aviation demand forecasts and shift the horizon year from 2027 
to 2037; and c) modify future facilities requirements at the Airport to reflect updated demand 
forecasts. 

                                                      
180 Ramboll, 2019. Highland Fairview World Logistics Center Additional Information Regarding Potential Health Effects of 

Air Quality Impacts, Moreno Valley, California, page 14. Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
181 City of Los Angeles, 2019. Air Quality and Health Effects, October, p. 4. Available at: 

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/e1a00fbf-6134-4fa9-b6fd-54eee631effb/City_of_LA_-
_Air_Quality_and_Health_Effects_and_Attachments.pdf 

182 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 2019, Guidance to Address the Friant Ranch Ruling for 
CEQA Projects in the Sac Metro Air District, December, p. 2. Available at: 
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/SMAQMD_FriantRanch_DraftFinalPublic.pdf 

183 California State University, Dominguez Hills. Campus Master Plan. https://www.csudh.edu/fpcm/campus-master-plan-
update/ 

184 City of San Jose. SJC Airport Master Plan Update. https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/department-
directory/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/active-
eirs/sjc-airport-master-plan-update 

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/e1a00fbf-6134-4fa9-b6fd-54eee631effb/City_of_LA_-_Air_Quality_and_Health_Effects_and_Attachments.pdf
https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/e1a00fbf-6134-4fa9-b6fd-54eee631effb/City_of_LA_-_Air_Quality_and_Health_Effects_and_Attachments.pdf
http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/SMAQMD_FriantRanch_DraftFinalPublic.pdf
https://www.csudh.edu/fpcm/campus-master-plan-update/
https://www.csudh.edu/fpcm/campus-master-plan-update/
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/department-directory/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/active-eirs/sjc-airport-master-plan-update
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/department-directory/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/active-eirs/sjc-airport-master-plan-update
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/department-directory/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/active-eirs/sjc-airport-master-plan-update


 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 566 

The table below summarizes the results of these analyses along with the results of the WLC health effects 
analysis. 

 CSUDH SJIA WLC 

PM2.5 Related Health Outcomes (incidences per year)1 

Asthma Related Emergency Room Visits [0–99] 4.38 1.89 6.2 

Asthma Related Hospital Admissions [0–64] 0.38 0.15 0.49 

Cardiovascular Related Hospital Admissions (less Myocardial 
Infarctions) [65–99] 

1.05 0.41 1.33 

Respiratory Related Hospital Admissions [65–99] 2.44 0.80 2.98 

All-Cause Mortality [30–99] 10.31 4.46 14.17 

Nonfatal Acute Myocardial Infarction [18–99] 0.75 0.31 1.04 

Ozone Related Health Outcomes (incidences per year)1 

Respiratory-Related Hospital Admissions [65–99] 0.67 2.07 1.20 

Non-Accidental Mortality [0–99] 0.28 1.11 0.56 

Asthma Related Emergency Room Visits [0–99] 6.30 25.64 12.64 

Note: 
1 Affected age ranges are shown in square brackets 

 

The results shown above demonstrate that, even when health effects analyses are prepared, projects which 
are needed for a functioning society (e.g., universities and airports) nevertheless may have adverse health 
effects associated with their construction and operation. The listed health outcomes differ among the 
projects, which is to be expected given that each project has different types of emission sources, different 
types of land uses and activities, and different population distributions in the surrounding areas. While the 
health effects modeling has uncertainty, those results demonstrate they may nevertheless be helpful to 
decision makers and the public in determining whether the benefits associated with the development of the 
WLC (including construction and operational jobs and the reduction in vehicle miles traveled, with 
concurrent reductions in air quality pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions) outweigh its environmental 
impacts. Note also, that the air quality in the future is expected to be cleaner than current air quality due to 
a number of measures that are taken to clean the air, including new car and truck standards and other 
control commitments that are currently outlined in the SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP; http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp). The 
trucks that serve and other sources associated with the WLC will be complying with these standards and 
rules. So even with the WLC project, the air is expected to be cleaner and the health effects will be lower, 
than it is today. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-43: The USEPA’s BenMAP program was used to estimate the potential 
health effects of the Project’s contribution to ozone and PM2.5 concentrations. The USEPA default BenMAP 
health effects concentration-response (c-r) functions that are typically used in national rulemaking were 
used, such as the health effects assessment for the 2012 National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The health 
effects estimated for PM2.5 include mortality (all causes), hospital admissions (respiratory, asthma, 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp
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cardiovascular), emergency room visits (asthma), and acute myocardial infarction (non-fatal). BenMAP 
uses these studies to characterize the potential human health effect of small changes in PM and ozone 
concentrations. 

The commenter brings up the likelihood of increased incidences of dementia attributable to New 
Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE). The comment here does not provide a citation or scientific source 
upon which the statement is based. NTDE is defined as diesel exhaust from post-2006 and older retrofitted 
diesel engines that have been equipped with a variety of emissions control devices such as oxidation 
catalysts and diesel particulate filters (DPF). Data comparing NTDE emissions and traditional diesel 
exhaust (TDE) have found large differences in emissions characteristics as well as toxicity, with overall 
significant benefits from the use of new diesel emissions controls (Hesterberg et al., 2011185; Hesterberg 
et al., 2012186; HEI, 2015187). With regards to metals, some concern has been raised regarding the release 
of metals from catalysts used for emissions control. However, studies indicate that particulate-bound metals 
are significantly reduced with the use of DPF and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems, and that 
NTDE emissions are similar to those of gasoline or even compressed natural gas (CNG)-powered vehicles 
(Hesterberg et al., 2011). Therefore, it would be nearly impossible to distinguish contributions of metals 
from NTDE and gasoline or CNG- powered engines. Additional studies show that particle-bound trace 
metals have been reduced by an average of 98% in NTDE relative to 2004-technology engines, and that 
the PM mass emitted from 2007 technology engines is only 4 percent metals and other elements (Khalek 
et al. 2011).188 It is very unlikely that any emissions from NTDE engines associated with the Project would 
contribute significantly to increased metal concentrations. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-44: Inclusion of differing opinions between experts is supported by the CEQA 
Guidelines, specifically §15151, which states in part “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.” Section 
4.3.6.5, Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, provides an analysis of estimated health 
effects and discusses the uncertainty inherent in these analyses, which is what the studies that are cited 
on page 4.3-82 are explaining. The uncertainty section on page 4.3-82 notes “some epidemiological studies 
have found no correlation between mortality and increased PM”. This is noted as a recognized uncertainty. 
The document does not, however, cite studies that conclude there is no impact from particulate matter on 
health in general. The public has not been misled by providing this information and the references to the 
studies. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-45: CARB staff worked jointly with the USEPA and the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) on the next phase of federal GHG emission standards for medium- 
and heavy-duty engines and vehicles. These federal Phase 2 standards were built on the improvements in 
engine and vehicle efficiency required by the Phase 1 emission standards and represent a significant 
opportunity to achieve further GHG reductions for 2018 (2020 in California) and later model year heavy-
duty vehicles, including trailers. On October 25, 2016, the EPA and the NHTSA jointly published the second 

                                                      
185 https://www.navistar.com/StaticFiles/navistar/whoweare/research/Hesterberg%202011h.pdf 
186 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3423304/pdf/uiht24-1.pdf 
187 https://pole-moveo.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/HEI-Report-184-Advanced-Collabor.pdf#page=103 
188 Imad A. Khalek , Thomas L. Bougher , Patrick M. Merritt & Barbara Zielinska (2011) Regulated and Unregulated 

Emissions from Highway Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines Complying with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2007 
Emissions Standards, Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association, 61:4, 427-442, DOI: 10.3155/1047-
3289.61.4.427. 

https://www.navistar.com/StaticFiles/navistar/whoweare/research/Hesterberg%202011h.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3423304/pdf/uiht24-1.pdf
https://pole-moveo.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/HEI-Report-184-Advanced-Collabor.pdf#page=103
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phase of GHG emissions and fuel efficiency standards for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles and engines 
(81 Federal Register 73478) through their authority under the Clean Air Act Amendment (CAA). Despite 
the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver, the federal Phase 2 standards would still be in effect 
because the California standards are aligned with the federal Phase 2 standards in structure, timing, and 
stringency. In February 2019, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved the rulemaking, and filed 
with Secretary of State. These regulations became effective April 1, 2019.189 

Response to Comment 2-F1-46: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade regarding 
applicability of the Cap and Trade Program to the project as explained in 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, specifically how it accounts for and fully analyzes and mitigates Project GHG 
emissions, including both capped and uncapped emissions. Topical Response A also examines why the 
Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates capped emissions (consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and 
consumption of electricity) and why those covered emissions are not compared against the Project’s 
significance threshold. As discussed on page 4.7-30, total uncapped GHG emissions are below the 
threshold of significance for every year of construction and operation and are therefore less than significant 
after mitigation. 

Despite the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver by the Trump Administration, zero emission 
technology is still steadily developing. Furthermore, the State of California, along with 23 other states 
petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for review of the EPA’s action to 
withdraw the waiver. That action was stayed on February 11, 2020, because of the pendency of a related 
case in the District of Columbia Circuit. A briefing schedule will be filed in March, 2020. In the meantime, 
California has not amended or withdrawn any of its laws or regulations in response to the withdrawal of the 
waiver. As confirmed on the CARB website, during the period the federal action is in effect, CARB will 
administer the affected portions of its program on a voluntary basis, including issuing certifications for the 
greenhouse gas emissions and zero-emission vehicle programs.190 

Response to Comment 2-F1-47: The Sustainable Freight Action Plan establishes targets to improve 
freight efficiency, transition to zero emission technologies, and increase the competitiveness of California’s 
freight transportation system. As stated on page 4.7-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the targets 
are not mandates, but rather aspirational measures of progress towards sustainability for the State to meet 
and try to exceed. One of the targets is to deploy 100,000 freight vehicles and equipment powered by 
renewable energy by 2030. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of 
Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and 
Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP 
was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, 
more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed 
policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including 
heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-
emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are 

                                                      
189 CARB, Greenhouse Gas Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles. Available at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ghg-std-md-hd-eng-veh/about 
190 California Air Resources Board, 2020. CARB Waiver Timeline. Available online: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-waiver-timeline. Accessed February 14, 2020. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ghg-std-md-hd-eng-veh/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-waiver-timeline
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still at the demonstration phase.191 Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty 
trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require 
manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received 
numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff 
Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, 
including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of 
heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an 
essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in 
ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, 
infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging 
standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-
8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 
demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available. 

Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean 
Air Action Plan, as of late-2018, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability 
includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.192 193 As 
of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.194 BYD (Build Your 
Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 
BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, 
Riverside, Pomona, and Carson.195 Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s 
existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) 
and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing 
site by 2021.196 As the comment notes, automakers are expanding their electric vehicles to heavy duty 
trucks. However, the extent of commercial availability of such trucks as the WLC begins operations is 
unknown. See also recent article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and 
other pilot programs (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). 

However, to support the mission of ZEV, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A (g) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, includes providing a minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-
duty trucks at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed 
and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future 

                                                      
191 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

192 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 
Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

193 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 
Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 

194 California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, 
October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-
transportation-investments 

195 Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. 
Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/ 

196 Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: 
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/ 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/
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electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Only sufficient sizing of conduit and service 
capacity to install Level 2 EVSE or greater are required to be installed at the time of construction. The RETR 
assumes that the six percent EVSE charging locations would be operational by the time the Project is fully 
operational, as they are included in the electricity usage for the baseline scenario. Additionally, the project 
is committed to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) 
for purchase by the motoring public (MM 4.3.6.3C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Although it 
doesn’t add more ZEV drayage trucks, the Project design does include deployment of electric vehicle supply 
equipment for recharging electric vehicles and plug-in hybrids and the design is also consistent with SB 
350 and the Charge Ahead California Initiative as it provides both EVSE charging locations and an 
alternative fuels station available to the public. Furthermore, the “drop and drag” procedure discussed in 
Response to Comment 2-F1-17 makes it likely that charging will take place at places other than at the WLC. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-48: Topical Response A explains the legal reasons that although the Project 
is not regulated under the Cap-and-Trade Program, Project GHG emissions associated with capped sectors 
such as fuels suppliers are regulated, and therefore already mitigated, and are not compared to the 
SCAQMD’s significance threshold for an impact determination. As outlined in Topical Response A, CARB 
believes the Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical 
approach to lower emissions subject to regulations which can be applied to the Project as the analysis 
appropriately addressed emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated 
and are not subject to analysis at the Project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in 
Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). 

For the evaluation of GHG emissions, CEQA expressly authorized consideration of compliance with “a 
statewide, regional or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.”197 There is 
no doubt that the Cap-and-Trade program is a statewide plan, adopted by CARB, after public review to 
reduce or mitigate GHG emissions. Additionally, the Cap-and-Trade program works and ensures that GHG 
emissions from fuel and electricity suppliers cannot increase, because the cap declines over time. 
Reductions of emissions are required under the program, which satisfies CEQA. As outlined in Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered 
on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, 
Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on 
the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the 
total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG 
emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical 
Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

In support of the SCS, the project reduces VMT within Moreno Valley and surrounding communities by 
providing jobs within the City, which is jobs poor. See Response to Comment 2-F1-47, above, for a 
discussion on the Sustainable Freight Action Plan. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how 
the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and 

                                                      
197 State CEQA Guidelines §15064.4(b)(3) 
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would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 
32. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-49: The discussion of the 2017 Scoping Plan is provided under Section 4.7.2, 
Regulatory Setting, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. For a 
discussion of the Scoping Plan and the Scoping Plan Updates and how they are applicable to the Project, 
refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan. 

Additionally, refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of Cap-and-Trade and how it applies to the 
Project, including its extension to 2030 and possibly beyond or what would happen if it’s not renewed. The 
chance that Cap-and-Trade program is not renewed is unlikely when considering the 2018 California Health 
and Safety Code Section 38551(b) demonstrates the Legislature’s intent to maintain the GHG emissions 
limit and continue reductions of GHGs beyond 2020. Further, the 2017 Scoping Plan identifies cap-and-
trade as the “best choice” to achieve the State’s climate and clean air goals.198 The Cap-and-Trade Program 
is designed to achieve cost-effective emissions reductions across the capped sectors by setting maximum, 
statewide GHG emissions, which are reduced every year. Executive Order S-03-05’s reduction target of 80 
percent would require the continuation of the Cap-and-Trade program or some other equivalent program 
to reduce GHG emissions from fuel consumption and energy production. Thus, the WLC would not have a 
significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals 
if Cap-and-Trade is not renewed as further discussed in Topical Response B. Refer to Response to 
Comment 2-F1-48, above, for a discussion of why Cap-and-Trade is an adequate, geographically-specific 
GHG reduction plan per CEQA, and counts as mitigation of capped emissions. 

Furthermore, the Project incorporates project design features and construction and operational mitigation 
measures to reduce GHG emissions and energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings 
(Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B and 4.7.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to 
achieve as close to zero net uncapped emissions for the project with incorporation of solar panels to meet 
CARB’s requirements of the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant 
GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further 
discussed in Topical Response A. 

In regards to an improved cumulative impacts analysis, Section 6.0 in the 2018 RSFEIR is a new Chapter 
in the 2018 RSFEIR which evaluates the cumulative impacts of the Project in response to the court ruling 
on the petition for a Writ of Mandate. Each of the environmental issues evaluated in Section 4.0 with regard 
to Project impacts were evaluated for cumulative impacts in Section 6.0 (see 2018 RSFEIR Sections 6.1 
through 6.17 and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Sections 6.3 Air Quality, 6.7 Greenhouse Gas, and 6.17 
Energy). As shown in Table 6.7-2, it is estimated that 95 projects would exceed the applicable numeric 
threshold, contributing to a potentially significant cumulative impact. When considered with the other 
projects’ significant impacts, the Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact given that 
the project would generate uncapped emissions that are less than the 10,000 MTCO2e significance 
threshold. 

Although the Scoping Plan states that a “no net additional” GHG emissions is an appropriate goal – the 
Scoping Plan does not mandate this as a target or threshold for individual projects, and it has not been 

                                                      
198 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page 22 
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widely accepted. For example, no regional or sub-regional agency with jurisdiction in the vicinity of the 
WLC, such as SCAQMD, the County of Riverside, nor the Western Riverside Council of Governments 
(WRCOG), have adopted this more stringent goal. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-50: As discussed above, under Response to Comments 2-F1-48 and 2-F1-
49, and Topical Response A, Cap-and-Trade, the Cap-and-Trade Program is an adequate geographically-
specific GHG reduction plan per CEQA. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, for further discussion 
on CARB’s 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 and 2017 Scoping Plan Updates and how they pertain to the 
Project, further discussion on the utilization of Cap and Trade and other methods in evaluating GHG 
impacts, and mitigation measures that will be implemented as part of the Project to reduce energy 
consumption. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Strategies in Table 4.7-11, analysis of additional measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update 
in Table 4.7-12, consistency with the City General Plan Air Quality Policies in Table 4.7-13, and consistency 
with the City Climate Action Strategy in Table 4.7-14. The Project supports many of the RTP/SCS goals 
outlined to achieve the state’s GHG reduction mandate. As discussed on page 4.3-21 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, the project would create a job center that would redistribute existing regional travel 
and result in shorter employee trips. As described in the Traffic Impact Analysis (page 93 and 94, Appendix 
F of the 2018 RSFEIR), the project would create approximately 20,000 local job opportunities that would 
have the following effects on worker commute patterns: 

• Many current and future residents of Moreno Valley would have the opportunity to work locally with very 
short commute trips. 

• Residents of neighboring cities who work at the WLC would have short commutes and, importantly, be 
able to access the site using the arterial road network. This is consistent with the policies of the Western 
Riverside Council of Governments and the Riverside County Transportation Commission to promote 
use of the arterial road network as an alternative to freeways. Tests with the RIVTAM model suggest 
that nearly half of auto traffic associated with the WLC would be on surface streets; i.e. not on freeways. 

• Workers coming from more distant locations would, in most cases, be traveling on freeways in the off-
peak direction; i.e. commuters traveling to the WLC from Los Angeles or Orange Counties would be 
headed eastbound in the morning and westbound in the evening. This would enable them to take 
advantage of the existing unused off-peak capacity of freeways, since the freeways were sized for flows 
in the peak direction. 

• Assuming, as RIVTAM does, that WLC employees would work elsewhere if the WLC project were not 
implement, then the availability of jobs at the east end of Moreno Valley would reduce the number of 
workers driving long commutes to distant jobsites to the west and southwest… 

Thus, the Project does address consistency with federal, state, and local strategies to reduce GHG 
emissions and achieve California’s climate goals and does not rely on the Cap-and-Trade Program alone 
to reduce its GHG emissions. Instead, it looks to the amount of uncapped emissions to determine if they 
are significant under CEQA, both with and without mitigation. If the Cap-and-Trade Program were not in 
existence, then the City would have had to consider whether additional feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce GHG emission could be adopted. This is a properly designed project and does account for all GHG 
emissions. 
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On October 9, 2012, the Moreno Valley City Council approved the Energy Efficiency and Climate Action 
Strategy and the related Greenhouse Gas Analysis. The Strategy and Analysis documents identify potential 
programs and policies to reduce overall City energy consumption and increase the use of renewable 
energy. The Greenhouse Gas Analysis provides a more scientific approach and recommends a target to 
reducing community-wide GHG emissions consistent with the State reduction goals in Assembly Bill (AB) 
32, the legislation that provides the basis of the State’s climate action initiatives. The Draft Recirculated 
RSFIER recognizes that the City’s Cap only goes through 2020 and has not relied on it beyond that date. 

The Strategy is intended to be a comprehensive living policy document for the City organization and the 
community to address energy and water conservation and effects of climate change. The Energy Efficiency 
section’s primary focus is to identify potential energy efficiency measures for the City as an organization, 
both those that have been implemented and those that could be implemented in the future. In addition, the 
document provides direction and policies to ensure the most effective, practical, and affordable, energy use 
practices are implemented. The focus of the Climate Action section is to promote measures similar to those 
identified in the Energy Efficiency section and additional measures that can be implemented by the 
community’s residents and businesses to reduce greenhouse gas emissions on a community-wide basis. 
The Climate Action Strategy includes an analysis of existing and future greenhouse gas emissions 
community wide and provides a set of policies to guide efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to meet 
or exceed State requirements without unduly compromising other community goals. 

With regard to Owings Declaration regarding a reduction in VMT, refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-16. 
Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is discussed in Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. 
Solar power is limited to what is allowed by MVU, refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-41 for a more 
thorough discussion. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-51: The discussion of the RTP/SCS is provided under Section 4.7.2, 
Regulatory Setting, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. See 
Response to Comment 2-F1-48 for a discussion on the RTP/SCS reduction goals and project compliance. 
As discussed in the 2018 Progress Report California Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection 
Act199, page 4, “a key finding of the report is that California is not on track to meet the GHG reductions 
expected under SB 375 for 2020, with emissions from statewide passenger vehicle travel per capita 
increasing and going in the wrong direction”. Specifically, CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan Update identifies 
reduction in growth of single-occupancy vehicle travel as necessary to achieve the statewide target of 40 
percent below 1990 level emissions by 2030. CARB’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update 
conducted a comprehensive assessment of GHG emissions reductions strategies. The plan concludes that 
California cannot meet its climate goals without curbing growth in single-occupancy vehicle activity. Efforts 
to reduce vehicle travel are a key component of California’s efforts to preserve our climate. Thus, according 
to CARB, the key to reducing VMTs are to reduce single occupancy vehicles, which are not medium- and 
heavy-duty trucks associated with the WLC. Additionally, to help reduce the reliance on single occupancy 
vehicles, and to promote alternative forms of transportation the WLC will: 

• Require all tenants to participate in the Riverside County’s Rideshare Program. 

                                                      
199 California Air Resources Board, 2018. 2018 Progress Report California Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection 

Act, November. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-
11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_02_Report.pdf. Accessed on February 15, 2020. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_02_Report.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_02_Report.pdf
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• Provide storage lockers in each building for a minimum of three percent of the full-time equivalent 
employees based on a ratio of 0.50 employees per 1,000 square feet of building area. Lockers shall be 
located in proximity to required bicycle storage facilities. 

• Incorporate Class II bike lanes into the design for all project streets. 

• Incorporate pedestrian pathways between on-site uses. 

• Provide pedestrian connections between internal and external facilities through site design and building 
placement. 

• Provide pedestrian connections to residential uses within 0.25 mile from the project site. 

• Provide a minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks at each 
building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed and 
constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future 
electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Sizing of conduit and service capacity at 
the time of construction shall be sufficient to install Level 2 Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) 
or greater. 

• Provide each building with indoor and/or outdoor bicycle storage space consistent with the City 
Municipal Code and the California Green Building Standards Code. Each building shall provide a 
minimum of two shower and changing facilities for employees. 

• Provide each building with preferred and designated parking for any combination of low-emitting, fuel-
efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to the number identified in California Green 
Standards Building Code Section 5.106.5.2 or the Moreno Valley Municipal Code whichever requires 
the higher number of carpool/vanpool stalls. 

• Provide the following information to tenants; onsite electric vehicle charging locations and instructions, 
bicycle parking, shower facilities, transit availability and the schedules, telecommunicating benefits, 
alternative work schedule benefits, and energy efficiency. 

Additionally, the WLC Specific Plan requires that mass transit features, such as bus stops, be incorporated 
into the project based on consultation with the Riverside Transit Agency. Furthermore, the WLC will provide 
jobs in a City that is job poor, which would potentially reduce single occupancy vehicle trips and VMTs as 
people could work closer to where they live. 

The commenter erroneously conflates the goals for reduction in VMT, which are set by CARB on a region-
specific basis, with the overall State-wide goals for reductions in GHGs. CARB acknowledges that 
reductions will not, and need not, be achieved by all sectors (transportation, energy, industry, etc.) 
uniformly. 

Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-48, for a discussion on the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS and the Goods 
Movement Appendix. 

In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the 
California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development 
published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a 
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comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically 
competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and 
objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty 
trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road 
heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the 
demonstration phase.200 Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited 
applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still Recognizing the challenges in 
transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck 
Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-
emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has 
not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed 
evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market 
Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate 
through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, 
p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty 
trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching 
vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation 
sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the 
market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently 
commercially available. 

Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean 
Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, 
includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.201 With 
the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of 
the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-
Duty Freight Vehicles”202 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-

                                                      
200 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

201 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 
Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

202 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 
Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
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20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.203 Furthermore, since the Project 
will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require 
future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent 
contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. As of late last year, CARB is funding a 
couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.204 BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch 
announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at 
four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson.205 Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight 
equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” 
trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.206 See also recent 
article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs 
(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). 

Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent 
levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. With regard to providing electrical 
hookups for truck charging at all loading docks, refer to Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-52: The first paragraph of the comment claims that the City’s Climate Action 
Strategy (CAS) doesn’t contain “hard targets” for GHG reduction. The City’s CAS states that the purpose 
and intent of these policies, to reduce GHG emissions, is to achieve compliance with AB 32 and reduce 
GHGs by 15 percent by 2020, their hard target.207 With the implementation of the City’s GHG reduction 
measures, Moreno Valley is projected to reduce its community-wide emissions to a total of 798,137 MT 
CO2e, which is 556 MT CO2e below the 2020 reduction target. This is a decrease of 38.5 percent from the 
City’s 2020 BAU emissions inventory and 13 percent from the 2010 emissions. The reduction measures 
reduce GHG emissions from all sources of community-wide GHG emissions including transportation, 
energy, area sources, water, and solid waste.208 Additionally, refer to the response for Comment 2-F1-50 
for more details regarding the City of Moreno Valley Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Strategy and 
Greenhouse Gas Analysis. The Strategy and Analysis documents identify potential programs and policies 
to reduce overall City energy consumption and increase the use of renewable energy. The Greenhouse 
Gas Analysis provides a more scientific approach and recommends a target to reducing community-wide 
GHG emissions consistent with the State reduction goals in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the legislation that 
provides the basis of the State’s climate action initiatives. The comments first bullet point takes issue with 
MVU’s limitation on solar policy and argues that the City should waive the limitation with respect to its 

                                                      
203 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 

Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 
204 California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, 

October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-
transportation-investments 

205 Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. 
Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/ 

206 Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: 
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/ 

207 City of Moreno Valley, 2012. Final Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Plan, page 6. Available online: 
http://www.moval.org/pdf/efficiency-climate112012nr.pdf. Accessed February 20, 2020 

208 City of Moreno Valley, 2012. Final Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Plan, page 6. Available online: 
http://www.moval.org/pdf/efficiency-climate112012nr.pdf. Accessed February 20, 2020 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments
https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/
https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/
http://www.moval.org/pdf/efficiency-climate112012nr.pdf
http://www.moval.org/pdf/efficiency-climate112012nr.pdf
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Strategy R3-E1 in the CAS. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented the findings to Strategy R3-
E1 of the City of Moreno Valley’s Climate Action Plan in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report 
(RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially 
available at the site was conducted. The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to 
reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads 
were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable 
energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. The Project’s electrical 
demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation 
modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The modeling 
software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California 
Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation 
Measures (ECMs) to which the Project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would 
provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at 
Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum 
level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU), which is currently defined as one-half the 
minimum electrical demand a building experiences during daytime hours (page 4.17-1). Thus, solar would 
provide more than 100 percent of the office energy needs. In anticipation of increased electricity loads in 
the future that could result from a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs 
that could accommodate expended rooftop solar installations in the future (page 4.17-1). Refer to Topical 
Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC 
by MVU and why the Project cannot get a waiver for MVU for more solar generation. Currently for the WLC 
project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations 
in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as 
discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR). 

The second bullet point takes issue with compliance with the CAS’s heat island plan. Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1B of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.7-29) requires energy-efficient roofing systems 
(“cool roofs”) and cool pavement materials such as lighter-colored pavement materials. Furthermore, the 
Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features in the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy usage compliant with Strategy 
R3-L2, the Heat Island Plan: 

• Implement design and construction techniques will be employed to reduce the heat island effect, 
including the use of materials that have a low solar reflectance index such as white roofs and light-
pavements to reduce building energy demand for cooling; 

• High performance glazing, overhangs, and landscaping to capture and control natural daylight to 
reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating; 

• Use of atriums, skylights and internal courtyards to provide additional daylighting and reduce building 
energy demand for lighting; and 

• Incorporate the use of passive heating and cooling into the design or modification of the high-cube 
warehouse development (e.g., white building colors and roof insulation to minimize heat gain, and 
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landscaping to help shade buildings) to reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and 
heating. 

The above project design features and mitigation would reduce the heat island effect by utilizing materials 
that have a low solar reflectance index, using overhangs and landscaping for shading and to capture and 
control natural daylight, and by incorporating the use of passive heating and cooling into the warehouse 
design to minimize heat gain, which would reduce the WLC’s energy demand for lighting, cooling and 
heating. 

The third bullet point argues that the MVU’s solar power limitation is inconsistent with the State’s 2030 net 
zero energy goal. The commenter also discusses other goals in the Climate Action Strategy that were not 
included in the discussion. Goal C41, set goals consistent with the State’s Long-Term Strategic Plan…all 
new commercial construction in California will be net zero energy by 2030. Although this has the potential 
to reduce GHG emissions, it is primarily an energy initiative, and thus wasn’t included in the list on page 
4.7-15. Goal C 42, encourages installation of solar and wind power systems and solar hot water heaters 
and C46, adopt and implement a policy to increase the use of renewable energy. As stated on page 4.7-
15, CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 states “Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration 
necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an 
agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.” This essentially limits 
the requirement for forecasting to that which could be reasonably expected under the circumstances and 
is part of the effort to provide a general "rule of reason" for EIR contents. The following discussion seeks to 
establish what is reasonably foreseeable with respect to technology advancements that may influence 
transportation energy use contemporaneous with development of the WLC project. The California Energy 
Efficiency Strategic Plan, sets out the States goals for zero net energy (ZNE) buildings (zero net energy 
consumption), including a goal for all new commercial construction to be ZNE by 2030. Most zero-energy 
buildings rely on the electrical grid during times when local demand exceeds supply, and return the same 
amount of power or more at other times. Some ZNE buildings utilize on-site energy storage and are thus 
independent of the grid. ZNE buildings usually harvest some amount of energy on-site using technologies 
like solar and wind, while reducing the overall use of energy with highly efficient heating, ventilation, and 
air conditioning (HVAC) and lighting technologies. As described in Section 4.17.5, Project Design Features, 
future updates to the Title 24 building standards are expected to require ZNE commercial buildings by the 
year 2030. By proactively embracing an all-electric building design and committing to solar-ready roof 
construction, WLC would be net-zero-ready and in a stronger position for compliance with future Title 24 
updates. 

As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the RETR conducted a supply-side analysis of the various 
types of sustainable energy available for the WLC (Section 5 Supply-Side Energy Strategy pages 12 – 25). 
The WLC commits to meet the annual energy requirements of all office spaces with PV, thereby effectively 
achieving net-zero energy office operations.209 Since each individual WLC building is expected to feature 
about 60,000 square feet of office space, this is the equivalent of fifteen 60,000 square-foot office buildings 
at WLC achieving net-zero energy consumption by 2025 (RETR, page x). The entire state of California has 
45 verified (projects that performance data showing they have achieved zero energy for one year) net-zero 
                                                      
209 When buildings are constructed, they will comply with the latest Uniform Building Code and will achieve energy efficiency 

of 10 percent better than 2019 Title 24 code or the most current code at the time of construction, whichever is more 
efficient. 
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energy buildings in operations, 26 of which are office buildings as of 2019.210 Additionally, there are 236 
emerging (projects that have not yet achieved zero energy or where New Buildings Institute does not have 
data to verify zero energy performance) projects in California, 67 of which are office uses.211 Thus, the WLC 
Specific Plan will grow California’s verified net-zero energy office population by approximately 37% by 2025 
and will grow California’s emerging net-zero energy office population by approximately 22%. At full WLC 
build-out there will be the equivalent of twenty-seven 60,000 square-foot office buildings achieving net-zero 
energy status (RETR, page x). The RTER estimates that the offices in each typical WLC building will 
consume about 474,120 kWh/yr and experience peak electric demand of about 280 kW. The maximum 
allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 1 (300 kW) will generate about 512,275 kWh/yr at the 
WLC location (RETR, page xi). The maximum allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 2 (800 kW) 
will generate about 1,366,400 kWh/yr (RETR, page xi). Thus, in all cases, the maximum allowed PV 
capacities are sufficient in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 to satisfy 100% of the office energy needs, thereby 
meeting the net-zero energy objective for WLC office space. Thus, the City has shown that it will achieve 
net-zero energy status for all WLC office space through the installation of solar systems which satisfies 
Strategies C41 and C42. Goal C43 is also satisfied because per MVU restrictions, the WLC is generating 
the maximum amount of solar energy allowed. For more additional information on MVU solar restrictions, 
refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley 
Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC by MVU and why the Project 
cannot get a waiver for MVU for more solar generation. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility 
provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service 
Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

Response to Comment 2-F1-53: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it 
applies to the project. Please also see Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, which discusses the applicability 
of the 2017 Scoping Plan update to the Project and further details the utilization of Cap and Trade and other 
methods in evaluating GHG impacts. As stated in Topical Response A, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(3) and did not inappropriately evaluate GHG impacts 
by only applying “non-capped” emissions to the significance threshold. Refer to Topical Response A, The 
Use of Cap and Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 
1) utilizing the Cap and Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction 
mandates, and 2) how Cap and Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. CEQA Section 15604.4(b) 
expressly authorizes the consideration of multiple factors when determining the significance of impacts from 
greenhouse gas emissions. Three factors are listed under subsection (b), the factor listed in subsection 
(b)(2) is whether “the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines 
applies to the project.” This is the SCAQMD’s 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold. Subsection (b)(3) is 
the third factor which relates to compliance with a statewide plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions, and this is the Cap-and-Trade Program. Further Section 15064.4(a) was revised in response to 
comments to clarify that lead agencies may rely on quantitative or qualitative analyses, or both.212 Thus, 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR properly considers both SCAQMD’s threshold and the Cap and Trade 

                                                      
210 New Buildings Institute. Getting to Zero Buildings Database. Available online at: 

https://newbuildings.org/resource/getting-to-zero-database/ 
211 New Buildings Institute. Getting to Zero Buildings Database. Available online at: 

https://newbuildings.org/resource/getting-to-zero-database/ 
212 California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action. Page 23. 

https://newbuildings.org/resource/getting-to-zero-database/
https://newbuildings.org/resource/getting-to-zero-database/


 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 580 

Program and Topical Response A demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as 
it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed 
decision. 

Refer Response to Comment 2-F1-48, and Topical Response A, for an explanation of how the Cap-and-
Trade is a statewide plan, adopted by CARB, after public review to reduce or mitigate GHG emissions. 
Additionally, the Cap-and-Trade program works and ensures that GHG from fuel and electricity suppliers 
cannot increase, because the cap declines over time. Reductions of emissions are required under the 
program, which satisfies CEQA. 

The commenter is correct in that the two negative declarations by the SCAQMD involved refineries. Topical 
Response A discusses the reasons why the SCAQMD negative declarations, although they applied to 
refineries, are relevant to the WLC project and so set a precedent for why cap-and-trade is applicable to 
the WLC. Additionally, Topical Response A also discusses why the San Joaquin Valley APCD rule is 
relevant to setting a precedent for why cap-and-trade is applicable to the Project. 

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of 
the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-54: Mitigation measure 4.7.6.1D (page 4.17-24) requires the installation of 
solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses in each warehouse 
building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting to their grid, 
whichever is greater. As stated on page 4.7-32 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the estimated 
electricity generation from onsite solar is 24,083 MWh per year, which is 5.0 percent of the electricity 
demand at buildout. Therefore, 5.0 percent of the unmitigated electricity-related GHG emissions are 
reduced by solar generation. The comment states that the Project should be able to power its full electrical 
usage with 115 square feet of solar panels, so it must get a waiver from MVU to power the whole project. 
Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits 
imposed on the WLC by MVU. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-55: The projections of EV penetration rates are based on third party research 
and summarized in Table 4.7-9, California and SCAQMD Electric Vehicle (EV) Penetration Estimates. 
Although EV and near-EV technologies are gaining market share, specific adoption rates are at this time 
uncertain. The table presents data for two scenarios, the first scenario is based on the USEPA EMFAC2017 
assumptions for fleet mix and the second scenario is based on implementation of the 2017 Scoping Plan 
Update including the Mobile Source Strategy (MSS). Under the MSS scenario, the table shows that 5.2 
percent of passenger vehicle and light truck fleet is expected to be powered by electricity or zero emission 
engines by 2025, compared to 2.5 percent of passenger vehicles and 1.6 percent of light trucks under the 
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EMFAC2017 assumptions. By 2035, 21 percent of passenger vehicles and 22.5 percent off light trucks 
using MSS assumptions and 4.7 percent of passenger vehicles and 3.9 percent of light trucks are expected 
to be ZEVs under EMFAC2017. 

As explained above, raceways for car, truck, and TRU charging will be appropriately provided, and the WLC 
will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide the infrastructure need to accommodate Zero-
Emission vehicle technologies to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The Project would also 
include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen 
Code. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-56: Refer to the response for comment 2-F1-47, in response to the Project’s 
effects on the achievements of the Sustainable Freight Action Plan. In regards to the Project following the 
2017 Scoping Plan Update, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan. Additionally, Topical Response B, 
Scoping Plan, discusses implementing policies and strategies in the eight different sectors in order to 
reduce GHG emissions. The commenter states that the RDEIR focuses solely on the Natural and Working 
Lands provisions of the Scoping Plan. Other than Natural and Working Lands Provisions, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR focuses on the following sectors: 

• Energy. Keep moving forward to meet renewable energy targets through wind, solar, hydroelectric, 
geothermal, and biomass. 

– WLC is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the 
rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in 
both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. 

• Waste. Prioritize waste reduction, re-use, and material recovery over landfilling. 

– The Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design 
Features in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy 
usage: 

o Support waste management reduction identified in AB 341 to increase recycling and reduce 
energy required for producing materials from raw materials; 

o Develop waste management plan and a comprehensive recycling and management program 
to divert at least 50 percent of waste from landfill, including storage and collection of 
recyclables, building and material reuse, and careful construction waste management to 
increase recycling and reduce energy required for producing materials from raw materials; 

• Water. To meet the water demand, California has to increase water conservation and efficiency, 
improve coordination and management of various water supplies, get a greater understanding of the 
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water-energy nexus, and develop new technologies in drinking water treatment, groundwater 
remediation and recharge and potentially brackish and seawater desalination. 

– The Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design 
Features in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy 
usage: 

o Reduced water uses for landscape irrigation, which reduces electricity for the supply, 
conveyance, and treatment of water; 

o Street designs that harvest and channel runoff into landscape areas instead of storm drains, 
which reduces electricity for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water; 

o Incorporate on-site storm water capture and infiltration within landscape areas and minimize 
the use of impervious paved surfaces throughout the project to provide for groundwater 
recharge and increase groundwater supplies, which reduces electricity for the supply and 
conveyance of water supplied from non-local sources; 

• Carbon Pricing and Investment. The Cap-and-Trade Program is fundamental to meeting California’s 
long-range climate targets as it has been very successful. 

– Please also refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it applies to the 
project. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-57: As discussed on page 4.7-1 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, project 
buildings will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted 
by Moreno Valley Electric (MVU). In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future, including from 
a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expanded 
rooftop solar installations in the future. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, 
regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU roles impose 
on solar PV capacity at the project site. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-58: The fueling station, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C, would 
be publicly-accessible for purchase by the motoring public. This includes trucks and autos. Light duty autos 
powered by CNG/LNG is a relatively minor percentage as compared to gasoline-powered and EV options. 
For example, the U.S. Department of Energy's Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), 
in its latest accounting updated January 2019, reports only 0.11% of all alternatively fueled light duty 
vehicles registered in the United States are CNG.213 Application of CNG/LNG options in the medium- and 
heavy-duty classifications continues to expand, displacing the reliance on diesel. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-59: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding 
interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU roles impose on solar PV 
capacity at the project site. As stated on page 4.7-43 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, in order to 
ensure the WLC project complies with and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of reduction 
goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32, the mitigation measures and project design features listed in Table 

                                                      
213 https://afdc.energy.gov/data/ 

https://afdc.energy.gov/data/
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4.7-11, Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction (page 4.7-41 – 4.7-43) shall be 
implemented. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-60: As discussed on page 4.17-40 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
the project would “comply with and exceed the applicable provisions of Title 24 and the CALGreen Code in 
affect at the time of building permit issuance”. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D requires that prior 
to the issuance of a building permit, new development shall demonstrate that each building would “increase 
efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving 
requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is 
more stringent”. Therefore, although specific examples of potential future regulatory standards have not 
been discussed, the project would be subject to all applicable standards at the time of issuance of building 
permits. Additionally, regardless of what future Title 24 standards include, the project is being constructed 
to facilitate future operation of ZNE buildings. Therefore, the project is consistent with all current regulatory 
standards and will be compliant with all future applicable standards. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-
52 for a more in-depth discussion on ZNE buildings. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-61: Scenario A reflects the current state building code, and includes charging 
for passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. The percentage of vehicle types and the type of fuel used was 
determined from the breakdown in EMFAC2017; 2.5 percent passenger vehicle EVs and 1.4 percent light 
truck EVs by 2025 and 4.7 percent passenger EVs and 3.7 percent light truck EVs by 2035. Although 
Scenario A assumes electric passenger vehicle and light duty trucks, all EV types will be anticipated for the 
onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable 
raceways for installing future EV charging stations (page 4.17-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), 
which will enable the WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants, if and 
when demand dictates. DC power blocks was referenced on page 4.17-17 as a potential way to deliver 
power simultaneously to multiple vehicles as they charge on site. There is no discussion of DC power blocks 
being part of project design and no commitment to their use. However, the use of DC power blocks would 
be considered and deployed in response to market demands. Therefore, mitigation requiring the installation 
of DC power blocks on-site is not warranted. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-62: Section 4.17 Energy, specifically Table 4.17-74 on page 4.17-32, of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR summarizes project operational transportation fuel usage under all three 
EV Penetration scenarios. The commenter asserts that the percentage of electric trucks assumed under 
the High Penetration scenario have been relied upon elsewhere in the document. The High Penetration 
scenario has not been relied upon elsewhere in the document, meaning that the potential reduction in air 
pollutant emissions from the displacement of fossil fuel combustion has not been credited to the analysis 
of air pollutant or health risk impacts. Refer to response 2-F1-21 for a discussion of the three energy 
scenarios and why they were chosen. The “worst case” emissions from diesel is presented, and the “most 
impactful” use of electricity was also studied, yet would not both occur concurrently. As discussed on page 
4.3-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, mobile emissions were calculated based on EMFAC2017’s 
projected vehicle fuel mix, and not based on any of the EV Penetration scenarios presented in Section 4.17. 
Based on EMFAC2017 vehicle fuel mix assumptions, electric medium and heavy-duty trucks have not been 
assumed as a part of the air quality or greenhouse gas analysis and the project does not take credit for any 
potential penetration of EV technology due to the speculative nature of those projections. Refer to 
Response-to-Comment 2-F1-22 for a more detailed discussion of the three EV penetration scenarios. 
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Response to Comment 2-F1-63: Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes the 
potential impact to energy supplies by including the potential future electricity demand from electrified trucks 
in the Project’s overall demand, and assessing the potential for solar energy to supply the Project’s 
electricity needs. An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options 
potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The 
analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the 
maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to 
characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were 
evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. This project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities 
(MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU is responsible for securing additional power from Southern 
California Edison (SCE) as needed. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding 
interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV 
capacity at the project site. Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is discussed in Response to 
Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-64: As discussed on page 4.7-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
project buildings will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently 
permitted by Moreno Valley Electric (MVU). In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future, 
including from a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could 
accommodate expanded rooftop solar installations in the future. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno 
Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current 
MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is 
discussed in Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-65: MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable 
option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and 
industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation 
was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result 
in excess solar generation to charge a battery. Thus, due to the MVU solar sizing limits, PV solar generation 
would be utilized for the Project and there would be no excess solar generation for battery storage, 
renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, chilled water storage, or the sale of excess power generation to 
MVU or other utilities for their renewable portfolio content requirements. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use 
rate structure214 is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of 
batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno 

                                                      
214 Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined 

by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand 
threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be 
eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models 
and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined 
that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site 
solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating 
capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This 
dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no 
policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity. 
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Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current 
MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-66: The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission 
vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both 
regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of 
ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-
duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will 
become commercially available. Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for 
appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas 
with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and 
cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The Project would also 
include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen 
Code. Therefore, the project would be consistent with and be constructed to support application of State 
goals. Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is discussed in Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-
F1-22. Response to Comment 2-F1-22 also contains a discussion of why drop and drag would not require 
raceways and charging station at the loading docks and why the high EV penetration scenario is highly 
speculative. To address the major threat of Climate Change from GHG emissions, refer to Response to 
Comment 2-F1-51, which as CARB states is primarily from passenger vehicles. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-67: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding 
interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV 
capacity at the project site. Impacts to local and regional energy supplies and additional capacity were 
evaluated in Section 4.17, energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Section 4.17.7.2, Construction 
or Expansion of Electrical and Natural Gas Facilities (pages 4.17-37 - 4.17-39 discusses the impacts 
associated with the minor construction of moving power lines underground, addition of solar panels and 
connectors, addition of new transformer units and the substation and construction of a new substation and 
switching station. Impacts from construction and modification were analyzed and impacts were found to be 
less than significant. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-68: The comment discusses standalone solar facilities in California’s desert 
and their significant environmental impacts on desert wildlife, especially avian populations, and included 
attachments that discuss the impacts of the desert solar facilities on different species over a four-year period 
and that the take for sensitive, threatened, or endangered species is one-bird. The comment also states 
that under this threshold, the death of one special status bird is a significant impact and therefore, the WLC 
project would cause significant impacts because it will require the construction and expansion of new 
electrical facilities which would have significant impact themselves. The WLC power needs will be met by 
MVU as stated in the Draft Recirculated RSFIER, pages 4.17-2 and 4.17-28. As stated on page 4.17-30 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, MVU forecasts that its peak demand in 2025, would be approximately 
231,555 MWh per year. This is approximately 25 percent higher than the 185,000 MWh that MVU sold to 
all customers in its area for the 2015-2016 fiscal year. As shown in Table 4.17-4 (page 4.17-29), the WLC 
project’s estimated electrical consumption would account for between 74 and 113 percent of MVU’s 
projected electricity projected sales depending on the EV penetration scenario for Phase 1 (2025). 
However, MVU’s 2018 IRP anticipates growth in the region and specifically considers the electrical demand 
generated by energy-intensive account focused in the logistics industry. The IRP states that large energy-
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intensive projects like the WLC project are included in the projected growth. Therefore, it is reasonable to 
assume that MVU’s existing and planned electricity supplies could support the project’s electricity demand 
calculated for the Project + Low EV Penetration (Scenario A) and the Project + Medium EV Penetration 
(Scenario B) by 2025. Any determination of MVU’s need for additional capacity beyond what is planned 
would be speculative and depend on the cumulative demand within MVU’s service area. As described 
above, MVU has determined that they can meet the electrical energy needs of the WLC. Hypothetically, if, 
as a result of, MVU requiring more power from the grid to serve its customers’ needs the construction of a 
solar generation plant in the desert results, the environmental impacts from construction and operation of 
that solar plant would be assessed and mitigated under CEQA in that environmental analysis. Since the 
WLC project did not build the solar plant nor require it to be built to specifically serve their project, it is 
considered a separate project under CEQA. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-67, above, for a 
discussion of impacts from the construction or expansion of new electrical facilities. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-69: MVU’s 2018 IRP anticipates growth in the region and specifically 
considers the electrical demand generated by energy-intensive account focused in the logistics industry. 
The IRP states that large energy-intensive projects like the WLC project are included in the projected 
growth. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that MVU’s existing and planned electricity supplies could 
support the project’s electricity demand calculated for the Project + Low EV Penetration (Scenario A) and 
the Project + Medium EV Penetration (Scenario B) by 2025. Any determination of MVU’s need for additional 
capacity beyond what is planned would be speculative and depend on the cumulative demand within MVU’s 
service area. As described above, MVU has determined that they can meet the electrical energy needs of 
the WLC. Page 4.17-34 states that under the High EV penetration scenario, the project would account for 
approximately 356,351 MWh for 2035, the 2018 IRP shows that under the high demand scenario MVU 
would have a 2030 net energy load of 390,326 MWH215, which is 91 percent of MVU’s projected electrical 
consumption. Additionally, that was what MVU anticipates in 2030, likely by 2035 they would have more 
electricity available. As shown, the 2018 IRP has included electricity assumptions for the logistics industry. 
However, the High EV penetration scenario remains speculative due to the state of current technology. The 
Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily 
developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market 
forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles 
is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or 
demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. 

The comments second paragraph argues that MVU fails to comply with the requirements for procuring 
renewable energy. MVU states in their 2018 IRP, that the IRP plans for the procurement of sufficient eligible 
renewable energy resources to serve at least 50 percent of annual retail load by 2030, plus a reasonable 
margin of procurement to manage the risk of load uncertainty, renewable resource performance variations 
and potential contract failures.216 Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding 
interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV 
capacity at the project site. 

                                                      
215 City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Moreno Valley Utility 2018 Integrated Resource Plan. July 20. Available online: 

http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed February 21, 2020. 
216 City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Moreno Valley Utility 2018 Integrated Resource Plan. July 20. Available online: 

http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed February 21, 2020. 

http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf
http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf
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As discussed on page 4.17-31 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the project would incorporate 
renewable energy sources to achieve a net-zero energy use for the estimated office demands. Office space 
in each of the project buildings (27 total) are assumed to be 60,000 square feet. The text clearly states that 
the project would feature an equivalent of 27 60,000-square foot net zero buildings and does not attempt 
to mislead the leader by implying that project buildings in their entirety would be net zero. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-70: Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes a Low, 
Medium, and High EV penetration scenario and the potential for alternative energy for electrified trucks by 
looking at the overall potential for solar energy at the project site. The Transportation Energy Technical 
Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and 
heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found 
that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the 
development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is 
not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate 
ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will 
construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will 
enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand 
dictates. 

Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s 
distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. 
MVU has committed to meeting the project’s electricity demand, and as discussed in the Draft Recirculated 
EIR on page 4.17-31. Response to Comment 2-F1-22 also contains a discussion of why drop and drag 
would not require raceways and charging station at the loading docks and why the high EV penetration 
scenario is highly speculative. Thus, the City is not single-handedly imperiling its residents or the planet. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-71: As discussed on page 6.17-15, the geographic area for evaluating 
potential cumulative natural gas impacts is the State of California because natural gas as a fuel can be 
procured from anywhere and is not limited to the service provider’s on-hand, near-by resources. Cumulative 
natural gas consumption has been calculated and presented in Section 6.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR. As discussed on page 6.17-15, overall demand for natural gas is expected to decline over time 
due to increases in regional natural gas efficiencies and the transition to renewable energy on a statewide 
basis displacing fossil fuels including natural gas. Therefore, the project would not have a cumulatively 
considerable impact related to natural gas consumption. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B k) states all yard 
trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, 
propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions 
standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions 
standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations 
Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C requires that the fueling station be operational “offering alternative fuels 
(natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public” prior to issuance of building permits for 
more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan area. As discussed on 
page 80 of the TIA, the intent of the station is to provide an on-site location to purchase alternative fuels for 
trucks at the project. The mitigation does not specify what types of vehicles are anticipated, permitted, or 
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prohibited and therefore does not limit the types of vehicles that could refuel on-site. Thus, mitigation 
measure 4.3.6.3C also makes the fueling station accessible to the public, but it will still be utilized by 
truckers visiting the WLC site. Additionally, Response to Comment 2-F1-22 discussed the EVSE charging 
stations that the WLC will incorporate into the parking areas. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-72: Despite the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver by the Trump 
Administration, zero emission technology is still steadily developing. Furthermore, the State of California, 
along with 23 other states petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for review 
of the EPA’s action to withdraw the waiver. That action was stayed on February 11, 2020, because of the 
pendency of a related case in the District of Columbia Circuit. A briefing schedule will be filed in March, 
2020. In the meantime, California has not amended or withdrawn any of its laws or regulations in response 
to the withdrawal of the waiver. For a more detailed response, see Response to Comment 2-F1-46. The 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical 
Report (RETR). Zero emission vehicles encompass a range of technologies including battery electric 
vehicles (BEVs), hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs), plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs), and range 
extended electric vehicles (REEVs) that utilize a fuel cell as an additional energy source. As outlined in the 
RETR and summarized in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, commercialization of passenger vehicles 
is occurring rapidly. A significant population of passenger electric vehicles is expected at the site by Phase 
1 (2025) and that number will increase substantially by full buildout of the project (2035), representing a 
potential significant demand for on-site charging. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-73: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-68 for discussion of the Project’s 
analysis of impacts regarding construction of new or expansion of existing electrical facilities. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-74: As discussed on page 4.17-40 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
the project would “comply with and exceed the applicable provisions of Title 24 and the CALGreen Code in 
affect at the time of building permit issuance”. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D requires that prior 
to the issuance of a building permit, new development shall demonstrate that each building would “increase 
efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving 
requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is 
more stringent”. Therefore, although specific examples of potential future regulatory standards have not 
been discussed, the project would be subject to all applicable standards at the time of issuance of building 
permits. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-75: On page 6.3-22, the last paragraph on the page has a typographical 
error. It should say 66 projects were found to be completed and nine projects were not accounted for due 
to lack of project information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, 
MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be 
changed to reflect that 66 projects have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows: 

Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with 
construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and have not been included 
in the analysis. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project 
information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, 
RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289 284 potentially cumulative projects could undergo construction 
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activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Results of the cumulative construction 
emissions analysis is provided in Table 6.3-3. 

On page 6.3-32, the first paragraph under Construction Emissions Inventory has a typographical error. It 
should say 66 projects were found to be completed and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of 
project information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-
122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be changed to reflect 
that 66 projects have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows: 

As mentioned above, the environmental document research conducted for the project found that 
67 66 projects are either completely constructed or currently undergoing construction. Nine projects 
have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts 
(specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, the 
cumulative construction analysis was conducted for the 289 284 potentially cumulative projects that 
could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. The analysis 
compiled a construction emissions inventory based on previously completed CEQA documents for 
each of the cumulative projects where such documents were available. In most cases, toxic air 
contaminant (TAC) emissions data were lacking but that of total PM10 and total organic gas (TOG) 
emissions were presented in available CEQA documents; therefore, maximum daily construction 
total PM10 and TOG emissions data was obtained, which was speciated using the speciation profile 
developed for the Project HRA presented in Section 4.3 of this Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. For 
projects where emissions data was unavailable in available CEQA documents, their emissions 
were estimated based on the land use type and building square footage instead, see details in the 
air quality section above for detail. 

On page 6.3-36, the third paragraph on the page has a typographical error. It should say 66 projects were 
found to be completed (not 67) and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of project information 
or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, 
SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be changed to reflect that 66 projects 
have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows: 

In addition, out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be 
completed with construction or currently undergoing construction and nine projects have not been 
accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, 
MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially 
cumulative projects that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year 
construction period. However, even if none of these 289284 cumulative projects undergo 
construction while the project is under construction, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur 
because projects that exceed the Project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the 
SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. As previously stated, the Project-specific construction 
emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for 
VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, 
despite any potential construction activity associated with another project. 
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On page 6.3-39, the first full paragraph on the page has a typographical error. It should say 66 projects 
were found to be completed (not 67) and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of project 
information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-
13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be changed to reflect that 
66 projects have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows: 

Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with 
construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019. Nine projects have not 
been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-
10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially 
cumulative projects could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction 
period. Construction emissions gathered from the environmental documents and modeling show 
that out of the 289284 cumulative projects, 9590 cumulative projects were identified as exceeding 
VOC significance thresholds, 22 projects were identified as exceeding NOX thresholds, and 2 
projects would exceed CO, PM2.5 and PM10 thresholds. However, even if none of the 289284 
potential cumulative projects undergo construction while the project is under construction, a 
cumulatively considerable impact will occur because projects that exceed the Project-specific 
significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.11 As 
previously stated the Project-specific construction emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed 
the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, 
a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, despite any potential construction activity associated 
with another project. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-76: Analysis of cumulative air quality impacts can be found in Section 6.3.3, 
Cumulative Impact Analysis. Each impact area is fully analyzed, but the analysis concludes the same 
impacts as the project primarily because construction and operational emissions of the project exceed the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds so the addition of more emissions would still cause an exceedance of the 
threshold, and thus, a cumulatively considerable impact would occur. Although the cumulative air quality 
analysis resulted in cumulatively considerable and potentially significant cumulative air impacts, there are 
no other mitigation measures available to reduce the project’s contribution to cumulatively considerable 
impacts, as all projects would have included project design features or mitigation measures to reduce 
project-level impacts to below significance criteria, if possible. However, since the WLC project exceeds 
the significance thresholds and cannot be reduced below the applicable thresholds, potential air quality 
impacts resulting from the Project and any of the identified cumulative projects will still be considered 
cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-77: The cumulative HRA uses the same air dispersion modeling and health 
risk calculation methodologies used in the project-level HRA; however, the operational AERMOD model 
was updated to include emissions sources from the 359 cumulative projects and an expanded receptor grid 
that covers most of the South Coast Air Basin. Both model runs used the same expanded receptor grid, 
which includes 5,298 receptors covering areas from North Palm Springs to Long Beach in the east-west 
direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in the north-south direction, roughly an area 
of 3,500 square miles radiating from the project site to the north, south, east, and west. The 3,500 square 
mile area modeled for receptors is larger than the 1,024 square mile area which encompasses the 
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cumulative project area due to the dispersion of air pollutant emissions in the area. The modeled grid 
ensured that that all potential health risk areas were covered. 

As discussed on page 6.3-49, project cancer risks are reduced after implementation of mitigation. However, 
the SCAQMD cancer risk and cancer burden significance threshold would be exceeded at sensitive 
receptor locations within the cumulative HRA study area. Therefore, the cancer risk impact to sensitive 
receptors and cancer burden to general population will be cumulatively significant and unavoidable. As 
discussed in Section 4.3, the Project impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after 
implementation of mitigation. However, because the Project would result in an increase in cancer risk of 
9.1 under construction + operations and 7.1 30-year operations, the Project contribution would be 
cumulatively considerable. Tables 6.3-9 and 6.3-10 (page 6.3-50) show the estimated annual percent of 
background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with cumulative projects 
(including the unmitigated Project). When taken into context, the small percent of the number of background 
incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. Refer to 
Response to Comment 2-F1-42 for a discussion of why health impacts aren’t underrepresented. As stated 
in Response to Comment 2-F1-76, above, although the cumulative air quality analysis resulted in 
cumulatively considerable and potentially significant cumulative air impacts, there are no other mitigation 
measures available to the Project to reduce cumulatively considerable impacts, as all projects would have 
included project design features or mitigation measures to reduce project-level impacts to below 
significance criteria, if possible. However, since the WLC project emissions are close to or exceed the 
significance thresholds and, if exceeded, cannot be reduced below the applicable thresholds, potential air 
quality impacts resulting from the Project and any of the identified cumulative projects will still be considered 
cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-78: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it 
applies to the project. The cumulative analysis for GHG was based on the limits set forth in the cumulative 
traffic analysis, which encompassed 359 projects,217 of which approximately 173 environmental documents 
were available for review. However, not all environmental documents contained quantified emissions. 
Therefore, emissions were calculated for all of the identified cumulative projects based on available project 
size, information, and standard methodologies. These are listed in Table 6.7-1, Section 6.7 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the cumulative project emissions are summarized in Table 6.7-2 for 
operations and construction. As discussed in 6.7.3 Cumulative Evaluation, the quantitative analysis of 
operation and construction emissions utilized the SCAQMD’s Interim CEQA GHG Significance Thresholds 
to determine the respective project’s level of significance. Significance thresholds for each project were 
determined based on land use. The projects that were identified as either residential or commercial projects 
are considered part of the SCAQMD’s draft threshold for residential/commercial projects and 3,000 mt 
CO2e per year was used in each of the greenhouse assessments. The projects that were identified as 
industrial/warehouses were compared against a threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e for industrial projects. Of the 
359 projects analyzed, 95 projects exceeded their given threshold and 255 projects were below threshold. 
Given that the unmitigated project and 95 of the cumulative projects are over threshold, impacts would be 
potentially significant and cumulatively considerable. However, the Project’s mitigated uncapped emissions 
                                                      
217 The Judge’s February 8, 2018 ruling found the FEIR cumulative impacts section deficient; “[t]he FEIR should include 

consideration of recently constructed and proposed large warehouse projects in the summary of projects method, and 
should analyze whether individually significant impacts may be cumulative considerable.” The RSFEIR revised 
cumulative impact section included the recently constructed large warehouse projects and other projects, including 
industrial, 360359 in all, even though it wasn’t required. 
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total 8,563 MTCO2e at buildout in 2035, would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 
mt CO2e per year, and would be less than significant. As shown in Table 6.7-2, it is estimated that 95 
projects would exceed the applicable numeric threshold, contributing to a potentially significant cumulative 
impact. When considered with the other projects’ significant impacts, the Project would not contribute to a 
significant cumulative impact given that the project would generate uncapped emissions that are less than 
the 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold. Additionally, the SCAQMD set the 10,000 MTCO2e 
significance threshold because the GHG emissions for any one project would almost never be significant 
when compared to state or global emissions. 

Furthermore, it would be speculative to assume that all 359 listed cumulative projects would be consistent 
with all applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to the reduction of GHG emissions. Therefore, it 
is possible that any of the cumulative projects are inconsistent with any plans, policies, and regulations and 
would result in a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the cumulative impact would be potentially 
significant. However, because the project’s impact would be less than significant with mitigation, the project 
is not contributing to cumulatively considerable impacts. 

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of 
the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Thus, even if the trial court’s judgement is reversed, 
the Project GHG emissions would be net zero after implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 which is 
below the significance threshold. Therefore, since the Project’s impact would be less than significant with 
mitigation, the project is not contributing to a cumulatively considerable GHG impact. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-79: Cumulative energy demand is discussed in Section 6.17 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The inclusion of solar production at cumulative industrial sites has not been 
considered in the analysis in order to present a worst-case total for cumulative electrical demand. 
Additionally, it would be speculative to assume that all cumulative industrial projects would comply with any 
current or future energy conservation measures. 

See Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar limitations imposed by 
MVU for the project and any other related warehouse project in the vicinity that are served by MVU. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-80: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-69. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-81: See Response to Comment 2-F1-16 regarding the Owings declaration. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-82: Approval of the project will create jobs and increase economic activity. 
At full build out, the Project is estimated to generate over 20,000 ongoing direct jobs in the City, and an 
additional approximately 7,400 indirect and induced jobs, approximately 3,700 of these indirect and induced 
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jobs will be in the City. In constant 2012 dollars, these jobs will result in estimated annual wages of 
approximately $830,000,000 for direct jobs and approximately $300,000,000 in wages resulting from 
indirect and induced jobs. Of the estimated $300,000,000 indirect and induced jobs approximately 
$150,000,000 in wages will occur within the City. The project is also estimated to generate in aggregate, 
almost 13,000 direct construction jobs over the 15-year buildout period, equivalent to approximately 850 
full-time equivalent jobs every year for the duration of the 15-year construction period. These jobs will result 
in estimated wages, in constant 2012 dollars, of approximately $625,000,000. Added to this will be 
approximately 7,400 estimated indirect and induced jobs, with approximately 3,700 of them within the City, 
with wages, in constant 2012 dollars, of approximately $300,000,000 half of which, approximately 
$150,000,000 will be for jobs within the City. Construction is estimated to result in approximately 
$2,600,000,000 in total economic output, which includes in wages and sales income of which approximately 
$2,140,000,000 will occur within the City. Future employment levels may be influenced by and vary, due to 
economic and market conditions, business decisions, and other factors unknown at this time. Local 
residents will be able to apply for both temporary construction jobs and permanent jobs. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-83: Emissions potentially impacting air quality were evaluated in Section 4.3 
of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Maximum regional daily emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, and PM10 
would exceed SCAQMD daily regional thresholds during construction and max daily regional emissions of 
VOC, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 would exceed daily operational thresholds at full build out. A dispersion 
analysis for CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 was performed to evaluate project impacts during potential 
overlap of construction and operational activities on localized air quality. As described on page 4.3-21 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, localized thresholds represent the maximum emissions from a project 
that would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable Federal or State 
ambient air quality standards and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for 
each source receptor area identified by SCAQMD. As summarized on Table 4.3-19, the project would result 
in significant localized impacts with regard to PM10. PM10 emissions consist of roadway dust generated 
by tire ware and brake ware from commuters traveling to their jobs. As shown in Table 4.3-21 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, approximately 96 percent of unmitigated regional PM10 mobiles emissions at 
project buildout are attributable to roadway dust. 

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted to allow decision makers to evaluate the cancer-related 
impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, 
contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for 
Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to 
the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. 
A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of 
particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as 
toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, 
the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not 
consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero 
emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including 
the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure 
frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the 
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exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased 
cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity 
factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/ residential, worker, 
and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute 
(HEI) finding that NTDE does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health 
impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on 
page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks 
for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + 
Operation HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental 
increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project 
would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million 
prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts 
contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-
68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure 
duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 
shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 
in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation 
and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due 
to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation 
incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially 
lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated incremental 
increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and 
operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of 
mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel 
PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the increase in lifetime (30-year exposure) cancer risk for operation would 
still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and 
outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to 
impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less 
than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project, 
including risks from diesel trucks, to an on-site or off-site receptor, within the study area, was less than 
significant. 

As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the 
community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of 
the WLC. 

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. 
Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone 
health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health 
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incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local 
population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.218 When taken into context, the small 
increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that 
these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance 
thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this 
information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and 
Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across 
the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. 
Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project 
emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean 
Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-
related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all 
cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all 
respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial 
infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects 
increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related 
emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects 
from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria 
pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. 
Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. 

As stated in the OEHHA factsheet (https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-
sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf), CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a mapping tool that can be used to identify California 
communities (by census tract) that are most affected by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the 
effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen score measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities 
in one census tract compared to others and is not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the 
comment is consistent with the results of CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. 

The commenter is trying to link air quality issues such as high ozone concentrations and population 
characteristics such as incidents of cardiovascular disease and low birth weight infants to GHG impacts. 
There is no scientific basis for this. Although GHG emissions are considered the primary driver for 
anthropogenic climate change, there are no scientific studies linking GHG emissions to increases in 
ambient ozone concentrations or increases in incidents of cardiovascular disease and low birthweight 
infants. 

Construction activities during the Proposed Project would be performed in accordance with and exceed 
standard mitigation practices commonly implemented to protect surrounding communities from the effects 
of construction-related impacts. Page 4.3-42 and 4.3-43 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR lists 
construction mitigation which include, but are not limited to, the use of Tier 4 Final off-road equipment, 
provide electrical hookups to power electric construction tools, the use of electric construction tools where 
feasible, limit idling to 3 minutes in any hour (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A); preparation of a Construction 
Staging Plan to identify staging, truck routes, and construction parking (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2B); 

                                                      
218 Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in 

the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP). 

https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf
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prohibit grading on days with an Air Quality Index forecast greater than 150 for particulates or ozone for the 
project area (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2D); and the project shall comply with SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect 
Source Rule for warehouses constructed after the rule goes into effect (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2E) (See 
Topical Response D for more information on the Indirect Source Rule). 

Operational mitigation measures, listed below (page 4.3-53 and 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR) have been implemented to ensure that operational emissions are reduced and limited to the extent 
feasible. Operational mitigation includes, but is not limited to, signage informing truck drivers of idling and 
truck route information, staff training on vehicle records and diesel technologies, compliance of all tenant 
fleets with all current air quality regulations, use of on-site equipment powered by electricity, natural gas, 
propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel and have emissions standards meet or exceed Tier 4 Interim or 
greater or off-road equipment and 2010 engine emission standards for on-road vehicles, all diesel trucks 
shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards, and limit on-site idling to 3 minutes (Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.6.3B); prior to issuance of building permits for more than 25 million square feet of logistics 
warehousing, a publically-accessible fueling station (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C) a food and convenience 
store will be built and operational (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D); refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited 
(Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D); and the project shall comply with SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule 
for warehouses constructed after the rule goes into effect (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2E) (See Topical 
Response D for more information on the Indirect Source Rule). 

As discussed above, although the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
regional and localized criteria pollutant emissions, the project would result in less than significant increases 
in cancer risk and minimal health effects. Additionally, implementation of the project would result in the 
generation of temporary and permanent jobs, many of which would benefit local residents, shorten the 
commute of many workers by providing a job source in a City with a severe jobs/housing imbalance, and 
contribute to the public education system (specifically, Moreno Valley Unified School District and San 
Jacinto Unified School District). Therefore, the project would not subject a disproportionate share of health 
consequences to a disadvantaged population and would not conflict with Government Code section 
11135(a). 

Response to Comment 2-F1-84: As discussed on page 93 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix F of 
the 2018 RSFEIR), the city of Moreno Valley currently has a severe jobs/housing imbalance that results in 
long westbound commutes for thousands of city residents every workday. The project would create 
approximately 20,000 local job opportunities, a nearly 50 percent increase in the number of jobs in Moreno 
Valley. The addition of these jobs would have the following effects on worker commute patterns: 

• Many current and future residents of Moreno Valley would have the opportunity to work locally with very 
short commute trips. 

• Residents of neighboring cities who work at the project would have short commutes and, importantly, 
be able to access the site using the arterial road network. This is consistent with the policies of the 
Western Riverside Council of Governments and the Riverside County Transportation Commission to 
promote use of the arterial road network as an alternative to freeways. Tests with the Riverside County 
Traffic Analysis Model (RIVTAM) model suggest that nearly half of auto traffic associated with the 
project would be on surface streets and not on freeways. 
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• Workers coming from more distant locations would, in most cases, be travelling on freeways in the off-
peak direction; i.e., commuters traveling to the project from Los Angeles or Orange Counties would be 
headed eastbound in the morning and westbound in the evening. This would enable them to take 
advantage of the existing unused off-peak capacity of freeways, since the freeways were sized for flows 
in the peak direction. 

• Assuming, as RIVTAM does, that project employees would work elsewhere if the project were not 
implemented, then the availability of jobs at the east end of Moreno Valley would reduce the number of 
workers driving along commutes to distant jobsites to the west and southwest. Although the project 
would increase freeway auto traffic eastbound in the morning, it would also decrease the traffic in the 
more congested westbound direction. In the evening the pattern would reverse, with the project 
relieving traffic in the congested eastbound direction. 

As indicated above, the project would have a net beneficial impact on the regional freeway auto traffic. This 
is the effect sought in the policies of Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), Western 
Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), and other regional governments and agencies that 
encourage better jobs/housing balances as a way to reduce peak directional flows on the regional freeway 
system. 

Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-83 for a summary of project impacts with respect to criteria pollutants, 
TACs, and GHGs. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-85: The State of California first codified environmental justice into law in 
1999, empowering the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to coordinate the State’s environmental 
justice programs and directing the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) to take into 
account environmental justice in “designing its mission for programs, policies, and standards” adding a new 
section to the Public Resources Code entitled “Environmental Justice”. (1999 Cal SB 115; codified at 
Section 65040.12 of the California Government Code and Section 72000 of the Public Resources Code 
(now Section 71110 et seq.) In 2000, the State also directed Cal EPA to establish a Working Group on 
Environmental Justice to develop “an agencywide strategy for identifying and addressing any gaps in 
existing programs, policies, or activities that may impede the achievement of environmental justice.” Section 
71113 of the Public Resources Code. In 2004, CalEPA created the Intra-agency Environmental Justice 
Strategy, identifying several goals. (2013 Policy Memorandum.) 

In 2013, CalEPA issued CalEnviroScreen. As stated in the OEHHA factsheet219, CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a 
mapping tool that can be used to identify California communities (by census tract) that are most affected 
by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen score 
measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others and is 
not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the comment is consistent with the results of 
CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. 

Later in 2013, shortly after the introduction of CalEnviroScreen, and based on these legislative directives, 
Cal EPA issued a Policy Memorandum creating “an agency-led compliance and enforcement program” 
entitled the Environmental Justice Compliance and Enforcement Working Group, including a Charter setting 

                                                      
219 https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf 
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forth its mission and goals. This Working Group’s efforts included focused Initiatives on individual areas, 
such as Pomona, or most recently Imperial County, which have high scores in the CalEnviroScreen tool.220 

Workgroup goals include incorporating community input in planning and implementing compliance 
assistance and enforcement initiatives in disproportionately impacted areas and improving communication 
with communities and the public regarding environmental justice concerns and the benefits of compliance 
and enforcement actions. The project is committed to community input and addressing community concerns 
through the public review process and has incorporated mitigation measures and project designed features 
to reduce impacts to the community and environment. 

Further, none of the environmental justice legislation nor the State’s implementing activities requires a 
different standard for CEQA projects located in communities identified on CalEnviroScreen with higher 
environmental burdens. CEQA is an informational tool, and CalEnviroScreen does not mandate a 
prohibition on development projects in communities designated as having environmental burdens. And, in 
any case, such an outcome would seem particularly unjust if those very development projects could provide 
community benefits to ease those burdens. See Health and Safety Code Section 39711 (investment for 
disadvantaged communities encouraged). 

The City of Moreno Valley supports the just enforcement of environmental laws under the State’s 
environmental justice laws and implementing activities, and the WLC Project provides for the enforcement of 
the Project’s conditions and mitigation measures. Further, as the WLC Project is implemented, there will be 
additional opportunities for the community to participate in the future discretionary approvals for the Project. 

Recently, the State adopted legislation that requires environmental justice be incorporated into general 
plans, either through a separate element or by integrating environmental justice into other required 
elements of the general plan. Cal. Government Code Section 65302(h). The City of Moreno Valley has not 
yet modified its general plan to trigger the requirements under Section 65302 and thus, has not yet 
considered compliance with Section 65302. Nonetheless, many of the concepts articulated in Section 
65302 have been taken into consideration in the City’s existing General Plan. The General Plan policies 
(related to industrial development) listed below were considered in the evaluation of the WLC Project. 

2.5.2 Locate manufacturing and industrial uses to avoid adverse impacts on surrounding 
land uses. 

2.5.3 Screen manufacturing and industrial uses where necessary to reduce glare, noise, 
dust, vibrations, and unsightly views. 

2.5.4 Design industrial developments to discourage access through residential areas. 

6.7.1 Cooperate with regional efforts to establish and implement regional air quality 
strategies and tactics. 

6.7.4 Locate heavy industrial and extraction facilities away from residential areas and 
sensitive receptors. 

                                                      
220 https://calepa.ca.gov/enforcement/environmental-justice-compliance-and-enforcement-task-force/. 
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7.5.3 Locate areas planned for commercial, industrial and multiple family density residential 
development within areas of high transit potential and access. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-86: The project is estimated to provide approximately $47,502,000 in school 
impact mitigation fees (calculated based on a total 40,600,000 SF times the 2019 Moreno Valley School 
District221 and San Jacinto Unified School District’s222 respective development fees) that can be used to 
improve educational opportunities for students within both the Moreno Valley Unified School District and 
the San Jacinto Unified School District. The Project is estimated to also generate approximately 
$22,000,000 in additional State education revenue annually as a result of the 1% ad valorem property taxes 
assessed against the developed project. Finally, the project will also benefit education as a result of income 
taxes paid to the State on jobs created by the project, which will be used to fund elementary and high 
schools, both locally and throughout the state. 

Response to Comment 2-F1-87: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

  

                                                      
221 https://www.mvusd.net/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=786774&type=d&pREC_ID=1181763 
222 https://www.sanjacinto.k12.ca.us/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=330831&type=d&pREC_ID=757853 

https://www.mvusd.net/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=786774&type=d&pREC_ID=1181763
https://www.sanjacinto.k12.ca.us/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=330831&type=d&pREC_ID=757853
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F2: George Hague, Sierra Club 

Response to Comment 2-F2-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) There is nothing in CEQA or the Guidelines that requires that CEQA documents be in Spanish. 
Public Resources Code §21083.1 prohibits the imposition of “procedural or substantive requirements 
beyond those explicitly stated in [CEQA] or in the state guidelines.” 

Response to Comment 2-F2-2: The City website includes all the documents prepared for the Project. As 
shown on the website, the various documents are dated and the notice of availability, dated December 17, 
2019, specifically requested comments on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, dated 2019. The older 
documents are still on the website and available for review because they are incorporated and/or referenced 
therein. There was only one document that comments were being requested for, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, not two documents as stated in the comment. The December 17, 2019 notice of 
availability did not request comments on the July 2018 RSFEIR. (The Sierra Club also provided comments 
on the July 2018 RSFEIR in a letter dated September 10, 2018). There were two documents listed on the 
website under ‘2019 Revised RFEIR Review 11-2019”, but they were the same document, one was a clean 
document and the other was a red-lined version which showed the changes to the original sections, so it 
was easy to identify them. Comments have previously been solicited for all of the other documents listed 
on the website. Thus, the City does not need to recirculate the documents, since the appropriate notice of 
availability, listing the document for review and the review period were listed pursuant to Section 21091 of 
the Public Resources Code. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-3: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is similar 
to comments 1-F6-4 thru 1-F6-6 received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 
2018. Refer to Response to Comments 1-F6-4 and 1-F6-6. 

The new issues within this comment that were not raised in Sierra Club’s previous comments on the 2018 
RSFEIR are addressed below. 

With regard to Figure 4.3-1 not showing the location of the SJWA, this figure is located in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, and represents the location of the nearest air quality monitoring station to the WLC site. The base 
map which was used for the figure includes the Norton Younglove Reserve, Lake Perris State Recreation 
Area, and Box Spring Park because they are regional or state parks. The SJWA, although a CDFW wildlife 
area, is not recognized as a park and does not show up on the base map. However, the SJWA is included 
in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, in Figure 4.4-4, MSHC Conservation Areas, in the 2018 RSFEIR. 

The objectives of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR) landscaping 
plan are listed below (page 5-38 for the Specific Plan): 

• Promote a pleasant, distinctive, corporate environment 

• Augment internal cohesion and continuity within the World Logistics Center 

• Enhance the structured urban design concept of the World Logistics Center 

• Promote water conservation. 
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The design concept is focused toward: 

• Providing a clean, contemporary visual appearance, coordinating the landscaping treatment along 
freeway and surface streets to emphasize the circulation system 

• Coordinating streetscapes within the World Logistics Center to unify its general appearance 

• Coordinating on-site landscaping design continuity amount individual development sites within the 
World Logistics Center. 

The landscaping design concept will minimize the use of mechanical irrigation and maximize the collection 
and harvesting of runoff to be directed to landscape areas, promoting the creation of a sustainable 
environment. Three years after installation of landscaping, non-irrigated planting groups shall achieve 70% 
coverage. See page 5-44 and 5-45 for the Plant Selection List, which all plant materials must be selected 
from. The picture of the WLC on the website is a design rendering of what the Project might look like, the 
final plants and trees haven’t been selected yet, but will be selected from the plant selection list. 

With regard to plants and pollution, refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, in the 2018 RSFEIR. Carbon 
sequestration is the process of capture and storage of carbon dioxide; trees, vegetation, and soil store 
carbon in their tissues and wood. The net removal of vegetation for construction from land use change 
results in a loss of the carbon sequestration in plants. However, planting additional vegetation 
(sequestration) would result in additional carbon sequestration and would lower the carbon footprint of the 
project. This topic is discussed in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and 
Sustainability, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-4: An objective of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of 
the 2015 FEIR) is to promote water conservation (page 5-38 of the Specific Plan). The Specific Plan 
landscape program includes design elements (beginning on page 5-39 of the Specific Plan) that include 
maximizing the use of drought tolerant plant species; design to meet peak moisture demand of all plant 
materials within design zones and avoid flow rates that exceed the infiltration rate of soil; calculate optimum 
spacing of plants to avoid overcrowding and need for excessive irrigation; use best available irrigation 
technology to maximize efficient use of water, including moisture sensors, multi-program electronic timers, 
rain shutoff devices, remote control valves, drip systems, backflow preventers, pressure reducing valves 
and precipitation-rated sprinkler heads; design irrigation systems to prevent discharge onto non-landscaped 
areas or adjacent properties; and restrict irrigation cycles to operate at night when wind, evaporation and 
activity are at a minimum. See page 5-44 and 5-45 for a list of allowed plant species. As shown on the list, 
the Mexican fan palm, among others is allowed. Additionally, trees will be trimmed to allow more visibility if 
required for safety. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-5: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Court Ruling, and Writ 
of Mandate for what was required of the cumulative analysis. The 2018 Revised Sections of the FEIR (2018 
RSFEIR) included an analysis of potential cumulative impacts for all environmental topics, and the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes revised cumulative analyses for the topics included in the document – 
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy. The 2018 RSFEIR included the updated project and 
cumulative biological analyses, Section 4.4 and 6.4, respectively, which were based on the expected growth 
impacts resulting from the project and those of the current and foreseeable projects in surrounding 
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communities. Section 4.13.5.1, of the 2015 FEIR, discusses growth inducing impacts (pages 4.13-11 – 
4.13-17) as well as Section 5.3 of the 2015 FEIR (pages 5-4 – 5-6). Therefore, growth inducing, direct and 
indirect impacts, were fully addressed, as the 2015 FEIR is incorporated by reference into the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-6: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is 
primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. 
Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-4. 

The new issues within this comment that were not raised by Sierra Club in its prior comments on the 2018 
RSFEIR, September 10, 2018, are addressed below. 

As stated on page 6.3-31 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, to assess the regional cumulative impact 
of the identified 359 projects in addition to that of the Project’s, both the universe of the emission sources 
and air dispersion model receptors were greatly expanded in the cumulative HRA. The air dispersion 
models included 99 grid area sources (each grid cell is 5 km by 5 km) covering an area of 2,475 square 
kilometers to represent the onsite and surface street emissions of all cumulative projects, and 63 freeway 
mainline segments for warehouse projects in the region that may overlap with the traffic routes of the 
Project. The modeled freeway segments extended from North Palm Springs to Long Beach in the east-
west direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in the north-south direction, roughly an 
area of 3,500 square miles radiating from the cumulative project sites to the north, south, east, and west. 
The analysis covered major portions of the following freeways from North Palm Springs to the ports of Los 
Angeles and Long Beach: Interstate 10, State Route 60, State Route 91, Interstate 215, and Interstate 710. 
The expanded geographic scope of the assessment also necessitated an expansion in the locations of the 
receptors where the cumulative projects’ impacts were calculated. This expanded network included grid 
receptors that cover the entire study domain, locations of individual schools within 0.5 mile of the modeled 
freeway segments and those in the Moreno Valley Unified School District, and over 2,300 census tract 
centroid locations. Thus, as shown, cumulative impacts were analyzed for freeways and truck routes 
through Moreno Valley and sensitive receptors along these areas were modeled. Results of the air quality 
cumulative analysis are summarized on pages 6.3-12 and 6.3-51 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
Since cumulative impacts were thoroughly addressed, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is not 
inadequate. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-7: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the 
same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to 
Response to Comment 1-F6-5. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-8: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the 
same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to 
Response to Comment 1-F6-6. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-9: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is 
primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 20108 RSFEIR dated September 10, 
2018. Refer to Response to comment 1-F6-7. 
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The new issues within this comment that were part of Sierra Club’s comments on the 2018 RSFEIR are 
addressed below. 

The commenter asserts that operational noise can be eliminated with all electric equipment and vehicles. 
Electric vehicles and equipment emit lower noise levels than internal combustion engine (ICE) vehicles and 
equipment due to the absence of mechanical vibrations and combustion generated by the ICE. However, 
under the Pedestrian Safety Enhancement Act (PSEA) of 2010, the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) is required to issue performance standards for electric and hybrid vehicles to 
ensure that they emit a sound that meets certain minimum requirements.223 Therefore, although electric 
vehicles and equipment emit less noise than ICE vehicles and equipment, there may not be an appreciable 
difference due to the minimum sound requirements required by the NHTSA. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-10: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is 
primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. 
Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-8. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-11: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is 
primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. 
Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-9. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-12: The BenMAP runs utilized in the health effects analysis incorporate 2035 
projected populations in each modeled grid cell. These populations reflect residents, not workers. Below is 
a map of the populations accounted for in the Project grid cell and surrounding grid cells, including the 
SDGE Facility (shown in the figure below). 

                                                      
223 U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Minimum Sound Requirements for 

Hybrid and Electric Vehicles Draft Environmental Assessment. January 2013. 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 625 

 

The health effects analysis does not specifically address onsite or offsite workers, but is intended to address 
impacts of residents in the communities around the Project site. It is likely that workers live in the vicinity of 
where they work, but regardless, regional health effects analyses such as this are typically not able to obtain 
sufficient information on population exposures based on population mobility (i.e., exposures at work, home, 
or during commutes) and instead conservatively assume that populations are exposed to the predicted air 
concentrations every day, 24 hours a day. This is likely to overestimate exposures to the outdoor air 
concentrations predicted from Project emissions because most people spend the majority of their time 
indoors, where concentrations of outdoor air pollutants have been shown to be much lower (e.g., due to 
physical barriers, use of air conditioners or air filters, etc.). Therefore, we don’t anticipate that risks to 
workers, either onsite or offsite, will be any different from risks to the community members living in the 
vicinity of the Project. 

The USEPA’s BenMAP program was used to estimate the potential health effects of the Project’s 
contribution to ozone and PM2.5 concentrations. The USEPA default BenMAP health effects concentration-
response (c-r) functions that are typically used in national rulemaking were used, such as the health effects 
assessment for the 2012 National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The health effects estimated for PM2.5 
include mortality (all causes), hospital admissions (respiratory, asthma, cardiovascular), emergency room 
visits (asthma), and acute myocardial infarction (non-fatal). BenMAP uses these studies to characterize the 
potential human health effect of small changes in PM and ozone concentrations. 

The local health risk assessment (HRA) performed does consider potential exposure to offsite workers. 
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Response to Comment 2-F2-13: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is 
primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. 
Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-11. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-14: Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2B (page 4.3-43 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR), a Construction Staging Plan detailing haul truck routes, which are required to use 
World Logistics Center Parkway, Redlands Boulevard north of Eucalyptus Avenue, and Gilman Springs 
Road would detail the methods in which construction trucks would be rerouted away from residential 
sensitive receptors (e.g., flag person). Construction traffic is anticipated to arrive at the site via State Route 
60 to the north, using Redlands Boulevard, World Logistics Center Parkway, and/or Gilman Springs off 
ramps. Based on the location of State Route 60, to the north of the project site and north of Eucalyptus 
Avenue, trucks would not need to travel south of Eucalyptus Avenue to gain access to the project site. 
Therefore, due to the location of regional access routes, project access points, and required rerouting of 
construction traffic, construction traffic can feasibly be directed to avoid sensitive receptors. The 
Construction Staging Plan shall be submitted to the City of Moreno Valley for approval prior to the issuance 
of grading permits. The City of Moreno Valley Safety Division will enforce the Mitigation Measure. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-15: These comments received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are 
primarily the same comments received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 
2018. Refer to Response to Comments 1-F6-12 and 1-F6-13. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-16: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is 
primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. 
Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-14. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-17: Refer to Tropical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a 
discussion of why MVU limits the amount of solar generation the Project is allowed. At a minimum, the 
Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces 
as outlined in mitigation measure 4.7.6.1D (page 4.7-28). Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV 
penetration in Phase 2, the Project will provide solar ready roofs by upgrading the structural integrity of the 
roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. (page 
4.17-1) as a project design feature. 

As per Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3E, refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited unless it can be 
demonstrated that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its 
associated facilities, including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics 
warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. Such environmental analysis shall be provided with any warehouse plot plan 
proposing refrigerated space. Any such proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide 
power for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). Thus, high energy users, 
warehouses with refrigeration, are currently not part of the proposed Project. 

The Project includes the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (ESVE) pursuant to Title 24, part 
6 of the CALGreen Code (page 4.3-61). Additionally, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with 
cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost 
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effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates (page 4.17-24). Furthermore, 
the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, 
electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public (page 4.3-54). 

Response to Comment 2-F2-18: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a 
discussion of solar generation limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is 
the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric 
Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A system that 
combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing 
limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a 
battery. Thus, due to the MVU solar sizing limits, PV solar generation would be utilized for the Project and 
there would be no excess solar generation for battery storage, renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, 
chilled water storage, or the sale of excess power generation to MVU or other utilities for their renewable 
portfolio content requirements. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure224 is not compatible with the 
Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction 
an unviable option. The outcome of the WLC supply-side analysis is that this Project is committed to 
providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help 
offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C). 

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B k) requires all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) to 
be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in 
the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in 
the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards 
specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. 

The Recirculated Draft EIR analyzed impacts to energy under Section 4.17, Energy, including solar, 
transportation energy, and on- and off-site renewable energy procurement. With regard to the impacts 
resulting from natural gas extraction, the project would not result in any new natural gas extraction facilities. 
Natural gas serving the project would be obtained from existing facilities and service providers, and the 
environmental impacts resulting from the use of natural gas have been analyzed and mitigated to the extent 
feasible. The project is not required to conduct environmental review on existing processes. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-19: The Transportation Energy Technical Study, Appendix E, found that zero 
emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven 
by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the 
commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric 
medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict 
                                                      
224 Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined 

by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand 
threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be 
eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models 
and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined 
that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site 
solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating 
capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This 
dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be currently installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently 
has no policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity. 
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when they will become commercially available. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the 
California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s 
Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan 
(“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition 
“to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The 
CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight 
vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available 
technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission 
technologies are still at the demonstration phase.225 Since then, some zero emission trucks have become 
available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still Recognizing the 
challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced 
Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales 
of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and 
it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed 
evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market 
Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate 
through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, 
p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty 
trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching 
vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation 
sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the 
market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently 
commercially available. 

Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean 
Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability, as of late-2018, 
includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original 
Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.226 With 
the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of 
the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization 
difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according 
to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 
truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on 
Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-
Duty Freight Vehicles”227 states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric 
heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and 
tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising 
                                                      
225 California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available 

online: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1
560412530-179310568.1519193875. 

226 Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility 
Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-
truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/. 

227 Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International 
Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: 
https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/
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segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission 
truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use 
during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-
20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle 
technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 
which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.228 As of late last year, CARB is 
funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets. BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch 
announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at 
four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and 
Carson. This is a landmark achievement as the largest Class 8 electric truck deployment in North America. 
Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment 
with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and 
equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021. As the comment notes, 
automakers are expanding their electric vehicles to heavy duty trucks. However, the extent of commercial 
availability of such trucks as the WLC begins operations is unknown. Furthermore, since the Project will 
support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future 
users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent 
contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed 
under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing 
emission control regulations. 

As electric heavy-duty trucks become commercially available, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies 
by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC 
parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more 
readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. Since this is 
a programmatic EIR, subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of 
the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no 
subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the 
activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental 
documents would need to be prepared.229 However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that 
are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, 
which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.230 Due to the 
programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their 
operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially 
available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. 

Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s 
distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. 
A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU 

                                                      
228 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment 

Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf 
229 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) 
230 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf
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solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to 
charge a battery (see Appendix E, Energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

Response to Comment 2-F2-20: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B(a) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.3-53) requires that “signs shall be prominently displayed informing truck drivers about the California 
Air Resources Board diesel idling regulations, and the prohibition of parking in residential areas.” Although 
overnight parking is prohibited by the Specific Plan (see page 3-10 of the Specific Plan, Appendix H-1 of 
the 2015 FEIR), truck parking lanes are included in the project design and designated resting areas would 
be provided at the CNG/LNG fueling station for truck drivers to rest. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B 
has been revised to include a requirement for ten electrical outlets for each building for use of electric APUs. 
Generally, approximately three to five trucks would need to run their APUs while they rest prior to a trip. 
Therefore, the requirement for ten outlets for each building is a conservative approach that would ensure 
that enough outlets are available should the demand exist. 

o) For each building, the developer shall provide ten electrical outlets for the use of electric APUs 
to be located at the dock doors near the shipping offices, or an alternate location with access 
to electrical outlets. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-21: The project will include features that would support the use of alternative 
modes of transportation such as bicycles. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A (page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR) requires the incorporation of Class II bike lanes and pedestrian pathways into site 
circulation, site design and building placement to provide pedestrian connections between internal and 
external facilities, and pedestrian connection of the project to residential uses within 0.25 miles away. 
Additionally, the project would provide bicycle parking, shower facilities, and transit availability and 
scheduling to all tenants and their workers (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A(j)). 

As detailed on pages 3-13 and 3-14 of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of the 2015 
FEIR), the project will connect to and extend the existing multi-use trail on the north side of Eucalyptus 
Avenue to continue along Street B to Gilman Springs Road and then southerly to connect with the trail head 
as shown in Exhibit 3-16, below. In addition, a future connection between the trailhead to the SJWA (located 
on the project site) will be allowed to be constructed by others. 
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Response to Comment 2-F2-22: The 2010 engine standard was specified because it complies with the 
CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation and Drayage Truck Regulations. As stated in the regulation, by January 
1, 2023, all diesel trucks need to have 2010 model year engines.231 The POLB and POLA “Clean Truck 
Program” is discussed on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The “Clean Truck Program” 
commenced on October 1, 2018 and states that any new trucks registered in the Port Drayage Truck 
Registry (PDTR) must be model year 2014 or newer. Drayage trucks registered in the PDTR prior to 
October 1, 2018, that are current on their annual registration fees as of September 30, 2018 and are 
compliant with state law may continue to operate at the POLB and POLA.232 Thus, current trucks that are 
currently registered in the PDTR do not need to be 2014 compliant but do need to be 2010 compliant if 
diesel fueled as specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. 
Since the WLC would utilize truck fleets from other companies, all fleets will have to meet CARB 
requirements, as specified in the California Code of Regulations, and those fleets that have trucks that 
would go to the POLB and the POLA would have to meet their more stringent “Clean Truck Program” 
requirements. Therefore, CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation which requires 2010 compliant engines is the 
requirement for the WLC since most truck fleets will have all their current trucks registered in the PDTR. As 
the fleets acquire new trucks, those would be required to be 2014 compliant in accordance with the “Clean 
Truck Program” if they intend to go to the ports; however, if they don’t go to the ports, they would only need 

                                                      
231 California Air Resources Board, 2019. Truck and Bus Regulation Compliance Requirement Overview. Last Updated 

June 18, 2019. Available online at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/fsregsum.pdf 
232 Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, 2018. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, September. Available 

online at: http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=14684 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/fsregsum.pdf
http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=14684
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to be 2010 compliant. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR chose the 2010 model year required by 
the CARB Truck and Bus Regulation instead of the 2014 model year referenced in the “Clean Truck 
Program.” At full build-out, the number of heavy-duty diesel trucks daily will be 10,831 (Table 4.15-14 on 
page 4.15-30 of the 2018 RSFEIR) of which only 261 daily truck trips will be coming from the ports (page 
4.15-112 – 4.15-113 of the 2018 RSFEIR). 

Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generation limits 
imposed on the WLC by MVU. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and 
while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV 
allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and 
RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A system that combines PV with battery 
storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated 
WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. Thus, due to the MVU 
solar sizing limits, PV solar generation would be utilized for the Project and there would be no excess solar 
generation for battery storage, renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, chilled water storage, or the sale 
of excess power generation to MVU or other utilities for their renewable portfolio content requirements. In 
addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure233 is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage 
(load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. The 
outcome of the WLC supply-side analysis is that this Project is committed to providing renewable energy 
through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements 
within the project (Mitigation Measure 4.16.4.6.1C). 

Response to Comment 2-F2-23: Construction and operational emissions would be reduced to the extent 
feasible through implementation of mitigation measures and project design features. Construction 
emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require the use of Tier 4 
construction equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where feasible, low-VOC paints 
and cleaning solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions would be reduced through 
implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site 
equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, 
electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses. 

Page 4.3-61 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the settlement that the project’s developers 
have entered into with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The agreement 
requirements the payment of 64 cents per square foot for each building to SCAQMD as the Project is 
constructed. Funds may be used by SCAQMD for any purpose to improve air quality in the South Coast Air 
Basin although the SCAQMD has indicated that the funds will be used “to develop mitigation efforts focused 

                                                      
233 Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined 

by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand 
threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be 
eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models 
and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined 
that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site 
solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating 
capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This 
dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be currently installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently 
has no policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity. 
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on reducing emissions in the areas affected by the warehouse project.”234 One possible use might be that 
individual or fleet truck owners servicing the Project could be offered a financial incentive to purchase a 
near-zero or zero-emission truck model, similar to the Carl Moyer Program. This type of program has been 
an effective tool for more than 19 years in speeding the transition of heavy-duty trucks and other equipment 
to cleaner models. In the 2017 Reporting Cycle for the Carl Moyer Program (Funding Years 8-19), 
$87,373,480 was funded for “On-Road” vehicles by the SCAQMD for a reduction of 6,265 tons of NOX and 
ROG emissions, and a reduction of 145.3 tons of PM emissions, with an average cost effectiveness of 
$11,612. Using those costs and resulting reductions in emissions, the $26,000,000 Air Quality Improvement 
Fee could result in a reduction of 1,864 tons of NOX and ROG emissions, and a PM reduction of 43 tons 
of PM emissions. Because it is unknown at this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD 
through the use of the $26,000,000 that will result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume 
that any particular improvement will take place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft 
recirculated RSFEIR do not include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that 
might occur as a result of the settlement and the payment of the money. The SCAQMD sent a letter to the 
Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and 
will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment Q). The Settlement 
Agreement states: 

“[A]ll parties agree that the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee will adequately 
mitigate heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction 
and operation of the World Logistics Center as described in the EIR and that no additional 
charges will be imposed on the World Logistics Center to mitigate emissions, including 
NOx, described in the EIR from heavy-duty trucks.” 

As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for 
the 30-year exposure duration for construction would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance 
threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable 
principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. 
Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for 
operation of the WLC (operation HRA) would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold 
for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 
4.3.6.5.A, requiring the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure 
reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on 
Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of 
mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or off-site receptor, within the study 
area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to 
sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for 
construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. 

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. 
PM2.5 best represents diesel PM. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background 
health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, 
respectively. With mitigation the potential health effects from PM2.5 show an increase in asthma-related 
                                                      
234 SCAQMD press released October, 21, 2016, announcing the settlement. 
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emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-
related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related 
hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 
0.0020% for all age groups). With mitigation, potential ozone-related health effects due to the project, 
increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related 
emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups) over background health 
incidence. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-24: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.3-53) requires best management practices with respect to the operation and maintenance of 
construction equipment. Specifically, off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 
horsepower must meet US EPA Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, off-road diesel-powered equipment 
may be in the “on” position for no more than 10 hours per day, all equipment must be properly maintained 
according to manufacturer specifications, on-site idling shall be limited to three minutes in any one hour, all 
diesel powered construction equipment, delivery vehicles, and trucks shall be turned off when not in use, 
and electrical hook ups to the electrical grid shall be provided for electric construction tools. 

See Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for discussion on commercial availability of zero-emission on-road 
heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment. 

The Project would include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging stations 
and designated parking for clean vehicles pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code, as required 
by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Additionally, the project will 
accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the 
Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, 
which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when 
demand dictates. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-25: As discussed on page 4.17-5, project buildings would be subject to the 
current version of Title 24 building standards when the buildings are built and the project’s energy 
conservation measures and project design features will exceed the current minimum Title 24 requirements 
by approximately 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout (page 4.17-21). The Title 24 update 
(2019) focuses on integrating solar photovoltaic and other renewables with energy storage taking Title 24 
closer toward the state’s zero net energy (ZNE) goals calling for all commercial buildings to be ZNE by the 
year 2030. The project is proactively embracing an all-electric building design and committing that the 
energy requirements of all office space will be supplied by rooftop solar energy systems to effectively get 
ZNE for the office space of each building (page 4.17-19). Additionally, the Project is committing to solar-
ready roof construction (i.e., structural upgrades to allow the installation of solar photovoltaic systems on 
the roof of each building) to ensure that the project would be net-zero-ready and in a stronger position for 
compliance with future Title 24 updates (page 4.17-19). 

In regard to including contractual language in the tenant lease agreements, tenants are required to abide 
by the following mitigation measures or they won’t get a lease. With regard to clean equipment operating 
on site, tenants will be required per mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) (page 4.3-53) which requires all yard 
trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) to be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, 
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or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards 
equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards 
that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. With regard to the WLC providing infrastructure to support zero-
emission vehicles, the project is using the highest planning standards in setting a minimum for electrical 
charging stations (4.17-28) which the tenants will provide. Additionally, as noted, the project requires the 
construction and operation of an alternative fueling station to encourage the use of alternative heavy-duty 
technologies (page 4.3-54). Finally, as stated above, buildings must satisfy Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D 
(page 4.7-28), which requires: 

• Installation of solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses 
in each warehouse building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV 
connecting to their grid, whichever is greater; 

• Increased efficiency of buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy 
saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, 
whichever is stricter; and 

• Obtaining the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” for the buildings 
constructed at the World Logistics Center based on Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
Certified standards in effect at the time of project approval. 

The WLC is committed to using the cleanest technologies available and to providing as much solar 
generation as possible under MVU regulations (see Topical Response E). 

Response to Comment 2-F2-26: See Response to Comment 2-F2-22 for discussion of the model year 
2014 engine standard and appropriateness for the project. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-27: See Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for discussion on commercial 
availability of zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment. Refer to Response to 
Comment 2-F2-25 for a discussion on service equipment being zero-emission or alternatively fueled. 
Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B l) (pages 4.3-53 – 4.3-54) states that all diesel trucks entering logistics sites 
shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. 
Although light- and medium-duty delivery trucks and vans exist, it is not known who future users of the WLC 
will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment, trucks, etc., or what the truck 
fleets will consist of at the time of operation. Therefore, including contractual language to require zero-
emission trucks is not reasonable at this time. However, mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C (page 4.3-54) 
provides for a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels, (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for 
onsite truck use and purchase by the motoring public. Since this is a programmatic EIR, subsequent 
discretionary approvals for the WLC project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine 
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required 
pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the 
scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be 
prepared.235 However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the 

                                                      
235 State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2) 
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program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require 
additional mitigation if additional impacts are found.236 At that time, if zero-emission technologies become 
available at a later date, due to real-world circumstances, they can be incorporated into future 
environmental documents as mitigation. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available 
technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-28: See Response to Comment 2-F2-22 for discussion of the model year 
2014 engine standard and appropriateness for the project and Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for 
discussion on commercial availability of zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment. 
Although heavy-duty trucks exist, they are not readily available for use in commercial fleets and it is 
unknown when they will be available. Additionally, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or 
what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment, trucks, etc., or what the truck fleets will 
consist of at the time of operation. Therefore, including contractual language to require zero-emission trucks 
is not reasonable at this time. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-29: The commenter recommends requiring the use of battery-powered off-
road equipment with power ratings below 19 kw during construction. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (page 
4.3-53 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) requires all yard trucks and emergency generators to be 
powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Additionally, any off-road 
engines are required to meet Tier 4 interim or greater emissions standards. Therefore, although the 
mitigation measure does not expressly require the use of battery-powered off-road equipment, the 
mitigation measure requires that non-diesel-powered equipment, which would reduce emissions, be used. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-30: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3E (page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR) prohibits refrigerated warehouse space “unless it can be demonstrated that the environmental 
impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including, but not 
limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental 
impact for the entire World Logistics Center”. Pursuant to the mitigation, any warehouse seeking to include 
refrigerated space would be required to conduct further environmental analysis and include plans for 
“electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration 
Units (TRUs).” At present, there are no TRU’s, hydrogen fuel cell transport refrigeration, or cryogenic 
transport refrigeration associated with the Project. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-31: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.3-53) requires best management practices with respect to the operation and maintenance of 
construction equipment. Specifically, off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 
horsepower must meet US EPA Tier 4 interim or greater off-road emissions standards, off-road diesel-
powered equipment may be in the “on” position for no more than 10 hours per day, all equipment must be 
properly maintained according to manufacturer specifications, on-site idling shall be limited to three minutes 
in any one hour, all diesel powered construction equipment, delivery vehicles, and trucks shall be turned 
off when not in use, and electrical hook ups to the electrical grid shall be provided for electric construction 
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tools. A copy of each unit’s certification tier specification shall be available for inspection by the City at the 
time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-32: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.3-53) requires that construction equipment maintenance records be kept on site during construction 
and shall be available for inspection by the City of Moreno Valley. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-33: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A a) requires off-road diesel-powered 
construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall meet USEPA Tier 4 interim or greater off-road 
emissions standards. A copy of each unit’s certification tier specification shall be available for inspection by 
the City at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-34: See Response to Comment 2-F2-22 for discussion of the model year 
2014 engine standard and appropriateness for the project. 

See Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for discussion on commercial availability of zero-emission on-road 
heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment. 

Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes a Low, Medium, and High EV penetration 
scenario and the potential for alternative energy for electrified trucks by looking at the overall potential for 
solar energy at the project site. The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle 
(ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both 
regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of 
ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-
duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will 
become commercially available. Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for 
appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas 
with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and 
cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (page 4.3-53) requires that records on fleet equipment and vehicle engine 
maintenance be maintained and made available for inspection by the City by all tenants to ensure that 
equipment and vehicles are maintained pursuant to manufacturer’s specifications. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-35: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A(g) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.3-42) requires that all construction contractors be provided with information on the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Surplus Off-Road Opt-In “SOON” funds. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-36: This comment is similar to Comment 2-F2-34. Refer to Response to 
Comment 2-F2-34, above. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-37: The Project would include the installation of electric vehicle supply 
equipment (EVSE) charging stations and designated parking for clean vehicles pursuant to Title 24, part 6 
of the CALGreen Code, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A(g) (page 4.3-61) requires at least six percent of the total parking spaces for 
buildings for 200 parking spaces or more be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment 
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(EVSE) charging locations. Part (i) of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A requires that preferred and designated 
parking for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to what is required under 
Title 24 or the Moreno Valley Municipal Code, whichever requires the higher number of carpool/vanpool 
stalls. 

At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the 
Project’s office spaces (mitigation measure 4.7.6.1D on page 4.7-28). Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno 
Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generation limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. Due to the 
highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, as Mitigation measure 4.7.6.1.D has been 
revised to require that the WLC will proactively upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building 
to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof to meet the charging capacity 
of the Vehicle EV Penetration scenarios, discussed below. 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR included an analysis and evaluation of the Project’s electric 
requirements to meet building and electric vehicle usage (Section 4.17, Energy). Because the project is 
proposed to be developed over a long period of time, the assessment of future energy demand by fuel type 
may consider likely achievements related to the development and improvement of technologies to reduce 
or displace traditional fossil fuel energy consumption. The following scenarios were developed in the WLC 
Transportation Energy Technical Report (See Appendix E.1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) based 
on varying degrees of electric vehicles projected to be in use at the time of the project’s Phase 1 
development in 2025 and full buildout in 2035 and their effects on overall project energy use. These 
scenarios form the basis for considering the project’s potential impacts to energy consumption and 
generation in Section 4.17.7 Impacts Analysis: Vehicle Scenario A, Low EV Penetration, Vehicle Scenario 
B, Medium EV Penetration, and Vehicle Scenario C, High EV Penetration (pages 4.17-16 – 4.17-18). This 
analysis looks at the electricity usage for the Project based on the building square footage and the 
penetration of EV and their charging requirements. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-38: Page 5-14 of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of 
the 2015 FEIR) lists on-site design standards for building locations. Standard 5.2.4.2 requires that 
“Buildings shall be oriented so that loading and service areas are screened from view from streets and 
public areas.” Standard 5.2.10 requires that “service, storage, maintenance, loading, refuse collection areas 
and similar facilities are to be located out of view of public roadways and buildings on adjacent sites, or 
screened by architectural barriers.” 

Building setbacks are required to be at least 250 feet from residentially zoned properties as measured from 
the zoning boundary (page 2-5 of the Specific Plan). The 500-meter separation distance, the commenter 
discusses, was based on emissions from trucks that were not 2010-compliant. Therefore, the 500-meter 
buffer is not applicable to the construction and operation of the WLC, especially, in light of the HRA 
conducted using the current OEHHA Guidance, which didn’t take into account the results of the HEI ACES 
studies or building setbacks. The HRA assumed that emissions associated with on-site activity would occur 
up to the WLC project boundary, ensuring a conservative analysis. Furthermore, the 250-foot buffer is 
sufficient for less than significant health impacts as evidenced by the WLC HRA. 

As discussed on page 3-8 of the Specific Plan, “the circulation system is designed to move large vehicles 
between the regional highway system and the businesses of the World Logistics Center while directing 
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heavy trucks away from nearby residential neighborhoods. The World Logistics Center plan directs all 
heavy truck traffic to SR-60 and Gilman Springs Road and away from Redlands Boulevard (south of 
Eucalyptus Avenue) and Cactus Avenue. These prohibitions are incorporated in the City’s Truck Route 
Ordinance.” See Exhibit 3-11 Truck Routes found on page 3-8 of the Specific Plan, below. 

 

Response to Comment 2-F2-39: Project trip generation as studied in the project Traffic Impact Analysis 
is based on substantial evidence collected by the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE). As discussed on page 
29 of the TIA (see Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), data from a 2016 ITE study (High-Cube Warehouse 
Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis) and data from the 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual was used 
in the analysis to determine project trip generation. As long as future tenant operations are consistent with 
the assumed “high-cube warehouse” land use category, it is reasonable to assume that trip generation 
would be consistent with that analyzed in the 2018 RSFEIR. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4A 
(see page 4.15-129 of the 2018 RSFEIR) requires that a TIA be submitted in conjunction with each Plot 
Plan application within the WLC. The intent of this measure is to determine if any of the traffic improvements 
identified in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR would need to be implemented as a part of each specific plot 
plan. During preparation of this required building-specific TIA, trip generation for that facility would be 
identified and traffic-related impacts analyzed. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-40: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.3-53) requires that signage directing trucks to the designated truck routes be posted at each project 
exit driveway. Project trucks are anticipated to arrive at the site via State Route 60 to the north, using the 
Redlands Boulevard, World Logistics Center Parkway, and/or Gilman Springs off ramps and anticipated to 
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leave the site following the same route to State Route 60. Based on the location of State Route 60, to the 
north of the project site and north of Eucalyptus Avenue, trucks would not need to travel south of Eucalyptus 
Avenue to gain access to the project site. Therefore, due to the location of regional access routes, project 
access points, and required rerouting of construction traffic, it is reasonable to assume that project trucks 
would follow directional signage when leaving the project site toward regional access routes. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-41: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B(a) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.3-53) requires that “signs shall be prominently displayed informing truck drivers about the California 
Air Resources Board diesel idling regulations, and the prohibition of parking in residential areas.” Although 
overnight parking is prohibited by the Specific Plan (see page 3-10 of the Specific Plan, Appendix H-1 of 
the 2015 FEIR), truck parking stalls are included in the project design and designated resting areas would 
be provided at the CNG/LNG fueling station for truck drivers to rest. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-42: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a 
discussion of solar generation limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. The outcome of the WLC supply-side 
analysis is that this Project is committed to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be 
installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the project (MM 
4.16.4.6.1C). Refer to Response to Comment 2-F2-17. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-43: The commenter recommends requiring electric landscaping equipment 
and alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters during project operations. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B 
part k) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) has been revised as follows: 

k) All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and 
industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-
diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have 
emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in 
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. 

In addition, the following requirement has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B: 

p) All industrial sweepers shall be equipped with HEPA filters. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-44: Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1B of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(page 4.7-29) requires energy-efficient roofing systems (“cool roofs”), cool pavement materials such as 
lighter-colored pavement materials, and installation of energy-efficient appliances that achieve 2016 
California Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards (e.g., EnergyStar® Appliances). Mitigation Measure 
4.7.6.1.C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.7-29) requires the developer to submit energy 
calculations that demonstrate compliance with performance approach to the California Energy Efficiency 
Standards for each new structure. Compliance may include, but not be limited to, high-efficiency air-
conditioning, isolated high-efficiency air-conditioning zone control, and use of EnergyStar® existing lighting 
or exit signage. Additionally, as discussed on page 4.7-47 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the 
Specific Plan requires vehicle parking areas to be landscaped to provide a shade canopy of 50 percent 
coverage at maturity. 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 641 

Response to Comment 2-F2-45: The City has considered available South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) and California Air Resources Board (CARB) guidance with regard to local planning and 
warehouse siting. The 1,000-foot separation is a recommendation because 1,000 feet substantially reduces 
public exposure to diesel PM concentrations resulting from a project. As shown in Section 4.3, and 
discussed above in Response to Comment 2-F2-23, cancer risks and health risks primarily from diesel PM, 
were determined to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation. Therefore, although the WLC 
is not separated from sensitive receptors by 1,000 feet, it was shown that the project would have less than 
significant health risks to on-site and off-site sensitive receptors with mitigation. The WLC is subject to all 
applicable current and future SCAQMD rules and regulations and will obtain all necessary permits. 
Additionally, the project would be subject to all applicable future guidance issued by SCAQMD and CARB, 
including SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule (see Topical Response D for information on the 
Indirect Source Rule), as discussed on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-46: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the 
same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR, dated September 10, 2018. Refer to 
Response to Comment 1-F6-15. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-47: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the 
same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR, dated September 10, 2018. Refer to 
Response to Comment 1-F6-16. 

Response to Comment 2-F2-48: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-F2-49: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F3: Adriano L. Martinez, Earthjustice 

Response to Comment 2-F3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-F3-2: The comment references Earthjustice’s prior comments, and states that 
the letter solely provides additional comments on the GHG analysis. The comment also states that they are 
concerned about the “health, ecological, and global consequences of this project.” Under CEQA, the 
environmental risks of a project are to be weighed against its economic, legal, social, technological or other 
benefits. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093.) Here, the WLC Project provides substantial benefits by 
contributing 40,600,000 square feet of logistics space to the goods movement system supported by SCAG 
in the 2016 RTP/SCS; provides 25,000 on-site jobs and over 7,500 indirect/induced jobs in the region, over 
half of which are projected to be within the City; provides sufficient solar for its office uses and solar-ready 
buildings; provides infrastructure for zero-emission vehicles; and provides commitments to exceed 
regulatory standards, such as model year 2010 diesel engines and Tier 4 engine off-road construction 
equipment, and three-minute idling restrictions. The WLC Project constitutes smart growth for the Southern 
California region, supporting economic growth in an environmentally intelligent manner. 

No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this 
comment, and specific comments are addressed in responses below (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The 
prior comments provided by Earthjustice were addressed in the response to comments on the 2018 
RSFEIR. The greenhouse gas analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is based on current scientific 
and regulatory guidance on the preparation of such studies, is legally adequate. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-3: Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach 
utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel exemption” from CEQA’s general 
rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed GHG 
emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The consideration of only uncapped GHG 
emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD) and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 
17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017) (AIR). The Natural Resources Agency (Agency) understood the role that the 
cap-and-trade program would play when CEQA Guidelines §15064.4 was added in 2010 and stated 
“regulations that will require actual reduction in GHG emission may not be adopted until 2012. Once those 
regulations are adopted and being implemented, they may, if appropriate, be used to assist in the 
determination of significance, similar to the current use of air quality, water quality, and other similar 
environmental regulations.”237 The precedent set in AIR, which was relied on by the trial court, is precisely 
the same CEQA analysis used by the City in its review of the impacts of the WLC (determining only whether 
                                                      
237 California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, Amending the State 

CEQA Guidelines Addressing the Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to SB97 at 27 (MJN2 
at 12). Available online: https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf. 
Accessed March 3, 2020. 

https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf
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the projects uncapped emissions exceeded the CEQA threshold of significance). Additionally, the AIR 
opinion involved a refinery which was a covered entity under the cap-and-trade program for fuels but not 
for electricity because it didn’t produce electricity. The court held that the electricity used by the refinery 
wasn’t to be considered when determining if the greenhouse gas emissions exceeded the CEQA threshold 
of significance (i.e., the environmental impact report for the refinery was correct in not counting the capped 
emissions associated with the electricity – emissions which had already been accounted for and mitigated 
by the producer of the electricity – when determining if the refinery’s emissions were significant). 

Topical Response A also demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains 
accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. 
CARB stated that its adoption of the cap-and-trade program did not speak to CEQA in any manner; “staff 
does not believe that CARB has the authority to make determinations regarding CEQA mitigation for 
projects for which it is not the lead agency, e.g., projects that fall within the authority of local permitting 
authorities. Lead agencies are responsible for determining the baselines for GHG emissions for their 
respective projects that are subject to CEQA, and for determining the level of significance for impacts.”238 
The AIR opinion noted that CARB’s cap-and-trade regulations were a statewide plan for the reduction or 
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions (17 Cal. App. 5th at 741-742). Thus, the only court to address the 
question held that capped emissions need not be counted when determining if a project’s greenhouse gas 
emissions exceeded a project’s CEQA threshold of significance. In doing so, the court was following the 
lead of the agencies charged with the oversight of both the cap-and-trade program and CEQA, and they do 
not disagree with the approach taken by the City on analyzing GHG emissions for the WLC. 

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of 
the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

The comment also refers to the Agency’s response to a comment by the California Building Industry 
Association (CBIA) on the proposed CEQA Guidelines (adopted in 2018), where the CBIA had requested 
that the Agency revise Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines to account for the AIR decision. The 
Agency declined to make any changes in response to the comment, stating that the decision “has not been 
consistently applied by any other appellate courts.” However, the AIR decision had not been considered by 
any other appellate courts at the time. The Agency also made various statements regarding the scope of 
the decision and its holding, but the courts of the State of California will determine the precedential effect 
of the AIR decision. The comment also quotes the Agency’s response that “CARB’s analysis is consistent 
with this Agency’s discussion of how greenhouse gas regulations factor into a CEQA analysis” citing its 
Final Statement of Reasons from 2009 that “Lead agencies should note … that compliance with one 

                                                      
238 California Air Resources Board, 2011. Final Statement of Reasons California’s Cap-and0Trade Program. Final 

Statement of Reasons at 71, AR 2079. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf. 
Accessed March 3, 2020 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf
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requirement, affecting only one source of a project’s emissions, may not necessarily support a conclusion 
that all of the project’s emissions are less than significant.” With respect to the WLC Project, the capped 
GHG emissions from Cap-and-Trade sources were not considered when evaluating whether the threshold 
of significance was exceeded. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-4: Topical Response A describes why Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project 
and demonstrates that the use of Cap-and-Trade was “considered” accurate as one of many 
complementary programs necessary to achieve the state’s GHG reduction goals. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR identified reductions to GHG emissions either through Cap-and-Trade or through 
PDFs and mitigation measures consistent with the State’s plan to reduce GHG emissions. The results of 
those mitigation measures are shown in Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 
The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent presented in Topical 
Response A. As stated in Topical Response A, this approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative 
Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the 
SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade 
Regulation”239 which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels, including transportation fuels used in 
California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to 
Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR presents a complete analysis of the GHG emissions, capped and uncapped, and demonstrates 
how the Cap-and-Trade Program functions to reduce and mitigate GHG emissions from fuels combustion 
and electricity use. The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are 
reduced State-wide, as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program, and the GHG cap is always 
decreasing. Further, the consideration of using only Project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the 
significance of those emissions under CEQA, as approved by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, and was 
validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708, 
718 (2017). 

“Second, we interpret the reference in Guidelines section 15064.4, subdivision (b)(3) to 
“regulations … adopted to implement a statewide … plan for the reduction of mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions” to include California’s cap-and-trade program. We also 
interpret Guidelines section 15064.4 as authorizing a lead agency to determine that a 
project’s greenhouse gas emissions will have a less than significant effect on the 
environment based on the project’s compliance with the cap-and-trade program. 
Accordingly, we conclude the EIR’s discussion of greenhouse gas emissions contains no 
prejudicial error.” 

As described in Topical Response A, all GHG emissions from the Project have been accounted for, 
analyzed, and all uncapped emissions mitigated to less than significant. Capped Project GHG emissions 
were accounted for, and mitigated, at the producer level through the Cap-and-Trade Program and were 
mitigated through mitigation measures imposed on the Project. See Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As demonstrated, there would be no significant impacts associated with the 

                                                      
239 Policy 2025-2, June 25,2014. Available Online: https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf 

https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf
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Project, and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals (see Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan/State Attainment Goals). 

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of 
the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-5: Topical Response A examines why the Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates 
capped emissions (consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and consumption of electricity) and why 
those covered emissions are not compared against the Project’s significance threshold. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent, as outlined in Topical Response A. This 
approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by 
the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD. The SJVAPCD policy, “CEQA Determination 
of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation,” acknowledges that 
“combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including 
locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with 
compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from 
fuels combustion are reduced statewide, as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program, and the 
GHG cap is always decreasing. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s approach of comparing uncapped 
emissions against the Project’s significance threshold was upheld in court in Association of Irritated 
Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Additionally, the Cap-and-
Trade Program has been adopted to ensure reduction of GHG emissions on a statewide basis through 
2030. Furthermore, CARB is planning on extending the program to achieve the State’s 2050 goal. (See 17 
California Code of Regulation §§95840(d) and 95841(b) as well as the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, 
page 1) 

Additionally, compliance with Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require that the GHG 
emissions be mitigated to zero (which is what the commenter seems to be suggesting). Section 15064.4 
allows a program to be relied upon where it provides “for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas 
emissions.” As noted in the comment, the Cap-and-Trade program will reduce GHG emissions substantially 
and fuel suppliers are covered by the Cap-and-Trade program. The comment seems to suggest that the 
“remaining emissions” from Cap-and-Trade’s covered sectors such as fuel suppliers need to be eliminated, 
but that would entail reducing or eliminating the use of fuel. Reducing the use of fuel altogether is a different 
issue addressed through other means, such as the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 2016 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
The RTP/SCS demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets 
set by CARB. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance 
with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be less than 
significant with incorporation of mitigation when compared against the significance threshold. 
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As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of 
the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-6: As discussed in Topical Response A, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
identified reductions to GHG emissions either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and mitigation 
measures consistent with the State’s plan to reduce GHG emissions. The Project incorporates project 
design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and 
energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings (Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B and 4.7.6.1C of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to achieve as close to zero net uncapped emissions for 
the project with incorporation of solar to meet CARB’s requirements of the 2017 Update to the Scoping 
Plan. Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant GHG impact and 
therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in 
Topical Response A. 

The comment references the 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 and 2017 Updates to the Scoping Plan to 
argue that Cap-and-Trade was not the “sole strategy” to meet the State’s climate goals (refer to Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan). Again, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not assert that Cap-and-
Trade is CARB’s sole strategy to meet the State’s climate goals. The comment appears to select certain 
quotations from the scoping plans but omits significant passages from the scoping plans which demonstrate 
the importance of Cap-and-Trade to achieving the State’s climate goals. 

The 2008 Scoping Plan states (p. ES-13): 

Similarly, measures like the cap-and-trade program, energy efficiency programs, the 
California clean car standards, and the renewables portfolio standard will all play central 
roles in helping California meet its 2020 reduction requirements. Yet, these strategies will 
also figure prominently in California’s efforts beyond 2020. Some of these measures, like 
energy efficiency programs and the renewables portfolio standard, have already delivered 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction benefits that will expand over time. Others, like the 
cap and-trade program, will put in place a foundation on which to build well into the future. 
All of these measures, and many others in the plan, will ensure that California meets its 
2020 target and is positioned to continue its international role as leader in the fight against 
global warming to 2050 and beyond. 

Further, the comment, in footnote 6, mischaracterizes the amount of GHG reductions estimated from Cap-
and-Trade as 34.4 million metric tons. The reference to 34.4 million metric tons appears from be from Table 
2 in the 2008 Scoping Plan, although the comment does not provide a citation. With respect to GHG 
reductions from Cap-and-Trade, the 2008 Scoping Plan states: “The measures listed in Table 2 lead to 
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emissions reductions from sources within the capped sectors (146.6 MMT CO2E) and from sources or 
sectors not covered by cap-and-trade (27.3 MMT CO2E).” (Scoping Plan, p. 16.) Also, the 34.4 million 
metric tons from Table 2 is listed as “Additional Reductions Necessary to Achieve the Cap” which was part 
of the 146.7 MMT CO2E listed as “Estimated Reductions Resulting from the Combination of Cap-and-Trade 
Program - Complementary Measures.” Also, the formal Cap-and-Trade Program was not adopted until 
2013 well after the 2008 Scoping Plan was adopted, and thus, these amounts were estimates for a 
proposed Cap-and-Trade program. 

The comment also misstates the importance of Cap-and-Trade in the 2014 Scoping Plan Update. As stated 
in the 2014 Scoping Plan Update240, the Cap-and-Trade Program is a vital component in achieving both 
California’s near-and long-term GHG emissions targets. “California’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation is 
purposely designed to leverage the power of the market in pursuit of an environmental goal. It opens the 
door for major investment in emission-reducing technologies and sends a clear economic signal that these 
investments will be rewarded. The Cap-and-Trade Regulation establishes a hard and declining cap on 
approximately 85 percent of total statewide GHG emissions.”241 Again, without providing a citation for the 
amounts provided, the commenter asserts that Cap-and-Trade “was expected to reduce emissions by only 
23 million metric tons.” This figure is from Table 5 of the 2014 Scoping Plan (page 93) which lists sectors 
covered by Cap-and-Trade, and a review of the table shows that the commenter mischaracterizes these 
figures. The 23 million metric tons is the difference between those covered sectors and the 2020 cap, and 
the asterisk states: “Cap-and-Trade emission reductions depend on the emission forecast.” If the covered 
sectors achieved fewer reductions, then the Cap-and-Trade process would make up the difference through 
the cap. 

Importantly, all of the scoping plans recognize that GHG emissions will not be reduced to zero, but instead 
will be reduced to a level that meets the State’s reduction goals. Additionally, none of the scoping plans 
state that CEQA projects must mitigate any remaining GHG emissions from covered sectors to zero after 
the application of Cap-and-Trade. 

Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program 
does not depart from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed nor does it 
obfuscate the full impacts from the Project. Topical Response A describes the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the 
state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s 
CEQA analysis. As discussed in Topical Response A, CARB is the only authority that can regulate vehicle 
emissions standards in California. As such the Cap-and-Trade Program, as overseen by CARB, can be 
applied to the Project’s vehicle emissions as the analysis appropriately states that emissions generated 
under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are therefore not required to be analyzed at 
an individual project level. Furthermore, the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology does not ignore 
CEQA’s substantive mandate as the 2015 Final EIR evaluated alternatives and provides feasible mitigation 

                                                      
240 California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 86. Available online: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed March 3, 
2020. 

241 California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 86. Available online: 
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed March 3, 
2020. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf
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measures to reduce potentially significant impacts (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-
30) for GHG emissions to less than significant. 

Pursuant to the requirements in AB 32, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) 
in 2008, which contains a variety of strategies to reduce the State’s emissions. The First Update to the 
Scoping Plan was approved in 2014 and the Second Update was approved in 2017 following the passage 
of SB 32. As described in Section 4.7.2.2 – State Regulations/Standards, AB 398242 extended California’s 
Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030 and the program is adopted as a core strategy in the 2017 Scoping 
Plan Update for meeting the state’s GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2030. As discussed in Topical 
Response B, Scoping Plan, the 2017 Scoping Plan Update ”recommends that projects incorporate design 
features and greenhouse gas reduction measures, to the degree feasible”, resulting in no contribution to 
GHG impacts.243 The specific measures by which the Project would achieve this were presented in 
Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR), in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, and are 
reiterated below. 

As far as the actions of the local governments, on October 9, 2012, the Moreno Valley City Council approved 
the Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Strategy and the related Greenhouse Gas Analysis. The Strategy 
and Analysis documents identify potential programs and policies to reduce overall City energy consumption 
and increase the use of renewable energy. The Greenhouse Gas Analysis provides a more scientific 
approach and recommends a target to reducing community-wide GHG emissions consistent with the State 
reduction goals in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the legislation that provides the basis of the State’s climate action 
initiatives. Further, the City’s CAP looked only to 2020 and was not relied upon to determine the significance 
of the Project’s GHG emissions. 

The Strategy is intended to be a comprehensive living policy document for the City organization and the 
community to address energy and water conservation and effects of climate change. The Energy Efficiency 
section’s primary focus is to identify potential energy efficiency measures for the City as an organization, 
both those that have been implemented and those that could be implemented in the future. In addition, the 
document provides direction and policies to ensure the most effective, practical, and affordable, energy use 
practices are implemented. The focus of the Climate Action section is to promote measures similar to those 
identified in the Energy Efficiency section and additional measures that can be implemented by the 
community’s residents and businesses to reduce greenhouse gas emissions on a community-wide basis. 
The Climate Action Strategy includes an analysis of existing and future greenhouse gas emissions 
community wide and provides a set of policies to guide efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to meet 
or exceed State requirements without unduly compromising other community goals. 

For further information regarding local government actions, refer to response to Comment 2-F3-7. 

                                                      
242 Section 1 of AB 398, which remains in effect until 1/1/31 states the Legislature’s intent to extend the Cap-and-Trade 

Program to 12/31/30 (Health & Safety Code 38501(i)). Section 2 of AB 398, which becomes effective on 1/1/31, states 
the Legislature’s intent that CARB design effective GHG emissions with no termination date (Health & Safety 38501(k)). 
Health & Safety 38551(b) states it’s the Legislature’s intent that reduction in GHG emissions continue beyond 2020. 

243 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The strategy for achieving 
California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target. Available online at: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
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Response to Comment 2-F3-7: The discussion of the 2017 Scoping Plan is provided under Section 4.7.2, 
Regulatory Setting, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. As 
discussed in Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, the 2017 Scoping Plan discusses the success of the Cap-
and-Trade program. It states that “since the launch of any of the state’s major climate programs, including 
Cap-and-Trade, economic growth in California has consistently outpaced economic growth in the rest of 
the country. The state’s average annual growth rate has been double the national average – and ranks 
second in the country since Cap-and-Trade took effect in 2012. In short, California has succeeded in 
reducing GHG emissions while also developing a cleaner, resilient economy that uses less energy and 
generates less pollution.”244 Additionally, it affirms that “high efficiency rates, coupled with the Cap-and-
Trade Program’s firm emission cap, allow economic activity to increase without corresponding increases in 
GHG emissions. … Maintaining and extending our successful programs – from the Cap-and-Trade Program 
and Low Carbon Fuel Standard to zero-emission, renewable energy and energy efficiency programs – will 
reduce GHGs, increase energy cost savings, offer businesses flexibility to reduce emissions at low cost 
and provide clear policy and market direction, and certainty, for business planning and investment.”245 Thus, 
as shown, the Cap-and-Trade Program is hugely successful in reducing GHG emissions while allowing the 
economy to grow. For a discussion of the Scoping Plan and the Scoping Plan Updates, how they are 
applicable to the Project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the 
implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in SB 375, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan. 
The Topical Response also discusses the WLC’s measures to reduce emissions through the Scoping Plan 
sectors including energy, water, waste, and transportation. 

SB 375 is discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, under Section 4.7 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability. SB 375 sets regional GHG emissions reduction targets for 
passenger vehicles. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) demonstrates the region’s 
ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB. A comparison of the WLC 
project design features and mitigation measures with the 2016 RTP/SCS is presented below. The WLC 
supports many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their vision. 

Integrating strategies for land use and transportation: The WLC supports this concept by 
bringing jobs to a job-poor city, which will allow the residents to live closer to where they work, 
provide greater opportunities for biking and walking. The Project will provide ridesharing information 
to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe 
pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction, resulting 
in a reduction of vehicle miles travelled (VMT). 

Striving for Sustainability: The WLC supports this theme by using resources efficiently by being 
one of the most sustainable developments of its kind. The WLC’s innovative environmental design 
uses water and energy conservation strategies as well as the cleanest diesel technology available, 
solar, and alternative fuels. The Project will provide ridesharing information to construction 

                                                      
244 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES3. Available online: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020. 
245 California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES7. Available online: 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
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employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian 
connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction. 

Leveraging Technology: The WLC will be required to provide an alternative fueling station that 
will be open prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 25,000,000 square feet of 
logistics warehousing to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel 
(MM 4.3.6.3C, page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Future development will 
comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. All operational 
equipment will use non-diesel technologies and will use electric when available. The following 
Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs), as outlined in Figure 10 of the RETR, include the following 
categories that will exceed at minimum compliance with current Title 24 requirements by 12 -16 
percent depending on building characteristics: (1) envelope, (2) exterior loads, (3) internal 
equipment loads, (4) lighting, (5) daylighting, and (6) HVAC. The WLC is required to provide 
renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help 
offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.7-28 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). The use of Photovoltaic (PV) in each phase would cover both the peak 
electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving 
effective near zero-emission status for the offices (2018 RSFEIR page 4.17-27). 

Supporting commerce, economic growth and opportunity: The Project also builds high-tech 
logistics facilities that will promote the smooth flow of goods with a goal of utilizing the latest 
technology to reduce emissions and provide easier access to jobs. Keeping people working close 
to home will allow them to have a better work life environment and thrive. The Project will provide 
ridesharing information to employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, 
construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip 
reduction (MM 4.3.6.4A page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

Promoting the links among public health, environmental protection and economic 
opportunity: The WLC places a priority on public health and reducing Project emissions for better 
air quality. As stated above, the Project will implement many measures to reduce emissions related 
to utilizing cleaner burning diesel, alternative fueled trucks and equipment, solar, etc. The WLC 
also is required to provide the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission 
control regulations including the use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks, Tier 4 off-road 
construction equipment, idling restrictions to three minutes in one-hour, and electrical hookups for 
equipment (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project is also 
required to provide accessibility to transit, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian access within and to 
communities within 0.25 miles to promote a more active lifestyle (MM 4.3.6.4A on page 4.3-60 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

As demonstrated above, if the City of Moreno Valley approves the WLC project, it would fulfill its obligation 
under SB 375 for “smart growth.” In this way, the Project does not rely solely on Cap-and-Trade as GHG 
emissions mitigation. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-8: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 
2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade 
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Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-
and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. As discussed in Topical Response A, CARB is the 
only authority that can regulate vehicle emissions standards in California. As such the Cap-and-Trade 
Program, as overseen by CARB, can be applied to the Project’s vehicle emissions as the analysis 
appropriately states that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already accounted 
for, and mitigated, at the producer level and are therefore not required to be considered in determining the 
significance of GHG emissions at an individual project level. Topical Response A also demonstrates that 
the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology complies with CEQA. As such, the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can 
make an informed decision. Furthermore, the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology does not 
ignore CEQA’s substantive mandate as the 2015 Final EIR evaluated alternatives and provides feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-
27 – 4.7-30) for uncapped GHG emissions to less than significant. Additionally, refer to Topical Response 
B, Scoping Plan, which discusses how Cap-and-Trade has been a backbone of the Scoping Plan in 
reducing emissions, which has allowed the focus of emission reductions to occur in other sectors. It also 
recognized that capped emissions were accounted for, and mitigated, at the producer level and that those 
capped emissions were properly not considered when evaluating the project’s GHG emissions against the 
threshold of significance; nonetheless, the WLC Project has reduced GHG emissions in many of the other 
sectors outlined in the 2017 Scoping Plan for emissions reductions. 

The comment implies that the City is attempting to utilize the Cap-and-Trade Program as a way to relieve 
the City in their responsibility in fully complying with CEQA. However, as discussed in Topical Response A 
and response to Comment 2-F3-7, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accurately estimated the GHG 
emissions generated from the construction and operation of WLC, identified the GHG impacts, and provided 
PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions. See Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. 

The commenter suggests that its interpretation of Cap-and-Trade relative to the 2008 Scoping Plan and the 
2014 and 2017 Scoping Plan Updates is “deserving of great weight” citing People v. Harrison, 57 Cal.4th 
1211 (2013), a criminal case regarding the Mentally Disordered Offender Act. Refer to responses to 
Comments 2-F3-5 and 2-F3-6 regarding the commenter’s interpretation of the scoping plans and Cap-and-
Trade. In addition, the actual language of the Cap-and-Trade Program along with CARB’s actions in 
approving Cap-and-Trade for fuel and energy suppliers provide the necessary evidence of CARB’s position 
on Cap-and-Trade. See Union of Medical Marijuana Patients, Inc. v. City of San Diego, 7 Cal.5th 1171, 
1183-84 (2019) (interpretation of statute follows settled principles, first considering words of statute and 
then legislative history). 

Response to Comment 2-F3-9: Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, discusses how the Cap-
and-Trade Program places a cap on certain sectors (e.g. electricity generation, petroleum refining, and 
cement production) and provides regulatory certainty of reduced future emissions since regulated entities 
will not be permitted to emit GHG emissions that exceed the cap. For further discussion, refer to Topical 
Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse 
gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. The Project 
recognizes that the WLC is not a Cap-and-Trade facility; however, the fuel that will be used by the facility 
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is the exact fuel that is covered by Cap-and-Trade which requires that fuel suppliers surrender compliance 
instruments equivalent to the emissions from the eventual combustion of those fuels. Additionally, CARB’s 
statement rejecting the use of offsets was rejected by the Natural Resources Agency when it adopted CEQA 
guidelines §15126.4(c)(3) which includes the use of “offsets that are not otherwise required.” 

The City continues to act as the lead agency for this project and is not utilizing the Cap-and-Trade regulation 
to relieve their responsibility to “fully comply with CEQA.” As discussed in Topical Response B, Scoping 
Plan, and Response to Comment 2-F3-7, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the many ways 
in which the Project will support many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their 
vision and the mitigation measures that reduced emissions in many of the Scoping Plan sectors. In addition, 
the City considered land use planning, facility design, and transportation patterns when they certified the 
2015 FEIR and approved the Project. 

The WLC is committed to embracing all-electric design standards which would make the WLC net zero-
ready and position it to comply with future net-zero regulations, which primarily includes the use of future 
solar. Thus, a unifying plan is being developed and will be designed to utilize solar throughout the Project 
site, both initial and future solar generation. Additionally, since this is a Programmatic EIR, it analyzes the 
environmental impacts and requires mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments 
over many years. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of 
the WLC will be or what their specific operational needs will require in terms of exact equipment 
specifications. Each subsequent development within the WLC will be subject to further environmental 
review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible 
mitigation becomes feasible. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology 
that meets the most stringent environmental standards in place. However, when future solar is required 
under new or modified regulations, it can become a condition of approval under future CEQA documents. 
Therefore, there are no penalties associated with delaying the solar installation as the Project would utilize 
the maximum amount of solar required to be generated under current regulations, but the buildings would 
be made ready to allow future solar generation when that option becomes available. See page 4.17-19 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which notes that making the rooftops solar ready is a project design 
feature. Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D has been revised, see below, to require that all WLC rooftops be 
constructed to be solar ready to ensure that the proper infrastructure is available in the event that MVU’s 
restrictions on solar PV connecting to their grid be lifted. 

Addition to Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D 

• All project rooftops shall be constructed to be solar ready and be designed to accommodate the 
additional loads from solar equipment that might be installed at a future date. 

By designing for and implementing solar generation in this way, the Project would not rely solely on Cap-
and-Trade for GHG emissions reductions. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-10: It is true that CARB is not the lead agency and does not have statutory 
jurisdiction over approval of this Project. However, CARB does have control over fuel suppliers in California, 
whose GHG emissions this project is required to evaluate. The Health and Safety Code §38510 makes 
CARB responsible for regulating sources of GHG emissions and that §39500 makes CARB responsible for 
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regulating emissions from vehicles. CARB was the one who decided that fuel suppliers are required to 
account for, and mitigate, for fuels that they produce when the fuels are combusted. The Cap-and-Trade 
Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide as 99% of fuel 
suppliers are included in the program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. In response to the Project 
not being subject to the Cap-and-Trade regulation, refer to Topical Response A which demonstrates how 
Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project. 

The City does have operational control of the Project and as demonstrated in Response to Comment 2-F3-
7, the City considered land use planning, facility design, and transportation patterns when they certified the 
2015 FEIR and approved the Project. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-11: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15093, a lead agency can 
approve a project that has significant and unavoidable impacts if the lead agency adopts a statement of 
overriding considerations. Prior to adopting the statement of overriding considerations, CEQA Guidelines 
§15093 (a) requires the decision-making agency (i.e., City of Moreno Valley) to balance the economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide and statewide environmental benefits, 
of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks. These overriding considerations are 
required to be approved prior to the City approving the Project. As discussed in Response to Comment 2-
F3-5, CEQA Section 15064.4 expressly allows a program to be relied upon where it is responsible for that 
sector (cap-and-trade for capped emissions) and does not require that an impact be reduced to zero. 
Capped and uncapped GHG emissions were reduced through project design features and mitigation 
measures to below the significance threshold for GHG’s, resulting in a less than significant impact. See 
Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Topical Response A also examines why the Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates capped emissions 
(consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and consumption of electricity) and why those covered 
emissions are not compared against the Project’s significance threshold. The 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent, as outlined in Topical Response A, this approach is in 
accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD 
and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject 
to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation” which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including 
transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large 
sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The 
Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide as 
99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. As covered 
emissions are fully mitigated under Cap-and-Trade, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s approach of 
comparing uncapped emissions against the Project’s significance threshold was upheld in court in 
Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017) which 
did not identify this approach as an issue to be addressed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, nor did 
it violate CEQA’s mandate. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on 
compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be 
less than significant with incorporation of mitigation when compared against the significance threshold. 
Additionally, the City does not claim that the Cap-and-Trade program results in offsets; rather the City has 
taken a position that the threshold of significance should be uncapped emissions precisely because CARB 
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has seen fit to impose the responsibility for dealing with emissions from fuel and electricity on the producers 
rather than the users. 

Compliance with the state’s GHG reduction plans are discussed in Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with 
Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. In regard to 
responsibility of the Cap-and-Trade Program, CARB states that the program is enforceable and meets the 
requirements of AB 32.246 247 

In response to the decision in Lotus v. Department of Transportation, 223 Cal.App.4th 645 (2014), this case 
involved an EIR that provided information on the impacts on redwoods that would result from the widening 
of Highway 101 in a redwood forest north of San Francisco. It did not, however, “include any information 
that enables the reader to evaluate the significance of these impacts.” (223 Cal.App.4t at 654.) Lotus did 
not involve Section 15064.4, but project design features. In contrast, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
provided a detailed emissions burden analysis from the construction and operation of the Project and relied 
on Section 15064.4. 

Table 4.7-5 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-24 through 26, sets out the greenhouse gas 
emissions, without mitigation, that would be expected over the 30-year life of each building within the World 
Logistics Center. Table 4.7-8, pages 4.7-34 through 36, does the same thing after mitigation. Both Tables 
set out all of the emissions, capped and uncapped, so that the reader is fully informed of the amounts of 
greenhouse gas emissions that will result from the construction and operation of the World Logistics Center. 
While the effects of the emissions of a single project on climate change cannot be determined (page 4.7-
18), the cumulative effects are discussed in Section 4.7.1, both globally, pages 4.7-3 and 4.7-44, and on 
Moreno Valley, pages 4.7-4 and 4.7-5. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-12: As described in Topical Response A, all GHG emissions from the Project 
have been accounted for, analyzed, and mitigated to less than significant. The City is not implying that 
nothing be done to the GHG emissions generated from the Project, in fact, as discussed in Topical 
Response A, Capped Project GHG emissions were accounted for, and mitigated through Cap-and-Trade 
and both capped and uncapped Project GHG emissions were mitigated through Project mitigation 
measures which also reduced capped emissions. See Table 4.7-7. Page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. As demonstrated, there would be no significant impacts associated with the Project, 
and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals. Additionally, the case 
of the City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University, 39 Cal.4th 341 (2006), involved 
the Board’s finding of legal infeasibility based on the assumption that it could not contribute money for the 
mitigation of off-site impacts on roads and fire protection because there was no legislative authority that 
would allow it to do so and because to do so without such authority would constitute a prohibited gift of 
public funds. (39 Cal.4th at 351.) The Supreme Court disagreed and held that mitigation was feasible 
because the Board did have the authority to do so, that doing so would not constitute a gift of public funds 

                                                      
246 California Association of Port Authorities, 2018. Cap and Trade: Port Environmental Initiatives. Available online: 

http://californiaports.org/project/cap-and-trade-funding-for-port-environmental-initiatives/ 
247 California Air Resources Board, 2008. Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan, a framework for change, June 2008n 

Discussion Draft…. The plan states “ARB will also design the California program to meet requirements of AB 32, 
including the need to address potential localized impacts, insure market security (avoid gaming), and ensure 
enforceability.” Page ES-4. 

http://californiaports.org/project/cap-and-trade-funding-for-port-environmental-initiatives/
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and that it could seek funds from the Legislature to do so. (39 Cal.4th at 356-366.) Only if the Legislature 
refused to appropriate the required funds would the mitigation become infeasible. (39 Cal.4th at 367.) 

The Supreme Court also pointed out that not deferring to the jurisdiction of another agency to mitigate 
impacts was to avoid “the problem of agencies deferring to each other, with the result that no agency deals 
with the problem.” (39 Cal.4th at 366, quoting from the Natural Resources Agency’s discussion of CEQA 
Guidelines §150919(c).) That problem is not present because CARB’s Cap-and-Trade regulations require 
that the suppliers of transportation fuels account for the greenhouse gas emissions that will result when 
those fuels are used with the cost of accounting for those emissions being passed on to the purchasers of 
the fuel. (CARB’s Final Statement of Reasons for the adoption of the Cap-and-Trade program’s regulation 
(October, 2011), pages 177-178.) Similarly, the suppliers of electricity are responsible for accounting for 
the emissions resulting from its generation with the costs again being passed on to consumers. (CARB’s 
Final Statement of Reasons for the adoption of the Cap-and-Trade program’s regulation (October, 2011), 
pages 159, 187 and 1157.) Further, the Marina decision did not involve Section 15064.4, and under Section 
15064.4, reliance on CARB’s Cap-and-Trade program is expressly authorized. 

Neither case considered a lead agency’s choice of a threshold of significance: “It is axiomatic that cases 
are not authority for propositions that are not considered.” California Building Industry Association v. State 
Water Resources Control Board, 4 Cal.5th 1032, 1043 (2018). 

Further, the City’s choice of a threshold of significance based on the amount of uncapped emissions was 
precisely the choice upheld in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 
Cal.App.5th 708 (2017). 

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of 
the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-13: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade and Response, 
regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-
and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) 
how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. Topical Response A provides an overview 
of AB 32 and the Cap-and-Trade Program; how it applies to the consideration of Project GHG emissions 
and its effect on the State’s efforts to reduce its GHG emissions. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR also 
accurately discloses the GHG emissions generated from the construction and operation of the Project and 
includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the 
extent possible. Some of the mitigation measures suggested by the CARB, zero- or near zero-emission 
technology, are not available at this time, such as utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the project 
due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft 
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Recirculated RSFEIR) and readily available zero-emission fleets of medium- and heavy-duty trucks (Refer 
to response B1-4 for detailed discussion of ZEV availability and solar power. Thus, WLC will incorporate 
the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17.5, to further 
reduce emissions from the Project that are along the line of the zero emission technology mitigation 
measures. However, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, 
it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most 
logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintaining their own fleets. 
Nonetheless, the Project required under various project design features and mitigation measures to require 
the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the 
use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks and Tier 4 off-road construction equipment. The City has 
investigated the use of nonzero- and zero-emission technologies in the transportation and electricity 
portions and has incorporated those that are practicable and feasible. The Project will also provide on-site 
rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric 
Utility (MVU), which is currently defined as one-half the minimum electrical demand a building experiences 
during daytime hours (page 4.17-1). Thus, solar would provide more than 100 percent of the office energy 
needs. In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future that could result from a growing electric 
vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expended rooftop solar 
installations in the future (page 4.17-1). Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a 
discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC by MVU and why the Project cannot get a waiver 
for MVU for more solar generation. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project 
and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV 
allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and 
RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). 

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of 
the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, 
Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. 
E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated 
would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). 
Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG 
emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other 
mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, 
for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-14: Regarding the phantom mitigation measures, refer to Response to 
Comment 2-B1-3, which explains that they were a typographical error. 

Response to Comment 2-F3-15: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F4: Tom Paulek/Susan Nash, Friends of the Northern San 
Jacinto Valley 

Response to Comment 2-F4-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-F4-2: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-F4-3: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 
RSFEIR. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F3-3. 

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court 
Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR was prepared and circulated for public review due to the recent approval of California Air 
Resources Board’s (CARB) 2017 version of the Emission Factors (EMFAC) model (EMFAC2017) by the 
USEPA. Only sections that were affected by the updated EMFAC were revised and recirculated. Those 
sections include: air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy. The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in 
Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling 
and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all 
of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and 
the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The 
Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. 
The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this 
document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 

Response to Comment 2-F4-4: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 
RSFEIR. Refer to response 1-F3-4 for further discussion, and to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, 
Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, 
content and project approvals. 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was prepared and circulated for public review due to the recent 
approval of EMFAC2017 by the USEPA. Only sections that were affected by the updated EMFAC were 
revised and recirculated. Those sections include: air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy. Section 4.4 
Biological Resources, circulated as part of the 2018 RSFEIR, satisfies the Court Ruling and there is no new 
significant new information with regards to biological resources requiring recirculation of the section. 
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Response to Comment 2-F4-5: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 
RSFEIR. Refer to to Response 1-F3-5. 

Response to Comment 2-F4-6: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 
RSFEIR. Refer to to Response 1-F3-5. 

Response to Comment 2-F4-7: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 
RSFEIR. Refer to to Response 1-F3-5. 

Response to Comment 2-F4-8: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

  



Residents for a Livable Moreno Valley - PO Box 6195 - Moreno Valley, CA 29556 
 
January 31, 2020 
 
 
Mr. Albert Armijo 
City of Moreno Valley 
14177 Frederick Street 
Moreno Valley, California 92552 
 
Via e-mail: alberta@moval.org 
 
 
Re:  Comments to the Draft Recirculated Revised Sections (pertaining to Air Quality, Green House 

Gases, and Energy) of the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2012021045) World 
Logistics Center. 

 
Dear Mr. Armijo, 
 
Below you will find comments on the 2019 Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report pertaining to Air Quality, Green House Gases, and Energy as per the legal 
notice.  However, some members of our group and the community do have a concern that the notice 
send for the review of the sections cited above also includes comment pertaining to the changes made 
in the WLC s previously circulated 2018 Draft Recirculated EIR.  If this is the case the notice sent does 
not properly define all elements of the FEIR that should be subject to review.  Let hope this is not the 
case.  Please consider and address the comments that follow. 
 
1. Phasing in this document is unrealistic.  It assumes and evaluates 50% completion by 2024 

throughout the document and the appendices.  Correct and be realistic. 
2. Beginning on page 4.3-14 there are references to SCAQMD mitigations they may be imposing on 

warehouse projects in the future.  Mention of these is irrelevant if not adopted and imposed on 
t this project 

similar measures as proposed. 
3. On page 4.3-15 has discussion of PM effect on sensitive receptors but makes no mention of how 

distance from the source may lower the health risk.  Please evaluate and mitigate as necessary.  
(Settlement discussions with the developer by the community have asked that there be greater 
setbacks of building, 500-1,000 feet, as separation from PM source and the sensitive receptors.) 

4. Based on Figure 4.3.3 a greater setback of buildings and PM sources would reduce cancer impacts 
scenario from 30 per million to 10 per million.  Include mitigation to move emission areas 1,000 feet 
from sensitive receptors. 

5.
Dracaea Avenue (29080 Dracaea and it neighbor) will experience development and placement of 
warehouses within mere feet of these homes and their occupants.  They should be getting the air 
filtration units too. 

6. Figures used throughout that show cancer risks seem to extend a greater distance from the area of 
Dracaea Avenue and Redlands Boulevard than would seem appropriate.  Development will occur 
right up to the property lines and the roadways, therefore the evaluation area is flawed and the 
results need to recalculated and adjusted to more properly assess the impacts. 
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7. An appropriate mitigation measure should be included that moves all truck activity areas (docks and 
travel lanes 500-1,000 feet back from homes and sensitive receptor to increase air quality and 
reduce nuance noises. 

8. Explain why Figure 4.3-6 has a larger cancer health risk area with mitigation measures than the 
smaller area shown in Figure 4.3-5 based on incremental impacts.  Would appear that more 
mitigation is necessary. 

9. Please provide a list of additional mitigation measures or project design features that could be 
implemented to lower the 30 year cancer risk and other health risks associated with warehouses 
and diesel emissions.  Addition options should be available for selection by the city to further lessen 
the impacts. 

10.
intensity, slowing earth orbit, and ocean circulation none of which are known to be occurring.  
Please modify these reference to be more accurate of cite the source of this science. 

11. Page 4.7-6 (section 4.7.2) third paragraph cites EPA standards for vehicle emissions that have been 
dropped by the current administration (president).  Therefore, the information and any results 
related to those standards are no longer accurate. 

12. MM4.7.6.1D, first bullet point should require more solar than peak ancillary uses of a warehouse.  
There should be a requirement to achieve 50% electric needs via rooftop solar energy systems up to 

 roof capacity.  The Moreno Valley Utility restrictions are an 
impediment to CEQA needs to mitigate impacts and should not be binding.  Additionally, MVU must 
get 44% of its energy from renewable resources by 2024 so the warehouses will lower their electric 
bills and provide the city with a way to meet state law. 

13. Are there other MMs that could be included and considered for adoption by the city to further 
reduce Energy impacts?  Please provide. 

14. AQ-MM 4.3.6.3B should be written to include upgrades to future truck standards and they are 
implemented, and fleet should be upgraded or replaced based on depreciation or a set time period 
for requiring new models. 

15. AQ-MM 4.3.6.3A should require the installation of more than two chargers per warehouse.  State 
law require 6% of parking to have EV infrastructure installed but sets no standard to require 
charging station to be installed.  As mitigation at least half of the EV ready parking spaces shall be 
equipped with chargers.  If not required by mitigation then explain when and who will install the 
charging stations? 

16. Section 4.17.1.4 states that MVU in is the primary utility (electric) provider in the city.  This is 
incorrect, it is SoCal Edison.  Check with them for number of uses compared to MVU and correct 
accordingly. 

17. In this revised document there are several references to electric trucks being used and their 
reduction in exhaust related impacts.  However, there is no mention or mitigation that would 
require truck charges to be installed at the docks or elsewhere on site.  If port deliveries to 
warehouse are to be a reality then the delivery vehicles will likely need charging for a return trip to 
the ports.  Please explain this omission.  Including a mitigation requirement would make good sence. 

18. In section 4.17.3.3 why not make mention and require installation of underground pipework to 
provide warehouse cooling?  This would offset energy needs in the warmer months. 

19. The discussions throughout section 4.17.3.4 describe scenarios that seem to imply that all the 
parking s
installation these scenarios are flawed.  Additionally, if the charger are indeed available and have an 
energy drawdown then that could be offset by the installation of an appropriate number of solar 
panels to meet the demand of the chargers.  Great mitigation measure could be included here. 
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20. There are a number of figures in section 6 that fail to include a legend defining the symbols (see Fig. 
6.3-1 for starters). 

21. Typos: 4.4.6.   
  4.3-  
 
Should you or others have any questions regarding our comments please address them to Tom 
Thornsley at tomthornsley@hotmail.com . 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Tom Thornsley 
 

Tom Thornsley 
with Residents for a Livable Moreno Valley 

Comment Letter 2-F5
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F5: Residents for a Livable Moreno Valley 

Response to Comment 2-F5-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR is provided in this comment. However, the comment does refer to the 2018 Revised Sections of 
the Final EIR (RSFEIR). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for 
review because new significant information was provided, as discussed in Topical Response C, Project 
Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR 
process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received 
concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to 
comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Final RSFEIR will 
also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part 
of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-2: The updated air quality analysis for the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
assumed a more average approach to construction phasing and duration and the completion of Phase 1 
by December 31, 2024 and the completion of Phase 2 by December 31, 2034. This results in greater 
consistency with the assumed Project buildout and occupancy schedule with Phase 1 operational in 2025 
and Phase 2 operational in 2035. As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the WLC Specific 
Plan, “project phasing predictions are conceptual.” (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, p. 3-2.) Further 
explanation is provided: 

“The actual amount and timing of development and occupancy will be dependent upon 
numerous factors, many of which are outside the control of the City or the developer, 
including interest by building users, private developers and local, regional, and national 
economic conditions. These and other factors acting together will ultimately determine the 
location and rate at which development within the project will occur.” 

A Phase 1 completion by December 31, 2024 and a Phase 2 completion by December 31, 2035 provides 
a more conservative air quality analysis than a delayed or extended schedule. These completion dates 
assume that more project construction is occurring within each year, assuming a greater intensity of use 
each year, and further assumes that more project construction is occurring sooner rather than later, when 
air quality improvements in construction equipment could be available. 

Accordingly, to provide a conservative air quality analysis, construction was assumed to be completed over 
a 15-year period that provides for phase overlap and the use of less efficient construction equipment. For 
mass grading, each planning area was assumed to be graded separately over a total of approximately 13 
years to reflect a realistic grading plan. The outputs in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
include all plots and included overlap in the construction of plots and with operations. As a result, the 
construction emissions identified in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR would be considered 
a worst-case representation of the potential construction emissions during each phase of construction. 

Furthermore, according to commercial real estate CBRE Group, thirteen “mega warehouses” of 1 million 
square feet or more, including a 1.25 million-square-foot fulfillment center in Moreno Valley, were built in 
the Inland Empire between 2010 and 2016. In 2018, twenty of the top one hundred commercial real estate 
leases were signed in the Inland Empire by e-commerce companies and logistics firms, deals totaling nearly 
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20 million square feet. WLC will be built out in response to market demand which makes it reasonable to 
analyze the impacts of construction and operation of Phase 1 by 2024. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-3: At this time the SCAQMD is still working on the specific details of this rule, 
precisely what measures should be included in the rule or what rules would be voluntary or mandatory. 
Refer to Topical Response D for further discussion of the Indirect Source Rule (ISR). The discussion of the 
proposed ISR is provided for informational purposes only because the analyses in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR does not include any of the benefits that the ISR will provide. An agreement was 
reached between the applicant and the SCAQMD which states that the parties agree the applicant will pay 
an Air Quality Improvement Fee in addition to the mitigation measures listed in the Final RSFEIR. The 
Settlement Agreement between SCAQMD and the City requires that the WLC Project pay an Air Quality 
Improvement Fee to SCAQMD of approximately $26,000,000. The Air Quality Improvement Fee is to be 
used by SCAQMD “for any purpose that will improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin.” 

The Settlement Agreement states: 

“[A]ll parties agree that the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee will adequately 
mitigate heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction 
and operation of the World Logistics Center as described in the EIR and that no additional 
charges will be imposed on the World Logistics Center to mitigate emissions, including 
NOx, described in the EIR from heavy-duty trucks.” 

One of the recitals in the Settlement Agreement acknowledges the WLC Project’s on-site commitments: 
“The parties agree that the amount of the Air Quality Improvement Fee … is in addition to the air quality 
improvement features already part of the World Logistics Center including the commitment to all 2010 clean 
diesel trucks, all Tier 4 construction equipment and a CNG/LNG fueling facility.” Because it is unknown at 
this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD through the use of the $26,000,000 that will 
result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume that any particular improvement will take 
place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR do not include any 
reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might occur as a result of the settlement 
and the payment of the money. Additionally, the SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor 
acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and will not occur 
until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment Q). 

Thus, the City and the SCAQMD recognized the importance of on-site Project Design Features, mitigation 
measures and direct regional investment, consistent with the Scoping Plan’s guidance, and required the 
WLC Project to fund air quality improvements in the South Coast Air Basin, which they determined was 
sufficient to mitigate adequately the heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts of the WLC Project. 
Specifically, construction emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that 
require the use of Tier 4 construction equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where 
feasible, low-VOC paints and cleaning solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions 
would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use 
of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks 
entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses. 
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Response to Comment 2-F5-4: Particulate emissions and associated health impacts from Project 
activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as demonstrated by the 
unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 
4.3.6.5). Table 4.3-26 (page 4.3-67 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) presents the estimated cancer 
risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project construction (Construction 
+ Operational HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project operation, and the total incremental 
increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation 
measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would 
represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health 
risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project 
full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the 
total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and 
would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation, the Project is expected to have a significant 
impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. 
With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are 
substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the 
estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) 
would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The 
large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated 
with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer 
risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filters 
to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to 
less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway 
(formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have 
accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). Thus, for these 
reasons, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or 
offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. This mitigation measure would reduce the 
total incremental cancer risk for impacted sensitive receptors located within and outside of the Project 
boundary to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the 
Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. 

The commenter brought up the community has asked that there be greater setbacks of buildings, 500-
1,000 feet, as separation from PM sources and the sensitive receptors. As discussed on pages 4.3-18 and 
4.3-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES) 
guided by an ACES Steering Committee consisting of representatives of the Health Effects institute (HEI) 
and the Coordinating Research Council (CRC). The HEI study concluded new technology diesel exhaust 
(NTDE) does not induce tumors or pre-cancerous changes in the lung and does not increase tumors that 
were considered to be related to NTDE. The project HRA was conducted to allow decision makers to 
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evaluate the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel 
exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted 
using the current OEHHA Guidance, which didn’t take into account the results of the HEI ACES studies, 
building setbacks, or buffers. The HRA assumed that emissions associated with on-site activity would occur 
up to the WLC project boundary, ensuring a conservative analysis. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-5: See Response to Comment 2-F5-4 for a discussion on why a project 
setback of 1,000 feet is not necessary to significantly reduce cancer risks associated with the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-6: Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.6A only applies to residences located at 13100 
World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway 
(formerly Theodore Street) because these residences still experience significant impacts with mitigation 
measures in place, as shown in Table 4.3-29 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As shown in Table 
4.3-28 (page 4.3-73), impacts related to 30 years of construction and operational emissions to all on-site 
residences would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Table 4.3-29 (page 4.3-
74) has been revised as follows to show the risk of exposure to 30 years of full operation at all on-site 
residences. 

As shown the mitigated health risks at 13241 World Logistics Center parkway, 13200 World Logistics 
Center Parkway, 29080 Dracaea Avenue, and 29140 Dracaea Avenue do not exceed the SCAQMD 10 in 
one million cancer risk threshold and additional mitigation, specifically MERV filters, would not be required. 
However, as a part of the project’s development agreement, all on-site residences would be offered an air 
filtration system meeting MERV 13 standards within two months of certification of the Final RSFEIR.  

Response to Comment 2-F5-7: To ensure that those around the Project site are not exposed to 
unacceptable levels of potentially harmful pollutants, a construction plus operation health risk analysis and 
an operational only health risk analysis was conducted and included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
to evaluate the potential health risks of the WLC Project to sensitive receptors. The HRA methodology 
applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health 
risks at each sensitive receptor location. On-site project activities were assumed to occur up to the project 
property line, and thus the HRA does not account for any applicable setbacks as a worst case analysis. 
Project-related mobile sources are distributed along the regional and local roadway network. Figures 4.3-3 
through 4.3-6 (pages 4.3-70, 4.3-71, 4.3-75, and 4.3-76, respectively) show the full extent of receptors 
(represented by orange dots) analyzed in the HRA. Figure 4.3-5 shows the mitigated cancer risk under the 
construction plus operations scenario and Figure 4.4-6 shows the mitigated cancer risk under the operation 
only scenario. As shown in these figures, areas to the west and east of the project site would experience 
an incremental increase in cancer risk; however, the areas highlighted in red are the areas that would be 
associated with cancer risk of greater than 10 in one million, exceeding the significance threshold. Areas 
shown as exceeding the threshold of 10 in one million on Figure 4.3-6 either consist of a vacant lot, paved 
parking lot, or a non-residential use. Therefore, impacts would not be significant in those areas. As shown 
in Figures 4.3-3 through 4.3-6, the HRA evaluated areas well beyond Dracaea and Redlands. Therefore, 
the evaluation area is not flawed and has been properly assessed. 
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Table 4.3-29: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential 
Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With 
Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters) 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental 
Increase 

in Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer 
Risk 

Significance 
Threshold 

(risk/million) 
Exceeds 

Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling 
domain2 

14.2 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project 
boundaries3 

10.7 19 Yes 

13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.8 10 No 
13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy 10.2 10 Yes 
13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.5 10 No 
30220 Dracaea Ave 10.7 10 Yes 
29080 Dracaea Ave 5.3 10 No 
29140 Dracaea Ave 5.6 10 No 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the 
project boundaries4 

12400 World Logistics Center 
Parkway2 
W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus 
Avenue4 

 
14.2 
9.5 

 
10 
10 

 
Yes 
No 

Maximum risk along SR60 freeway 
outside of the project boundaries5 

9.514.2 10 NoYes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures 

from 20402035 to 20692064 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the 
TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating 
cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor, at 
12400 World Logistics Center Parkway. 

3 Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue. 
4 Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the 

project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard 
and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 

5 Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the 
project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 

Response to Comment 2-F5-8: Refer to response to Comment 2-F5-7 in regards to the health risk of 
sensitive receptors both within the project boundaries and outside the project boundaries. Also, see 
Response to Comment 2-F5-4 with regards WLC not requiring 1,000 feet setbacks to reduce air quality 
impacts to sensitive receptors. 

With regard to operational traffic noise, the 2018 RSFEIR analyzed potential noise impacts resulting from 
operation of the WLC project in Section 4.12. Specifically, for the two residences located on Dracaea 
Avenue, east of Redlands Boulevard, the noise analysis found these residences would be most affected by 
traffic along Redlands Boulevard between Eucalyptus Avenue and Cottonwood Avenue, where no 
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significant noise increase has been identified, as shown in Table 4.12-13 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

The 2018 RSFEIR also evaluated the potential noise impacts generated from the construction and 
operation of the WLC. As shown in Table 4.12-8 of the 2018 RSFEIR, construction activities within the 
project area would elevate existing ambient noise levels by as much as 50 dB. The existing sensitive 
receptors that would be most affected by on-site construction activities are located within, to the west, and 
to the southwest of the project area. Therefore, noise generated during onsite construction activities would 
result in a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A would reduce construction 
noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors through implementation of a Noise Reduction Compliance Plan 
(NRCP), which is expected to attenuate construction noise levels by 10 dB and prohibit construction 
activities within 800 feet of residences during nighttime hours. As shown in Table 4.12-8 and Table 4.12-
10, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A, sensitive receptors located near on-site and 
off-site construction areas would be exposed to construction noise levels that would elevate the existing 
ambient noise levels above the applied 10 dB substantial temporary increase threshold. Therefore, this 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation. 

The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant 
environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and 
monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ 
points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if 
the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable. Thus, 
this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-9: Figure 4.3-5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR depicts impacts 
associated with 30 years of exposure beginning with the start of construction (construction + operation 
impacts), with mitigation. Therefore, impacts depicted on Figure 4.3-5 includes 15 years of on-site 
construction emissions, resulting in more localized impacts. Figure 4.3-6, shows the impacts associated 
with 30 years of full operation (beginning with full project buildout) with mitigation. Thirty years of operations 
reflects on-road mobile emissions from the impact of truck traffic from buildout of the WLC warehouses on 
the regional (specifically, SR 60 Freeway) and local roadway network. Therefore, impacts associated with 
30 years of full operations reaches beyond the immediate project area. Figures 4.3-5 and 4.3-6 depict 
isopleths for two different analysis scenarios and are not intended to be compared against one another. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-10: Mitigation measures that will be implemented to lower the cancer risk 
and other health risks associated with the construction and operation of WLC are provided in Section 
4.3.6.5, page 4.3-72 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Please also refer to response to Comment 2-
F5-3 in regards to the health risk of sensitive receptors both within the project boundaries and outside the 
project boundaries and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures on these potential impacts. 
Furthermore, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community 
would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation 
scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project 
to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. 
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Furthermore, the Project will incorporate project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features 
in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which are designed to reduce energy usage and air pollutant 
emissions. These project design features would encourage non-automotive forms of transportation and use 
of electric and alternative-fueled vehicles instead of gasoline-fueled and diesel-fueled vehicles, which 
provides for more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-11: The reference to climate change being brought on by factor’s such as 
changes in the sun’s intensity, slowing earth orbit, and ocean circulation referenced in Section 4.7.1.1 of 
the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was obtained from the U.S. EPA.248 

Response to Comment 2-F5-12: CARB staff worked jointly with the USEPA and the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) on the next phase of federal GHG emission standards for medium- 
and heavy-duty engines and vehicles. These federal Phase 2 standards were built on the improvements in 
engine and vehicle efficiency required by the Phase 1 emission standards and represent a significant 
opportunity to achieve further GHG reductions for 2018 (2020 in California) and later model year heavy-
duty vehicles, including trailers. On October 25, 2016, the EPA and the NHTSA jointly published the second 
phase of GHG emissions and fuel efficiency standards for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles and engines 
(81 Federal Register 73478) through their authority under the Clean Air Act Amendment (CAA). Despite 
the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver, the federal Phase 2 standards would still be in effect 
because the California standards are aligned with the federal Phase 2 standards in structure, timing, and 
stringency. In February 2019, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved the rulemaking, and filed 
with Secretary of State. These regulations became effective April 1, 2019.249 Despite the withdrawal of 
California’s Clean Air Act waiver by the Trump Administration, as mentioned above, California is aligned 
with federal standards which weren’t revoked. Furthermore, the State of California, along with 23 other 
states petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for review of the EPA’s action 
to withdraw the waiver. That action was stayed on February 11, 2020, because of the pendency of a related 
case in the District of Columbia Circuit. A briefing schedule will be filed in March, 2020. In the meantime, 
California has not amended or withdrawn any of its laws or regulations in response to the withdrawal of the 
waiver. For a more detailed response. As confirmed on the CARB website, during the period the federal 
action is in effect, CARB will administer the affected portions of its program, including issuing certifications 
for the greenhouse gas emissions and zero-emission vehicle programs.250 

Response to Comment 2-F5-13: Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D states that prior to the issuance of a building 
permit, new development shall demonstrate that each building has implemented the following: 

• Install solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses in each 
warehouse building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting 
to their grid, whichever is greater; 

                                                      
248 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Climate Change: Basic Information. Available at 

https://archive.epa.gov/epa/climatechange/climate-change-basic-information.html. Website accessed June 26, 2018 
249 CARB, Greenhouse Gas Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles. Available at: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ghg-std-md-hd-eng-veh/about 
250 California Air Resources Board, 2020. CARB Waiver Timeline. Available online: 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-waiver-timeline. Accessed February 14, 2020. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ghg-std-md-hd-eng-veh/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-waiver-timeline
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• Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy 
saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, 
whichever is more strict; and 

• Require the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” for the buildings 
constructed at the World Logistics Center based on Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
Certified standards in effect at the time of project approval. 

As discussed on page 4.7-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, project buildings will provide on-site 
rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric 
(MVU). In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future, including from a growing electric vehicle 
fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expanded rooftop solar installations 
in the future. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D has been revised to require that rooftops be made 
solar ready. See the Response to Comment 2-F3-9. CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a) requires lead agencies 
to consider feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce a project's significant 
environmental impacts. Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D conforms to CEQA Guidelines by reducing GHG 
impacts by utilizing solar to the maximum extent allowed under MVU regulations. Refer to Topical 
Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC 
by MVU. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a 
viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial 
and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Additionally, Topical Response E discusses MVU’s ability to meet its 
Renewable Portfolio Standards. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-14: As discussed on pages 4.17-18 – 4.17-23 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, the WLC includes Project Design Features including sustainable development standards that 
minimize energy consumption, conserve water, and use recycled or sustainable building materials, where 
feasible. Pursuant to the WLCSP, all new development within the project site will be required to meet the 
California Building Energy Standards in effect at the time construction commences or be 10% more 
stringent than 2019 standards, whichever results in lowest energy use. In addition, WLC buildings will be 
designed to be “solar ready” (i.e., structural upgrades to allow the installation of solar photovoltaic systems 
on the roof of each building), and the WLCSP includes a commitment that the energy requirements of all 
office space will be supplied with rooftop solar energy systems. The project also incorporates energy 
conservation measures (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.17-20 – 4.17-21) which, in combination 
with the PDFs, are expected to deliver energy performance that exceeds the current minimum Title 24 
requirements by approximately 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout. Furthermore, in 
addition to the PDFs regarding energy conservation and renewable energy, the following mitigation 
measures for other environmental impacts that reduce potential impacts of the WLC project relative to 
energy use (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.17-23 – 4.17-24). 

• Air Quality mitigation measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.3B, and 4.3.6.4A 

• Utilities mitigation measures 4.16.1.6.1A, 4.16.1.6.1B, and 4.16.1.6.1C 

• Greenhouse Gas mitigation measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, and 4.7.6.1D 
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As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.17-24 – 4.17-39, energy impacts were less 
than significant, so no other mitigation measures are required. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-15: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (pages 4.3-53 4.3-54), tenants’ 
fleets shall be in compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks including, but not 
limited to, California Air Resources Board’s Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus 
Regulation. This includes all future truck standards as they are implemented so the mitigation doesn’t need 
to be rewritten. Regarding model year engine standards, those are specified in California Code of 
Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. Tenants’ fleets will be required to adhere to this 
Regulation and will be upgraded or replaced as appropriate to meet the current regulations. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-16: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A g) states that a minimum of two electric 
vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks shall be provided at each building. In addition, 
parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed and constructed so that at least six 
percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment 
(EVSE) charging locations. Sizing of conduit and service capacity at the time of construction shall be 
sufficient to install Level 2 ESVE or greater (page 4.3-61). The Project includes the installation of ESVE, as 
described above, pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code (page 4.3-61). Additionally, the Project 
will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which 
will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when 
demand dictates (page 4.17-24). Furthermore, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling 
station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public (page 4.3-
54). 

Response to Comment 2-F5-17: Section 4.17.1.4 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR states that MVU 
is the primary utility provider for the residences and businesses of Moreno Valley and is the utility provider 
to the WLC Project. Southern California Edison does provide electrical service to a portion of the City and 
has existing facilities running through the project. The annual electricity sale to all customers in the MVU 
service area for the 2017-2018 fiscal year was approximately 188 million kilowatt hours (kWh).251 MVU is 
the provider for the majority of the City of Moreno Valley.252 As stated above, the project lies within the MVU 
service area, and even if Southern California Edison has a larger number of users, it wouldn’t affect the 
analysis conducted in Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR since MVU would provide power 
to the WLC Project. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-18: As stated on page 4.17-29 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the 
feasibility of using medium- and heavy-duty EVs for delivery of goods to or from the WLC is, to a great 
extent, dependent on the nature of the warehousing operations. Tying the usage of EV trucks to the 
availability of charging stations at the WLC is faulty. For example, it is the practice at the majority of logistics 
center in the area to implement the “drop and drag” procedure; a procedure where a truck will bring goods 
to the facility, and the trailer (or sea-going cargo container) will be disconnected and left on-site for the 
lengthy process of unloading. An empty trailer may be connected and the truck quickly departs to return to 
its point of origin. Conversely, an out-bound truck is usually scheduled to retrieve a delivery load only once 

                                                      
251 City of Moreno Valley, Moreno Valley Utility, 2018 Integrated Resource Plan, 2018, p 16-14 

http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed September 2019. 
252 Map of MVU’s service area. http://www.moval.org/mvu/pdfs/MVU-servarea.pdf 

http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf
http://www.moval.org/mvu/pdfs/MVU-servarea.pdf
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the container/trailer is full. Thus, trucks are not on-site long enough times to obtain a meaningful battery 
charge. Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR asserts that with Level 2 AC chargers, with a 
minimum charging rate of 19.2 kW (the highest rate currently available), it would take approximately 4 hours 
to fully charge a passenger vehicle with a 100kWh battery. Trucks would not stay docked at the facility for 
that long in most cases, and a truck battery would be larger and require more time to charge than a 
passenger vehicle. Most of these trucks would have battery charging facilities at their place of origin or the 
end point as its more economical for the fleet owners who don’t want to be paying for employees sitting idle 
waiting for a vehicle to charge. 

As stated on page 4.17-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, although it is speculative to state what 
the regional feet mix will be as each phase of the Project is completed, and the adoption of ZEVs by WLC 
tenants’ employees and customers will be beyond the direct control of the WLC, all EV types should be 
anticipated in planning for the onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the project will construct the WLC 
parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations (page 4.17-23 of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR), which will enable the WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service 
to future tenants, if and when demand dictates. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-19: Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR), of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contains an analysis of the Project’s overall energy needs “demand-side” 
(Section 4 Demand Side Energy Analysis pages 9 – 11) and ways the Project’s energy needs could be 
reduced through energy efficiency technologies “supply-side” (Section 5 Supply-Side Energy Strategy 
pages 12 – 25) strategies which included energy efficiency concerns. Based on the distribution centers that 
currently exist within the Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU) service territory, the energy analysis assumes a 
worst-case emissions evaluation by assuming that about 11 percent of the WLC buildings will feature air-
conditioned warehouses. The energy conservation measures (ECMs) for the WLC were based on 
maximizing environmental protections in the most cost-effective manner practical and to address internal 
loads, such as lighting and equipment, as well as the energy required to provide heating, cooling, and 
domestic hot water. The RETR determined, through a comparison with different systems, that for the office 
space the recommended system is underfloor air distribution coupled with water-cooled variable refrigerant 
flow (VRF) technology that is served by a shared water loop which allows for sharing of energy among 
zones, such that if one zone requires heating while another requires cooling, energy can be transferred 
between zones resulting in built-in energy recovery (Section 4.1 Recommended Measures in the RETR). If 
additional cooling is needed during extremely warm weather, a cooling tower provides supplemental heat 
rejection to the atmosphere. Air-conditioned warehouse spaces shall be served by displacement ventilation 
whereby conditioned air is delivered at low velocity from air diffusers near floor level. Cooling of supply air 
is achieved via direct evaporative cooling sections that deliver sufficiently cool air at required warehouse 
conditions for most hours during the typical weather year. During hours that evaporative cooling doesn’t 
meet the cooling load or doesn’t maintain acceptable relative humidity in the warehouse, VRF systems are 
utilized for supplemental space cooling. The shared water loop of the warehouse VRF systems is connected 
to an air-to-water heat pump to provide supplemental cooling via heat rejection to the atmosphere. When 
heating requirements exceed the heat recovered within the shared water loop by the VRF units, 
supplemental heat for the water loop is extracted from the atmosphere by the same air-to-water heat pump 
running in reverse. Because all heating and cooling in the buildings is provided by direct evaporative cooling 
and heat pumps, utilizing electricity, natural gas is not required, which allows the WLC to eliminate on-site 
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fossil fuel combustion that would normally be associated with service water and space heating. Additionally, 
in all electric buildings there is not a need for natural gas distribution infrastructure. As discussed, the 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning(HVAC) system would not be roof-top HVAC units. The underfloor 
air distribution coupled with water-cooled VRF technology system is much more energy efficient and cost-
effective than the typical warehouse configuration. Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
discusses the potential for ground-source heat pumps (GSHP) to provide both heating and cooling of 
warehouse spaces. However, as discussed, GSHP Is not recommended for the WLC due to the imbalance 
of project heating and cooling needs. Thus, underground pipework to provide cooling was discussed in 
Appendix E to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR with respect to underfloor air distribution and GHSP. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-20: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F5-16 for a discussion of the EVSE 
chargers for the WLC Project, what charging stations will be installed and what areas will be made EVSE 
ready for installation at a future date. Thus, the scenarios aren’t flawed as all energy requirements have 
been considered. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion on the 
limitation of solar panels per MVU requirements. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-21: The figures in Section 6 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identify 
the location of cumulative projects being considered in the cumulative analyses with indicators for the 
jurisdiction they are located in. The legend identifying project boundary, air quality cumulative project area, 
and county boundary is located in the top right-hand corner. The colored dots represent the 359 cumulative 
projects analyzed and are identified by city initials on the map. See Figure 6.0 of the 2018 RSFEIR (pages 
6.0-5 through 6.0-15). 

Response to Comment 2-F5-22: The commenter identifies two typographical errors. Regarding the error 
identified on page 4.4-6, that page was not included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. That page in 
the 2018 RSFEIR is blank and does not include the error identified. With regard to the error identified on 
page 4.3-99, Section 4.3 does not have a page 4.3-99 (the section goes to page 4.3-82) and the error 
identified would not be located elsewhere within the section. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-23: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 
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3.5.7 (1-G) Letters from Private Individuals 

Comment Letters Received from Private Individuals include the following: 

2-G1: Residences of Avalon Ave and Alicante Ave 

2-G2: Gary Klein 

2-G3: Don Holt 

2-G4: Stephen McKee 

2-G5: Lindsay Robinson 

2-G6: Susan Zeitz 

2-G7: Susan Zeitz 

2-G8: David Zeitz 

2-G9: Adam Salcido 

  



Comment Letter 2-G1



Comment Letter 2-G1



Comment Letter 2-G1



Comment Letter 2-G1



Comment Letter 2-G1
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G1: Residents of Avalon Ave and Alicante Ave 

Response to Comment 2-G1-1: Although the EIR drafted for this project concludes significant impacts, as 
shown in the document and summarized below, the air quality, noise, and traffic impacts are largely 
mitigated to less than significant near the specific homes mentioned in the comment letter, on Avalon 
Avenue and Alicante Avenue. 

The revised air quality analysis prepared for the WLC Project is provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR and includes an evaluation of emissions from truck traffic and automobile trips 
identified in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. Figure 37 of 
the TIA identifies that 0 percent of the truck traffic would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site while 
Figure 32 shows 29 percent of the automobile traffic would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site. 
Based on the 40,598 daily passenger vehicle trips for full buildout shown in Table 23 of the TIA, 
approximately 11,773 daily passenger vehicle trips would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site 
using Cactus Avenue in 2040. Based on a review of Figure 12 on page 50 of the TIA, 909 AM peak hour 
trips and 833 PM peak hour trips occur under the Existing scenario at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands 
Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection and Figure 45 on page 285 of the TIA, 2,010 AM peak hour 
trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario at the Cactus 
Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection. Therefore, the peak hour trips under 
the 2040 scenario increase by approximately 121 percent in the AM and 197 percent in the PM. During the 
2025 Plus Phase 1 scenario when approximately 50% of the WLC Project is built out, the Cactus Avenue 
and Redlands Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would exceed the level of service standard and 
require the installation of a signal and the addition of one eastbound left turn lane and one westbound left 
turn lane (TIA, Table 50, page 235). 

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project evaluates congestion-related vehicle emissions 
at intersections and along roadway segments in the project vicinity that would result in potential local CO 
“hot spot” impacts. As discussed on pages 4.3-34 through 4.3-36 of Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the primary mobile source pollutant of local concern is CO, which is a direct 
function of vehicle travel speeds and idling time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. CO transport is extremely 
limited; it disperses rapidly with distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions. However, 
under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations proximate to a congested roadway or 
intersection may reach unhealthful levels affecting local sensitive receptors (residents, schoolchildren, etc.). 
High CO concentrations are typically associated with roadways or intersections operating at unacceptable 
levels of service or with very high traffic volumes. In areas with high ambient background CO 
concentrations, modeling is recommended to determine a project’s effect on local CO levels.253 

The closest intersection identified near your residences on Avalon Avenue and Alicante Avenue is Cactus 
Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive. According to the project TIA, 2,010 AM peak hour 
trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario at this 
intersection. These peak hour trips are less than the peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-
7, Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Intersections, 2035, in Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. Because the peak hour trips at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. 

                                                      
253 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Guideline for Modeling Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections. 

November 1992. Available at: https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=2000F7L2.pdf 

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=2000F7L2.pdf
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Kennedy Drive intersection would be less than the peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-7, 
CO concentrations would be less than the concentrations shown in Table 4.3-7, which are far below the 
CO NAAQS. Therefore, CO hotspot impacts at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. 
Kennedy Drive intersection would not exceed the CO hotspot significance threshold and impacts would be 
less than significant, and less than the impacts disclosed in Table 4.3-7. 

Furthermore, as stated in the TIA (Network Assumptions, page 26) the Project truck routes assumed for 
roads in Moreno Valley were based on the current Municipal Code. Within the Project Site all roads would 
be truck routes, but trucks would not be permitted to enter or leave the site through the Cactus Avenue 
Extension. This will limit noise and air quality impacts from truck traffic on residential neighborhoods 
adjoining Cactus Avenue. Thus, the houses overlooking Avalon Avenue and Alicante Avenue would be less 
impacted by Project vehicle emissions than shown in Table 4.3-7 and the vehicle emission impacts would 
be less than significant. 

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project also includes a health risk assessment (HRA) 
provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The HRA addressed the existing residents 
that would experience the worst-case health risk impacts in the Project vicinity. These existing residents 
are located on the WLC site. These residents would be exposed to a greater amount of emissions from 
construction and operational activities due to their proximity to the proposed structures compared to 
residents adjacent to the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy intersection. Table 4.3-
26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated increase in cancer risks 
for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + 
Operational HRA). As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk 
significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation. With 
mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are 
substantially lower, 9.1 in one million. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 
4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and 
operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of 
mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel 
PM associated with the commitment to use the cleanest (Tier 4) construction equipment available. Thus, 
as shown in Figure 4.3-5, Incremental Project Cancer Risk – With Mitigation (Construction and Operation), 
with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, 
within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. As a result, a separate air quality report 
would not be needed for the residents near the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy 
intersection. 

Response to Comment 2-G1-2: Regarding toxic emissions from Project vehicles, a revised Health Risk 
Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project and included within Appendix A of the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G1-1 above, and shown in Table 4.3-5 
(page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) the HRA has specific breathing and exposure rates 
for children and the elderly which were utilized in accordance with the California Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
guidelines. This area was covered under the HRA, and health related impacts were found to be less than 
significant with mitigation. 
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Response to Comment 2-G1-3: Plans to extend Cactus Avenue in a 4-lane northward curve predate any 
proposals for the WLC Project, as can be seen from this General Plan map dated January 2005 (Note that 
the map is for the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan, the predecessor of the WLC Specific Plan). 

 

As shown in Table 34 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, Cactus Ave. is expected to have 
13,375 trips per day with full buildout of the WLC. The Moreno Valley General Plan designates Cactus 
Avenue as an arterial and the forecasted traffic can easily be accommodated by this class of road (Level 
of Service would be “A” in the Plus Project condition, as shown in Table 34 of the TIA). The stop sign at 
Cactus Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive and Redlands Boulevard will be replaced with a traffic signal as a 
mitigation measure (see Table 64 of the TIA) which will reduce delay and queuing to less than significant, 
and noise at this intersection. 

Also, note, in Response to Comment 2-G1-1, 0 percent truck trips would occur to and from southwest of 
the WLC Project site because the Project will prohibit trucks from using Cactus Avenue, as stated in the 
Project’s TIA (Network Assumptions, page 26). Therefore, emissions at this intersection would occur from 
the automobile trips anticipated at this intersection. Please see Response to Comment 2-G1-1 for a 
discussion of cancer risks associated with the Project. 

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. 
PM2.5 best represents diesel PM. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background 
health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, 
respectively. With mitigation, the potential health effects from PM2.5 show an increase in asthma-related 
emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-
related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related 
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hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 
0.0020% for all age groups). With mitigation, potential 0zone-related health effects due to the project, 
increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related 
emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups) over background health 
incidence. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. 

Response to Comment 2-G1-4: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G2: Gary Klein 

Response to Comment 2-G2-1: The Air Quality Index (AQI) is a key tool used by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to provide the public simple information about local air quality, how unhealthy air 
may affect the general public and how health can be protected. The higher the AQI value, the greater the 
level of air pollution and the greater the health concern. 

An AQI value of 100 generally corresponds to the national air quality standard for the pollutant, which is the 
level EPA has set to protect public health. AQI values at or below 100 are generally thought of as 
satisfactory. When AQI values are above 100, air quality is considered to be unhealthy—at first for certain 
sensitive groups of people, then for everyone as AQI values increase. According to the EPA’s Air Quality 
Index: A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health (February 2014), a rating of yellow falls between an AQ range 
of 51 to 100 and is considered to be moderate and acceptable. 

Additionally, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has monitoring stations that 
monitor ambient air quality throughout the South Coast Air Basin including Moreno Valley. Table 4.3-3 on 
page 4.3-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identifies the maximum concentration levels of pollutants 
in the Moreno Valley area compared to the state and federal ambient air quality standards. As shown, the 
concentrations of ozone have exceeded the state and federal standards for multiple days. The 
concentrations of coarse particulates referred to as PM10 have exceeded the state standards for multiple 
days and for recent years. The concentrations of fine particulates referred to as PM2.5 have exceeded the 
federal ambient air quality standard for multiple days and the state and federal standards in recent years. 
Data collected from other monitoring stations within Riverside County show that ozone concentrations 
collected at the station nearest the Project Site are the highest within the County. However, PM2.5 and 
PM10 concentrations collected from areas outside of the City of Moreno Valley were worse than those 
identified at the monitoring station nearest the Project Site. 

Construction and operation of the Project would generate emissions of ozone precursors (volatile organic 
compounds [VOC] and nitrogen oxides [NOX]), PM10, and PM2.5. Project-related diesel particulate matter 
(diesel PM) emissions are included within the analysis as PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. As discussed on 
pages 4.3-31 through 4.3-34, Project emissions are compared to significance thresholds established by the 
SCAQMD. As shown on Table 4.3-25 on page 4.3-63 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2E for construction activities and the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3A through 4.3.6.3F for operational activities would reduce 
Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. However, even with the implementation of the 
mitigation measures, Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would exceed the 
significance thresholds set by SCAQMD during most of the 15-year buildout of the Project and at full 
buildout operations. Cancer risk (see HRA in Appendix A.1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) from 
the Project’s diesel PM emissions were evaluated and would result in a less than significant health risk 
impact with implementation of mitigation measures. 

The potential for utilizing rail was analyzed in the 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation pages 
4.15-33 through 35, but was found to not be a viable option for reducing the traffic impacts of the WLC. This 
conclusion is based on several factors, including the physical constraints to bringing rail service to the WLC 
site, the cost of cargo movement by rail relative to movement by truck, capacity constraints in the rail system 
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that the WLC branch line would tie into, the environmental impacts associated with construction and 
operation of rail service, and the minimal effect that rail service would have even if all other factors could 
be overcome. The WLC site is not currently served by rail. The rail lines nearest the site are the Union 
Pacific Yuma Line (single-track in this area), the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s San 
Jacinto Branch Line (single-track, currently inactive), and the BNSF double-track line through the City of 
Riverside. There are four general alignment possibilities for a branch line to the WLC. Each alignment is 
inherent with significant problems as follows: 

• Western Alignment – Alignments running from the BNSF line in Riverside to the WLC, an approximate 
distance of 15 miles, would have to run through built-up areas of the Cities of Riverside and Moreno 
Valley. The cost of acquiring right-of-way through these areas, and the impacts to the community (noise, 
traffic disruption, safety, division of the community, etc.) render such alignments unviable. Moreover, 
trains using the at-grade rail crossings in the City of Riverside already impose substantial delays on 
road traffic. In fact, in recent years the City of Riverside has sued the ports over the issue of traffic 
impacts from additional trains passing through the city. Adding more crossings and more trains would 
exacerbate this problem. 

• Southern Alignment – It would be possible to avoid densely populated and built-out areas by connecting 
to the San Jacinto Branch Line south of March Air Reserve Base. However, the only way to avoid 
established communities would be to pass along the northern portion of the Lake Perris State 
Recreation Area. The alignment, approximately 10 miles in length, would be a major impact as it would 
require constructing and operating a rail line along the slopes of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area 
and potentially the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. There would also be traffic impacts at road crossings, 
potential grade issues, and grade separated crossings needed for drainage channels and I-215. The 
impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of removing WLC trucks 
from the freeways. 

• Northern Alignment – The shortest alignment to an existing rail line is to the north in the vicinity of 
Redlands Boulevard and connecting to the UP Yuma line near the intersection of Redlands Boulevard 
and San Timoteo Canyon Road, approximately five miles from the project site. This alignment would 
require extensive ROW acquisition, encounter very serious grade issues that would increase the length 
of track needed, result in environmental impacts on the Badlands, and require a grade separated 
crossing of SR-60. The impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of 
removing WLC trucks from the freeways. 

• Eastern Alignment – The final possibility would be to connect to the UP Yuma line along an alignment 
parallel to SR-60. This alignment would connect to the existing rail network near the Morongo Golf Club 
at Tukwet Canyon, approximately five miles to the east of the WLC site. The eastern alignment would 
be affected by the same drawbacks as the northern alignment, with the addition of the need to construct 
a bridge over San Timoteo Creek. 

As can be seen from the discussion above, providing rail service to the WLC along any of the possible 
alignments would in itself create serious environmental impacts. In addition to the environmental impacts, 
the loading and unloading of rail requires special equipment and handling and can only be performed at 
specialized places, which significantly adds to the cost of shipping goods by rail. The actual movement of 
goods by rail is more energy-efficient and less expensive than movement by truck. However, this 
combination of relatively high fixed costs at each end of a trip with low variable costs for the distance 
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traveled means rail can be a less expensive way to ship cargo than truck, but only if the shipping distance 
is sufficiently long, more than 500 miles. Therefore, even if a rail line was built from the WLC to the Ports 
of Los Angeles or Long Beach, a distance of 70 miles, shipping by rail would be far more expensive than 
by truck, which would make it uneconomical. 

Furthermore, there are serious capacity constraints in the rail network in the Los Angeles Basin. Both BNSF 
and UP rail operations are already capacity-constrained on the lines between the ports and western 
Riverside County. Rail service would not significantly reduce traffic either, since rail is only economical for 
trips over 500 miles. As shown, the Project did consider and analyze using rail, but found that bringing rail 
service to the site would be very costly, result in serious environmental impacts, create major disruption to 
existing communities, and take many years to design, acquire right-of-way, and construct. Thus, the EIR 
identified and discussed the significant adverse impacts that could occur with implementing transportation 
by rail and they were shown to be worse than the utilization of trucks as analyzed in the EIR. In Addition, 
transportation energy efficiency was not one of the areas ruled as deficient by Judge Waters and therefore 
meets commuter transportation demands (Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and 
the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR and process, content and 
project approvals). Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation, has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required under CEQA. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G3: Don Holt 

Response to Comment 2-G3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) It should be noted that the Applicant paid for the postage, not the City’s taxpayers. 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G4: Stephen McKee 

Response to Comment 2-G4-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 
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Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact 

Report (SCH #2012021045) 

Dear Mr. Armijo, 

Please enter this document in the comments regarding the revised wlc EIR. 

I am also attaching the Attorney General s Amicus Brief as well as the Proposed Brief of CA 
CEQA and Climate Policy Experts that both support what the residents claimed throughout the 
wlc hearings. Residents were ignored by the city staff/council in their rush to approve their 
financial backer/benefactor s project. These two documents clearly show that the EIR is again 
flawed and explain it in much better detail than a resident can. Please enter these documents in
the record too.

Once again the EIR does not adequately address all the issues it should to protect the residents 
who live here. They cannot adequately mitigate the noise, pollution and traffic that will have an 
extremely negative impact on our health and quality of life.  

Having no known tenants there are no safeguards in place regarding the noise they will generate 
24 hours a day. Both skechers and now the Solaris paper company have turned our once silent 
nights into noise all night long that prevents (or will this summer) residents from sleeping with 
their windows open. Warehouses need to be held to the same standards as the residents and their 
noise needs to stop from 10 pm until 7 am. This restriction will return a modicum of quality of 
life to the affected residents and also slow down the proliferation of warehouses in residential 
areas. Additionally, sound walls as tall as the warehouses need to be erected along the freeway to 
help mitigate the noise. Always claiming that certain negative issues can t be mitigated needs to 
end in order to protect the residents. Stringent noise rules need to be added. 

This project claims that no trucks will be entering that don t conform to 2010 emission standards. 
This standard is already outdated, but even worse this project claims they will self-police . As 
the project proponent has already shown by the illegal initiatives, false claims of the SJWA 
buffer area, and complete disregard for the environmental laws (to name a few), allowing them 
to self-police the trucks/emissions means nothing and needs to be strengthen to ensure that 
they follow the agreement. 

Environmental justice is supposed to be a part of Moreno Valley s development plans and is 
defined in California law as the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with 
respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies. The city s own presentation goes on to add that Fair treatment means 
that no group of people, including those of different racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups may 
be disproportionately harmed by the negative consequences of our environmental, political or 
economic decisions. Unfortunately, combined with systematic disinvestment and 
disenfranchisement in low-income communities and communities of color continue to 
experience a disproportionate share of pollution and health related issues.  I bring this up as Tom 
DeSantis, former city manager and proponent of the wlc, had the city applying for funds to 
improve Mr. Benzeevi s interchange by claiming the east end qualifies for the funds as it is 
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socioeconomically disadvantaged. Most will disagree that we are economically disadvantaged on
the east end, but if the city is claiming this then they are violating their own commitment to
Environmental Justice. They are harming the residents by violating environmental laws, as well 
as allowing politics (political bribery) to completely influence their economic decisions in the 
case of the wlc and Mr. Benzeevi. 

Once again this EIR does not adequately protect our treasured San Jacinto Wildlife Area and I 
think this is covered by their attorneys. 

Once again, the traffic studies were seriously flawed and there is no way to mitigate the 
increased traffic this project will bring. Caltrans has stated previously there won t be any 60 
freeway widening, and even if they could it would mean eminent domain issues and tearing 
down lots of the recent construction along the freeway. Increasing the traffic and associated 
pollutants to this extent will be extremely detrimental to the health of those who live here and 
this EIR does not adequately mitigate this. 

If this project were truly a good project, the proponent and the city would not have needed to 
violate laws to get it approved. It was approved solely because the proponent had undue 
influence over the council/planning commission/some staff members. An objective and ethical 
council would never have let this proceed. 

Please take the Attorney General s Amicus Brief seriously and protect the residents and wildlife 
in this area. No more shortcuts or illegal actions please. 

Thank you, 

Lindsay Robinson 

Comment Letter 2-G5
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G5: Lindsay Robinson 

Response to Comment 2-G5-1: The commenter states that they have tried unsuccessfully to locate the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR on the City’s website and requests a direct link. The 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. 2018 RSFEIR, and appendix materials were posted to the City’s website where 
documentation for all current projects is located: http://www.moval.org/cdd/documents/about-projects.html. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-2: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it 
applies to the project, including the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 
utilizing the Cap and Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction 
mandates, and how Cap and Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. The 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-
Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The 
consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under 
CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents 
v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Topical Response A also demonstrates 
how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate 
information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. Thus, the WLC would not have a 
significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals 
as further discussed in Topical Response A. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-3: World Logistic Center traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 4.15 of the 
2018 RSFEIR. Air Quality impacts were evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
and Noise impacts were assessed in Section 4.12 of the 2018 RSFEIR. A Transportation Impact Analysis 
(TIA) in Appendix F in the 2018 RSFEIR, was conducted for the Project which identified specific near-term 
and longer-term circulation improvements that would be required to mitigate Project impacts and maintain 
acceptable peak hour and daily levels of service (LOS) on surface streets and freeways affected by the 
project. As part of the TIA, impacts to freeways were analyzed with regard to LOS. As indicated in the 
analysis, many of the freeway segments along SR-60 and I-215 would be impacted as discussed in Section 
4.15.6 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The WLC project would increase the traffic in the area, with most of the area 
operating at a degraded level of service. Therefore, traffic impacts were found to be significant and 
unavoidable for roads and intersections, and on all freeway mainline, weaving, and ramp facilities because 
those roads, intersections, and freeways are not within the City’s jurisdiction as discussed in Section 4.15.7 
of the 2018 RSFEIR. However, payment of fair share mitigation fees is required for the improvements not 
within the City of Moreno Valley and those jurisdictions that have established fair share mitigation programs 
(see mitigation measure 4.7.15.4E and 4.7.15.4F). In addition, payment is also required for the 
Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) as set forth in Municipal Code Chapter 3.44 (See Mitigation 
Measure 4.7.15.4D on page 4.4-63 of the 2018 RSFEIR). 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC 
project to sensitive receptors within the project area. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality 
Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 
have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis 
which includes using trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s 
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute 

http://www.moval.org/cdd/documents/about-projects.html
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to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. As discussed in Table 4.3-28 in Section 4.3 
of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum mitigated incremental increase in cancer risk 
(existing residences within the project boundaries) for a 30-year exposure, beginning after the full buildout 
of the WLC Project, is an incremental increase in lifetime cancer risk of 9.1 in one millions, as shown in 
Table 4.3-28, below the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold. Thus, although the Project would 
increase traffic in the area, the chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community 
would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. 
Project air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, 
even with incorporation of mitigation. Much of the PM generated by the operation of the Project will be 
generated from roadway dust from employees traveling to and from the Project site. At full build out, the 
Project is estimated to generate over 20,000 ongoing direct jobs in the City, and an additional approximately 
7,400 indirect and induced jobs, approximately 3,700 of these indirect and induced jobs will be in the City. 

With regard to noise, the 2018 RSFEIR analyzed potential noise impacts resulting from construction and 
operation of the WLC project in Section 4.12. As stated on page 4.12-36 of the 2018 RSFEIR, 89 freeway 
segments were analyzed in the noise analysis. The traffic noise study area included the main travel routes 
between the Project and neighboring cities of Riverside, Perris, Beaumont, San Jacinto, and Redlands. The 
study area extended west to the nearest ramps on SR-91 and as far south as the I-215 ramps at Redlands 
Avenue in Perris. The study area for freeways was selected to encompass the freeway routes radiating 
from the Project site to the north, south, east, and west. As provided in Appendix C of Appendix D (Noise 
and Vibration Technical Report), there were 6 freeway segments along the portions of SR 60 that is shared 
with I-215. Based on a review of the noise levels generated during the peak hour periods, the 2018 plus full 
project buildout scenario compared to the existing conditions scenario would result in peak hour noise levels 
increasing 0.6 to 0.7 dBA CNEL. This increase in noise level would be less than significant because the 
increase would be less than 1.5 dB threshold that would need to occur to result in a substantial noise 
increase. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-4: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-G5-5: Refer to response to comment 2-G5-2. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-6: Refer to Response to Comment 2-G5-3. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-7: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.12.5.2A in Section 4.12 of the 2018 
RSFEIR, when processing future individual buildings under the WLCSP, as part of the City’s approval 
process, the City shall require the Applicant to take the following three actions for each building prior to 
approval of discretionary permits for individual plot plans for the requested development: 

Action 1: Perform a building-specific noise study to ensure that the assumptions set forth in the 
2018 RSFEIR remain valid. These procedures used to conduct these noise analyses shall be 
consistent with the noise analysis conducted in the 2018 RSFEIR and shall be used to impose 
building-specific mitigation on the individually proposed buildings. 
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Action 2: If the building-specific analyses identify that the proposed development triggers the need 
for mitigation from the proposed building, including all preceding developments in the World 
Logistics Center site, the Applicant shall implement the appropriate level of mitigation, identified in 
the 2018 RSFEIR to reduce the identified impacts to comply with the Moreno Valley Municipal 
Code, which sets maximum sound levels reaching residential uses at 60 dBA Leq during the 
daytime hours (8:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.) and 55 dBA Leq during nighttime hours (10:01 p.m. – 7:59 
a.m.). Prior to implementing the mitigation, the Applicant shall send letters by registered mail to all 
property owners and non-owner occupants of properties that would benefit from the proposed 
mitigation asking them to provide a position either in favor of or in opposition to the proposed noise 
abatement mitigation within 45 days. Each property shall be entitled to one vote on behalf of owners 
and one vote per dwelling on behalf of non-owner occupants. If more than 50% of the votes from 
responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement, the abatement will not be considered 
reasonable. Additionally, for noise abatement to be located on private property, 100% of owners of 
property upon which the abatement is to be placed must support the proposed abatement. In the 
case of proposed noise abatement on private property, no response from a property owner, after 
three attempts by registered mail, is considered a no vote. At the completion of the vote at the end 
of the 45-day period, the Applicant shall provide the tentative results of the vote to all property 
owners by registered mail. During the next 15 calendar days following the date of the mailing, 
property owners may change their vote. Following the 15-day period, the results of the vote will be 
finalized and made public. 

Action 3: Upon consent from benefited receptors and property owners, the Applicant shall post a 
bond for the cost of the construction of the necessary mitigation as estimated by the City Engineer 
to ensure completion of the mitigation. The certificate of occupancy permits shall be issued upon 
posting of the bond or demonstration that 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors 
oppose the abatement or, if the abatement is located on private property, any property owners 
oppose the abatement. 

The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant 
environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and 
monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ 
points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if 
the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable (2018 
RSFEIR pages 4.12-43 – 4.12-45). Thus, this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure. Additionally, 
Section 4.12, Noise, was not recirculated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR; as it is not required under 
CEQA. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-8: The project’s commitment to allow only trucks that are compliant with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 2010 emissions standards, which are over 90% cleaner 
than the prior generation of trucks. Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 
requires that the following constraint be included in bid documents, all on-road construction haul trucks 
utilized for the Project maintain 2010 or newer engines that meet the EPA 2010 emissions standards. To 
date this is the most stringent emissions standard by the EPA and heavily enforced by the California 
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) through the yearly registration process. 
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Construction equipment maintenance records (including the emissions control tier of the equipment) shall 
be kept on site during construction and shall be available for inspection by the City of Moreno Valley. The 
requirement for yard trucks on the site and diesel trucks entering the facility are also included in Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.6.3B in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as specified in California Code of Regulations 
Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. This will be enforced through facility operators maintaining a 
log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number (registered with 
the DMV) which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site 
inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. 
Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance efforts. If they don’t comply, 
then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. This is a common mitigation 
measure and truck fleets are accustomed to having the documents available for inspection. Thus, the 
requirement to utilize 2010 or newer engines to reduce impacts is an enforceable mitigation measure under 
CEQA. 

Additionally, per the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the 2010 engine requirement and 3-
minute idling time will be verified by the City through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering 
or operating at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number which will be identified as the primary 
method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and 
available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which 
results in compliance efforts and If they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as 
outlined in the MMRP. Thus, this is a legitimate mitigation measure to reduce impacts, and it is an 
enforceable mitigation measure under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-9: According to the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment’s (OEHHA) CalEnviroScreen, areas surrounding the Project Site have been identified as 
disadvantaged communities where Environmental Justice does apply. Refer to Response to Comment 2-
F1-85 for a discussion on environmental justice issues. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-10: The 2018 RSFEIR states “it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, 
due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, will have potentially significant impacts on wildlife within 
the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from Project air pollution, including diesel truck exhaust” 
(2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). Similarly, the 2018 RSFEIR states that “Local wildlife (i.e., within the SJWA) 
may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic air contaminants from truck exhaust 
as the WLC project builds out” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). The northern portion of the SJWA, south of the 
WLC Specific Plan area, has been used historically for agricultural purposes, and may be used by foraging 
birds, with a portion of this area currently containing non-native grassland with predominantly non-native or 
invasive species. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA will be reduced 
somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., 
very little to the south), based on data from the Project air quality study provided in Appendix D of the 2015 
Final EIR (MBA 2012). However, some diesel will still be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, including 
particulates, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent (2018 RSFEIR page 
4.4-72). In addition, the 2018 RSFEIR acknowledges that “particulate deposition may occur within 
approximately 1,000 feet of truck activities within the project, which would extend part way into the northern 
portion of the SJWA” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). 
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Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant impacts on humans. Although 
the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health effects from diesel pollution 
may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel impacts on wildlife. Potential 
health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, but in general, health effects from diesel 
exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory function, reduced heart function or longevity, 
decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased incidence of cancer and other mutagenic or 
teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, reduction in overall biodiversity, reproductive 
failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most commonly attributed to food loss and 
reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There are relatively few examples of higher 
animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity or gaseous air pollution. However, a 
number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals and other pollutants in their systems 
from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and ultrafine particulate matter, black or 
elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like phenanthrene, metallic ashes, gases like 
nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and crotonaldehyde, volatile organic compounds 
like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). One of the research limitations is that 
some health effects from these pollutants take a long time, in some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit 
themselves. These pollutant species can also be emitted from a variety of sources in complex urban 
environments so it can be difficult to trace individual sources of the air pollutants. In the case of this Project, 
air pollutant emissions potentially affecting wildlife would predominantly be the result of new warehouse 
uses within the Project Site. Research suggests that wildlife may be more susceptible to air pollutant 
impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration rates, smaller lung capacities, ingestion 
of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher metabolic rates, etc., although some factors 
like shorter natural lifespans would reduce the duration of exposure over time. For these reasons and for 
the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals within the SJWA would be at least as susceptible 
to health effects from air pollution, including diesel exhaust, as humans. 

Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA would be minimized somewhat 
because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., very little 
to the south), based on data from the project air quality study (MBA 2012). However, some diesel particulate 
matter (PM) emissions would be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, from trucks and passenger 
vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent. There is little academic or scientific research on the specific 
impacts of diesel PM emissions on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific 
setbacks for wildlife protection areas from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel PM 
emissions. Most available research is too limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or the 
species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts of one pollutant on one species). Based on available 
scientific data, it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck 
traffic, could result in potentially significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman 
Springs Road from diesel truck exhaust. 

To assess the significance of the impacts to wildlife from the increase in diesel PM, the results of the Health 
Risk Assessment (HRA), conducted for the Project, to assess the human health risk was utilized to assess 
the risk to animals (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). An HRA was conducted for 
the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants, but primarily diesel PM and 
total organic gases (TOG). The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk 
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to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for 
construction and operational scenarios of the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR). Since on-site and offsite human sensitive receptors would experience a less than significant 
health risk impact with incorporation of mitigation, the potential health risk impact to wildlife within the SJWA, 
which is located further away than the nearest human sensitive receptors at 250 feet to the south of the 
proposed development area, would also be less than significant (2018 RSFEIR at page 4.4-73). No further 
response is required and Section 4.4 Biological Resources has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-11: A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) in Appendix F in the 2018 
RSFEIR, was conducted for the Project which identified specific near-term and longer-term circulation 
improvements that would be required to mitigate Project impacts and maintain acceptable peak hour and 
daily levels of service (LOS) on surface streets and freeways affected by the project. As part of the TIA, 
impacts to freeways were analyzed with regard to LOS. As indicated in the analysis, many of the freeway 
segments along SR-60 and I-215 would be impacted as discussed in Section 4.15.6 of the 2018 RSFEIR. 
The WLC project would increase the density of traffic in the area, with most of the area operating at a 
degraded level of service. Therefore, traffic impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable for roads 
and intersections, and on all freeway mainline, weaving, and ramp facilities because those roads, 
intersections, and freeways are not within the City’s jurisdiction as discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 
RSFEIR. However, payment of fair share mitigation fees is required for the improvements not within the 
City of Moreno Valley but only if those jurisdictions have established fair share mitigation programs (see 
mitigation measure 4.7.15.4E and 4.7.15.4F). In addition, payment is also required for the Transportation 
Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) as set forth in Municipal Code Chapter 3.44 (See Mitigation Measure 
4.7.15.4D on page 4.4-63 of the 2018 RSFEIR). 

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC 
project to sensitive receptors. Regarding the air pollutant and toxics emissions concerns, 2019 Draft 
Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, 
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, have been revised to show the effect 
of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis which includes utilizing trip generation 
rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and 
the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air 
quality and health risk impacts. Compared to the 2015 Final EIR, construction emissions analyzed in the 
2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assume later construction years and therefore newer, more efficient 
construction equipment in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), which resulted in reduced 
construction emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR As reflected in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA), use of the most recent edition of the ITE Trip General Manual resulted in fewer average daily trips 
than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR. A lower trip rate coupled with lower regional vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) outlined in the TIA and the later operational year assumption used in CalEEMod resulted 
in reduced mobile emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR when compared to those in the 2015 
Final EIR. Additionally, the later operational year resulted in the inclusion of a greater number of electric 
vehicles in the operational assumptions. Due to these factors, the construction and operational air quality 
analyses in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR entirely replaced the analyses included in the 2018 
RSFEIR as well as the 2015 Final EIR, and no further comparison is required. 
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The City is requiring the project to commit to stringent emission reduction strategies, as shown in Mitigation 
Measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2C, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, 4.3.6.3F, 
4.3.6.4A, and 4.3.6.5A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Construction and operational emissions 
would be reduced to the extent feasible through implementation of mitigation measures and Project Design 
Features. Construction emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that 
require the use of Tier 4 construction equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where 
feasible, low-VOC paints and cleaning solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions 
would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use 
of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks 
entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses. Refer to 
Topical Response #, Indirect Source Rule, which demonstrates the Project’s compliance with CEQA. 

Additionally, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of 
the WLC project to sensitive receptors. The latest approved EPA EMFAC2017 emission factors were 
utilized in this analysis to better represent pollution emissions form larger vehicles. The 2015 Final EIR 
utilized EMFAC2014 which represented lower emissions estimates from larger vehicles. To assess risks to 
nearby sensitive receptors, a health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted in the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption 
that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer (WLC being the largest diesel magnet source), 
contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for 
Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated maximum 
incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning 
of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the 
incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during 
Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation 
measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance 
threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would 
represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact 
presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the 
estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full 
operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total 
incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and 
would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, 
the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction 
activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for 
construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance 
threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable 
principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. 
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Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for 
operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located 
within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 
filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer 
risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project 
to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer 
risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than 
significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the 
WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the 
chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. 

Response to Comment 2-G5-12: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-G5-13: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.) 

  



Albert Armijo
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development
City of Moreno Valley

Comment Letter 2-G6



which is the fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people regardless of income, with respect to the development, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policie.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G6: Susan Zeitz 

Response to Comment 2-G6-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and specific comments are addressed in responses below (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-G6-2: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it 
applies to the project, including the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 
utilizing the Cap and Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction 
mandates, and how Cap and Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. The 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-
Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The 
consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under 
CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents 
v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Topical Response A also demonstrates 
how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate 
information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. Thus, the WLC would not have a 
significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals 
as further discussed in Topical Response B, Scoping Plan. 

Response to Comment 2-G6-3: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-G6-4: The State of California first codified environmental justice into law in 1999, 
empowering the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to coordinate the State’s environmental justice 
programs and directing the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) to take into account 
environmental justice in “designing its mission for programs, policies, and standards” adding a new section 
to the Public Resources Code entitled “Environmental Justice”. (1999 Cal SB 115; codified at Section 
65040.12 of the California Government Code and Section 72000 of the Public Resources Code (now 
Section 71110 et seq.) In 2000, the State also directed Cal EPA to establish a Working Group on 
Environmental Justice to develop “an agencywide strategy for identifying and addressing any gaps in 
existing programs, policies, or activities that may impede the achievement of environmental justice.” Section 
71113 of the Public Resources Code. In 2004, CalEPA created the Intra-agency Environmental Justice 
Strategy, identifying several goals. (2013 Policy Memorandum.) 

In 2013, CalEPA issued CalEnviroScreen. As stated in the OEHHA factsheet254, CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a 
mapping tool that can be used to identify California communities (by census tract) that are most affected 
by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen score 
measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others and is 
not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the comment is consistent with the results of 
CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. 

                                                      
254 https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf 

https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf


 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 726 

Later in 2013, shortly after the introduction of CalEnviroScreen, and based on these legislative directives, 
Cal EPA issued a Policy Memorandum creating “an agency-led compliance and enforcement program” 
entitled the Environmental Justice Compliance and Enforcement Working Group, including a Charter setting 
forth its mission and goals. This Working Group’s efforts included focused Initiatives on individual areas, 
such as Pomona, or most recently Imperial County, which have high scores in the CalEnviroScreen tool.255 

Workgroup goals include incorporating community input in planning and implementing compliance 
assistance and enforcement initiatives in disproportionately impacted areas and improving communication 
with communities and the public regarding environmental justice concerns and the benefits of compliance 
and enforcement actions. The project is committed to community input and addressing community concerns 
through the public review process and has incorporated mitigation measures and project designed features 
to reduce impacts to the community and environment. 

Further, none of the environmental justice legislation nor the State’s implementing activities requires a 
different standard for CEQA projects located in communities identified on CalEnviroScreen with higher 
environmental burdens. CEQA is an informational tool, and CalEnviroScreen does not mandate a 
prohibition on development projects in communities designated as having environmental burdens. And, in 
any case, such an outcome would seem particularly unjust if those very development projects could provide 
community benefits to ease those burdens. See Health and Safety Code Section 39711 (investment for 
disadvantaged communities encouraged). 

The City of Moreno Valley supports the just enforcement of environmental laws under the State’s 
environmental justice laws and implementing activities, and the WLC Project provides for the enforcement 
of the Project’s conditions and mitigation measures. Further, as the WLC Project is implemented, there will 
be additional opportunities for the community to participate in the future discretionary approvals for the 
Project. 

Recently, the State adopted legislation that requires environmental justice be incorporated into general 
plans, either through a separate element or by integrating environmental justice into other required 
elements of the general plan. Cal. Government Code Section 65302(h). The City of Moreno Valley has not 
yet modified its general plan to trigger the requirements under Section 65302 and thus, has not yet 
considered compliance with Section 65302. Nonetheless, many of the concepts articulated in Section 
65302 have been taken into consideration in the City’s existing General Plan. The General Plan policies 
(related to industrial development) listed below were considered in the evaluation of the WLC Project. 

2.5.2 Locate manufacturing and industrial uses to avoid adverse impacts on surrounding land 
uses. 

2.5.3 Screen manufacturing and industrial uses where necessary to reduce glare, noise, dust, 
vibrations, and unsightly views. 

2.5.4 Design industrial developments to discourage access through residential areas. 

6.7.1 Cooperate with regional efforts to establish and implement regional air quality strategies 
and tactics. 

                                                      
255 https://calepa.ca.gov/enforcement/environmental-justice-compliance-and-enforcement-task-force/. 

https://calepa.ca.gov/enforcement/environmental-justice-compliance-and-enforcement-task-force/
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6.7.4 Locate heavy industrial and extraction facilities away from residential areas and sensitive 
receptors. 

7.5.3 Locate areas planned for commercial, industrial and multiple family density residential 
development within areas of high transit potential and access. 

Response to Comment 2-G6-5: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-G6-6: The revised air quality analysis prepared for the WLC Project is provided 
in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and includes an evaluation of emissions from truck 
traffic and automobile trips identified in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in Appendix F of the 
2018 RSFEIR. 

To ensure that those around the Project site are not exposed to unacceptable levels of potentially harmful 
pollutants, an operation and construction and operational health risk analysis was conducted and included 
in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to evaluate the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC 
Project to sensitive receptors. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results 
from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-
pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of 
particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as 
toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, 
the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not 
consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero 
emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including 
the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure 
frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the 
exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased 
cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity 
factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, 
and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute 
(HEI) finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus of 
the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and 
surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides 
the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. 

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks 
for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + 
Operation). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project 
construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental 
increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project 
would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million 
prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts 
contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-
68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure 
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duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 
shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 
in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation 
and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due 
to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation 
incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially 
lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer 
risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed 
the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in 
cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the 
commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that 
the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk 
significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This 
mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the 
implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the 
study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer 
risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation 
for construction and operation and operational scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures 
are not required 

The HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from north of the 
project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm Springs, 
and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated health 
impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as 
demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus operation 
scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an incremental 
cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 2.5 miles 
away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full project 
operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an approximate 
distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one million. Some 
receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. Because project-
generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from the project site, 
the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be less than those 
presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network will be the 
greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway would be near 
the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one million threshold 
with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 may 
exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant for the 30 
years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor as residents. 
This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker receptors and 
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may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 4.3-6 is to 
identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The isopleth 
presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which differentiates 
between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, 
with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental 
cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of 
combined construction and operation. 

Response to Comment 2-G6-7: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.12.5.2A in Section 4.12 of the 2018 
RSFEIR, when processing future individual buildings under the WLCSP, as part of the City’s approval 
process, the City shall require the Applicant to take the following three actions for each building prior to 
approval of discretionary permits for individual plot plans for the requested development: 

Action 1: Perform a building-specific noise study to ensure that the assumptions set forth in the 
2018 RSFEIR remain valid. These procedures used to conduct these noise analyses shall be 
consistent with the noise analysis conducted in the 2018 RSFEIR and shall be used to impose 
building-specific mitigation on the individually proposed buildings. 

Action 2: If the building-specific analyses identify that the proposed development triggers the need 
for mitigation from the proposed building, including all preceding developments in the World 
Logistics Center site, the Applicant shall implement the appropriate level of mitigation, identified in 
the 2018 RSFEIR to reduce the identified impacts to comply with the Moreno Valley Municipal 
Code, which sets maximum sound levels reaching residential uses at 60 dBA Leq during the 
daytime hours (8:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.) and 55 dBA Leq during nighttime hours (10:01 p.m. – 7:59 
a.m.). Prior to implementing the mitigation, the Applicant shall send letters by registered mail to all 
property owners and non-owner occupants of properties that would benefit from the proposed 
mitigation asking them to provide a position either in favor of or in opposition to the proposed noise 
abatement mitigation within 45 days. Each property shall be entitled to one vote on behalf of owners 
and one vote per dwelling on behalf of non-owner occupants. If more than 50% of the votes from 
responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement, the abatement will not be considered 
reasonable. Additionally, for noise abatement to be located on private property, 100% of owners of 
property upon which the abatement is to be placed must support the proposed abatement. In the 
case of proposed noise abatement on private property, no response from a property owner, after 
three attempts by registered mail, is considered a no vote. At the completion of the vote at the end 
of the 45-day period, the Applicant shall provide the tentative results of the vote to all property 
owners by registered mail. During the next 15 calendar days following the date of the mailing, 
property owners may change their vote. Following the 15-day period, the results of the vote will be 
finalized and made public. 

Action 3: Upon consent from benefited receptors and property owners, the Applicant shall post a 
bond for the cost of the construction of the necessary mitigation as estimated by the City Engineer 
to ensure completion of the mitigation. The certificate of occupancy permits shall be issued upon 
posting of the bond or demonstration that 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors 
oppose the abatement or, if the abatement is located on private property, any property owners 
oppose the abatement. 
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The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant 
environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and 
monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ 
points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if 
the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable (2018 
RSFEIR pages 4.12-43 – 4.12-45). Thus, this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure. Additionally, 
Section 4.12, Noise, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR; as 
it is not required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment 2-G6-8: The WLC will comply with the new night lighting guidelines in the City’s 
Municipal Code Section 9.08.100, which limits off-site impacts to 0.25 foot-candles per square meter. The 
Specific Plan design guidelines include a development setback of 250 feet, an additional building setback 
of 150 feet, an 11-foot high solid wall, orientation of lighting downward so that no direct rays extend up into 
the sky or onto adjacent properties, and high-pressure sodium or low-emitting diodes (LEDs) as discussed 
on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR. The municipal restrictions are contained in the City’s Municipal Code 
(Section 9.08.100 Lighting), which states that any outdoor lighting associated with nonresidential uses shall 
be shielded and directed away from the surrounding residential uses (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Such lighting 
shall not exceed one-quarter (0.25) foot-candle at property lines and shall not blink, flash, oscillate, or be 
of unusually high intensity or brightness (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Lighting in parking areas and drive aisles 
must be at least 1.0-foot candle and cannot exceed a maximum of 8.0-foot candles (Section 9.08.100 
C.4.a). These municipal restrictions are also discussed on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 2-G6-9: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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Ashley Aparicio

From: Albert Armijo
Sent: Monday, February 3, 2020 1:23 PM
To: Sean P. Kelleher; Julia Descoteaux
Subject: FW: WLC EIR

 
 

 
Albert Armijo  
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3214 | e: alberta@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  

From: Susan Zeitz  
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 4:54 PM 
To: Albert Armijo  
Subject: WLC EIR 

 

Warning: External Email – Watch for Email Red Flags!  

I want Benzeevi, Highland Fairview, their World logistics project, and any, and all, businesses, 
associates, acquaintances, dealing, or projects to be held to the same standards as the rest of us that are 
just regular people without any disposable monies.  

 

I want you to put an end to their lies, excuses, and narcissistic attitudes. 

 

They must be held accountable. 

 

In order to protect our environment please defer to: 

 

The Briefs of AMICI CURIAE the Attorney General and the California Air Resources Board in 
support of plaintifs and repondents Albert Thomas Plaulek, ET AL. And Plaintiffs and Appellants 
Laborers International Union of North America, Local 1184, ET AL.  

 

And  



2

 

Laborers' International Union North America Local 1184 Plintiffs and Appellants, vs. 

Moreno Valley Community Services District, et al.: Defendants and Respondents 

 

 

 

The world logistic project which never should have gotten past our city representatives. 

Highland Fairview disregarded the EIR… just like they do many other things that they don't like. They 
disregard the laws and rules if they don't suit them...  

 

Year after year there has been a steady loss of open space and an increase in traffic and pollution. Not 
what we envisioned in1984 nor what others who moved here and bought large parcels in keeping with 
the surrounding open spaces, especially in the NE end of Moreno Valley.  

 

Also year after year we see the steady decline of moral judgment our city officials practice in 
protecting our city and way of live, despite what the citizens want. Moreno Valley's officials 
continuously allow prejudice when they allow large land owners and developers, those with money to 
sway votes or ignore policy or what common sence screams is right. They have ignored the laws 
including environmental justice which is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people 
regardless of income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policie.This goal will be achieved when everyone enjoys:  

 

 Have the same degree of protection from environmental and health hazards 

 Have equal access to the decision-making process to have a healthy environment in which to 
live, learn, and work.  
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A resident since 1984 it is sad to see how fare askew Moreno Valley has come from the first general 
plan which we actively commented and followed to be sure the NE end of Moreno Valley retained the 
open spaces and large properties which we moved here fore.  

 

Already we have been adversely and negatively impacted. 

 Increased simi truck traffic 

 Increased cancer causing simi truck emissions polluting our environment  

 Noise north of the freeway caused by simi truck engines, back up alarms from the warehouses 
including Sketchers, Aldi's, and the paper plant which can be heard a mile north of their 
locations and which prevent citizens from being able to sleep with windows open do to the 
incessant noise. Why aren’t the laws being enforced for quiet time between 10P-8AM? 

 Light pollution  

 Encroachment on our rural life style 

 

The city officials have let themselves become beholden to Benzeevi/Highland Fairview and $$$ signs. 
There is no way that Highland Fairview or anyone or company associated with them should on any 
boards or committees, or any thing that has to do with how this city makes it decisions. They cheat! It 
doesn't take much digging to find out how they cheat and lie to get things their way…. They should not 
be allowed to give money in any way shape or form including campaign donations. 

 

Benzeevi and Highland Fairview only see things their way! There is ample evidence to that fact in 
every thing they touch and finance. They are egotistical and think they are immune from the laws of 
our country, state, and city. A huge example is the world logistic project.  

 

Please protect our environment! 

Please protect our city! 

Please protect our way of life in the NE areas of Moreno Valley's 

 

Please!!!! 

 

Susan Zeitz  
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26386 Ironwood Ave 

Moreno Valley Ca 92555 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G7: Susan Zeitz 

Two emails were received from the commenter. Refer to Responses to Comments 2-G6-1 through 2-G6-
9. 

  



Albert Armijo
Interim Planning Manager 
Community Development
City of Moreno Valley

Comment Letter 2-G7



which is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people 
regardless of income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policie.

Comment Letter 2-G7
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G8: David Zeitz 

Response to Comment 2-G8-1: Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, discusses the 
effects of pollution impacts on plants and animals in the SJWA area. It also analyzes impacts to threatened 
and endangered species. Potential indirect impacts to avian and other biological resources within the SJWA 
will be reduced to less than significant levels by the project design features (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-66) 
which include architecture and building restrictions, landscape restrictions, off-site lighting, and setbacks, 
and Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-73 – 4.4-74). The 2018 RSFEIR 
analysis found that 17 plant and animal species within the WLC site are designated as endangered or 
threatened by the State and/or Federal authorities (Table 4.4-6 in the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-65). Air 
pollution resulting from diesel trucks and passenger vehicles produce particulates, diesel particulate matter, 
carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides, etc. These pollutants would have indirect impacts on wildlife 
resources within the SJWA. The most concerning are ozone degradation and deposition of nitrogen. No 
standards for impacts to wildlife have been established. However, the AQMP includes analysis of air 
pollution effects on humans and animals and has based their standards to be protective of both. Thus, 
health risks from diesel PM can be obtained from the health risk assessment (HRA) conducted for humans 
for this Project. The HRA found the cancer risk to be less than significant. Thus, based upon available 
information, the effect of emissions on wildlife is less than significant (Refer to F1-4 and F4-4 for more 
information regarding pollutant’s effect on wildlife and plants). 

Any construction noise-related impacts would be temporary in nature and generally limited to construction 
of Phase 2 facilities along the southern boundary of the WLC site. The recent noise studies by ESA (2018) 
Appendix D of the 2018 RSFEIR conclude that construction noise levels would not exceed the 60 dB 
informal standard, that is used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for wildlife noise impacts, 
within the SJWA. The highest construction noise level is projected to be 52 dB at the SJWA boundary with 
the incorporation of the Specific Plan’s 250-foot setback, and therefore, would be less than the 60 dB 
USFWS noise standard, and thus impacts would be less than significant. For operational noise impacts, 
page 4.4-68 of the 2018 RSFEIR states “with implementation of the two setback areas [the 250-foot 
minimum development setback and an additional 150-foot building setback along the southern boundary 
of the WLC site] (total 400 feet) and proposed [11-foot high] solid walls along the SJWA boundary, the 
anticipated increase in noise from the project site will not have a significant impact on wildlife and would 
not require mitigation.” Table 4.4-7 on page 4.4-67 of the 2018 RSFEIR identifies that the combined noise 
levels from the implementation of the proposed warehousing and ambient noise levels would increase 
existing ambient noise levels of 40.8 dB Leq for daytime and 35.8 dB Leq for nighttime to a maximum noise 
level of 46.2 dBA Leq during the daytime and 45.2 dBA Leq during the nighttime. Based on these estimated 
construction and operational noise levels, it is reasonable to conclude that increased noise from human 
activity (Project construction, traffic on local roads, loading and unloading of trucks, etc.) related to the 
Project will not have significant impacts on local wildlife in the SJWA area, based on available research. 
Additionally, animals within the SJWA haven’t been shown to be harmed by the noises from the SDG&E 
and SCG facilities which are surrounded by the SJWA. 

To combat potential water quality impacts to wildlife, development plans for the WLC project will include 
Water Quality best management practices (BMPs). These BMPs include vegetated earthen channels, storm 
drain stenciling, street sweeping, and education. Detention basins will be designed to filter potential toxics 
from storm water. These BMP facilities would be part of the runoff management and water quality facilities 
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identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B on page 4.4-74 of the 2018 RSFEIR and implemented as part of 
the storm water pollution prevention measures for the Project, in accordance with all appropriate National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit requirements. These BMPs would be consistent 
with Section 6.1.4, Drainage, of the MSHCP that requires measures to be put in place to avoid discharge 
of untreated surface water runoff from developed and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation Area. 
Project adherence to these BMPs, including the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B, will result 
in a less than significant impact to wildlife species, including threatened and endangered species. 

It should be noted that the only Federal or State listed Endangered or Threatened species observed to be 
present on the Project site is the coastal California gnatcatcher, a species that receives protection under 
the provisions of the MSHCP, as indicated in Table 4.4-6, Endangered/Threatened Species Within the WLC 
site (page 4.4-65 of the 2018 RSFEIR). 

Response to Comment 2-G8-2: Refer to Topical Response A and response to comment 2-G6-2 regarding 
the commenter’s deference to the Attorney General’s Amicus Brief. 

Response to Comment 2-G8-3: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-G8-4: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-4 for issues regarding Environmental 
Justice and health hazards. 

Response to Comment 2-G8-5: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment 2-G8-6: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-6 for issues regarding Project related 
truck traffic and cancer-causing impacts related to truck traffic. 

Response to Comment 2-G8-7: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-7 for issues regarding noise impacts 
generated by the WLC and mitigation measures propose to decrease identified impacts to nearby 
residential land uses. 

Response to Comment 2-G8-8: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-8 for issues regarding light pollution 
and mitigation measures implemented to reduce impacts to nearby residences. 

Response to Comment 2-G8-9: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

  



From: adam salcido <asalcido.07@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 12:24 PM
To: Albert Armijo <alberta@moval.org>
Cc: Unknown <jbourg2271@aol.com>; jbourgeois029@gmail.com; Terrance Lucio
<t.lucio57@gmail.com>; PATRICK HANINGER <phaninger1@gmail.com>
Subject: World Logistics Center

Warning: External Email – Watch for Email Red Flags!

Hello Mr. Armijo,
Please provide any updates to the above mentioned project.
I am requesting under Public Resource Code Section 21092.2 to add the email addresses
and mailing address below to the notification list, regarding any subsequent environmental
documents, public notices, public hearings, and notices of determination for this project.
t.lucio57@gmail.com
phaninger1@gmail.com
jbourg2271@aol.com
jbourgeois029@gmail.com
asalcido.07@gmail.com
Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 79222
Corona, CA 92877
Please confirm receipt of this email.
Thank You,
Adam Salcido

Comment Letter 2-G8
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G9: Adam Salcido 

Response to Comment 2-G9-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated 
RSFEIR are provided within this comment, however, the comment requests to be and thus no further 
response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 
respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT  BLANK 
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4.0 ERRATA 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

After the distribution of the Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) in July 2018 and the Recirculated 
Draft RSFEIR in December 2019, responses to the comments received on the two documents were 
prepared as provided in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of this Response to Comments Document. The responses to 
the comments resulted in revisions to the text of the documents. In addition to revisions that resulted from 
responses to the comments received, there are additional revisions to provide minor corrections and 
clarifications. The revisions are organized by changes to the RSFEIR and changes to the Recirculated Draft 
RSFEIR. The changes to the text of both documents are organized by page number. Additional text is 
shown in underline, and deleted text is shown in strikethrough format. 

4.2 ERRATA – CHANGES TO THE RSFEIR 

4.2.1 Errata – Changes to the RSFEIR Provided in Responses to Comments 

Following includes revisions that were provided in the responses to the comments that were received on 
the RSFEIR. These revisions are to the following sections of the RSFEIR: 

• Utilities and Service Systems (Section 6.16) 

 
Section 6.16, Utilities and Service Systems 
Based on the comments that were received on the RSFEIR, Section 6.16 was revised to include clarification 
of the information presented. The following summarizes the changes to the RSFEIR. 

• Page 6.16-36, second paragraph first sentence 

“The proposed project would not require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment 
infrastructure:, and is only connections to existing infrastructure would be required by the project 
required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect to existing infrastructure.” 

The clarified description of the expansion of infrastructure does not result in a change in the impact 
determination and no new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 6.16-37, second paragraph, first and second sentences 

“The proposed project would not cause or contribute to a cumulatively significant impact on 
wastewater infrastructure because the proposed project would not combine with the demands of 
other projects in the cumulative scenario to require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment 
infrastructure, and is only required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect 
to existing infrastructure. The project would require only connections to existing infrastructure.” 

The clarified description of the expansion of infrastructure does not result in a change in the impact 
determination and no new significant impacts would result. 
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4.2.2 Errata – Additional Changes to the RSFEIR Not in Response to a Comment 

In addition to revisions that resulted from responses to the comments received, there are additional 
revisions to the RSFEIR to provide minor corrections and clarifications. These revisions are to the following 
sections if the RSFEIR: 

• Noise and Vibration (Section 4.12) 

• Traffic and Circulation (Section 4.15 and Section 6.15) 

Section 4.12, Noise and Vibration 
• Page 4.12-26, last paragraph, last sentence 

“Therefore, noise generated during onsite construction activities would not result in a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project with regard to the adjacent wildlife corridor. However, noise generated during 
onsite construction activities would result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise level sat residences within, to the west, and to the southwest of the project areas and would 
result in a significant impact.” 

The revision provided on page 4.12-26 was included to clarify that impacts would be less than 
significant for the wildlife corridor but would be significant for residential receptors. This revision does 
not change an impact determination and no new significant impact would result.  

Section 4.15, Traffic and Circulation 
Section 4.15 was revised to include a reference to an updated VMT analysis discussion that is added to 
Appendix F of the RSFEIR. The updated analysis is for informational purposes only and concludes that 
based on the best information currently available, the project’s VMT impact would be less than significant. 

• Page 4.15-3, last bullet 

“An analysis of the effect of the Project on regional vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) has been added. 
This analysis was done primarily to provide data needed for the air quality analysis. Readers may 
be aware that, as a result of Senate Bull 743 (Steinberg, 2013), CEQA analysis of traffic impacts is 
likely to change at some point in the future from LOS-based to VMT-based. The change VMT 
analysis will not is required to take effect January 1st 2020 at the earliest before July 1, 2020, so 
the LOS approach that is the primary focus of the current study accords with current state law. The 
VMT analysis is therefore included in this the traffic study for informational purposes only. An 
updated VMT analysis discussion is provided in Appendix F of the RSFEIR as a Technical 
Memorandum. The discussion reiterates the WLC’s impact on VMT and concludes that based on 
a VMT per service population, the WLC would yield a VMT impact of 5.5 VMT per service population 
which based on the best information currently available would result in a less than significant 
impact.” 
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The revisions provided on page 4.15-3 were to include updated VMT information (see Appendix A of 
this Response to Comments document). These revisions do not change an impact determination and 
no new significant impact would result. 

Section 6.15, Traffic and Circulation 
Section 6.15 was revised to include a reference to an updated VMT analysis discussion that is added to 
Appendix F of the RSFEIR. The updated analysis is for informational purposes only and concludes that 
based on the best information currently available, the project’s VMT impact would be less than significant. 

• Page 6.15-2, 6th bullet 

“An analysis of the effect of the Project on regional vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) has been added. 
This analysis was done primarily to provide data needed for the air quality analysis. Readers may 
be aware that, as a result of Senate Bull 743 (Steinberg, 2013), CEQA analysis of traffic impacts is 
likely to change at some point in the future from LOS-based to VMT-based. The change VMT 
analysis will not is required to take effect January 1st 2020 at the earliest before July 1, 2020, so 
the LOS approach that is the primary focus of the current study accords with current state law. The 
VMT analysis is therefore included in this the traffic study for informational purposes only. An 
updated VMT analysis discussion is provided in Appendix F of the RSFEIR as a Technical 
Memorandum. The discussion reiterates the WLC’s impact on VMT and concludes that based on 
a VMT per service population, the WLC would yield a VMT impact of 5.5 VMT per service population 
which based on the best information currently available would result in a less than significant 
impact.” 

The revisions provided on page 6.15-2 were to include updated VMT information (see Appendix A of 
this Response to Comments document). These revisions do not change an impact determination and 
no new significant impact would result. 

4.3 ERRATA – CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RECIRCULATED RSFEIR 

This section includes revisions to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR resulting from responses that were 
provided to the comments. These revisions are provided in Section 4.3.1 below. In addition, this section 
includes additional revisions to provide minor corrections and clarifications, and these revisions are 
provided in Section 4.3.2. 

4.3.1 Errata – Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR Provided in Responses 
to Comments 

Following includes revisions that were provided in the responses to the comments that were received on 
the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. These revisions are to the following sections of the Recirculated Draft 
RSFEIR: 

• Air Quality (Section 4.3 and Section 6.3) 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Sections 4.7 and Section 6.7) 
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As stated above, additions to text are shown with underlined text and deletions are shown as strikethrough 
text. 

Section 4.3, Air Quality 
• Page 4.3-8, Table 4.3-3 

Table 4.3-3: Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity 
Pollutant Standard 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Ozone (O3) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.141 0.132 0.142 0.145 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.09 ppm 29 31 33 ND 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 0.105 0.106 0.105 0.1180.119 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.070 ppm 69 59 71 ND 

Federal: > 0.075 ppm 41 39 47 8458 

 

The revisions include corrected data. Table 4.3-3 provides background information and these revisions 
do not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 4.3-53, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B 

“k) All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and 
industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-
diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have 
emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in 
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.” 

“o) For each building, the developer shall provide ten electrical outlets for the use of electric 
auxiliary power units (APUs) to be located at the dock doors near the shipping offices, or an 
alternate location with access to electrical outlets.” 

“p) All industrial sweepers shall be equipped with high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters.” 

Additions to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B were made to include additional feasible mitigation. The 
emissions reductions provided by these additions have not been accounted for in the emissions 
inventory and the revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact determination and no 
new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 4.3-78, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A 

“Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLSCP, the 
developer shall demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads 
and parking lots and that access on unpaved roads is prohibited.” 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 747 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A was made to strengthen the existing measure requiring 
that vehicles travel on paved roads. The revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact 
determination and no new significant impacts would result. 
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• Page 4.3-68, Table 4.3-27 

Table 4.3-27: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of 
Project Full Operation in 2035, Without Mitigation 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental 
Increase in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) 
Exceeds 

Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2 34.0 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project boundaries3 34.0 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4 29.923.4 10 Yes 

Maximum risk along SR 60 freeway5 34.018.7 10 NoYes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM 

emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA 
Guidance” for estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing on-site residence immediately to the north of the project boundary at 13241 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue). 
3 Location is same as location (2). at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue 
4 Location is to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue Location is to the east of the project boundary 

along Gilman Springs Road. 
5 Location is south of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (2). a residence north of SR 60 Freeway, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 

Table 4.3-27 has been revised to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries. The impact determination for 
the maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has been corrected to show that risk exceeds the threshold. The SCAQMD cancer risk threshold under 
this category has not been revised and the reader can ascertain the impact based on the numeric values shown on the table. This revision to 
Table 4.3-27 relates to estimated cancer risks prior to the application of mitigation, and with the application of mitigation as shown in Tables 4.3-
29 and 4.3-30, the impacts remain less than significant, and no new significant impacts occur. 
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• Page 4.3-74, Table 4.3-29 

Table 4.3-29: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of 
Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation  

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) Exceeds Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2 14.2 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project boundaries3 10.7 19 Yes 

13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.8 10 No 

13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy 10.2 10 Yes 

13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.5 10 No 

30220 Dracaea Ave 10.7 10 Yes 

29080 Dracaea Ave 5.3 10 No 

29140 Dracaea Ave 5.6 10 No 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4 
12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2 
W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4 

 
14.2 
9.5 

 
10 
10 

 
Yes 
No 

Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project 
boundaries5 

9.514.2 10 NoYes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM 

emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” 
for estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor. 
3 Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue. 
4 Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to 

the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
5 Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands 

Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 
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Table 4.3-29 has been revised to property characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project 
boundaries and to provide clarification of impacts at specific locations. The incremental increase in 
cancer risk and impact determination for the maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has been corrected 
to show that risk along SR 60 exceeds the threshold. Although the incremental cancer risk at this 
location has been corrected, the impact determination remains less than significant and unchanged for 
incremental cancer risk at any sensitive receptor within the modeling domain due to implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5.A, requiring the use of MERV 13 filters at impacted residences. This 
mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of 
the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 
World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation 
of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation 
of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the 
study area, was less than significant Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-29 does not change the impact 
determination of significant and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• Page 4.3-78, first paragraph, first sentence 

“The use of a filtration system consisting of the application of filters with a rating of ASHRSE 
Standard 52.2 MERV-13, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A (a)4.3.5.4.A, is sufficient to 
capture a significant portion of the diesel particulate matter.“ 

Correction of this typographical error does not change the impact determination and would not result in 
a new significant impact. 

• Page 4.3-82, last paragraph, first sentence 

“There is a degree of uncertainty in these results from a combination of the uncertainty in the 
emissions themselves, the increase in concentration resulting from the photochemical grid model 
(PGM) and the uncertainty of the application of the C-R increase.” 

Defining the meaning of the acronym PGM does not result in a new significant impact. 

Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change 
• Page 4.7-20, first paragraph, last two sentences 

“This regulatory conclusion is therefore directly applicable to the WLC project because VMT is by 
far the largest source of project GHG emissions. The analysis considers both the inclusion and 
exclusion of capped emissions, notably with the inclusion of mitigation measure 4.7.6.1E-1 and 
4.7.6.1E-2 in Section 4.7.6, below. The applicable mitigation measure taken relies on the outcome 
of Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184, in the Fourth District 
Court of Appeal, Second Division.” 
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The GHG analysis as set forth in Section 4.7 is not based on these two erroneously referenced 
mitigation measures. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• Page 4.7-28, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D 

• “All project rooftops shall be constructed to be solar ready and be designed to 
accommodate the additional loads from solar equipment that might be installed at a future 
date.” 

Emissions calculations do not account for the inclusion of solar-ready rooftops. This addition to 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D does not change the impact determination and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 
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• Pages 4.7-34–4.7-36, Table 4.7-8 

Table 4.7-8: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 96,308 102,643 112,971 123,218 132,710 141,787 150,466 158,748 166,632 174,108 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,487 10,505 16,725 22,319 32,535 36,088 36,779 36,207 35,461 35,096 34,716 34,056 33,116 31,366 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 

Total Capped 18,770 49,483 76,746 103,490 127,254 149,188 155,300 165,860 176,151 184,649 194,501 201,374 208,653 213,328 219,330 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction Refrigerants and 

Waste 
192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Total Uncapped 192 1,145 2,098 3,051 4,003 4,840 5,252 5,628 6,009 6,382 6,755 7,128 7,501 7,874 8,223 

Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1) -192 -1,145 -2,098 -3,051 -4,003 -4,840 -5,252 -5,628 -6,009 -6,382 -6,755 -7,128 -7,501 -7,874 -8,223 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 
2035 

(Buildout) 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 29,432 26,712 23,744 20,776 17,808 14,840 11,872 8,904 5,936 2,968 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Total Capped 214,839 212,148 209,161 206,193 203,225 200.257 197,289 194,321 191,353 188,385 183,109 183,109 183,109 183,109 183,109 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Total Uncapped 8,563 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 

Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1) -8,563 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 

(2020–2064) 
Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Net Mobile 153,767 132,239 107,555 87,478 57,152 45,312 40,356 37,703 35,225 31,920 28,525 25,491 22,779 21,191 19,714 5,090,636 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,821 

Forklifts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,122 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 563,449 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Total Capped 157,252 135,237 109,993 89,461 58,448 46,339 41,270 38,557 36,023 32,644 29,172 26,068 23,295 21,671 20,161 6,042,384 
Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,289 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Total Uncapped 7,236 6,223 5,061 4,116 2,689 2,132 1,899 1,774 1,658 1,502 1,342 1,199 1,072 997 928 242,263 
Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1) -7,236 -6,223 -5,061 -4,116 -2,689 -2,132 -1,899 -1,774 -1,658 -1,502 -1,342 -1,199 -1,072 -997 -928 -242,263 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, 
methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site 

EV chargers. 
2 Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude 

construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-
year lifetime. 

4 Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after renewable portfolio standard (RPS) has reached 100% renewable electricity 
Source: ESA, 2019 
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Revisions to Table 4.7-8 includes the addition of reductions provided by new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 
(detailed below). Addition of this mitigation and revision of Table 4.7-8 does not change the impact 
determination and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• A new section, Section 4.7.7 will be added to the end of Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Climate Change, and Sustainability, beginning on page 4.7-48. 

4.7.7 Mitigation Measure Conditioned on the Outcome of the Appeal in Paulek V. 
Moreno Valley 

An appeal of the judgement entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation, is currently pending 
in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s 
application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the 
construction and operation of the WLC. Specifically, the FEIR determined that the GHG emissions 
attributable to fuel suppliers and energy producers under Cap-and-Trade (capped emissions) could 
be deducted from the total GHG emissions to be evaluated against the significance threshold 
because capped emissions were already accounted for and mitigated at the producer/supplier 
level. To address the yet unknown determination of the appeal and to eliminate uncertainty as to 
how capped GHG emissions should be accounted for in determining the significance of a project’s 
GHG emissions under CEQA, a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall apply 
requiring that the WLC Project’s GHG emissions be mitigated to net zero where the amount of GHG 
emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project 
Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal. 

If the trial court’s judgment is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is 
dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG 
emissions from Table 4.7-8. 

If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount 
of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 4.7-
16. As shown in Table 4.7-16, Project GHG emissions, both capped and uncapped, with 
implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation measures would, prior to the application 
of mitigation, exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year. 

To mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero and to remove uncertainty as to how 
GHG emissions should be accounted for, the following mitigation, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall 
apply. Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall read as follows: 

4.7.7.1 The developer shall mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero by providing 
offsets and/or carbon credits, where the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either 
“Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 
4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal in Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community 
Services District (“Paulek”). If the trial court’s judgment in Paulek is affirmed after the 
appellate process is completed or if the appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to 
be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8. If 
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the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the 
amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown 
on Table 4.7-16. Upon the provision of offsets and/or the retirement of carbon credits, no 
further analysis of capped and uncapped GHG emissions will be required, and no further 
reduction of those emissions will be required. 

The developer shall provide the city with any combination of qualified offsets and/or carbon 
credits in its sole determination provided that the following conditions are satisfied: 

a) Offsets: A developer shall provide proof of offsets to reduce or sequester GHG 
emissions (as distinguished from carbon credits) to the City’s Planning Official that the 
offsets are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an 
appropriate agency. 

b) Carbon Credits: A developer shall provide proof to the City’s Planning Official that the 
carbon credits represent reductions in GHG emissions that are real, permanent, 
additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency. Credits 
registered by a carbon registry approved by the California Air Resources Board, such 
as, but not limited to, the Climate Action Reserve, American Carbon Registry, Verra 
(formerly Verified Carbon Standard) or GHG Reduction Exchange (GHG RX), shall be 
conclusively presumed to meet all of the criteria set forth above. 

c) Timing: The developer shall provide the City with offsets and/or carbon credits equal 
to the proportionate amount of GHG emissions for the facilities proposed in each plot 
plan (by square footage as compared to the total square footage of the project) as a 
condition of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for such facilities, using either 
Table 4.7-8 or Table 4.7-16, as appropriate. The City shall retire the carbon credits 
upon their receipt. The developer shall have the right at any time to provide such offsets 
and/or carbon credits in advance of the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for 
any of the facilities in the WLC Project. 

Level of Impact After Mitigation. Less than significant. 

With the application of all previous mitigation measures (pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) and the new 
Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero at 
buildout, as shown in Table 4.7-8 and Table 4.7-15. Table 4.7-8 and Table 4.7-16 show the 
mitigated GHG emissions, including new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, for each year from 2020 
through construction and 30-years operation of all Project facilities. Since total Project GHG 
emissions will be reduced to net zero, they are below the threshold of significance for every year 
and are therefore less than significant after mitigation. 
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Table 4.7-15: GHG Reductions at Buildout (with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Emissions (mt CO2e) at Buildout 

Unmitigated 
Reductions from 

Mitigation 
With Reductions 

(Mitigated) 

Construction 7,391 0 7,391 

Net Mobile 179,355 -557 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 0 7,172 

Generator 267 19 286 

Forklifts 257 0 257 

Electricity 34,147 -4,715 29,432 

Water 2,548 -268 2,280 

Natural gas 4,689 -4,689 0 

Solar 0 -3,386 -3,386 

Construction Refrigerants and Waste 166 -17 149 

Waste 19,193 -14,395 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 0 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 0 1,154 

Sequestration -111 0 -111 

Project Emissions with previous 
PDFs and MMs 

258,800 -28,008 230,792 

Credits/Offsets  
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

 -230,792 0 

Project Emissions 258,800 -258,800 0 

Significance Threshold 10,000  10,000 

Significant Impact? Yes — No 

Notes: 
mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the 
individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 
760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of 

building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. Electricity-based emissions result in an increase due to 
the inclusion of EV charging stations and electric outlets for electrical property maintenance equipment. 

2 Construction would no longer occur at buildout; however, according to SCAQMD recommendations, construction emissions 
are included as amortized over 30 years. 

Source: ESA, 2020 
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Table 4.7-16: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Project Emissions 

Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 96,308 102,643 112,971 123,218 132,710 141,787 150,466 158,748 166,632 174,108 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,487 10,505 16,725 22,319 32,535 36,088 36,779 36,207 35,461 35,096 34,716 34,056 33,116 31,366 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Project Emissions (with 
previous PDFs and 

MMs) 

18,962 50,628 78,844 106,541 131,257 154,028 160,553 171,488 182,160 191,031 201,256 208,501 216,154 221,202 227,553 

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

-18,962 -50,628 -78,844 -106,541 -131,257 -154,028 -160,553 -171,488 -182,160 -191,031 -201,256 -208,501 -216,154 -221,202 -227.553 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Project Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 29,432 29,330 26,071 22,812 19,554 16,295 13,036 9,777 6,518 3,259 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Construction 
Refrigerants and 

Waste 

149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Project Emissions 
(with previous 

PDFs and MMs) 

223,402 223,180 219,902 216,643 213,384 210,125 206,866 203,607 200,348 197,090 191,522 191,522 191,522 191,522 191,522 

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

-223,402 -223,180 -219,902 -216,643 -213,384 -210,125 -206,866 -203,607 -200,348 -197,090 -191,522 -191,52 -191,522 -191,522 -191,522 

Total Project 
Emissions 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 

(2020–2064) 

Project Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Net Mobile 153,767 132,239 107,555 87,478 57,152 45,312 40,356 37,703 35,225 31,920 28,525 25,491 22,779 21,191 19,714 5,090,636 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,821 

Forklifts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,122 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 576,539 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,289 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Project Emissions (with 
previous PDFs and MMs) 

164,488 141,460 115,054 93,577 61,137 48,471 43,169 40,331 37,681 34,146 30,514 27,268 24,367 22,669 21,088 6,297,736 

Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1) -164,488 -141,460 -115,054 -93,577 -61,137 -48,471 -43,169 -40,331 -37,681 -34,146 -30,514 -27,268 -24,367 -22,669 -21,088 -6,297,736 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 

(2020–2064) 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 
21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction 

emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 
Source: ESA, 2020 
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Section 6.3, Air Quality 
• Page 6.3-22, fourth paragraph. 

“Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with 
construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and have not been included 
in the analysis. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project 
information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, 
RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289 284 potentially cumulative projects could undergo construction 
activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Results of the cumulative construction 
emissions analysis is provided in Table 6.3-3.” 

This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. 
This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 

• Page 6.3-32, second paragraph, first two sentences 

“As mentioned above, the environmental document research conducted for the project found that 
6766 projects are either completely constructed or currently undergoing construction. Nine projects 
have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts 
(specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, the 
cumulative construction analysis was conducted for the 289284 potentially cumulative projects that 
could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period.” 

This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. 
This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 

• Page 6.3-36, third paragraph 

“In addition, out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be 
completed with construction or currently undergoing construction and nine projects have not been 
accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, 
MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially 
cumulative projects that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year 
construction period. However, even if none of these 289284 cumulative projects undergo 
construction while the project is under construction, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur 
because projects that exceed the Project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the 
SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. As previously stated the Project-specific construction 
emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for 
VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, 
despite any potential construction activity associated with another project.” 
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This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. 
This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 

• Page 6.3-39, first full paragraph 

“Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with 
construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019. Nine projects have not 
been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-
10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially 
cumulative projects could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction 
period. Construction emissions gathered from the environmental documents and modeling show 
that out of the 289284 cumulative projects, 9590 cumulative projects were identified as exceeding 
VOC significance thresholds, 22 projects were identified as exceeding NOX thresholds, and 2 
projects would exceed CO, PM2.5 and PM10 thresholds. However, even if none of the 289284 
potential cumulative projects undergo construction while the project is under construction, a 
cumulatively considerable impact will occur because projects that exceed the Project-specific 
significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.11 As 
previously stated the Project-specific construction emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed 
the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, 
a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, despite any potential construction activity associated 
with another project.” 

This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. 
This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 

Section 6.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change 
• Page 6.7-14, third paragraph 

“Mitigation Measures: As identified in Section 4.7.6.1, Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 
4.7.6.1C, and 4.7.6.1D, and 4.7.6.1E.1 or 4.7.6.1E.2 are required to reduce solid waste and 
greenhouse gas emissions from construction and operation of project development to less than 
significant impacts, and the purchase of credits to offset emissions and reach net-zero GHG 
emissions.” 

Erroneous references to mitigation have been removed. This revision does not change any impact 
determinations and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• Page 6.7-30, second to last paragraph 

“Mitigation Measures: Implementation of previously referenced Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A, 
4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.4A, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, 4.7.6.1D, 4.7.6.1E, 
4.16.1.6.1A, 4.16.1.6.1B, and 4.16.1.6.1C will help reduce project-related GHG emissions and 
therefore make it more consistent with GHG reduction plans, policies, and/or regulations.” 
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Erroneous references to mitigation have been removed. This revision does not change any impact 
determinations and would not result in a new significant impact. 

Appendix A.1, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk 
Assessment Report 
The following typographical errors have been corrected in Appendix A.1 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR 
(Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report). 

• Page 35, Table 5 

Table 5 
Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity 
Pollutant Standard 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Ozone (O3) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.141 0.132 0.142 0.145 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.09 ppm 29 31 33 ND 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 0.105 0.106 0.105 0.1180.119 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.070 ppm 69 59 71 ND 

Federal: > 0.075 ppm 41 39 47 8458 

 

The revisions include corrected data. Table 5 provides background information and these revisions do 
not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result. 
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• Page 176, Table 38 

Table 38 
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full 
Operation in 2035, Without Mitigation 
Receptor Location Total Incremental 

Increase in Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 
(risk/million) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2 34.0 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project boundaries3 34.0 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4 29.923.4 10 Yes 

Maximum risk along SR 60 freeway5 34.018.7 10 No Yes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions 

from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for 
estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing on-site residence immediately to the north of the project boundary at 13241 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue). 
3 Location is same as location (2). at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue 
4 Location is to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue Location is to the east of the project boundary 

along Gilman Springs Road. 
5 Location is south of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (2). a residence north of SR 60 Freeway, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 

Table 38 has been revised to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries. The impact determination for the 
maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has been corrected to show that risk exceeds the threshold. The SCAQMD cancer risk threshold under this 
category has not been revised and the reader can ascertain the impact based on the numeric values shown on the table. This revision to Table 
4.3-27 relates to estimated cancer risks prior to the application of mitigation, and with the application of mitigation as shown in Tables 4.3-29 
and 4.3-30, the impacts remain less than significant and no new significant impacts occur. 
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• Page 201, Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-6 

“Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLSCP, the 
developer shall demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads 
and parking lots and that access on unpaved roads is prohibited.” 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-6 was made to strengthen the existing measure requiring 
that vehicles travel on paved roads. The revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact 
determination and no new significant impacts would result. 

• Pages 202–203, Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-7 

“k) All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and 
industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-
diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have 
emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in 
California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.” 

“o) For each building, the developer shall provide ten electrical outlets for the use of electric 
auxiliary power units (APUs) to be located at the dock doors near the shipping offices, or an 
alternate location with access to electrical outlets.” 

“p) All industrial sweepers shall be equipped with high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters.” 

Additions to Mitigation Measure AIR-7 were made to include additional feasible mitigation. The 
emissions reductions provided by these additions have not been accounted for in the emissions 
inventory and the revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact determination and no 
new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 219, Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-7 

• “All project rooftops shall be constructed to be solar ready and be designed to 
accommodate the additional loads from solar equipment that might be installed at a future 
date.” 

• “Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2008 2019 
Title 24’s energy saving requirements for the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the 
building permit is approved, whichever is more strict; and” 

Emissions calculations do not account for the inclusion of solar-ready rooftops. This addition to 
Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-7 does not change the impact determination and would not result in a 
new significant impact. 
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• Page 213, Table 55a 

Table 55a 
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full 
Operation in 2035, With Mitigation 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) Exceeds Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2 14.2 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project boundaries3 10.7 19 Yes 

13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.8 10 No 

13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy 10.2 10 Yes 

13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.5 10 No 

30220 Dracaea Ave 10.7 10 Yes 

29080 Dracaea Ave 5.3 10 No 

29140 Dracaea Ave 5.6 10 No 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4 
12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2 
W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4 

 
14.2 
9.5 

 
10 
10 

 
Yes 
No 

Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project 
boundaries5 

9.514.2 10 NoYes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions 

from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating 
cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor. 
3 Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue. 
4 Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the 

northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
5 Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands 

Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
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Table 55a has been revised to property characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries and to provide clarification of 
impacts at specific locations. The incremental increase in cancer risk and impact determination for the maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has 
been corrected to show that risk along SR 60 exceeds the threshold. Although the incremental cancer risk at this location has been corrected, 
the impact determination remains less than significant and unchanged for incremental cancer risk at any sensitive receptor within the modeling 
domain due to implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5.A, requiring the use of MERV 13 filters at impacted residences. This mitigation 
measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of 
the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 
12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. 
(see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or 
offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-29 does not change the impact determination 
of significant and would not result in a new significant impact. 
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• Pages 225–227, Table 58 

Table 58a 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 96,308 102,643 112,971 123,218 132,710 141,787 150,466 158,748 166,632 174,108 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,487 10,505 16,725 22,319 32,535 36,088 36,779 36,207 35,461 35,096 34,716 34,056 33,116 31,366 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 

Total Capped 18,770 49,483 76,746 103,490 127,254 149,188 155,300 165,860 176,151 184,649 194,501 201,374 208,653 213,328 219,330 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants and Waste 192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Total Uncapped 192 1,145 2,098 3,051 4,003 4,840 5,252 5,628 6,009 6,382 6,755 7,128 7,501 7,874 8,223 

Credits/Offsets (MM GHG-8) -192 -1,145 -2,098 -3,051 -4,003 -4,840 -5,252 -5,628 -6,009 -6,382 -6,755 -7,128 -7,501 -7,874 -8,223 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Table 58b 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 29,432 26,712 
29,330 

23,744 
26,071 

20,776 
22,812 

17,808 
19,554 

14,840 
16,295 

11,872 
13,036 

8,904 
9,777 

5,936 
6,518 

2,968 
3,259 

0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Total Capped 214,839 212,148 209,161 206,193 203,225 200.257 197,289 194,321 191,353 188,385 183,109 183,109 183,109 183,109 183,109 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Total Uncapped 8,563 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 

Credits/Offsets (MM GHG-8) -8,563 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Table 58c 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 

(2020–2064) 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Net Mobile 153,767 132,239 107,555 87,478 57,152 45,312 40,356 37,703 35,225 31,920 28,525 25,491 22,779 21,191 19,714 5,090,636 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,821 

Forklifts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,122 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 563,449 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Subtotal, capped 157,252 135,237 109,993 89,461 58,448 46,339 41,270 38,557 36,023 32,644 29,172 26,068 23,295 21,671 20,161 6,042,384 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants and Waste 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,289 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Total Uncapped 7,236 6,223 5,061 4,116 2,689 2,132 1,899 1,774 1,658 1,502 1,342 1,199 1,072 997 928 242,263 

Credits/Offsets (MM GHG-8) -7,236 -6,223 -5,061 -4,116 -2,689 -2,132 -1,899 -1,774 -1,658 -1,502 -1,342 -1,199 -1,072 -997 -928 -242,263 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, 
hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction 

activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after renewable portfolio standard (RPS) has reached 100% renewable electricity 
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Revisions to Table 58 includes the addition of reductions provided by new Mitigation Measure MM-
GHG-8 (detailed below). Addition of this mitigation and revision of Table 58 does not change the impact 
determination and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• A new section, Mitigation Measure Conditioned on the Outcome of The Appeal in Paulek V. 
Moreno Valley, will be added to the end of the technical report, beginning on page 250. 

Mitigation Measure Conditioned on the Outcome of the Appeal in Paulek V. Moreno 
Valley 

An appeal of the judgement entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation, is currently pending 
in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley 
Community Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s 
application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the 
construction and operation of the WLC. Specifically, the FEIR determined that the GHG emissions 
attributable to fuel suppliers and energy producers under Cap-and-Trade (capped emissions) could 
be deducted from the total GHG emissions to be evaluated against the significance threshold 
because capped emissions were already accounted for and mitigated at the producer/supplier 
level. To address the yet unknown determination of the appeal and to eliminate uncertainty as to 
how capped GHG emissions should be accounted for in determining the significance of a project’s 
GHG emissions under CEQA, a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-8, shall 
apply requiring that the WLC Project’s GHG emissions be mitigated to net zero where the amount 
of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 58 or 
“Project Emissions” from new Table 62, depending on the outcome of the appeal. 

If the trial court’s judgment is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is 
dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG 
emissions from Table 58. 

If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount 
of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 62. 
As shown in Table 62, Project GHG emissions, both capped and uncapped, with implementation 
of Project Design Features and mitigation measures would, prior to the application of mitigation, 
exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year. 

To mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero and to remove uncertainty as to how 
GHG emissions should be accounted for, the following mitigation, Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-8, 
shall apply. Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-8 shall read as follows: 

MM-GHG-8 The developer shall mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero by 
providing offsets and/or carbon credits, where the amount of GHG emissions to be 
mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 58 or “Project 
Emissions” from new Table 62, depending on the outcome of the appeal in Paulek 
v. Moreno Valley Community Services District (“Paulek”). If the trial court’s 
judgment in Paulek is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the 
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appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be 
the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 58. If the trial court’s judgment 
is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG 
emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on 
Table 62. Upon the provision of offsets and/or the retirement of carbon credits, no 
further analysis of capped and uncapped GHG emissions will be required, and no 
further reduction of those emissions will be required. 

The developer shall provide the city with any combination of qualified offsets and/or 
carbon credits in its sole determination provided that the following conditions are 
satisfied: 

a) Offsets: A developer shall provide proof of offsets to reduce or sequester GHG 
emissions (as distinguished from carbon credits) to the City’s Planning Official 
that the offsets are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and 
enforceable by an appropriate agency. 

b) Carbon Credits: A developer shall provide proof to the City’s Planning Official 
that the carbon credits represent reductions in GHG emissions that are real, 
permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an 
appropriate agency. Credits registered by a carbon registry approved by the 
California Air Resources Board, such as, but not limited to, the Climate Action 
Reserve, American Carbon Registry, Verra (formerly Verified Carbon 
Standard) or GHG Reduction Exchange (GHG RX), shall be conclusively 
presumed to meet all of the criteria set forth above. 

c) Timing: The developer shall provide the City with offsets and/or carbon credits 
equal to the proportionate amount of GHG emissions for the facilities proposed 
in each plot plan (by square footage as compared to the total square footage 
of the project) as a condition of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for 
such facilities, using either Table 58 or Table 62, as appropriate. The City shall 
retire the carbon credits upon their receipt. The developer shall have the right 
at any time to provide such offsets and/or carbon credits in advance of the 
issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any of the facilities in the WLC 
Project. 

Level of Impact After Mitigation. Less than significant. 

With the application of all previous mitigation measures (MM-GHG-1 through MM-GHG-7) and the 
new Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-8, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero 
at buildout, as shown in Table 58 and Table 62. Table 58 and Table 62 show the mitigated GHG 
emissions, including new Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-8, for each year from 2020 through 
construction and 30-years operation of all Project facilities. Since total Project GHG emissions will 
be reduced to net zero, they are below the threshold of significance for every year and are therefore 
less than significant after mitigation. 
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Table 61 
GHG Reductions at Buildout (with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Emissions (mt CO2e) at Buildout 

Unmitigated 
Reductions from 

Mitigation 
With Reductions 

(Mitigated) 

Construction 7,391 0 7,391 

Net Mobile 179,355 -557 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 0 7,172 

Generator 267 19 286 

Forklifts 257 0 257 

Electricity 34,147 -4,715 29,432 

Water 2,548 -268 2,280 

Natural gas 4,689 -4,689 0 

Solar 0 -3,386 -3,386 

Construction Refrigerants and Waste 166 -17 149 

Waste 19,193 -14,395 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 0 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 0 1,154 

Sequestration -111 0 -111 

Project Emissions with previous 
PDFs and MMs 

258,800 -28,008 230,792 

Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)  -230,792 0 

Project Emissions 258,800 -258,800 0 

Significance Threshold 10,000  10,000 

Significant Impact? Yes — No 

Notes: 
mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the 
individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 
760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of 

building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. Electricity-based emissions result in an increase due to 
the inclusion of EV charging stations and electric outlets for electrical property maintenance equipment. 

2 Construction would no longer occur at buildout; however, according to SCAQMD recommendations, construction emissions 
are included as amortized over 30 years. 

Source: ESA, 2020 
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Table 62a: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Project Emissions 

Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 96,308 102,643 112,971 123,218 132,710 141,787 150,466 158,748 166,632 174,108 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,487 10,505 16,725 22,319 32,535 36,088 36,779 36,207 35,461 35,096 34,716 34,056 33,116 31,366 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Project Emissions (with 
previous PDFs and 

MMs) 

18,962 50,628 78,844 106,541 131,257 154,028 160,553 171,488 182,160 191,031 201,256 208,501 216,154 221,202 227,553 

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

-18,962 -50,628 -78,844 -106,541 -131,257 -154,028 -160,553 -171,488 -182,160 -191,031 -201,256 -208,501 -216,154 -221,202 -227.553 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Project Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 29,432 29,330 26,071 22,812 19,554 16,295 13,036 9,777 6,518 3,259 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Construction 
Refrigerants and 

Waste 

149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Project Emissions 
(with previous 

PDFs and MMs) 

223,402 223,180 219,902 216,643 213,384 210,125 206,866 203,607 200,348 197,090 191,522 191,522 191,522 191,522 191,522 

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

-223,402 -223,180 -219,902 -216,643 -213,384 -210,125 -206,866 -203,607 -200,348 -197,090 -191,522 -191,52 -191,522 -191,522 -191,522 

Total Project 
Emissions 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

  



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 777 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 

(2020–2064) 

Project Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Net Mobile 153,767 132,239 107,555 87,478 57,152 45,312 40,356 37,703 35,225 31,920 28,525 25,491 22,779 21,191 19,714 5,090,636 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,821 

Forklifts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,122 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 576,539 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,289 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Project Emissions (with 
previous PDFs and MMs) 

164,488 141,460 115,054 93,577 61,137 48,471 43,169 40,331 37,681 34,146 30,514 27,268 24,367 22,669 21,088 6,297,736 

Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1) -164,488 -141,460 -115,054 -93,577 -61,137 -48,471 -43,169 -40,331 -37,681 -34,146 -30,514 -27,268 -24,367 -22,669 -21,088 -6,297,736 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 
21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction 

emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 
Source: ESA, 2020 
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4.3.2 Errata – Additional Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR Not in 
Response to a Comment 

In addition to revisions that resulted from responses to the comments received, there are additional 
revisions to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to provide minor corrections and clarifications. These revisions 
are to the following sections and appendix of the Recirculated Draft RSFEIR: 

• Air Quality (Section 4.3 and Section 6.3) 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 4.7 and Section 6.7) 

• Energy (Section 4.17 and Section 6.17) 

• Appendix A.1 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report) 

• Appendix A.3 (Cumulative Emissions Calculations) 

• Appendix E (Energy) 

As stated above, additions to text are shown with underlined text and deletions are shown as strikethrough 
text. 

Section 4.3, Air Quality 
• Page 4.3-8, Table 4.3-3 

Table 4.3-3: Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity 
Pollutant Standard 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 2.4 2.5 1.6 2.4 2.1 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 20 ppm 0 0 0 0 ND 

Federal: > 35 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 1.9 1.7 1.3 1.8 1.9 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: ≥ 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 0 ND 

Federal: ≥ 9 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 

Ozone (O3) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.141 0.132 0.142 0.145 0.123 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.09 ppm 29 31 33 ND 22 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 0.105 0.106 0.105 0.118 
0.119 0.101 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 0.070 ppm 69 59 71 ND 57 

Federal: > 0.075 ppm 41 39 47 84 
58 34 
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Table 4.3-3: Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity 
Pollutant Standard 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Coarse Particulates (PM10) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 100 69 84 92 86.5 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 50 µg/m3 125 92 ND ND 133.6 

Federal: > 150 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 0 

Annual arithmetic mean concentration (µg/m3) 44.8 40.0 ND ND 43.9 

Exceeded for the year State: > 20 µg/m3 Yes Yes ND ND Yes 

Fine Particulates (PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 50.6 61.1 60.8 50.3 66.3 

Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 35 µg/m3 ND 10 5 ND 3.1 

Annual arithmetic mean (µg/m3) 16.8 15.3 12.6 12.2 12.5 

Exceeded for the year 
State: > 12 µg/m3 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Federal: > 12.0 µg/m3 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.0600 0.057 0.073 0.063 0.055 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 0 ND 

Annual arithmetic mean concentration (ppm) 0.015 0.0144 0.015 0.015 0.014 

Exceeded for the year 
State: > 0.030 ppm 

Federal: > 0.053 ppm 
No 
No 

No 
No 

ND ND ND 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (ppm) 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.2 0.9 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.04 ppm ND ND ND ND ND 

Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) 0.26 0.27 0.23 0.29 0.45 

Exceeded for the year: Federal: > 0.030 ppm No No No No No 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter EPA = United States Environmental Protection 

Agency 
ID = Insufficient data ND = No data 
ppm = parts per million 
Source: CARB, 2018 for the SCAQMD Riverside-Rubidoux air monitoring station. 

 
In addition to the correction of typographical errors made in response to comments, updated 2018 data 
has been added. Table 4.3-3 provides background information and these revisions do not result in a 
change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 4.3-46, second paragraph 

“As noted from Table 4.3-11, the project would exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for 
the 24-hour and annual PM10 thresholds for receptors located within the project’s boundaries. As 
shown in Table 4.3-12, the significance thresholds would not be exceeded at any sensitive receptor 
located for the 24-hour and annual PM10 thresholds outside of the project boundaries.” 
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A typographical error in the text on page 4.3-46 has been revised to correctly describe the results in 
Table 4.3-12. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of potentially 
significant and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• Page 4.3-47, Table 4.3-12 

Table 4.3-12: Localized Assessment of Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 Full Build Out (2020) 
Emissions Maximum Impacts Outside the Project Boundaries (without 
mitigation) 

Pollutant 
Averaging Time, 
Units 

Existing 
Background1 

Air Concentration2 

Standard/
Threshold 

Total 
Impact 

Exceeds 
Threshold 

Project 
Local 

Increase 

Total 
(Background 

+ Project) 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

1 hour, ppm 2.2 0.03 2.2 20.0 No 

8 hour, ppm 2.0 0.02 2.0 9.0 No 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

State 1 hour, ppm 0.073 0.015 0.088 0.180 No 

National 1 hour, ppm 0.058 0.015 0.073 0.100 No 

Annual, ppm 0.015 0.001 0.016 0.030 No 

PM10 24 hour, µg/m3 NA 2.9 2.9 2.5 YesNo 

Annual, µg/m3 NA 1.8 1.8 1.0 YesNo 

PM2.5 24 hour, µg/m3 NA 0.8 0.8 2.5 No 

Notes: 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter (a concentration unit); NA = Not Applicable, the SCAQMD threshold methodology does 
not require a background for PM10 or PM2.5 
1 Background data for CO and NO2 for State standards were derived as the highest air quality measured data over the 

most recent 3 years of meteorological data 2016-2018. Background concentrations for the National 1-hour NO2 is the 3 
year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average. 

2 Highest impacts generally occur at the existing residences along Gilman Springs Road to the east of the project. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 

The final column of Table 4.3-12 on impact determination on has been corrected to show that there is 
a significant impact with respect to localized PM10 emissions under the Year 2020 Full Build Out 
scenario (without mitigation). Numeric values shown for Background emissions, Project local increase, 
and total background plus Project emissions as shown in Table 4.3-12 of the Draft Recirculated 
Sections of the RSFEIR have remain unchanged and the reader of this table would have been able to 
ascertain the impact level from the numeric values. Additionally, as discussed on page 4.3-45 of the 
Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario “represents hypothetical worst-case 
conditions in that the project physically could not be built-out in 2020”. The Year 2020 Full Build Out 
scenario has been included for informational purposes and to provide consistency with the traffic impact 
assessment (TIA) which examines Project Build Out under existing conditions and is not utilized in 
impact determination for Project localized significant. Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-12 does not 
change any impact determination because projects impacts were not determined based on the Year 
2020 Build Out scenario and would not result in a new significant impact. 
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• Page 4.3-67, Table 4.3-26 

Table 4.3-26: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of 
Project Construction (Construction and Operation HRA), Without Mitigation 

Receptor Location 

Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk During 
Project Construction 

(risk/million) 

Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk During 

Project Operation 
(risk/million) 

Total Incremental 
Increase in 

Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer 
Risk Significance 

Threshold 
(risk/million) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in 
the modeling domain2 

49.5 17.3 66.8 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the 
project boundaries3 

49.5 17.3 66.8 10 Yes 

Maximum risk at any area 
outside of the project 
boundaries4 

46.46 8.76 55.22 10 Yes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2020 to 2049 (includes diesel PM 

emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the updated construction emission estimate, TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, 
SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project, located at the 13241 World Logistic Parkway (formerly Theodore Street). 
3 Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project, located at the 13241 World Logistic Parkway (formerly Theodore Street). 
4 Location is adjacent to the southwestern boundary of the project. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 

A typographical error was corrected and reference to the appropriate version of EMFAC has been included. This revision reflects the version of 
the model used in the analysis and does not result a change to the impact determination and no new significant impact would result. 
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• Page 4.3-73, Table 4.3-28 

Table 4.3-28: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of 
Project Construction (Construction and Operation HRA), With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters) 

Receptor Location 

Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk 
during Project 
Construction 
(risk/million) 

Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk 
during Project 

Operation 
(risk/million) 

Total 
Incremental 
Increase in 

Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD 
Cancer Risk 
Significance 
Threshold 

(risk/million) 
Exceeds 

Threshold? 

Maximum combined risk anywhere in the modeling 
domain2 

4.9 4.2 9.1 10 No 

Existing residences within the project boundaries      
13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy 4.9 4.2 9.1 10 No 
13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy 3.3 4.6 7.9 10 No 
13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy 4.0 3.8 7.8 10 No 
30220 Dracaea Ave 4.1 4.8 8.9 10 No 
29080 Dracaea Ave 2.3 2.5 4.8 10 No 
29140 Dracaea Ave 2.5 2.7 5.2 10 No 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project 
boundaries3 

1.4 4.3 5.7 10 No 

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway 0.7 6.4 7.1 10 No 
Southwest of the Project Boundary3 5.1 1.4 6.5 10 No 

Notes: 
* Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A, the Applicant shall install MERV-13 air filters at the residences located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly 

Theodore Avenue) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue); however, reductions provided by MERV-13 filters are not reflected in mitigated 
numbers in this table. 

1 Cancer risk calculation conservatively assumed all receptors modeled are residential receptors. 30-year average exposures from 2020 to 2049 (includes diesel PM 
emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for 
estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at existing residences within the boundaries of the project. 
3 Location is adjacent to the midsouthwestern boundary of the project between Bay Avenue and Stevens Avenue. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 
Clarification was included in the footer of Table 4.3-28 to better convey the application of mitigation and reference the appropriate version of 
EMFAC to more clearly and accurately describe modeling methodology. No change to the impact determination would occur and no new 
significant impact would result. 
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• Page 4.3-74, Table 4.3-29 

Table 4.3-29: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of 
Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters) 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) Exceeds Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2 14.2 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project boundaries3 10.7 19 Yes 
13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.8 10 No 
13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy 10.2 10 Yes 
13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.5 10 No 
30220 Dracaea Ave 10.7 10 Yes 
29080 Dracaea Ave 5.3 10 No 
29140 Dracaea Ave 5.6 10 No 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4 
12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2 
W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4 

 
14.2 
9.5 

 
10 
10 

 
Yes 
No 

Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project 
boundaries5 

9.514.2 10 NoYes 

Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 20402035 to 20692064 (includes diesel PM 

emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA 
Guidance” for estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway. 
3 Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue. 
4 Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the 

northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
5 Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands 

Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 
In addition to revisions made to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries, typographical errors and 
clarifications within the footer of the table were corrected. Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-29 does not change the impact determination of 
significant and would not result in a new significant impact. 
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• Page 4.3-74, Table 4.3-30 

Table 4.3-30: Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Onsite Receptors Starting from 
Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation & Installation of MERV-13 Filters 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) Exceeds Threshold? 

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway 7.10 10 No 

30220 Dracaea Avenue 5.35 10 No 

13241 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway 4.755.10 10 No 

Notes: 
1 MERV-13 filters conservatively assume 50% efficiency and are applied to the receptors presented in Table 4.3-29. DieselNet.com, 2002 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 
Typographical errors were corrected and clarification of mitigation application was included. These revisions reflect the modeling methodology 
and results accurately and does not result a change to the impact determination and no new significant impact would result. 
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Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change 
• Pages 4.7-24–4.7-26, Table 4.7-5 

Table 4.7-5: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation) 

Source 
GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 22,089 42,984 62,716 81,169 97,097 103,414 113,746 123,988 133,464 142,515 151,159 159,397 167,226 174,639 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 30 61 91 121 151 163 175 187 199 211 222 234 246 258 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 6,097 11,672 18,583 24,799 36,149 40,666 41,689 41,168 40,436 40,169 39,884 39,257 38,288 36,329 

Water 0 133 267 445 623 953 1,283 1,458 1,562 1,667 1,817 1,986 2,156 2,326 2,437 

Natural gas 0 0 545 1,089 1,634 2,723 3,080 3,259 3,438 3,617 3,795 3,974 4,153 4,331 4,510 

Solar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capped 18,770 51,390 80,574 108,959 133,825 157,680 165,558 176,875 187,539 196,360 206,672 214,020 221,703 226,711 232,775 
Uncapped Emissions 

Construction 
Refrigerants and 

Waste 

209 209 209 209 206 102 141 144 141 141 141 141 141 141 118 

Waste 0 2,175 4,349 6,524 8,698 10,847 11,698 12,549 13,423 14,274 15,125 15,976 16,827 17,678 18,529 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 
Total Uncapped 209 2,793 5,377 7,961 10,543 12,992 14,043 15,057 16,093 17,104 18,116 19,127 20,138 21,149 22,137 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant impact? No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 786 

Source 

GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 34,147 29,379 
31,998 

26,115 
28,442 

22,850 
24,886 

19,586 
21,331 

16,322 
17,776 

13,057 
14,221 

9,793 
10,666 

6,529 
7,110 

3,264 
3,555 

0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,548 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 

Solar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 
Capped 

228,435 223,699 
226,317 

220,435 
222,762 

217,170 
219,206 

213,906 
215,651 

210,642 
212,096 

207,377 
208,541 

204,113 
204,986 

200,849 
201,430 

197,584 
197,875 

191,740 191,740 191,740 191,740 191,740 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 
Refrigerants 
and Waste 

166 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use 
change 

1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Total 
Uncapped 

22,974 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant 
impact? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Source 

GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total (2020-

2064) 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Net Mobile 154,246 132,651 107,890 87,750 57,330 45,453 40,481 37,820 35,334 32,020 28,614 25,570 22,850 21,257 19,775 5,114,971 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,620 

Forklifts 221 190 155 126 82 65 58 54 51 46 41 37 33 30 28 7,340 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 636,226 
649,316 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44,876 

Natural gas 4,032 3,468 2,820 2,294 1,499 1,188 1,058 989 924 837 748 668 597 556 517 132,674 

Solar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capped 164,897 141,811 115,340 93,810 61,289 48,592 43,277 40,432 37,774 34,231 30,590 27,336 24,428 22,725 21,141 6,383,085 
6,383,085 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants and 
Waste 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,559 

Waste 16,506 14,195 11,545 9,390 6,135 4,864 4,332 4,047 3,781 3,426 3,062 2,736 2,445 2,275 2,116 547,418 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Total Uncapped 19,615 16,869 13,720 11,159 7,291 5,780 5,148 4,809 4,493 4,072 3,639 3,252 2,906 2,703 2,515 653,096 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant impact? Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No No No No No Yes 
mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, 
hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since 

construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 
Source: ESA, 2019 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 788 

Revisions to Table 4.7-5 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation 
workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and 
no new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 4.7-27, first paragraph 

“Project Design Features. The WLCSP incorporates site and building designs (Project Design 
Features) that emphasize conservation of water and energy, which in turn help reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions (WLCSP September 2014, Section 1.3.2, Green Building-Sustainable 
Development). The revised Project Design Features, as outlined in the Comparison of Renewable 
Energy Technologies report (WSP, 2018) and explained in detail in Energy Section 4.17.5, go 
substantially beyond that previous commitment with energy conservation measures (ECMs) that 
exceed minimal compliance with current (20162019) Title 24 requirements by about 17 percent at 
Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout, and a commitment to maximize the use of onsite rooftop 
solar PV generation.” 

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings 
requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version 
(2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the 
text does not change the impact determination of less than significant and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 
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• Pages 4.7-34–4.7-36, Table 4.7-8 

Table 4.7-8: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 96,308 102,643 112,971 123,218 132,710 141,787 150,466 158,748 166,632 174,108 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,487 10,505 16,725 22,319 32,535 36,088 36,779 36,207 35,461 35,096 34,716 34,056 33,116 31,366 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 

Total Capped 18,770 49,483 76,746 103,490 127,254 149,188 155,300 165,860 176,151 184,649 194,501 201,374 208,653 213,328 219,330 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 

192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Total Uncapped 192 1,145 2,098 3,051 4,003 4,840 5,252 5,628 6,009 6,382 6,755 7,128 7,501 7,874 8,223 

Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1) -192 -1,145 -2,098 -3,051 -4,003 -4,840 -5,252 -5,628 -6,009 -6,382 -6,755 -7,128 -7,501 -7,874 -8,223 

Total Project Emissions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 
2035 

(Buildout) 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 
Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 178,798 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 29,432 26,712 
29,330 

23,744 
26,071 

20,776 
22,812 

17,808 
19,554 

14,840 
16,295 

11,872 
13,036 

8,904 
9,777 

5,936 
6,518 

2,968 
3,259 

0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Total Capped 214,839 212,148 
214,766 

209,161 
211,488 

206,193 
208,229 

203,225 
204,971 

200.257 
201,712 

197,289 
198,453 

194,321 
195,194 

191,353 
191,935 

188,385 
188,676 

183,109 183,109 183,109 183,109 183,109 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 

Refrigerants and 
Waste 

149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Total Uncapped 8,563 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 
Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

-8,563 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 -8,414 

Total Project 
Emissions 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 

(2020–2064) 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Net Mobile 153,767 132,239 107,555 87,478 57,152 45,312 40,356 37,703 35,225 31,920 28,525 25,491 22,779 21,191 19,714 5,090,636 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,821 

Forklifts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,122 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 563,449 
576,539 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Total Capped 157,252 135,237 109,993 89,461 58,448 46,339 41,270 38,557 36,023 32,644 29,172 26,068 23,295 21,671 20,161 6,042,384 
6,055,473 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction 
Refrigerants and 

Waste 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,289 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Total Uncapped 7,236 6,223 5,061 4,116 2,689 2,132 1,899 1,774 1,658 1,502 1,342 1,199 1,072 997 928 242,263 

Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1) 

-7,236 -6,223 -5,061 -4,116 -2,689 -2,132 -1,899 -1,774 -1,658 -1,502 -1,342 -1,199 -1,072 -997 -928 -242,263 

Total Project 
Emissions 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 

(2020–2064) 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide 
– 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions 

since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 

Source: ESA, 2019 

 
On top of revisions made to incorporate new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, revisions to Table 4.7-8 were made to correct errors made in transferring 
data from calculation workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and no new significant 
impacts would result. 
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• Pages 4.7-38–4.7-40, Table 4.7-10 

Table 4.7-10: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational 
Purposes Only 

Source 
GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 94,618 102,528 112,913 123,228 132,810 141,992 150,778 159,165 167,154 174,742 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,634 10,785 17,172 22,915 33,404 40,224 42,353 42,411 42,184 42,583 42,956 42,870 42,326 40,453 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 
Total Capped 18,770 49,629 77,027 103,937 127,851 148,367 159,322 171,376 182,365 191,474 202,194 209,926 217,884 223,060 229,051 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 

Refrigerants and Waste 192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Total Uncapped 192 1,145 2,098 3,051 4,003 4,840 5,252 5,628 6,009 6,382 6,755 7,128 7,501 7,874 8,223 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 
2035 

(Buildou
t) 

2036  2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mobile 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,35
6 

172,35
6 

172,35
6 

172,35
6 172,356 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 38,279 34,818 
38,678 

30,949 
34,381 

27,080 
30,083 

23,212 
25,785 

19,343 
21,488 

15,475 
17,190 

11,606 
12,893 

7,737 
8,595 

3,869 
4,298 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Total Capped 217,245 213,812 
217,672 

209,943 
213,375 

206,075 
209,077 

202,206 
204,780 

198,337 
200,482 

194,469 
196,185 

190,600 
191,887 

186,731 
187,589 

182,863 
183,292 

176,68
6 

176,68
6 

176,68
6 

176,68
6 176,686 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction 
Refrigerants and Waste 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Total Uncapped 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 
(2020-
2064) 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Mobile 148,226 127,475 103,680 84,326 55,093 43,680 38,902 36,344 33,956 30,770 27,497 24,572 21,958 20,428 19,003 4,963,844 

Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 246 211 172 140 91 72 65 60 56 51 46 41 36 34 32 8,152 

Forklifts 221 190 155 126 82 65 58 54 51 46 41 37 33 30 28 7,340 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 680,637 
699,939 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 

Natural gas 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Total Capped 151,950 130,677 106,284 86,444 56,477 44,777 39,879 37,257 34,808 31,543 28,188 25,189 22,510 20,941 19,481 6,053,651 
6,053,651 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 

Refrigerants and Waste 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,140 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 
Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Total Uncapped 7,236 6,223 5,061 4,116 2,689 2,132 1,899 1,774 1,658 1,502 1,342 1,199 1,072 997 928 242,114 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 
21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 – 2035 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction 

emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 
Source: ESA, 2019 
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Revisions to Table 4.7-10 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation 
workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and 
no new significant impacts would result. 

Section 4.17, Energy 
• Page 4.17-19, first full paragraph, third sentence 

“Pursuant to the WLCSP, all new development within the project site will be required to meet the 
California Building Energy Standards in effect at the time construction commences or be 10% more 
stringent than 20082019 standards, whichever results in lowest energy use.” 

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings 
requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version 
(2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the 
text does not change the impact determination of less than significant and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 

• Page 4.17-25, second bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D 

“Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 20082019 Title 24’s 
energy savings requirements of the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is 
approved, whichever is more stringent; and” 

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings 
requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version 
(2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the 
text does not change the impact determination of less than significant and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 

Section 6.3, Air Quality 
• Page 6.3-2, second paragraph 

“The cumulative project impact area includes the entire City of Moreno Valley and portions of the 
Cities of Riverside, Redlands, Beaumont, Perris, San Jacinto, Hemet and Calimesa, as well as 
portions of unincorporated Riverside and San Bernardino County, and the March Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA). A geographic map for these cumulative projects are shown on Figure 6.3-1. 
Approximately A total of 359 projects have been identified in the vicinity of the Project and are listed 
in Table 6.3-1. Out of those 359 projects, approximately 173 environmental documents were 
available. All 173 were reviewed to identify quantitative emissions for construction and operation of 
the respective projects; however, not all environmental documents contained emissions for 
construction and operation. Additionally, available emissions were not calculated using the most 
recent available information and methodologies. Emissions Therefore, emissions from all of the 
identified cumulative projects were calculated based on the most recent available information and 
methodologies.” 
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Revisions were made to clarify the review and use of available data and emissions from cumulative 
projects’ environmental documentation. No change to the significance determination and no new 
significant impact would result. 

• Page 6.3-12, first paragraph, first sentence 

“Operational emissions were accumulated from the environmental documents that were" gathered 
for the cumulative analysis. For projects that did not have an environmental document with 
quantitative emissions available, emissions were modeled utilizing default emission rates and 
factors from California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (version 2016.3.2) and the 
California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) mobile source emissions inventory (EMFAC2017).” 

Revisions were made to clarify that all emissions for cumulative projects were calculated based on 
updated, default rates and methodology. No change to the significance determination and no new 
significant impact would result. 

• Page 6.3-17, Table 6.3-2 

MV-127 7.27 20.72 15.04 0.14 2.24 0.99 
MV-129 35.66 43.33 133.93 0.64 11.86 5.52 
MV-130 4.74 13.52 9.82 0.09 1.46 0.65 
MV-131 32.05 91.41 66.36 0.61 9.89 4.36 
MV-132 23.51 67.03 48.67 0.44 7.25 3.20 

 
Five additional rows were erroneously included in Table 6.3-2. These rows do not represent any 
cumulative project emissions. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant 
impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-22, Table 6.3-2 

Total  5,915.42 
5,812.10 

15,683.32 
15,477.29 

31,942.02 
31,668.18 

107.61 
105.73 

2,015.08 
1,982.39 

921.24 
906.50 

 
The last row of Table 6.3-2, total, has been revised to reflect the accurate totals after removing the 
erroneously included five rows. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant 
impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-22, first paragraph, first sentence 

“Detailed research was conducted to identify as much information on the remaining projects that 
did not have environmental documents with construction and operational emissions available with 
complete project descriptions.” 

Revisions was made to clarify that a number of cumulative projects’ environmental documentation did 
not include complete project descriptions. No changes to the significance determination and no new 
significant impacts would occur. 
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• Page 6.3-26, Table 6.3-3 

MV-127 157.82 42.48 24.23 0.05 20.47 12.01 

MV-129 266.75 62.82 54.48 0.16 10.62 6.55 

MV-130 103.06 42.48 22.27 0.05 20.47 12.01 

MV-131 253.26 62.82 52.74 0.15 10.53 6.55 

MV-132 291.63 73.66 43.76 0.12 10.53 6.54 
 

Five additional rows were erroneously included in Table 6.3-3. These rows do not represent any 
cumulative project emissions. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant 
impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-30, Table 6.3-3 

Total 24,780.64 
23,708.14 

17,509.64 
17,225.45 

13,633.42 
13,436.00 

35.53 
35.13 

3,808.65 
3,736.25 

2,049.37 
2,005.56 

 
The last row of Table 6.3-3, total, has been revised to reflect the accurate totals after removing the 
erroneously included five rows. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant 
impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-33, second paragraph, first sentence 

“Two sets of 30-year cancer risk calculations were performed for the identified cumulative projects, 
one includes the cancer risks from exposure to construction plus operation (Cumulative 
Construction & Operation HRA), and the other includes 30-year exposure to the full operation of 
the 359350 cumulative projects (sufficient data for 9 of the 359 projects not available) in addition to 
the Project (Cumulative Operation HRA).” 

This revision was made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be 
calculated for. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would 
occur. 

• Page 6.3-37, third paragraph 

“As shown in Table 6.3-2 operational emissions gathered from the environmental documents and 
modeling show that out of the 359 cumulative projects, 2520 cumulative projects were identified as 
exceeding VOC significance thresholds and 5956 projects were identified as exceeding NOX 
thresholds. Table 6.3-3 provides the construction emissions gathered from the environmental 
documents and modeling. The results show that out of the 359 cumulative projects, 9590 
cumulative projects were identified as exceeding VOC significance thresholds and 22 projects were 
identified as exceeding NOX thresholds. Those projects that were found to exceed the SCAQMD 
thresholds were primarily industrial land uses or larger single-family residential developments. The 
number of each project type is provided in Table 6.3-4. As shown, in Table 6.3-4, up to 43 multi-
family residential projects have been proposed, in combination with 115116 single-family 
residences and 10 heavy industrial projects.” 
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Typographical errors were corrected. No changes to the significance determination and no new 
significant impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-37, fourth paragraph, first sentence 

“The cumulative impacts of all 359 projects with sufficient project information to calculate emissions 
have been taken into consideration with the SCAQMD thresholds.” 

This revision was made to indicate that emissions were able to be calculated for projects without 
sufficient information available. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant 
impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-37, Table 6.3-4 

Table 6.3-4: Air Quality Cumulative Operation Emissions 

Type of Project 
Number Identified within 

Cumulative Analysis 
Limits 

Business Park 11 

Heavy Industrial 10 

Light Industrial 3938 

Medical 4 

Office 13 

Residential - Assisted Living 10 

Single-Family Residential  115116 

Multi-Family Residential 43 

Warehouse 6460 

Retail 65 

Notes: 
1) The total number of identified projects exceeds does not equal 359 due to the multi-use 
projects that were identified. These multi-use projects may include residential, retail, and office 
land uses within one project description. Additionally, sufficient project descriptions were not 
available for nine of the 359 projects. 
 
Source: City of Moreno Valley, 2019 

 
Typographical errors were corrected. No changes to the significance determination and no new 
significant impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-47, first paragraph, last sentence 

“Cumulative long-term impacts would take into consideration both the Project related emissions 
and those generated by the 359 cumulative projects with sufficient project information to calculate 
emissions that have been identified.” 
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This revision was made to indicate that emissions were able to be calculated for projects without 
sufficient information available. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant 
impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.3-47, third paragraph 

“As shown, in Table 6.3.2 operational emissions gathered from the environmental documents and 
modeling show that out of the 359 cumulative projects, 2520 cumulative projects were identified as 
exceeding VOC significance thresholds, 5956 projects were identified as exceeding NOx 
thresholds, and 1610 projects were identified as exceeding CO thresholds. None of the 359 projects 
One project would exceed the PM2.5 threshold and one project would exceed the PM10 significance 
thresholds. However, because the project-specific emissions exceed the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds, this Project is considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable, despite the 
potential operation of any of the identified cumulative projects.” 

This revision was made to corrected typographical errors in the summary of projects exceeding 
significance thresholds. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts 
would occur. 

Section 6.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change 
• Page 6.7-2, third and fourth paragraph 

“As part of the GHG cumulative analysis a review of available environmental documents for projects 
within the Project vicinity was conducted. Approximately 359 projects have been identified in the 
vicinity of the Project and are listed in Table 6.7-1. Out of those 359 projects, approximately 173 
environmental documents were available. All 173 were reviewed to identify quantitative emissions 
for construction and operation project description of the respective projects; however, not all 
environmental documents contained emissions for construction and operation detailed project 
descriptions with information on proposed land use and construction schedule. Emissions from all 
of the identified cumulative projects were calculated based on available information and 
methodologies. 

Detailed research was conducted to identify as much information on the remaining projects that did 
not have environmental documents with construction and operational emissions detailed project 
descriptions available. However, complete project descriptions, detailed construction schedules, 
and any operational efficiencies were not available for every single project within the cumulative 
analysis limits. Therefore, with the information that was accumulated, modeling was conducted, 
utilizing CalEEMod and EMFAC2017 default factors, to estimate construction and operational 
emissions generated from these all cumulative projects. The same methodologies used to calculate 
air quality emissions were also used to calculate GHG emissions, see Section 6.3.2.“ 

These revisions were made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be 
calculated for and to clarify that all emissions for cumulative projects were calculated based on updated, 
default rates and methodology. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant 
impacts would occur. 
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• Page 6.7-13, second paragraph 

“In addition, out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated during preparation of the 
Revised Sections of the FEIR in 2018, 6866 were found to be completed with construction or 
currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and sufficient project information to 
calculate emissions was not available for 9 projects. Therefore, 291284 potentially cumulative 
projects are located within the Basin that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 
15-year construction period.” 

These revisions were made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that could be under 
construction concurrently with the project and the number of projects. No changes to the significance 
determination and no new significant impacts would occur. 

• Page 6.7-14, first paragraph, last two sentences 

“Of the 359 projects analyzed, 9495 projects exceeded their given threshold, and 261255 projects 
were below threshold, and sufficient project information to calculate emissions was not available 
for 9 projects. Given that the unmitigated project and 9495 of the cumulative projects are over 
threshold, impact would be potentially significant and cumulatively considerable.” 

This revision was made to correct typographical errors in the summary of projects exceeding 
significance thresholds. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts 
would occur. 
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• Pages 6.7-15–6.7-29, Table 6.7-2 

  Emissions (MTCO2e)  

Project ID Land Use 
Total 

Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

Total Amortized 
Construction and 

Operational Emissions 
Threshold Impact? 

B-001 SF Res 183,838 6,128 38,700 
39,539 

45,667 
45,667 3,000 Yes 

B-002 MF Res 0 0 4,793 
4,906 

4,793 
4,906 3,000 Yes 

B-003 SF Res 24,210 807 10,813 
11,047 

11,620 
11,854 3,000 Yes 

B-004 Light Industrial 5,622 187 15,860 
16,123 

16,047 
16,310 10,000 Yes 

B-005 Heavy Industrial 0 0 20,269 
20,578 

20,269 
20,578 10,000 Yes 

B-006 Business Park 6,618 221 24,215 
24,832 

24,436 
25,053 3,000 Yes 

B-007 SF Res 8,185 273 4,726 
4,829 

4,999 
5,101 3,000 Yes 

B-008 SF Res 19,952 665 7,599 
7,764 

8,264 
8,429 3,000 Yes 

B-009 SF Res 317,101 10,570 52,187 
53,317 

62,757 
63,887 3,000 Yes 

B-010 SF Res 1,014 34 1,114 
1,138 

1,148 
1,172 3,000 No 

B-011 Retail-Commercial 552 18 7,249 
7,431 

7,268 
7,449 3,000 Yes 

B-012 MF Res 0 0 2,342 
2,397 

2,342 
2,397 3,000 No 

B-013 SF Res 78,595 2,620 22,165 
22,645 

24,785 
25,265 3,000 Yes 

B-014 SF Res 20,714 690 8,209 
8,387 

8,900 
9,077 3,000 Yes 

C-001 Retail-Commercial 511 17 6,444 
6,605 

6,461 
6,622 3,000 Yes 

C-002 Business Park 11,613 387 52,851 
54,183 

53,238 
54,570 3,000 Yes 

C-003 Retail-Commercial 334 11 2,342 
2,401 

2,353 
2,412 3,000 No 

H-001 SF Res 9,602 320 6,896 
7,045 

7,216 
7,365 3,000 Yes 
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  Emissions (MTCO2e)  

Project ID Land Use 
Total 

Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

Total Amortized 
Construction and 

Operational Emissions 
Threshold Impact? 

H-002 SF Res 8,472 282 5,160 
5,272 

5,442 
5,554 3,000 Yes 

H-003 SF Res 24,373 812 10,918 
11,155 

11,731 
11,967 3,000 Yes 

H-004 Business Park 6,321 211 19,725 
20,168 

19,936 
20,379 3,000 Yes 

H-005 Retail-Commercial 67 2 674 
691 

676 
693 3,000 No 

H-006 Retail-Commercial 1,361 45 21,934 
22,483 

21,980 
22,528 3,000 Yes 

H-007 Senior Res 3,522 117 1,839 
1,875 

1,956 
1,992 3,000 No 

H-008 SF Res 11,597 387 3,961 
4,041 

4,347 
4,428 3,000 Yes 

H-009 Senior Res 0 0 3,077 
3,137 

3,077 
3,137 3,000 Yes 

M-001 Heavy Industrial 1,598 53 6,548 
6,678 

6,602 
6,731 10,000 No 

M-002 Light Industrial 0 0 44,681 
46,006 

44,681 
46,006 10,000 Yes 

M-003 Warehouse 12,706 424 22,741 
23,466 

23,164 
23,890 10,000 Yes 

M-004 Retail-Commercial 361 12 3,509 
3,596 

3,521 
3,608 3,000 Yes 

M-005 Light Industrial 50,188 1,673 36,068 
37,054 

37,741 
38,727 10,000 Yes 

M-006 Business Park 572 19 2,866 
2,939 

2,885 
2,958 3,000 No 

M-007 Warehouse 1,228 41 5,297 
5,466 

5,338 
5,507 10,000 No 

M-008 Medical Office 21,328 711 97,194 
100,133 

97,905 
100,844 3,000 Yes 

M-009 SF Res 1,456 49 1,583 
1,617 

1,632 
1,666 3,000 No 

M-010 Warehouse 1,069 36 4,523 
4,523 

4,419 
4,559 10,000 No 

M-011 Retail-Commercial 305 10 2,159 
2,213 

2,169 
2,223 3,000 No 

MV-001 Retail-Commercial 647 22 9,811 
10,056 

9,832 
10,078 3,000 Yes 
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MV-002 MF Res 5,432 181 4,886 
4,995 

5,067 
5,176 3,000 Yes 

MV-003 Light Industrial 10,213 340 18,264 
18,795 

18,604 
19,135 10,000 Yes 

MV-004 Light Industrial 0 0 8,572 
8,715 

8,572 
8,715 10,000 No 

MV-005 Retail-Commercial 370 12 3,749 
3,843 

3,761 
3,855 3,000 Yes 

MV-006 Warehouse 1,302 43 5,881 
6,069 

5,925 
6,112 10,000 No 

MV-007 SF Res 387 13 364 
371 

376 
384 3,000 No 

MV-008 SF Res 554 18 680 
695 

699 
713 3,000 No 

MV-009 SF Res 317 11 129 
132 

140 
142 3,000 No 

MV-010 SF Res 546 18 551 
563 

569 
581 3,000 No 

MV-011 SF Res 380 13 281 
288 

294 
300 3,000 No 

MV-012 Medical Office 0 0 2,104 
2,170 

2,104 
2,170 3,000 No 

MV-013 Office 71 2 303 
311 

305 
313 3,000 No 

MV-014 SF Res 1,555 52 1,255 
1,282 

1,307 
1,334 3,000 No 

MV-015 SF Res 698 23 739 
755 

762 
778 3,000 No 

MV-016 SF Res 534 18 375 
383 

393 
401 3,000 No 

MV-017 SF Res 1,014 34 1,126 
1,150 

1,160 
1,184 3,000 No 

MV-018 Retail-Commercial 0 0 177 
182 

177 
182 3,000 No 

MV-019 Senior Res 0 0 714 
728 

714 
728 3,000 No 

MV-020 Retail-Commercial 0 0 3,022 
3,097 

3,022 
3,097 3,000 Yes 

MV-021 Medical Office 349 12 2,104 2,116 3,000 No 
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2,170 2,182 

MV-022 SF Res 0 0 469 
479 

469 
479 3,000 No 

MV-023 MF Res 1,552 52 3,501 
3,583 

3,552 
3,635 3,000 Yes 

MV-024 SF Res 2,224 74 1,865 
1,905 

1,939 
1,979 3,000 No 

MV-025 SF Res 912 30 950 
970 

980 
1,001 3,000 No 

MV-026 SF Res 1,016 34 1,173 
1,198 

1,207 
1,232 3,000 No 

MV-027 MF Res 367 12 453 
464 

466 
476 3,000 No 

MV-028 MF Res 462 15 756 
773 

771 
789 3,000 No 

MV-029 SF Res 3,582 119 3,225 
3,295 

3,344 
3,414 3,000 Yes 

MV-030 SF Res 912 30 973 
994 

1,004 
1,025 3,000 No 

MV-031 SF Res 549 18 622 
635 

640 
653 3,000 No 

MV-032 SF Res 1,571 52 1,349 
1,378 

1,401 
1,430 3,000 No 

MV-033 SF Res 549 18 633 
647 

652 
665 3,000 No 

MV-034 SF Res 548 18 610 
623 

628 
641 3,000 No 

MV-035 SF Res 380 13 293 
300 

306 
312 3,000 No 

MV-036 MF Res 0 0 470 
481 

470 
481 3,000 No 

MV-037 Heavy Industrial 0 0 12,765 
12,962 

12,768 
12,962 10,000 Yes 

MV-038 Light Industrial 0 0 3,970 
4,035 

3,970 
4,035 10,000 No 

MV-039 Light Industrial 0 0 14,634 
14,877 

14,634 
14,877 10,000 Yes 

MV-040 Warehouse 342 11 772 
796 

783 
808 10,000 No 
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MV-041 Warehouse 3,320 111 11,370 
11,733 

11,481 
11,844 10,000 Yes 

MV-042 Warehouse 958 32 3,500 
3,612 

3,532 
3,644 10,000 No 

MV-043 Heavy Industrial 0 0 4,390 
4,457 

4,390 
4,457 10,000 No 

MV-044 Warehouse 2,554 85 8,699 
8,977 

8,785 
9,062 10,000 No 

MV-045 Retail-Commercial 346 12 2,807 
2,877 

2,818 
2,889 3,000 No 

MV-046 Warehouse 0 0 2,998 
3,093 

2,998 
3,093 10,000 No 

MV-047 SF Res 374 12 188 
192 

200 
204 3,000 No 

MV-048 Business Park 0 0 19,397 
19,891 

19,397 
19,891 3,000 Yes 

MV-049 Business Park 0 0 20,384 
20,904 

20,384 
20,904 3,000 Yes 

MV-050 Light Industrial 0 0 3,245 
3,299 

3,245 
3,299 10,000 No 

MV-051 Light Industrial 0 0 7,036 
7,153 

7,036 
7,153 10,000 No 

MV-052 Light Industrial 0 0 8,039 
8,173 

8,039 
8,173 10,000 No 

MV-053 Warehouse 0 0 9,802 
10,115 

9,802 
10,115 10,000 NoYes 

MV-054 Warehouse 5,625 187 13,629 
14,063 

13,816 
14,251 10,000 Yes 

MV-056 SF Res 374 12 188 
192 

200 
204 3,000 No 

MV-057 SF Res 536 18 434 
443 

452 
461 3,000 No 

MV-058 SF Res 0 0 94 
96 

94 
96 3,000 No 

MV-059 SF Res 698 23 739 
755 

762 
778 3,000 No 

MV-060 SF Res 923 31 1,079 
1,102 

1,110 
1,133 3,000 No 

MV-061 Retail-Commercial 496 17 5,799 5,816 3,000 Yes 
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5,945 5,961 

MV-062 SF Res 9,278 309 6,368 
6,506 

6,677 
6,815 3,000 Yes 

MV-063 SF Res 2,401 80 2,592 
2,648 

2,672 
2,728 3,000 No 

MV-064 SF Res 920 31 1,020 
1,042 

1,051 
1,073 3,000 No 

MV-065 MF Res 366 12 437 
447 

449 
459 3,000 No 

MV-066 MF Res 807 27 2,107 
2,157 

2,134 
2,183 3,000 No 

MV-067 SF Res 2,236 75 1,888 
1,929 

1,963 
2,004 3,000 No 

MV-068 Heavy Industrial 533 18 1,636 
1,661 

1,654 
1,679 10,000 No 

MV-069 Heavy Industrial 0 0 3,236 
3,285 

3,236 
3,285 10,000 No 

MV-070 MF Res 795 27 2,023 
2,071 

2,050 
2,097 3,000 No 

MV-071 MF Res 363 12 411 
421 

423 
433 3,000 No 

MV-072 MF Res 275 9 201 
206 

211 
215 3,000 No 

MV-073 MF Res 470 16 806 
825 

822 
840 3,000 No 

MV-074 Senior Res 1,763 59 971 
990 

1,030 
1,048 3,000 No 

MV-075 Senior Res 45,745 1,525 7,505 
7,651 

9,030 
9,175 3,000 Yes 

MV-076 Retail-Commercial 655 22 10,041 
10,292 

10,062 
10,314 3,000 Yes 

MV-077 Light Industrial 1,086 36 4,875 
4,956 

4,911 
4,992 10,000 No 

MV-078 Light Industrial 0 0 4,756 
4,835 

4,756 
4,835 10,000 No 

MV-079 Warehouse 711 24 2,878 
2,970 

2,902 
2,993 10,000 No 

MV-080 Retail-Commercial 290 10 1,427 
1,463 

1,437 
1,473 3,000 No 
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MV-081 Warehouse 0 0 5,489 
5,664 

5,489 
5,664 10,000 No 

MV-082 Warehouse 0 0 3,921 
4,046 

3,921 
4,046 10,000 No 

MV-083 Light Industrial 0 0 3,256 
3,310 

3,256 
3,310 10,000 No 

MV-084 Light Industrial 0 0 914 
930 

914 
930 10,000 No 

MV-085 Retail-Commercial 462 15 4,511 
4,624 

4,526 
4,639 3,000 Yes 

MV-086 SF Res 0 0 833 
851 

833 
851 3,000 No 

MV-087 MF Res 375 12 504 
516 

516 
528 3,000 No 

MV-088 MF Res 62 2 101 
103 

103 
105 3,000 No 

MV-089 MF Res 62 2 101 
103 

103 
105 3,000 No 

MV-090 Retail-Commercial 59 2 236 
241 

237 
243 3,000 No 

MV-091 SF Res 920 31 1,020 
1,042 

1,051 
1,073 3,000 No 

MV-092 SF Res 0 0 1,161 
1,186 

1,161 
1,186 3,000 No 

MV-093 MF Res 0 0 940 
962 

940 
962 3,000 No 

MV-094 MF Res 868 29 2,233 
2,285 

2,262 
2,314 3,000 No 

MV-095 Retail-Commercial 491 16 5,638 
5,779 

5,655 
5,796 3,000 Yes 

MV-096 SF Res 714 24 915 
935 

939 
958 3,000 No 

MV-097 SF Res 2,381 79 2,510 
2,564 

2,589 
2,643 3,000 No 

MV-098 SF Res 374 12 188 
192 

200 
204 3,000 No 

MV-099 MF Res 470 16 806 
825 

822 
840 3,000 No 

MV-100 MF Res 739 25 1,629 1,653 3,000 No 
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1,667 1,691 

MV-101 Retail-Commercial 59 2 290 
297 

292 
299 3,000 No 

MV-102 Office 352 12 848 
870 

860 
881 3,000 No 

MV-103 Light Industrial 515 17 1,683 
1,711 

1,700 
1,728 10,000 No 

MV-104 Warehouse 716 24 2,925 
3,018 

2,949 
3,042 10,000 No 

MV-105 MF Res 62 2 101 
103 

103 
105 3,000 No 

MV-106 MF Res 62 2 101 
103 

103 
105 3,000 No 

MV-107 SF Res 255 9 106 
108 

114 
116 3,000 No 

MV-108 Retail-Commercial 57 2 96 
98 

98 
100 3,000 No 

MV-109 SF Res 27,106 904 12,959 
13,239 

13,862 
14,143 3,000 Yes 

MV-110 MF Res 375 12 504 
516 

516 
528 3,000 No 

MV-111 MF Res 266 9 134 
137 

143 
146 3,000 No 

MV-112 MF Res 66 2 126 
129 

128 
131 3,000 No 

MV-113 SF Res 1,473 49 1,689 
1,725 

1,738 
1,774 3,000 No 

MV-114 Retail-Commercial 58 2 184 
188 

186 
190 3,000 No 

MV-115 Office 57 2 0 2 3,000 No 

MV-116 SF Res 380 13 293 
300 

306 
312 3,000 No 

MV-117 Office 300 10 525 
538 

535 
548 3,000 No 

MV-118 SF Res 255 9 106 
108 

114 
116 3,000 No 

MV-119 SF Res 535 18 410 
419 

428 
437 3,000 No 
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MV-120 Retail-Commercial 505 17 6,106 
6,259 

6,123 
6,276 3,000 Yes 

MV-121 Retail-Commercial 58 2 140 
144 

142 
146 3,000 No 

MV-123 Retail-Commercial 64 2 451 
462 

453 
464 3,000 No 

MV-124 Retail-Commercial 462 15 4,511 
4,624 

4,526 
4,639 3,000 Yes 

MV-125 MF Res 275 9 201 
206 

211 
215 3,000 No 

MV-126 SF Res 3,432 114 2,756 
2,816 

2,870 
2,930 3,000 No 

MV-127 Warehouse 684 23 2,666 2,689 10,000 No 

MV-129 Light Industrial 5,234 174 14,451 14,626 10,000 Yes 

MV-130 Warehouse 570 19 1,740 1,759 10,000 No 

MV-131 Warehouse 4,916 164 11,762 11,926 10,000 Yes 

MV-132 Warehouse 2,443 81 8,626 8,707 10,000 No 

P-001 SF Res 0 0 1,607 
1,641 

1,607 
1,641 3,000 No 

P-002 Warehouse 0 0 4,705 
4,855 

4,705 
4,855 10,000 No 

P-003 Warehouse 0 0 3,625 
3,741 

3,625 
3,741 10,000 No 

P-004 Light Industrial 503 17 1,573 
1,599 

1,590 
1,616 10,000 No 

P-005 Warehouse 971 32 3,607 
3,722 

3,640 
3,755 10,000 No 

P-006 Light Industrial 1,201 40 5,488 
5,579 

5,528 
5,619 10,000 No 

P-007 Light Industrial 2,702 90 10,883 
11,064 

10,973 
11,154 10,000 Yes 

P-008 Light Industrial 594 20 2,204 
2,241 

2,224 
2,261 10,000 No 

P-009 Heavy Industrial 1,244 41 5,072 
5,149 

5,113 
5,191 10,000 No 

P-010 Warehouse 0 0 13,331 
13,756 

13,331 
13,756 10,000 Yes 
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P-011 Heavy Industrial 0 0 9,678 
9,825 

9,678 
9,825 10,000 No 

P-012 Light Industrial 965 32 4,153 
4,222 

4,185 
4,254 10,000 No 

P-014 Warehouse 2,688 90 9,410 
9,710 

9,500 
9,800 10,000 No 

P-015 Warehouse 0 0 6,123 
6,318 

6,123 
6,318 10,000 No 

P-016 Warehouse 0 0 10,273 
10,600 

10,273 
10,600 10,000 Yes 

P-017 Warehouse 0 0 4,548 
4,693 

4,548 
4,693 10,000 No 

P-018 Warehouse 0 0 12,131 
12,518 

12,131 
12,518 10,000 Yes 

P-019 Warehouse 0 0 5,470 
5,645 

5,470 
5,645 10,000 No 

P-020 Warehouse 0 0 6,834 
7,052 

6,834 
7,052 10,000 No 

P-021 Warehouse 0 0 1,333 
1,376 

1,333 
1,376 10,000 No 

P-022 Warehouse 722 24 2,980 
3,075 

3,004 
3,099 10,000 No 

P-023 Warehouse 510 17 1,411 
1,457 

1,428 
1,473 10,000 No 

P-024 Warehouse 3,343 111 11,480 
11,846 

11,592 
11,958 10,000 Yes 

P-025 Warehouse 1,969 66 8,140 
8,399 

8,205 
8,465 10,000 No 

P-026 Light Industrial 1,514 50 7,423 
7,547 

7,474 
7,597 10,000 No 

P-027 Warehouse 0 0 6,775 
6,991 

6,775 
6,991 10,000 No 

P-028 Light Industrial 1,271 42 6,128 
6,230 

6,170 
6,272 10,000 No 

P-030 SF Res 8,865 296 5,770 
5,895 

6,065 
6,190 3,000 Yes 

P-031 MF Res 426 14 630 
644 

644 
659 3,000 No 

P-032 Retail-Commercial 1,209 40 20,717 
21,235 

20,757 
21,275 3,000 Yes 
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P-033 SF Res 58,216 1,941 21,813 
22,285 

23,754 
24,226 3,000 Yes 

P-034 Warehouse 13,703 457 24,833 
25,625 

25,290 
26,082 10,000 Yes 

P-035 MF Res 296 10 336 
344 

346 
354 3,000 No 

P-036 Retail-Commercial 21,179 706 28,655 
29,557 

29,361 
30,263 3,000 Yes 

P-037 SF Res 0 0 2,146 
2,193 

2,146 
2,193 3,000 No 

P-038 SF Res 0 0 2,615 
2,672 

2,615 
2,672 3,000 No 

P-039 Warehouse 1,338 45 6,146 
6,341 

6,190 
6,386 10,000 No 

P-040 SF Res 1,585 53 1,431 
1,462 

1,484 
1,515 3,000 No 

P-041 Light Industrial 481 16 1,370 
1,392 

1,386 
1,408 10,000 No 

P-042 SF Res 555 18 715 
731 

734 
749 3,000 No 

P-043 SF Res 554 18 668 
683 

687 
701 3,000 No 

P-044 MF Res 468 16 789 
808 

805 
823 3,000 No 

P-045 MF Res 426 14 630 
644 

644 
659 3,000 No 

P-046 Senior Res 5,138 171 2,204 
2,246 

2,375 
2,418 3,000 No 

P-047 SF Res 9,084 303 6,110 
6,242 

6,413 
6,545 3,000 Yes 

P-048 SF Res 711 24 880 
899 

903 
922 3,000 No 

P-049 SF Res 1,571 52 1,337 
1,366 

1,389 
1,418 3,000 No 

P-050 Retail-Commercial 341 11 2,578 
2,642 

2,589 
2,653 3,000 No 

P-051 SF Res 535 18 410 
419 

428 
437 3,000 No 

P-052 SF Res 912 30 962 992 3,000 No 
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982 1,013 

P-053 SF Res 2,236 75 1,888 
1,929 

1,963 
2,004 3,000 No 

P-054 SF Res 3,438 115 2,791 
2,852 

2,906 
2,966 3,000 No 

P-055 Retail-Commercial 995 33 14,499 
14,861 

14,532 
14,894 3,000 Yes 

P-056 Light Industrial 60 2 90 
92 

92 
94 10,000 No 

P-057 Warehouse 76 3 327 
337 

329 
340 10,000 No 

P-058 Heavy Industrial 718 24 2,986 
3,032 

3,010 
3,056 10,000 No 

P-059 SF Res 3,450 115 2,850 
2,911 

2,965 
3,027 3,000 No 

Yes 

P-060 Retail-Commercial 58 2 145 
149 

147 
151 3,000 No 

P-061 Warehouse 0 0 2,745 
2,832 

2,745 
2,832 10,000 No 

R-001 Business Park 0 0 17,968 
18,426 

17,968 
18,426 3,000 Yes 

R-002 Warehouse 0 0 4,570 
4,716 

4,570 
4,716 10,000 No 

R-003 Light Industrial 0 0 5,964 
6,063 

5,964 
6,063 10,000 No 

R-004 MF Res 768 26 1,813 
1,856 

1,839 
1,881 3,000 No 

R-005 Medical Office 1,198 40 13,150 
13,565 

13,190 
13,605 3,000 Yes 

R-006 MF Res 429 14 646 
662 

661 
676 3,000 No 

R-007 Retail-Commercial 298 10 1,808 
1,853 

1,817 
1,863 3,000 No 

R-008 Senior Res 403 13 190 
194 

204 
207 3,000 No 

R-009 Retail-Commercial 170,897 5,697 282,806 
289,881 

288,503 
295,578 3,000 Yes 

R-010 Retail-Commercial 67 2 759 
778 

761 
780 3,000 No 
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R-011 Business Park 715 24 4,451 
4,565 

4,475 
4,588 3,000 Yes 

R-012 Retail-Commercial 303 10 1,978 
2,027 

1,988 
2,037 3,000 No 

R-013 SF Res 58 2 35 
36 

37 
38 3,000 No 

R-014 Retail-Commercial 58 2 124 
127 

126 
129 3,000 No 

R-015 SF Res 2,265 75 2,014 
2,057 

2,089 
2,133 3,000 No 

R-016 SF Res 57 2 18 20 3,000 No 

R-017 MF Res 879 29 2,309 
2,363 

2,338 
2,392 3,000 No 

R-018 Light Industrial 197,176 6,573 82,663 
84,036 

89,235 
90,608 10,000 Yes 

R-019 MF Res 368 12 462 
473 

474 
485 3,000 No 

R-020 Warehouse 3,341 111 11,460 
11,826 

11,572 
11,937 10,000 Yes 

R-021 SF Res 319 11 176 
180 

187 
190 3,000 No 

R-022 SF Res 255 9 106 
108 

114 
116 3,000 No 

R-023 Retail-Commercial 59 2 259 
265 

261 
267 3,000 No 

R-024 SF Res 351,603 11,720 58,637 
59,907 

70,357 
71,627 3,000 Yes 

R-025 MF Res 757 25 1,746 
1,787 

1,771 
1,812 3,000 No 

R-026 Business Park 5,336 178 22,771 
23,270 

22,949 
23,448 3,000 Yes 

R-027 Retail-Commercial 58 2 117 
119 

118 
121 3,000 No 

R-028 Senior Res 1,057 35 688 
702 

724 
737 3,000 No 

R-029 Retail-Commercial 58 2 122 
125 

124 
127 3,000 No 

R-030 Retail-Commercial 520 17 6,720 
6,888 

6,737 
6,905 3,000 Yes 
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R-031 MF Res 287 10 302 
309 

312 
319 3,000 No 

R-032 Retail-Commercial 67 2 718 
736 

720 
738 3,000 No 

R-033 MF Res 282 9 252 
258 

261 
267 3,000 No 

R-034 Office 61 2 123 
126 

125 
128 3,000 No 

R-035 MF Res 475 16 856 
876 

872 
892 3,000 No 

R-036 MF Res 376 13 520 
533 

533 
545 3,000 No 

R-037 Retail-Commercial 58 2 193 
198 

195 
200 3,000 No 

R-038 Retail-Commercial 58 2 113 
116 

115 
118 3,000 No 

R-039 SF Res 8,141 271 4,714 
4,817 

4,986 
5,088 3,000 Yes 

R-040 Retail-Commercial 57 2 77 
79 

79 
81 3,000 No 

R-041 Office 68 2 234 
239 

236 
242 3,000 No 

R-042 SF Res 9,683 323 7,013 
7,165 

7,336 
7,488 3,000 Yes 

R-043 SF Res 547 18 586 
599 

605 
617 3,000 No 

R-044 Retail-Commercial 58 2 129 
132 

131 
134 3,000 No 

R-045 Office 75 2 383 
393 

386 
395 3,000 No 

R-046 SF Res 535 18 420 
429 

438 
447 3,000 No 

R-047 Warehouse 349 12 845 
872 

856 
883 10,000 No 

R-048 Retail-Commercial 337 11 2,426 
2,487 

2,437 
2,498 3,000 No 

R-049 Senior Res 3,154 105 1,592 
1,623 

1,698 
1,728 3,000 No 

R-050 SF Res 253 8 45 
46 

53 
54 3,000 No 
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  Emissions (MTCO2e)  

Project ID Land Use 
Total 

Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

Total Amortized 
Construction and 

Operational Emissions 
Threshold Impact? 

R-051 Retail-Commercial 57 2 76 
78 

78 
80 3,000 No 

R-052 SF Res 534 18 375 
383 

393 
401 3,000 No 

R-053 SF Res 386 13 340 
347 

353 
360 3,000 No 

R-054 SF Res 380 13 293 
300 

306 
312 3,000 No 

R-055 SF Res 379 13 235 
240 

247 
252 3,000 No 

R-056 Office 465 16 1,323 
1,356 

1,338 
1,372 3,000 No 

R-057 Light Industrial 503 17 1,570 
1,596 

1,586 
1,613 10,000 No 

R-058 Retail-Commercial 57 2 88 
91 

90 
93 3,000 No 

R-059 Retail-Commercial 58 2 130 
134 

132 
136 3,000 No 

R-060 Business Park 367 12 1,327 
1,361 

1,340 
1,373 3,000 No 

R-061 Retail-Commercial 775 26 13,707 
14,050 

13,733 
14,076 3,000 Yes 

R-062 Retail-Commercial 57 2 59 
60 

61 
62 3,000 No 

R-063 MF Res 273 9 176 
180 

185 
190 3,000 No 

R-064 SF Res 253 8 59 
60 

67 
68 3,000 No 

R-065 SF Res 556 19 727 
743 

746 
761 3,000 No 

R-066 Retail-Commercial 59 2 198 
203 

200 
205 3,000 No 

RC-001 SF Res 43,931 1,464 14,671 
14,989 

16,135 
16,453 3,000 Yes 

RC-002 SF Res 81,912 2,730 23,455 
23,963 

26,185 
26,693 3,000 Yes 

RC-003 SF Res 189,155 6,305 40,014 
40,881 

46,319 
47,186 3,000 Yes 

RC-005 SF Res 21,537 718 8,796 9,513 3,000 Yes 
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  Emissions (MTCO2e)  

Project ID Land Use 
Total 

Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

Total Amortized 
Construction and 

Operational Emissions 
Threshold Impact? 

8,986 9,704 

RC-006 Business Park 1,243 41 7,840 
8,040 

7,881 
8,081 3,000 Yes 

RC-007 Warehouse 5,138 171 12,442 
12,839 

12,613 
13,010 10,000 Yes 

RC-009 Heavy Industrial 2,729 91 9,608 
9,758 

9,699 
9,849 10,000 No 

RC-010 Light Industrial 69,526 2,318 56,707 
57,649 

59,025 
59,966 10,000 Yes 

RC-011 Warehouse 1,368 46 6,383 
6,587 

6,429 
6,632 10,000 No 

RC-012 Light Industrial 762 25 3,875 
3,939 

3,900 
3,965 10,000 No 

RC-013 SF Res 8,909 297 5,829 
5,955 

6,125 
6,252 3,000 Yes 

RC-014 MF Res 1,109 37 2,686 
2,749 

2,723 
2,786 3,000 No 

RC-015 SF Res 1,473 49 1,665 
1,701 

1,714 
1,750 3,000 No 

RC-017 Retail-Commercial 59 2 299 
306 

301 
308 3,000 No 

RC-018 SF Res 319 11 176 
180 

187 
190 3,000 No 

RC-019 Retail-Commercial 294 10 1,701 
1,744 

1,711 
1,753 3,000 No 

RC-020 Retail-Commercial 57 2 90 
92 

92 
94 3,000 No 

RC-021 Warehouse 60 2 63 
65 

65 
67 10,000 No 

RC-022 SF Res 1,453 48 1,536 
1,570 

1,585 
1,618 3,000 No 

RC-023 Light Industrial 297 10 480 
488 

490 
498 10,000 No 

RC-024 Light Industrial 521 17 1,745 
1,774 

1,762 
1,791 10,000 No 

RC-025 Light Industrial 328 11 777 
790 

788 
801 10,000 No 

RC-026 SF Res 57 2 23 
24 

25 
26 3,000 No 
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  Emissions (MTCO2e)  

Project ID Land Use 
Total 

Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

Total Amortized 
Construction and 

Operational Emissions 
Threshold Impact? 

RC-027 Light Industrial 517 17 1,726 
1,755 

1,743 
1,772 10,000 No 

RC-028 Retail-Commercial 58 2 180 
185 

182 
187 3,000 No 

RC-029 Retail-Commercial 59 2 262 
269 

264 
271 3,000 No 

RC-030 Warehouse 2,777 93 9,873 
10,188 

9,966 
10,280 10,000 No 

Yes 

RC-031 Light Industrial 510 17 1,652 
1,679 

1,669 
1,696 10,000 No 

RC-032 SF Res 21,151 705 8,514 
8,699 

9,219 
9,404 3,000 Yes 

RC-033 SF Res 8,035 268 4,503 
4,601 

4,771 
4,869 3,000 Yes 

RC-034 SF Res 8,404 280 5,066 
5,176 

5,346 
5,456 3,000 Yes 

RC-035 MF Res 143,338 4,778 34,208 
34,953 

38,986 
39,731 3,000 Yes 

RC-036 SF Res 8,690 290 5,488 
5,607 

5,778 
5,897 3,000 Yes 

RC-037 SF Res 9,427 314 6,591 
6,734 

6,905 
7,048 3,000 Yes 

RC-038 Warehouse 5,837 195 14,301 
14,757 

14,496 
14,952 10,000 Yes 

RC-039 SF Res 540 18 457 
467 

475 
485 3,000 No 

RD-001 SF Res 0 0 962 
982 

962 
982 3,000 No 

RD-002 SF Res 0 0 645 
659 

645 
659 3,000 No 

RD-003 SF Res 1,025 34 1,208 
1,234 

1,242 
1,268 3,000 No 

RD-004 SF Res 704 23 786 
803 

809 
826 3,000 No 

RD-005 Warehouse 0 0 3,926 
4,051 

3,926 
4,051 10,000 No 

RD-006 Retail-Commercial 291 10 1,554 
1,593 

1,563 
1,602 3,000 No 

RD-007 Retail-Commercial 376 13 4,116 4,128 3,000 Yes 
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  Emissions (MTCO2e)  

Project ID Land Use 
Total 

Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

Total Amortized 
Construction and 

Operational Emissions 
Threshold Impact? 

4,219 4,231 

RD-008 MF Res 452 15 672 
687 

687 
702 3,000 No 

RD-009 Retail-Commercial 290 10 1,411 
1,447 

1,421 
1,456 3,000 No 

RD-010 Light Industrial 477 16 1,329 
1,351 

1,344 
1,367 10,000 No 

RD-011 Retail-Commercial 298 10 1,787 
1,832 

1,797 
1,842 3,000 No 

RD-012 Warehouse 0 0 4,715 
4,865 

4,715 
4,865 10,000 No 

RD-013 Warehouse 0 0 7,944 
8,197 

7,944 
8,197 10,000 No 

RD-014 Warehouse 0 0 6,054 
6,247 

6,054 
6,247 10,000 No 

RD-015 Warehouse 0 0 3,317 
3,423 

3,317 
3,423 10,000 No 

RD-016 Warehouse 0 0 5,605 
5,783 

5,605 
5,783 10,000 No 

SB-001 Warehouse 0 0 4,817 
4,971 

4,817 
4,971 10,000 No 

SB-002 Warehouse 0 0 2,458 
2,537 

2,458 
2,537 10,000 No 

SB-003 Warehouse 0 0 4,655 
4,803 

4,655 
4,803 10,000 No 

SB-004 Warehouse 0 0 6,098 
6,292 

6,098 
6,292 10,000 No 

SB-005 Warehouse 0 0 2,211 
2,282 

2,211 
2,282 10,000 No 

SB-006 Warehouse 0 0 4,258 
4,394 

4,258 
4,394 10,000 No 

SB-007 SF Res 535 18 399 
407 

417 
425 3,000 No 

SB-008 SF Res 540 18 469 
479 

487 
497 3,000 No 

SJ-001 Retail-Commercial 5,692 190 54,071 
55,424 

54,261 
55,614 3,000 Yes 

SJ-002 SF Res 7,530 251 3,764 
3,846 

4,015 
4,097 3,000 Yes 
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  Emissions (MTCO2e)  

Project ID Land Use 
Total 

Construction 
Emissions 

Amortized 
Construction 

Emissions 

Total 
Operational 
Emissions 

Total Amortized 
Construction and 

Operational Emissions 
Threshold Impact? 

SJ-003 SF Res 9,564 319 6,802 
6,949 

7,121 
7,268 3,000 Yes 

SJ-004 SF Res 9,808 327 7,189 
7,345 

7,516 
7,672 3,000 Yes 

Total - 2,626,148 
2,612,302 

87,538 
87,077 

2,324,161 
2,340,675 

2,411,700 
2,427,752     

 
A calculation error resulted in an inaccurate conversion of greenhouse gas emissions from pounds to metric tons. Cumulative greenhouse gas 
emissions have been converted from pounds to metric tons and Table 6.7-2 has been revised to show the correct emissions. The correct 
emissions do not result in a change in the impact determination or result in a new significant impact. 
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Section 6.17, Energy 
• Page 6.17-10, fifth paragraph, third sentence 

“Total energy consumption from all cumulative projects is estimated at 592,748 565,690 MWh 
annually and is 256 161 percent of MVU’s forecasted sales in 2037.” 

A formula error resulted in an inaccurate estimate of electrical consumption for select projects. This 
revision was made to reflect the corrected values. No change to impact determinations and no new 
significant impact would result. 

• Pages 6.17-10 and 6.17-11, Table 6.17-2 

Table 6.17-2: Cumulative Electrical Consumption within MVU Service Area 

Project ID 

Annual 
Construction 

(MWh) 

Annual 
Operation 

(MWh)  Project ID 

Annual 
Construction 

(MWh) 

Annual 
Operation 

(MWh) 

MV-001 0.86 4,293 
 

MV-052 — 11,568 

MV-002 0.63 3,694 
3,894 

 
MV-053 — 6,714 

MV-003 0.73 15,041 
 

MV-054 0.74 9,335 

MV-004 — 12,335 
 

MV-056 0.20 148 
160 

MV-005 0.37 1,641 
 

MV-057 0.43 342 
371 

MV-006 0.83 4,028 
 

MV-058 — 74 
80 

MV-007 0.39 287 
311 

 
MV-059 0.62 583 

631 

MV-008 0.68 537 
581 

 
MV-060 0.70 852 

922 

MV-009 0.15 102 
110 

 
MV-061 0.52 2,538 

MV-010 0.55 435 
471 

 
MV-062 0.60 5,026 

5,442 

MV-011 0.30 222 
241 

 
MV-063 0.69 2,046 

2,215 

MV-012 — 914 
 

MV-064 0.67 805 
872 

MV-013 0.21 391 
 

MV-065 0.17 305 

MV-014 0.49 990 
1,072 

 
MV-066 0.70 1,474 

MV-015 0.62 583 
631 

 
MV-068 0.36 2,725 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 822 

Table 6.17-2: Cumulative Electrical Consumption within MVU Service Area 

Project ID 

Annual 
Construction 

(MWh) 

Annual 
Operation 

(MWh)  Project ID 

Annual 
Construction 

(MWh) 

Annual 
Operation 

(MWh) 

MV-016 0.37 296 
321 

 
MV-069 — 5,391 

MV-017 0.67 889 
962 

 
MV-070 0.68 1,415 

MV-018 — 78 
 

MV-071 0.16 288 

MV-019 — 777 
883 

 
MV-074 0.58 1,057 

1,201 

MV-020 — 1,322 
 

MV-075 1.09 8,168 
9,286 

MV-021 0.24 914 
 

MV-076 0.88 4,394 

MV-022 — 370 
401 

 
MV-077 0.82 7,015 

MV-023 0.77 2,449 
 

MV-078 — 6,844 

MV-024 0.50 1,472 
1,593 

 
MV-079 0.44 1,971 

MV-025 0.62 750 
812 

 
MV-080 0.15 625 

MV-026 0.69 926 
1,002 

 
MV-081 — 3,760 

MV-027 0.18 317 
 

MV-082 — 2,686 

MV-028 0.27 529 
 

MV-083 — 4,685 

MV-029 0.61 2,545 
2,756 

 
MV-084 — 1,316 

MV-033 0.63 500 
541 

 
MV-089 0.10 70 

MV-034 0.61 481 
521 

 
MV-090 0.06 103 

MV-035 0.32 231 
251 

 
MV-093 — 658 

MV-036 — 329 
 

MV-102 0.25 1,096 

MV-037 — 21,270 
 

MV-105 0.10 70 

MV-038 — 5,712 
 

MV-106 0.10 70 

MV-039 — 21,058 
 

MV-108 0.02 42 

MV-040 0.14 528 
 

MV-111 0.06 94 

MV-041 0.91 7,788 
 

MV-112 0.11 88 

MV-042 0.50 2,397 
 

MV-118 0.14 83 

MV-043 — 7,313 
 

MV-121 0.03 61 

MV-044 0.76 5,959 
 

MV-123 0.10 197 
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Table 6.17-2: Cumulative Electrical Consumption within MVU Service Area 

Project ID 

Annual 
Construction 

(MWh) 

Annual 
Operation 

(MWh)  Project ID 

Annual 
Construction 

(MWh) 

Annual 
Operation 

(MWh) 

MV-045 0.28 1,228  MV-124126 0.40 
0.52 

1,974 
2,355 

MV-046 — 2,053 
 

Cum Project Total 29 290,603 
294,161 

MV-048 — 19,944 
 

Net Project 1,496 302,145 
271,529 

MV-049 — 20,959 
 

Total 1,525 592,748 
565,690 

MV-050 — 4,670 
 

MVU 231,555 
352,044 

231,555 
352,044 

MV-051 — 10,125 
 

%MVU 0.66% 
0.43% 

256% 
161% 

Source: ESA, 2019 2020 

 

A formula error resulted in in an inaccurate estimate of electrical consumption for select projects. No 
change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result. 

• Pages 6.17-12–6.17-14, Table 6.17-3 

Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 

Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

B-001 100,967  MV-078 16,640  R-015 5,253 

B-002 8,447  MV-079 734  R-016 47 

B-003 28,210  MV-080 89  R-017 4,068 

B-004 55,488  MV-081 1,400  R-018 289,211 

B-005 82,102  MV-082 1,000  R-019 814 

B-006 5,560  MV-083 11,392  R-020 2,923 

B-007 12,330  MV-084 3,199  R-021 459 

B-008 19,826  MV-085 280  R-022 275 

B-009 136,152  MV-086 2,172  R-023 16 

B-010 2,907  MV-087 888  R-024 152,980 

B-011 450  MV-088 178  R-025 3,077 

B-012 4,128  MV-089 178  R-026 596 

B-013 57,826  MV-090 15  R-026 30,192 

B-014 21,417  MV-091 2,662  R-026 1,043 

C-001 400  MV-093 1,657  R-027 7 
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Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 
Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

C-002 2,000  MV-094 3,935  R-028 2,087 

C-002 4,737  MV-095 350  R-029 8 

C-003 145  MV-096 2,386  R-030 417 

H-001 17,990  MV-097 6,548  R-031 533 

H-002 13,462  MV-098 490  R-032 45 

H-003 28,485  MV-099 1,420  R-033 444 

H-004 23,519  MV-100 2,870  R-034 36 

H-004 2,985  MV-101 18  R-035 1,509 

H-005 42  MV-102 252  R-036 917 

H-006 1,362  MV-103 5,888  R-037 12 

H-007 5,575  MV-104 746  R-038 7 

H-008 6,853  MV-105 178  R-039 12,300 

H-008 4,436  MV-106 178  R-040 5 

H-009 9,329  MV-107 275  R-041 69 

M-001 20  MV-108 6  R-042 18,296 

M-001 774  MV-109 33,809  R-043 1,530 

M-001 1,351  MV-110 888  R-044 8 

M-001 13,098  MV-111 237  R-045 114 

M-002 9,050  MV-112 222  R-046 1,097 

M-002 1,407  MV-113 4,406  R-047 215 

M-002 15,610  MV-114 11  R-048 151 

M-003 5,800  MV-115 0  R-049 4,828 

M-004 218  MV-116 765  R-050 117 

M-005 6,124  MV-117 156  R-051 5 

M-005 698  MV-118 275  R-052 979 

M-005 33,966  MV-119 1,071  R-053 887 

M-006 658  MV-120 379  R-054 765 

M-007 1,351  MV-121 9  R-055 612 

M-008 1,250  MV-123 28  R-056 393 

M-008 8,790  MV-124 280  R-057 5,492 

M-009 4,130  MV-125 355  R-058 5 

M-010 1,118  MV-126 7,190  R-059 8 

M-011 134  MV-127 680  R-060 305 

MV-001 609  MV-129 50,560  R-061 851 
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Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 
Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

MV-002 8,016  MV-130 444  R-062 4 

MV-002 3,196  MV-131 3,000  R-063 311 

MV-003 3,802  MV-132 2,200  R-064 153 

MV-003 11,744  P-001 4,192  R-065 1,897 

MV-004 29,992  P-002 1,200  R-066 12 

MV-005 233  P-003 925  RC-001 38,276 

MV-006 1,500  P-004 5,504  RC-002 61,192 

MV-007 948  P-005 920  RC-003 104,394 

MV-008 1,775  P-006 19,200  RC-005 22,947 

MV-009 337  P-007 38,076  RC-006 1,800 

MV-010 1,438  P-008 7,712  RC-007 3,173 

MV-011 734  P-009 20,544  RC-009 102 

MV-012 240  P-010 3,400  RC-009 37,527 

MV-013 90  P-011 39,200  RC-010 198,400 

MV-014 3,274  P-012 14,531  RC-011 1,628 

MV-015 1,928  P-014 2,400  RC-012 13,557 

MV-016 979  P-015 1,562  RC-013 15,206 

MV-017 2,937  P-016 2,620  RC-014 4,734 

MV-018 11  P-017 1,160  RC-015 4,345 

MV-019 2,165  P-018 3,094  RC-017 19 

MV-020 188  P-019 1,395  RC-018 459 

MV-021 240  P-020 1,743  RC-019 106 

MV-022 1,224  P-021 340  RC-020 6 

MV-023 6,169  P-022 760  RC-021 16 

MV-024 4,865  P-023 360  RC-022 4,008 

MV-025 2,478  P-024 2,928  RC-023 1,678 

MV-026 3,060  P-025 2,076  RC-024 6,106 

MV-027 799  P-026 25,972  RC-025 2,720 

MV-028 1,331  P-027 1,728  RC-026 61 

MV-029 8,414  P-028 21,440  RC-027 6,038 

MV-030 2,539  P-030 15,053  RC-028 11 

MV-031 1,622  P-031 1,110  RC-029 16 

MV-032 3,519  P-032 1,286  RC-030 2,518 

MV-033 1,652  P-033 56,909  RC-031 5,779 

MV-034 1,591  P-034 6,334  RC-032 22,213 
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Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 
Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

MV-035 765  P-035 592  RC-033 11,749 

MV-036 828  P-036 6,897  RC-034 13,217 

MV-037 51,716  P-036 100  RC-035 84,904 

MV-038 13,888  P-037 5,599  RC-035 240 

MV-039 51,200  P-038 6,823  RC-035 1,509 

MV-040 197  P-039 1,567  RC-036 14,319 

MV-041 2,900  P-040 3,733  RC-037 17,195 

MV-042 893  P-041 4,792  RC-038 3,648 

MV-043 17,781  P-042 1,866  RC-039 1,193 

MV-044 2,219  P-043 1,744  RD-001 2,509 

MV-045 174  P-044 1,391  RD-002 1,683 

MV-046 765  P-045 1,110  RD-003 3,151 

MV-047 490  P-046 6,681  RD-004 2,050 

MV-048 4,453  P-047 15,941  RD-005 1,001 

MV-049 4,680  P-048 2,295  RD-006 96 

MV-050 11,354  P-049 3,488  RD-007 255 

MV-051 24,618  P-050 160  RD-008 1,184 

MV-052 28,127  P-051 1,071  RD-009 88 

MV-053 2,500  P-052 2,509  RD-010 4,648 

MV-054 3,476  P-053 4,926  RD-011 111 

MV-056 490  P-054 7,282  RD-012 1,203 

MV-057 1,132  P-055 900  RD-013 2,026 

MV-058 245  P-056 315  RD-014 1,544 

MV-059 1,928  P-057 83  RD-015 846 

MV-060 2,815  P-058 12,096  RD-016 1,429 

MV-061 360  P-059 7,435  SB-001 1,229 

MV-062 16,614  P-060 9  SB-002 627 

MV-063 6,762  P-061 700  SB-003 1,187 

MV-064 2,662  R-001 4,126  SB-004 1,555 

MV-065 769  R-002 1,166  SB-005 564 

MV-066 3,713  R-003 20,865  SB-006 1,086 

MV-067 4,926  R-004 3,196  SB-007 1,040 

MV-068 6,627  R-005 1,500  SB-008 1,224 

MV-069 13,107  R-006 1,139  SJ-001 3 
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Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 
Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

MV-070 3,565  R-007 112  SJ-002 9,821 

MV-071 725  R-008 576  SJ-003 17,746 

MV-072 355  R-009 17,555  SJ-004 18,755 

MV-073 1,420  R-010 47    

MV-074 2,943  R-011 1,022  Total Cum. 3,181,269 

MV-075 22,754  R-012 123  Net Project (Building Energy) 0 

MV-076 623  R-013 92  Total 3,181,269 

MV-077 17,056  R-014 8  SoCalGas 873,793,575       
%SoCalGas 0.36% 

Source: ESA, 2019 

 

Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 

Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

B-001 100,934  MV-083 11,566  R-017 4,068 

B-002 8,447  MV-084 3,248  R-018 293,639 

B-003 28,200  MV-085 311  R-019 814 

B-004 56,338  MV-086 2,172  R-020 2,967 

B-005 83,359  MV-087 888  R-021 459 

B-006 5,411  MV-088 178  R-022 275 

B-007 12,326  MV-089 178  R-023 18 

B-008 19,820  MV-090 16  R-024 152,931 

B-009 136,108  MV-091 2,661  R-025 3,077 

B-010 2,906  MV-092 3,028  R-026 32,331 

B-011 500  MV-093 1,657  R-027 8 

B-012 4,128  MV-094 3,935  R-028 2,087 

B-013 57,808  MV-095 389  R-029 8 

B-014 21,410  MV-096 2,386  R-030 463 

C-001 444  MV-097 6,545  R-031 533 

C-002 6,831  MV-098 489  R-032 49 

C-003 161  MV-099 1,420  R-033 444 

H-001 17,985  MV-100 2,870  R-034 42 

H-002 13,458  MV-101 20  R-035 1,509 

H-003 28,476  MV-102 291  R-036 917 

H-004 26,785  MV-103 5,978  R-037 13 
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Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 
Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

H-005 46  MV-104 757  R-038 8 

H-006 1,511  MV-105 178  R-039 12,296 

H-007 5,576  MV-106 178  R-040 5 

H-008 11,288  MV-107 275  R-041 80 

H-009 9,329  MV-108 7  R-042 18,291 

M-001 15,588  MV-109 33,798  R-043 1,529 

M-002 26,662  MV-110 888  R-044 9 

M-003 5,887  MV-111 237  R-045 132 

M-004 242  MV-112 222  R-046 1,096 

M-005 41,509  MV-113 4,404  R-047 219 

M-006 640  MV-114 13  R-048 167 

M-007 1,371  MV-115 0.08  R-049 4,828 

M-008 11,555  MV-116 765  R-050 117 

M-009 4,129  MV-117 180  R-051 5 

M-010 1,135  MV-118 275  R-052 979 

M-011 149  MV-119 1,071  R-053 887 

MV-001 676  MV-120 421  R-054 765 

MV-002 11,209  MV-121 10  R-055 612 

MV-003 15,783  MV-123 31  R-056 455 

MV-004 30,452  MV-124 311  R-057 5,576 

MV-005 258  MV-125 355  R-058 6 

MV-006 1,523  MV-126 7,188  R-059 9 

MV-007 948  P-001 4,190  R-060 297 

MV-008 1,774  P-002 1,218  R-061 944 

MV-009 336  P-003 938  R-062 4 

MV-010 1,438  P-004 5,588  R-063 311 

MV-011 734  P-005 934  R-064 153 

MV-012 278  P-006 19,494  R-065 1,896 

MV-013 104  P-007 38,659  R-066 14 

MV-014 3,273  P-008 7,830  RC-001 38,263 

MV-015 1,927  P-009 20,859  RC-002 61,172 

MV-016 979  P-010 3,451  RC-003 104,360 

MV-017 2,936  P-011 39,800  RC-005 22,940 

MV-018 12  P-012 14,753  RC-006 1,752 
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Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 
Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

MV-019 2,165  P-014 2,436  RC-007 3,221 

MV-020 208  P-015 1,585  RC-009 38,219 

MV-021 278  P-016 2,659  RC-010 201,438 

MV-022 1,223  P-017 1,177  RC-011 1,652 

MV-023 6,169  P-018 3,140  RC-012 13,765 

MV-024 4,863  P-019 1,416  RC-013 15,201 

MV-025 2,477  P-020 1,769  RC-014 4,734 

MV-026 3,059  P-021 345  RC-015 4,343 

MV-027 799  P-022 771  RC-017 21 

MV-028 1,331  P-023 365  RC-018 459 

MV-029 8,411  P-024 2,972  RC-019 117 

MV-030 2,539  P-025 2,107  RC-020 6 

MV-031 1,621  P-026 26,370  RC-021 16 

MV-032 3,517  P-027 1,754  RC-022 4,007 

MV-033 1,652  P-028 21,768  RC-023 1,704 

MV-034 1,590  P-030 15,048  RC-024 6,199 

MV-035 765  P-031 1,110  RC-025 2,762 

MV-036 828  P-032 1,427  RC-026 61 

MV-037 52,508  P-033 56,890  RC-027 6,131 

MV-038 14,101  P-034 6,429  RC-028 12 

MV-039 51,984  P-035 592  RC-029 18 

MV-040 200  P-036 7,112  RC-030 2,556 

MV-041 2,944  P-037 5,597  RC-031 5,868 

MV-042 906  P-038 6,821  RC-032 22,206 

MV-043 18,054  P-039 1,591  RC-033 11,745 

MV-044 2,252  P-040 3,732  RC-034 13,213 

MV-045 193  P-041 4,865  RC-035 86,663 

MV-046 776  P-042 1,866  RC-036 14,314 

MV-047 489  P-043 1,743  RC-037 17,189 

MV-048 4,335  P-044 1,391  RC-038 3,702 

MV-049 4,555  P-045 1,110  RC-039 1,193 

MV-050 11,528  P-046 6,681  RD-001 2,508 

MV-051 24,995  P-047 15,935  RD-002 1,682 

MV-052 28,557  P-048 2,294  RD-003 3,150 

MV-053 2,538  P-049 3,487  RD-004 2,049 
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Table 6.17-3: Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption 
Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu  Project ID Annual MMBtu 

MV-054 3,528  P-050 178  RD-005 1,016 

MV-056 489  P-051 1,071  RD-006 107 

MV-057 1,132  P-052 2,508  RD-007 284 

MV-058 245  P-053 4,924  RD-008 1,184 

MV-059 1,927  P-054 7,280  RD-009 97 

MV-060 2,814  P-055 999  RD-010 4,719 

MV-061 400  P-056 320  RD-011 123 

MV-062 16,608  P-057 85  RD-012 1,221 

MV-063 6,760  P-058 12,281  RD-013 2,056 

MV-064 2,661  P-059 7,432  RD-014 1,567 

MV-065 769  P-060 10  RD-015 859 

MV-066 3,713  P-061 711  RD-016 1,451 

MV-067 4,924  R-001 4,015  SB-001 1,247 

MV-068 6,728  R-002 1,183  SB-002 636 

MV-069 13,308  R-003 21,184  SB-003 1,205 

MV-070 3,565  R-004 3,196  SB-004 1,579 

MV-071 725  R-005 1,735  SB-005 572 

MV-072 355  R-006 1,139  SB-006 1,102 

MV-073 1,420  R-007 125  SB-007 1,040 

MV-074 2,944  R-008 576  SB-008 1,223 

MV-075 22,754  R-009 19,486  SJ-001 4 

MV-076 692  R-010 52  SJ-002 9,818 

MV-077 17,317  R-011 995  SJ-003 17,740 

MV-078 16,895  R-012 136  SJ-004 18,749 

MV-079 745  R-013 92  Total Cum. 3,154,888 

MV-080 98  R-014 9  Net Project 84,771 

MV-081 1,421  R-015 5,252  Total 3,239,659 

MV-082 1,015  R-016 47  SoCalGas 873,793,575 

      %SoCalGas 0.37% 

Source: ESA, 2020 

 

A formula error resulted in an inaccurate estimate of natural gas consumption. Natural gas consumption 
has been recalculated and Table 6.17-3 has been replaced in its entirety. No change to impact 
determinations and no new significant impact would result. 
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• Page 6.17-15, second paragraph, last sentence 

“From a cumulative standpoint, natural gas consumption from all cumulative projects (including the 
proposed Project) would be 3,181,269 3,239,659 MMBtu or 0.36 0.37 percent of the SoCalGas’s 
total natural gas use.” 

A formula error resulted in in an inaccurate estimate of natural gas consumption. Natural gas 
consumption has been recalculated and this revision reflects updated values. No change to impact 
determinations and no new significant impact would result. 

• Pages 6.17-15–6.17-22, Table 6.17-4 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

B-001 811,945 886,209 1,993,672 17,519,159 1,625 

B-002 — — 267,495 2,350,577 218 

B-003 136,884 83,203 557,020 4,894,747 454 

B-004 120,158 90,274 711,650 6,253,541 580 

B-005 — — 834,317 7,331,468 680 

B-006 134,044 96,431 1,458,987 12,820,679 1,189 

B-007 54,788 18,615 243,470 2,139,461 198 

B-008 121,463 58,888 391,485 3,440,126 319 

B-009 1,343,552 1,592,304 2,688,436 23,624,320 2,192 

B-010 50,691 4,861 57,394 504,339 47 

B-011 45,372 9,446 305,089 2,680,936 249 

B-012 — — 130,702 1,148,531 107 

B-013 382,424 339,379 1,141,830 10,033,700 931 

B-014 124,123 63,361 422,900 3,716,185 345 

C-001 43,602 8,938 271,190 2,383,054 221 

C-002 163,552 123,557 2,599,032 22,838,694 2,119 

C-003 33,981 3,590 98,578 866,240 80 

H-001 59,841 26,798 355,236 3,121,596 290 

H-002 55,851 20,221 265,823 2,335,888 217 

H-003 137,416 84,199 562,457 4,942,526 459 

H-004 129,039 90,032 1,085,086 9,535,072 885 

H-005 15,668 1,173 28,351 249,134 23 

H-006 83,134 27,853 923,116 8,111,773 753 

H-007 55,570 32,744 84,772 744,924 69 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

H-008 60,183 46,385 191,790 1,685,330 156 

H-009 — — 141,839 1,246,395 116 

M-001 101,761 38,543 315,755 2,774,658 257 

M-002 — — 2,647,578 23,265,282 2,158 

M-003 172,547 152,814 1,391,747 12,229,816 1,135 

M-004 35,832 5,164 147,663 1,297,573 120 

M-005 232,896 227,504 2,041,886 17,942,835 1,665 

M-006 45,116 12,072 172,683 1,517,435 141 

M-007 78,878 36,132 324,181 2,848,704 264 

M-008 205,511 178,369 5,816,670 51,113,311 4,742 

M-009 46,928 6,545 81,559 716,693 66 

M-010 70,532 29,978 268,271 2,357,402 219 

M-011 32,882 3,305 90,849 798,323 74 

MV-001 51,273 12,703 412,887 3,628,200 337 

MV-002 61,451 31,634 259,474 2,280,100 212 

MV-003 143,133 119,796 1,062,934 9,340,413 867 

MV-004 — — 384,660 3,380,158 314 

MV-005 36,448 5,596 157,779 1,386,461 129 

MV-006 82,104 40,030 359,935 3,162,883 293 

MV-007 36,444 1,929 18,728 164,574 15 

MV-008 47,680 3,129 35,040 307,912 29 

MV-009 32,920 868 6,646 58,397 5 

MV-010 47,410 2,625 28,395 249,515 23 

MV-011 36,176 1,549 14,499 127,412 12 

MV-012 — — 135,678 1,192,253 111 

MV-013 15,979 2,032 17,640 155,011 14 

MV-014 51,404 5,319 64,643 568,045 53 

MV-015 50,266 3,424 38,061 334,457 31 

MV-016 46,873 1,998 19,333 169,883 16 

MV-017 50,691 4,861 57,998 509,648 47 

MV-018 — — 7,458 65,534 6 

MV-019 — — 32,914 289,230 27 

MV-020 — — 127,172 1,117,509 104 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-021 34,602 5,021 135,678 1,192,253 111 

MV-022 — — 24,166 212,353 20 

MV-023 60,143 37,050 195,351 1,716,621 159 

MV-024 47,781 7,746 96,059 844,105 78 

MV-025 50,727 4,177 48,936 430,016 40 

MV-026 50,691 4,994 60,414 530,884 49 

MV-027 34,085 5,571 25,297 222,296 21 

MV-028 38,070 8,557 42,162 370,494 34 

MV-029 51,067 12,781 166,139 1,459,930 135 

MV-030 50,727 4,177 50,144 440,633 41 

MV-031 47,412 2,996 32,020 281,368 26 

MV-032 51,667 5,692 69,476 610,516 57 

MV-033 47,412 2,996 32,624 286,677 27 

MV-034 47,411 2,872 31,415 276,059 26 

MV-035 36,176 1,549 15,104 132,721 12 

MV-036 — — 26,234 230,529 21 

MV-037 — — 525,539 4,618,116 428 

MV-038 — — 178,118 1,565,188 145 

MV-039 — — 656,655 5,770,280 535 

MV-040 34,737 6,168 47,221 414,949 38 

MV-041 108,981 76,567 695,873 6,114,908 567 

MV-042 65,692 24,084 214,209 1,882,337 175 

MV-043 — — 180,695 1,587,833 147 

MV-044 98,367 57,085 532,405 4,678,444 434 

MV-045 34,906 4,164 118,131 1,038,058 96 

MV-046 — — 183,461 1,612,143 150 

MV-047 35,907 1,179 9,666 84,941 8 

MV-048 — — 1,168,682 10,269,659 953 

MV-049 — — 1,228,159 10,792,302 1,001 

MV-050 — — 145,617 1,279,596 119 

MV-051 — — 315,736 2,774,495 257 

MV-052 — — 360,733 3,169,903 294 

MV-053 — — 599,891 5,271,472 489 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-054 120,158 90,395 834,088 7,329,455 680 

MV-056 35,907 1,179 9,666 84,941 8 

MV-057 46,874 2,245 22,353 196,427 18 

MV-058 — — 4,833 42,471 4 

MV-059 50,266 3,424 38,061 334,457 31 

MV-060 50,987 4,665 55,581 488,413 45 

MV-061 42,739 8,133 244,071 2,144,749 199 

MV-062 58,776 24,816 328,050 2,882,698 267 

MV-063 49,658 10,493 133,516 1,173,253 109 

MV-064 50,986 4,427 52,560 461,869 43 

MV-065 34,085 5,439 24,360 214,063 20 

MV-066 53,112 23,199 117,585 1,033,266 96 

MV-067 48,047 7,746 97,267 854,723 79 

MV-068 43,801 12,032 67,341 591,750 55 

MV-069 — — 133,194 1,170,430 109 

MV-070 52,840 22,315 112,900 992,100 92 

MV-071 34,084 5,174 22,955 201,713 19 

MV-072 30,418 2,729 11,243 98,798 9 

MV-073 38,339 9,183 44,973 395,193 37 

MV-074 48,543 17,378 44,754 393,270 36 

MV-075 168,241 261,706 345,955 3,040,040 282 

MV-076 51,807 12,950 422,559 3,713,191 345 

MV-077 72,693 28,602 218,748 1,922,224 178 

MV-078 — — 213,413 1,875,341 174 

MV-079 51,814 19,833 176,128 1,547,704 144 

MV-080 31,956 2,299 60,069 527,846 49 

MV-081 — — 335,939 2,952,024 274 

MV-082 — — 239,956 2,108,589 196 

MV-083 — — 146,106 1,283,887 119 

MV-084 — — 41,032 360,563 33 

MV-085 40,724 6,380 189,833 1,668,138 155 

MV-086 — — 42,894 376,927 35 

MV-087 34,375 6,243 28,108 246,996 23 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-088 15,044 1,456 5,622 49,399 5 

MV-089 15,044 1,456 5,622 49,399 5 

MV-090 15,041 597 9,912 87,101 8 

MV-091 50,986 4,427 52,560 461,869 43 

MV-093 — — 52,468 461,059 43 

MV-094 56,890 24,579 124,612 1,095,015 102 

MV-095 42,451 7,868 237,292 2,085,172 193 

MV-096 50,823 4,199 47,123 414,089 38 

MV-097 49,390 10,247 129,287 1,136,091 105 

MV-098 35,907 1,179 9,666 84,941 8 

MV-099 38,339 9,183 44,973 395,193 37 

MV-100 51,486 18,048 90,883 798,620 74 

MV-101 15,041 597 12,204 107,237 10 

MV-102 34,603 5,311 49,392 434,031 40 

MV-103 42,935 10,820 75,515 663,582 62 

MV-104 52,082 20,090 179,022 1,573,134 146 

MV-105 15,044 1,456 5,622 49,399 5 

MV-106 15,044 1,456 5,622 49,399 5 

MV-107 29,796 725 5,437 47,780 4 

MV-108 14,732 313 4,031 35,424 3 

MV-109 147,517 99,569 667,578 5,866,264 544 

MV-110 34,375 6,243 28,108 246,996 23 

MV-111 30,107 1,872 7,495 65,866 6 

MV-112 15,055 1,747 7,027 61,749 6 

MV-113 47,191 6,919 86,997 764,472 71 

MV-114 14,732 455 7,729 67,917 6 

MV-115 14,732 313 14 119 0 

MV-116 36,176 1,549 15,104 132,721 12 

MV-117 32,267 3,304 30,576 268,686 25 

MV-118 29,796 725 5,437 47,780 4 

MV-119 46,873 2,121 21,145 185,809 17 

MV-120 43,314 8,541 256,980 2,258,182 210 

MV-121 14,732 455 5,900 51,843 5 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-123 15,359 881 18,983 166,814 15 

MV-124 40,724 6,380 189,833 1,668,138 155 

MV-125 30,418 2,729 11,243 98,798 9 

MV-126 50,003 11,043 141,974 1,247,576 116 

MV-127 50,475 18,335 163,175 1,433,883 133 

MV-129 113,312 82,271 648,447 5,698,151 529 

MV-130 45,286 12,195 106,473 935,619 87 

MV-131 107,750 78,093 719,869 6,325,767 587 

MV-132 95,297 56,598 527,904 4,638,896 430 

P-001 — — 82,768 727,311 67 

P-002 — — 287,948 2,530,307 235 

P-003 — — 221,864 1,949,601 181 

P-004 42,359 10,148 70,590 620,305 58 

P-005 66,230 24,835 220,760 1,939,902 180 

P-006 77,321 32,120 246,246 2,163,855 201 

P-007 99,537 61,196 488,330 4,291,141 398 

P-008 46,187 13,201 98,909 869,148 81 

P-009 79,203 34,373 208,768 1,834,521 170 

P-010 — — 815,852 7,169,202 665 

P-011 — — 398,347 3,500,430 325 

P-012 65,961 24,464 186,362 1,637,634 152 

P-014 102,254 61,689 575,895 5,060,613 470 

P-015 — — 374,723 3,292,836 306 

P-016 — — 628,686 5,524,503 513 

P-017 — — 278,349 2,445,963 227 

P-018 — — 742,425 6,523,974 605 

P-019 — — 334,787 2,941,903 273 

P-020 — — 418,244 3,675,270 341 

P-021 — — 81,585 716,920 67 

P-022 52,350 20,460 182,367 1,602,528 149 

P-023 42,648 10,555 86,384 759,092 70 

P-024 109,516 77,315 702,592 6,173,948 573 

P-025 97,333 56,895 498,149 4,377,431 406 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

P-026 90,377 43,292 333,096 2,927,047 272 

P-027 — — 414,645 3,643,642 338 

P-028 80,280 35,885 274,974 2,416,305 224 

P-030 57,182 22,579 297,238 2,611,947 242 

P-031 36,614 7,588 35,135 308,745 29 

P-032 77,768 26,351 871,877 7,661,519 711 

P-033 284,116 250,456 1,123,706 9,874,435 916 

P-034 184,333 166,949 1,519,815 13,355,199 1,239 

P-035 31,042 4,302 18,739 164,664 15 

P-036 199,973 182,238 1,722,889 15,139,688 1,405 

P-037 — — 110,558 971,517 90 

P-038 — — 134,724 1,183,870 110 

P-039 83,717 41,903 376,108 3,305,002 307 

P-040 51,931 5,934 73,705 647,678 60 

P-041 41,207 8,803 61,454 540,019 50 

P-042 47,680 3,253 36,853 323,839 30 

P-043 47,680 3,129 34,436 302,604 28 

P-044 38,338 8,937 44,036 386,960 36 

P-045 36,614 7,588 35,135 308,745 29 

P-046 55,398 38,815 101,584 892,661 83 

P-047 57,979 23,819 314,758 2,765,904 257 

P-048 50,822 3,944 45,311 398,163 37 

P-049 51,667 5,692 68,872 605,207 56 

P-050 34,597 3,880 108,476 953,222 88 

P-051 46,873 2,121 21,145 185,809 17 

P-052 50,727 4,177 49,540 435,325 40 

P-053 48,047 7,746 97,267 854,723 79 

P-054 50,003 11,175 143,786 1,263,503 117 

P-055 70,577 18,567 610,178 5,361,871 497 

P-056 15,042 881 4,044 35,538 3 

P-057 16,598 2,750 19,988 175,645 16 

P-058 52,083 20,336 122,919 1,080,139 100 

P-059 50,004 11,419 146,807 1,290,047 120 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

P-060 14,732 455 6,102 53,619 5 

P-061 — — 167,969 1,476,012 137 

R-001 — — 1,082,613 9,513,334 883 

R-002 — — 279,680 2,457,653 228 

R-003 — — 267,594 2,351,454 218 

R-004 52,296 20,063 101,189 889,185 82 

R-005 76,397 26,843 847,986 7,451,581 691 

R-006 36,615 7,863 36,072 316,978 29 

R-007 32,572 2,731 76,070 668,459 62 

R-008 36,451 3,806 8,761 76,989 7 

R-009 854,784 698,839 11,902,028 104,587,698 9,703 

R-010 15,669 1,315 31,953 280,783 26 

R-011 52,896 18,460 268,185 2,356,641 219 

R-012 32,881 3,015 83,225 731,333 68 

R-013 14,732 455 1,812 15,927 1 

R-014 14,732 455 5,231 45,969 4 

R-015 48,316 8,248 103,729 911,506 85 

R-016 14,732 313 922 8,100 1 

R-017 57,160 25,330 128,828 1,132,064 105 

R-018 871,072 942,530 3,709,210 32,594,251 3,024 

R-019 34,086 5,703 25,766 226,413 21 

R-020 109,516 77,192 701,368 6,163,190 572 

R-021 32,921 1,143 9,062 79,633 7 

R-022 29,796 725 5,437 47,780 4 

R-023 15,041 597 10,900 95,787 9 

R-024 1,469,035 1,788,690 3,020,715 26,544,180 2,463 

R-025 52,026 19,302 97,441 856,252 79 

R-026 116,224 79,217 1,064,889 9,357,592 868 

R-027 14,732 455 4,906 43,109 4 

R-028 52,307 12,308 31,730 278,826 26 

R-029 14,732 455 5,146 45,218 4 

R-030 44,177 9,345 282,804 2,485,112 231 

R-031 30,730 3,877 16,865 148,198 14 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 839 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

R-032 15,669 1,315 30,200 265,377 25 

R-033 30,728 3,303 14,054 123,498 11 

R-034 15,042 1,030 7,154 62,862 6 

R-035 38,341 9,686 47,784 419,893 39 

R-036 34,375 6,375 29,045 255,229 24 

R-037 14,732 455 8,136 71,492 7 

R-038 14,732 455 4,746 41,703 4 

R-039 54,524 18,483 242,865 2,134,152 198 

R-040 14,732 313 3,254 28,597 3 

R-041 15,670 1,599 13,597 119,482 11 

R-042 60,107 27,296 361,277 3,174,684 295 

R-043 47,411 2,749 30,207 265,442 25 

R-044 14,732 455 5,424 47,661 4 

R-045 16,597 2,466 22,308 196,032 18 

R-046 46,873 2,121 21,654 190,285 18 

R-047 35,047 6,742 51,702 454,325 42 

R-048 34,289 3,732 102,103 897,220 83 

R-049 52,395 28,492 73,406 645,046 60 

R-050 29,794 441 2,315 20,346 2 

R-051 14,732 313 3,201 28,132 3 

R-052 46,873 1,998 19,333 169,883 16 

R-053 36,443 1,806 17,520 153,956 14 

R-054 36,176 1,549 15,104 132,721 12 

R-055 36,175 1,426 12,083 106,177 10 

R-056 40,343 7,866 77,029 676,881 63 

R-057 42,359 10,148 70,433 618,920 57 

R-058 14,732 313 3,723 32,719 3 

R-059 14,732 455 5,492 48,257 4 

R-060 35,529 6,310 79,970 702,724 65 

R-061 57,297 17,591 576,886 5,069,316 470 

R-062 14,732 313 2,483 21,817 2 

R-063 30,417 2,446 9,838 86,449 8 

R-064 29,794 441 3,021 26,544 2 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 840 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

R-065 47,681 3,376 37,457 329,148 31 

R-066 15,040 455 8,339 73,279 7 

RC-001 232,273 169,005 755,783 6,641,354 616 

RC-002 394,126 358,691 1,208,286 10,617,672 985 

RC-003 831,089 916,704 2,061,336 18,113,748 1,681 

RC-005 127,311 67,813 453,107 3,981,627 369 

RC-006 75,918 32,116 472,355 4,150,763 385 

RC-007 111,699 82,645 761,451 6,691,164 621 

RC-009 100,314 62,171 401,338 3,526,710 327 

RC-010 314,831 323,833 2,544,538 22,359,835 2,074 

RC-011 85,061 43,415 390,649 3,432,783 318 

RC-012 54,226 22,718 173,876 1,527,916 142 

RC-013 57,446 22,701 300,259 2,638,491 245 

RC-014 58,125 30,342 149,909 1,317,311 122 

RC-015 47,191 6,919 85,788 753,855 70 

RC-017 15,041 597 12,583 110,574 10 

RC-018 32,921 1,143 9,062 79,633 7 

RC-019 32,264 2,589 71,592 629,102 58 

RC-020 14,732 313 3,797 33,363 3 

RC-021 15,041 739 3,839 33,737 3 

RC-022 46,927 6,424 79,143 695,458 65 

RC-023 32,265 3,446 21,526 189,157 18 

RC-024 43,224 11,228 78,307 688,113 64 

RC-025 33,812 5,310 34,885 306,546 28 

RC-026 14,732 313 1,208 10,618 1 

RC-027 42,936 11,085 77,445 680,539 63 

RC-028 14,732 455 7,593 66,726 6 

RC-029 15,041 597 11,040 97,014 9 

RC-030 104,845 64,722 604,234 5,309,638 493 

RC-031 42,648 10,555 74,120 651,320 60 

RC-032 125,718 65,841 438,608 3,854,215 358 

RC-033 54,256 17,741 231,991 2,038,593 189 

RC-034 55,586 19,855 260,990 2,293,417 213 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 841 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

RC-035 635,794 688,311 1,771,321 15,565,275 1,444 

RC-036 56,649 21,461 282,739 2,484,535 231 

RC-037 59,308 25,680 339,528 2,983,566 277 

RC-038 123,845 94,836 875,246 7,691,120 714 

RC-039 47,142 2,368 23,562 207,045 19 

RD-001 — — 49,540 435,325 40 

RD-002 — — 33,228 291,986 27 

RD-003 50,958 5,240 62,227 546,810 51 

RD-004 50,544 3,680 40,478 355,692 33 

RD-005 — — 240,245 2,111,128 196 

RD-006 31,956 2,447 65,389 574,602 53 

RD-007 36,757 6,028 173,217 1,522,128 141 

RD-008 37,800 7,685 37,477 329,328 31 

RD-009 31,956 2,299 59,393 521,913 48 

RD-010 40,919 8,671 59,614 523,851 49 

RD-011 32,572 2,731 75,208 660,880 61 

RD-012 — — 288,565 2,535,734 235 

RD-013 — — 486,152 4,272,001 396 

RD-014 — — 370,493 3,255,661 302 

RD-015 — — 203,003 1,783,866 166 

RD-016 — — 343,009 3,014,156 280 

SB-001 — — 294,824 2,590,730 240 

SB-002 — — 150,438 1,321,959 123 

SB-003 — — 284,858 2,503,161 232 

SB-004 — — 373,190 3,279,362 304 

SB-005 — — 135,335 1,189,244 110 

SB-006 — — 260,582 2,289,831 212 

SB-007 46,873 2,121 20,541 180,500 17 

SB-008 47,142 2,368 24,166 212,353 20 

SJ-001 126,588 66,774 2,275,619 19,996,740 1,855 

SJ-002 52,396 14,895 193,930 1,704,136 158 

SJ-003 59,839 26,422 350,403 3,079,125 286 

SJ-004 60,638 27,916 370,340 3,254,316 302 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 842 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

      

Total Cum. 23,156,749 14,740,889 118,637,945 1,042,517,233 96,722 

Net Project 1,553,812 54,103 45,345 30,327 821,523 

Total 24,710,561 14,794,992 118,683,290 1,042,547,560 918,245 

County/SoCalGas 275,000,000 1,052,000,000 275,000,000 1,052,000,000 873,793,575 

%County/SoCalGas 9% 1% 43% 99% 0.11% 

Source: ESA, 2019 

 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

B-001 811,945 886,209 632,697 2,626,111 4,226 

B-002 — — 84,890 352,350 567 

B-003 136,884 83,203 176,772 733,720 1,181 

B-004 120,158 90,274 224,674 934,728 1,505 

B-005 — — 263,401 1,095,848 1,764 

B-006 134,044 96,431 463,133 1,922,085 3,093 

B-007 54,788 18,615 77,266 320,704 516 

B-008 121,463 58,888 124,239 515,673 830 

B-009 1,343,552 1,592,304 853,183 3,541,271 5,699 

B-010 50,691 4,861 18,214 75,600 122 

B-011 45,372 9,446 98,552 405,826 653 

B-012 — — 41,479 172,164 277 

B-013 382,424 339,379 362,363 1,504,046 2,420 

B-014 124,123 63,361 134,208 557,054 896 

C-001 43,602 8,938 87,602 360,734 580 

C-002 163,552 123,557 832,605 3,441,320 5,536 

C-003 33,981 3,590 31,843 131,127 211 

H-001 59,841 26,798 112,735 467,925 753 

H-002 55,851 20,221 84,360 350,148 563 

H-003 137,416 84,199 178,497 740,882 1,192 

H-004 129,039 90,032 343,923 1,428,315 2,299 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 843 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

H-005 15,668 1,173 9,158 37,713 61 

H-006 83,134 27,853 298,191 1,227,918 1,975 

H-007 55,570 32,744 26,903 111,664 180 

H-008 60,183 46,385 60,865 252,630 407 

H-009 — — 45,013 186,834 301 

M-001 101,761 38,543 100,101 415,681 669 

M-002 — — 2,239,161 1,845,822 17,175 

M-003 172,547 152,814 1,338,370 781,454 10,361 

M-004 35,832 5,164 47,699 196,420 316 

M-005 232,896 227,504 1,594,071 1,577,644 12,150 

M-006 45,116 12,072 54,816 227,495 366 

M-007 78,878 36,132 311,748 182,025 2,413 

M-008 205,511 178,369 1,862,040 7,698,655 12,386 

M-009 46,928 6,545 25,883 107,432 173 

M-010 70,532 29,978 257,982 150,632 1,997 

M-011 32,882 3,305 29,347 120,846 194 

MV-001 51,273 12,703 133,374 549,218 883 

MV-002 61,451 31,634 82,345 341,786 550 

MV-003 143,133 119,796 924,877 710,091 7,110 

MV-004 — — 121,441 505,238 813 

MV-005 36,448 5,596 50,967 209,875 338 

MV-006 82,104 40,030 346,130 202,100 2,680 

MV-007 36,444 1,929 5,944 24,670 40 

MV-008 47,680 3,129 11,120 46,156 74 

MV-009 32,920 868 2,109 8,754 14 

MV-010 47,410 2,625 9,011 37,402 60 

MV-011 36,176 1,549 4,601 19,099 31 

MV-012 — — 43,366 179,423 289 

MV-013 15,979 2,032 5,606 23,254 37 

MV-014 51,404 5,319 20,515 85,150 137 

MV-015 50,266 3,424 12,079 50,135 81 

MV-016 46,873 1,998 6,135 25,465 41 

MV-017 50,691 4,861 18,406 76,396 123 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 844 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-018 — — 2,409 9,920 16 

MV-019 — — 10,445 43,355 70 

MV-020 — — 41,080 169,163 272 

MV-021 34,602 5,021 43,366 179,423 289 

MV-022 — — 7,669 31,832 51 

MV-023 60,143 37,050 61,995 257,320 414 

MV-024 47,781 7,746 30,484 126,531 204 

MV-025 50,727 4,177 15,530 64,459 104 

MV-026 50,691 4,994 19,173 79,579 128 

MV-027 34,085 5,571 8,028 33,322 54 

MV-028 38,070 8,557 13,380 55,537 89 

MV-029 51,067 12,781 52,725 218,843 352 

MV-030 50,727 4,177 15,913 66,051 106 

MV-031 47,412 2,996 10,161 42,177 68 

MV-032 51,667 5,692 22,049 91,516 147 

MV-033 47,412 2,996 10,353 42,973 69 

MV-034 47,411 2,872 9,970 41,381 67 

MV-035 36,176 1,549 4,793 19,895 32 

MV-036 — — 8,325 34,556 56 

MV-037 — — 165,917 690,278 1,111 

MV-038 — — 56,233 233,952 377 

MV-039 — — 207,312 862,494 1,388 

MV-040 34,737 6,168 45,410 26,514 352 

MV-041 108,981 76,567 669,185 390,727 5,181 

MV-042 65,692 24,084 205,994 120,277 1,595 

MV-043 — — 57,047 237,336 382 

MV-044 98,367 57,085 511,986 298,941 3,964 

MV-045 34,906 4,164 38,159 157,136 253 

MV-046 — — 176,425 103,012 1,366 

MV-047 35,907 1,179 3,068 12,733 20 

MV-048 — — 370,980 1,539,634 2,478 

MV-049 — — 389,860 1,617,989 2,604 

MV-050 — — 45,973 191,263 308 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 845 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-051 — — 99,681 414,709 668 

MV-052 — — 113,887 473,811 763 

MV-053 — — 576,884 336,834 4,466 

MV-054 120,158 90,395 802,099 468,333 6,209 

MV-056 35,907 1,179 3,068 12,733 20 

MV-057 46,874 2,245 7,094 29,444 47 

MV-058 — — 1,534 6,366 10 

MV-059 50,266 3,424 12,079 50,135 81 

MV-060 50,987 4,665 17,639 73,213 118 

MV-061 42,739 8,133 78,841 324,661 522 

MV-062 58,776 24,816 104,107 432,115 695 

MV-063 49,658 10,493 42,372 175,870 283 

MV-064 50,986 4,427 16,680 69,234 111 

MV-065 34,085 5,439 7,731 32,088 52 

MV-066 53,112 23,199 37,316 154,886 249 

MV-067 48,047 7,746 30,868 128,122 206 

MV-068 43,801 12,032 21,260 88,450 142 

MV-069 — — 42,051 174,946 282 

MV-070 52,840 22,315 35,829 148,715 239 

MV-071 34,084 5,174 7,285 30,237 49 

MV-072 30,418 2,729 3,568 14,810 24 

MV-073 38,339 9,183 14,272 59,239 95 

MV-074 48,543 17,378 14,203 58,951 95 

MV-075 168,241 261,706 109,790 455,700 733 

MV-076 51,807 12,950 136,498 562,084 904 

MV-077 72,693 28,602 69,061 287,318 462 

MV-078 — — 67,376 280,311 451 

MV-079 51,814 19,833 169,373 98,894 1,311 

MV-080 31,956 2,299 19,404 79,903 129 

MV-081 — — 323,055 188,627 2,501 

MV-082 — — 230,753 134,733 1,786 

MV-083 — — 46,127 191,905 309 

MV-084 — — 12,954 53,894 87 
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April 2020 World Logistics Center 846 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-085 40,724 6,380 61,321 252,514 406 

MV-086 — — 13,613 56,501 91 

MV-087 34,375 6,243 8,920 37,025 60 

MV-088 15,044 1,456 1,784 7,405 12 

MV-089 15,044 1,456 1,784 7,405 12 

MV-090 15,041 597 3,202 13,185 21 

MV-091 50,986 4,427 16,680 69,234 111 

MV-092 — — 18,981 78,783 127 

MV-093 — — 16,651 69,112 111 

MV-094 56,890 24,579 39,546 164,142 264 

MV-095 42,451 7,868 76,651 315,643 508 

MV-096 50,823 4,199 14,955 62,072 100 

MV-097 49,390 10,247 41,029 170,299 274 

MV-098 35,907 1,179 3,068 12,733 20 

MV-099 38,339 9,183 14,272 59,239 95 

MV-100 51,486 18,048 28,842 119,713 193 

MV-101 15,041 597 3,942 16,233 26 

MV-102 34,603 5,311 15,696 65,110 105 

MV-103 42,935 10,820 23,841 99,187 160 

MV-104 52,082 20,090 172,156 100,519 1,333 

MV-105 15,044 1,456 1,784 7,405 12 

MV-106 15,044 1,456 1,784 7,405 12 

MV-107 29,796 725 1,726 7,162 12 

MV-108 14,732 313 1,302 5,362 9 

MV-109 147,517 99,569 211,858 879,349 1,415 

MV-110 34,375 6,243 8,920 37,025 60 

MV-111 30,107 1,872 2,379 9,873 16 

MV-112 15,055 1,747 2,230 9,256 15 

MV-113 47,191 6,919 27,609 114,594 184 

MV-114 14,732 455 2,497 10,281 17 

MV-115 14,732 313 4 18 0 

MV-116 36,176 1,549 4,793 19,895 32 

MV-117 32,267 3,304 9,717 40,306 65 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 847 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

MV-118 29,796 725 1,726 7,162 12 

MV-119 46,873 2,121 6,710 27,853 45 

MV-120 43,314 8,541 83,011 341,832 550 

MV-121 14,732 455 1,906 7,848 13 

MV-123 15,359 881 6,132 25,251 41 

MV-124 40,724 6,380 61,321 252,514 406 

MV-125 30,418 2,729 3,568 14,810 24 

MV-126 50,003 11,043 45,056 187,011 301 

P-001 — — 26,267 109,023 175 

P-002 — — 276,904 161,680 2,144 

P-003 — — 213,355 124,575 1,652 

P-004 42,359 10,148 22,286 92,718 149 

P-005 66,230 24,835 212,293 123,955 1,643 

P-006 77,321 32,120 77,742 323,435 521 

P-007 99,537 61,196 154,170 641,405 1,032 

P-008 46,187 13,201 31,226 129,913 209 

P-009 79,203 34,373 65,910 274,209 441 

P-010 — — 784,562 458,094 6,074 

P-011 — — 125,762 523,216 842 

P-012 65,961 24,464 58,836 244,780 394 

P-014 102,254 61,689 553,808 323,360 4,287 

P-015 — — 360,352 210,404 2,790 

P-016 — — 604,574 353,002 4,680 

P-017 — — 267,674 156,291 2,072 

P-018 — — 713,951 416,865 5,527 

P-019 — — 321,947 187,980 2,492 

P-020 — — 402,203 234,840 3,114 

P-021 — — 78,456 45,809 607 

P-022 52,350 20,460 175,373 102,397 1,358 

P-023 42,648 10,555 83,071 48,504 643 

P-024 109,516 77,315 675,646 394,499 5,231 

P-025 97,333 56,895 479,044 279,707 3,709 

P-026 90,377 43,292 105,161 437,511 704 



 Final Response to Comments 
 

 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 848 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

P-027 — — 398,742 232,819 3,087 

P-028 80,280 35,885 86,812 361,169 581 

P-030 57,182 22,579 94,329 391,529 630 

P-031 36,614 7,588 11,150 46,281 74 

P-032 77,768 26,351 281,639 1,159,761 1,865 

P-033 284,116 250,456 356,611 1,480,172 2,382 

P-034 184,333 166,949 1,461,527 853,363 11,314 

P-035 31,042 4,302 5,947 24,683 40 

P-036 199,973 182,238 1,613,515 1,019,503 12,467 

P-037 — — 35,086 145,630 234 

P-038 — — 42,755 177,461 286 

P-039 83,717 41,903 361,683 211,181 2,800 

P-040 51,931 5,934 23,391 97,087 156 

P-041 41,207 8,803 19,402 80,718 130 

P-042 47,680 3,253 11,695 48,543 78 

P-043 47,680 3,129 10,928 45,360 73 

P-044 38,338 8,937 13,975 58,005 93 

P-045 36,614 7,588 11,150 46,281 74 

P-046 55,398 38,815 32,238 133,809 215 

P-047 57,979 23,819 99,889 414,607 667 

P-048 50,822 3,944 14,379 59,684 96 

P-049 51,667 5,692 21,857 90,720 146 

P-050 34,597 3,880 35,041 144,294 232 

P-051 46,873 2,121 6,710 27,853 45 

P-052 50,727 4,177 15,722 65,255 105 

P-053 48,047 7,746 30,868 128,122 206 

P-054 50,003 11,175 45,631 189,398 305 

P-055 70,577 18,567 197,104 811,653 1,305 

P-056 15,042 881 1,277 5,312 9 

P-057 16,598 2,750 19,222 11,223 149 

P-058 52,083 20,336 38,807 161,450 260 

P-059 50,004 11,419 46,590 193,377 311 

P-060 14,732 455 1,971 8,117 13 



Final Response to Comments 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

P-061 — — 161,527 94,313 1,250 

R-001 — — 343,659 1,426,246 2,295 

R-002 — — 268,953 157,038 2,082 

R-003 — — 84,482 351,476 566 

R-004 52,296 20,063 32,113 133,288 215 

R-005 76,397 26,843 271,038 1,121,392 1,804 

R-006 36,615 7,863 11,448 47,515 76 

R-007 32,572 2,731 24,573 101,188 163 

R-008 36,451 3,806 2,780 11,541 19 

R-009 854,784 698,839 3,844,670 15,831,948 25,463 

R-010 15,669 1,315 10,322 42,504 68 

R-011 52,896 18,460 85,131 353,309 569 

R-012 32,881 3,015 26,884 110,705 178 

R-013 14,732 455 575 2,387 4 

R-014 14,732 455 1,690 6,959 11 

R-015 48,316 8,248 32,919 136,634 220 

R-016 14,732 313 293 1,214 2 

R-017 57,160 25,330 40,884 169,696 273 

R-018 871,072 942,530 1,171,029 4,871,921 7,842 

R-019 34,086 5,703 8,177 33,939 55 

R-020 109,516 77,192 674,469 393,812 5,221 

R-021 32,921 1,143 2,876 11,937 19 

R-022 29,796 725 1,726 7,162 12 

R-023 15,041 597 3,521 14,500 23 

R-024 1,469,035 1,788,690 958,632 3,978,957 6,403 

R-025 52,026 19,302 30,923 128,352 207 

R-026 116,224 79,217 339,623 1,406,532 2,263 

R-027 14,732 455 1,585 6,526 10 

R-028 52,307 12,308 10,070 41,796 67 

R-029 14,732 455 1,662 6,845 11 

R-030 44,177 9,345 91,353 376,183 605 

R-031 30,730 3,877 5,352 22,215 36 

R-032 15,669 1,315 9,755 40,171 65 
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April 2020 World Logistics Center 850 

Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

R-033 30,728 3,303 4,460 18,512 30 

R-034 15,042 1,030 2,273 9,430 15 

R-035 38,341 9,686 15,164 62,942 101 

R-036 34,375 6,375 9,217 38,259 62 

R-037 14,732 455 2,628 10,822 17 

R-038 14,732 455 1,533 6,313 10 

R-039 54,524 18,483 77,074 319,908 515 

R-040 14,732 313 1,051 4,329 7 

R-041 15,670 1,599 4,321 17,924 29 

R-042 60,107 27,296 114,652 475,883 766 

R-043 47,411 2,749 9,586 39,790 64 

R-044 14,732 455 1,752 7,215 12 

R-045 16,597 2,466 7,089 29,407 47 

R-046 46,873 2,121 6,872 28,524 46 

R-047 35,047 6,742 49,719 29,030 385 

R-048 34,289 3,732 32,982 135,817 218 

R-049 52,395 28,492 23,296 96,692 156 

R-050 29,794 441 735 3,050 5 

R-051 14,732 313 1,034 4,258 7 

R-052 46,873 1,998 6,135 25,465 41 

R-053 36,443 1,806 5,560 23,078 37 

R-054 36,176 1,549 4,793 19,895 32 

R-055 36,175 1,426 3,835 15,916 26 

R-056 40,343 7,866 24,479 101,541 163 

R-057 42,359 10,148 22,236 92,511 149 

R-058 14,732 313 1,203 4,953 8 

R-059 14,732 455 1,774 7,305 12 

R-060 35,529 6,310 25,385 105,353 170 

R-061 57,297 17,591 186,349 767,367 1,234 

R-062 14,732 313 802 3,303 5 

R-063 30,417 2,446 3,122 12,959 21 

R-064 29,794 441 959 3,979 6 

R-065 47,681 3,376 11,887 49,339 79 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

R-066 15,040 455 2,694 11,093 18 

RC-001 232,273 169,005 239,850 995,535 1,602 

RC-002 394,126 358,691 383,453 1,591,583 2,561 

RC-003 831,089 916,704 654,171 2,715,240 4,370 

RC-005 127,311 67,813 143,795 596,843 960 

RC-006 75,918 32,116 149,942 622,285 1,001 

RC-007 111,699 82,645 732,248 427,548 5,669 

RC-009 100,314 62,171 126,747 527,239 849 

RC-010 314,831 323,833 803,332 3,342,165 5,379 

RC-011 85,061 43,415 375,667 219,346 2,908 

RC-012 54,226 22,718 54,894 228,380 368 

RC-013 57,446 22,701 95,288 395,508 636 

RC-014 58,125 30,342 47,574 197,464 318 

RC-015 47,191 6,919 27,225 113,002 182 

RC-017 15,041 597 4,065 16,738 27 

RC-018 32,921 1,143 2,876 11,937 19 

RC-019 32,264 2,589 23,126 95,230 153 

RC-020 14,732 313 1,226 5,050 8 

RC-021 15,041 739 3,692 2,156 29 

RC-022 46,927 6,424 25,116 104,249 168 

RC-023 32,265 3,446 6,796 28,274 46 

RC-024 43,224 11,228 24,722 102,854 166 

RC-025 33,812 5,310 11,013 45,820 74 

RC-026 14,732 313 383 1,592 3 

RC-027 42,936 11,085 24,450 101,721 164 

RC-028 14,732 455 2,453 10,101 16 

RC-029 15,041 597 3,566 14,686 24 

RC-030 104,845 64,722 581,060 339,272 4,498 

RC-031 42,648 10,555 23,400 97,354 157 

RC-032 125,718 65,841 139,193 577,745 930 

RC-033 54,256 17,741 73,623 305,584 492 

RC-034 55,586 19,855 82,826 343,782 553 

RC-035 635,794 688,311 562,154 2,333,272 3,755 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

RC-036 56,649 21,461 89,728 372,430 599 

RC-037 59,308 25,680 107,750 447,235 720 

RC-038 123,845 94,836 841,678 491,443 6,516 

RC-039 47,142 2,368 7,477 31,036 50 

RD-001 — — 15,722 65,255 105 

RD-002 — — 10,545 43,769 70 

RD-003 50,958 5,240 19,748 81,967 132 

RD-004 50,544 3,680 12,846 53,318 86 

RD-005 — — 231,031 134,896 1,789 

RD-006 31,956 2,447 21,123 86,980 140 

RD-007 36,757 6,028 55,954 230,412 371 

RD-008 37,800 7,685 11,894 49,366 79 

RD-009 31,956 2,299 19,186 79,004 127 

RD-010 40,919 8,671 18,821 78,301 126 

RD-011 32,572 2,731 24,294 100,041 161 

RD-012 — — 277,498 162,027 2,148 

RD-013 — — 467,507 272,970 3,619 

RD-014 — — 356,283 208,028 2,758 

RD-015 — — 195,217 113,984 1,511 

RD-016 — — 329,854 192,597 2,554 

SB-001 — — 283,517 165,541 2,195 

SB-002 — — 144,669 84,470 1,120 

SB-003 — — 273,933 159,946 2,121 

SB-004 — — 358,877 209,543 2,778 

SB-005 — — 130,145 75,990 1,008 

SB-006 — — 250,588 146,314 1,940 

SB-007 46,873 2,121 6,519 27,057 44 

SB-008 47,142 2,368 7,669 31,832 51 

SJ-001 126,588 66,774 735,085 3,027,004 4,868 

SJ-002 52,396 14,895 61,544 255,449 411 

SJ-003 59,839 26,422 111,201 461,559 743 

SJ-004 60,638 27,916 117,528 487,820 785 
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Table 6.17-4: Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average) 

Project ID 

Construction Operational 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Diesel 
Gallons 

Gasoline 
Gallons 

Natural Gas 
(MMBTU) 

Total Cum. 22,744,630 14,493,399 55,560,027 132,144,452 399,958 

Net Project 1,553,812 54,103 45,345 30,327 1,094 

Total 24,298,442 14,547,502 55,605,372 132,174,779 401,052 

County/ 
SoCalGas 

275,000,000 1,052,000,000 275,000,000 1,052,000,000 873,793,575 

%County/ 
SoCalGas 

9% 1% 20.22% 13% 0.05% 

Source: ESA, 2020 

 

A calculation error resulted in an inaccurate estimate of cumulative operational transportation fuel 
consumption. Cumulative operational fuel consumption has been recalculated and Table 6.17-4 has 
been replaced in its entirety. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would 
result. 

• Page 6.17-22, second paragraph, second and third to last sentence 

“Cumulative construction and operational consumption for diesel and gasoline would result in 119 
80 million gallons of diesel and 1,043 147 million gallons of gasoline representing approximately 
43 29 percent of county diesel and 99 14 percent of county gasoline respectively. The Project’s 
transportation fuel consumption from construction and operations consists of 0.14 7 percent of the 
total overall cumulative consumption of projects listed in Table 6.17-4 (total consumption of 
cumulative projects plus the proposed Project).” 

A calculation error resulted in an inaccurate estimate of cumulative operational transportation fuel 
consumption. Cumulative operational fuel consumption has been recalculated and this revision reflects 
updated values. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result. 

Appendix A.1, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk 
Assessment Report 
The following revisions have been made to Appendix A.1 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report) to maintain consistency with the 
revisions made to Sections 4.3 (Air Quality) and 4.7 (Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change). 

• Page 35, Table 5 

In addition to the correction of typographical errors made in response to comments, updated 2018 data 
has been added. Table 5 provides background information and these revisions do not result in a change 
in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result. 
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• Page 164, Table 30 

Table 5 
Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity 
Pollutant Standard 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 2.4 2.5 1.6 2.4 2.1 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 20 ppm 0 0 0 0 ND 

Federal: > 35 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 1.9 1.7 1.3 1.8 1.9 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: ≥ 9.0 ppm 0 0 0 0 ND 

Federal: ≥ 9 ppm 0 0 0 0 0 

Ozone (O3) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.141 0.132 0.142 0.145 0.123 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.09 ppm 29 31 33 ND 22 

Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm) 0.105 0.106 0.105 0.118 
0.119 0.101 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 0.070 ppm 69 59 71 ND 57 

Federal: > 0.075 ppm 41 39 47 84 
58 34 

Coarse Particulates (PM10) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 100 69 84 92 86.5 

Number of days exceeded: 
State: > 50 µg/m3 125 92 ND ND 133.6 

Federal: > 150 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 0 

Annual arithmetic mean concentration (µg/m3) 44.8 40.0 ND ND 43.9 

Exceeded for the year State: > 20 µg/m3 Yes Yes ND ND Yes 

Fine Particulates (PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3) 50.6 61.1 60.8 50.3 66.3 

Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 35 µg/m3 ND 10 5 ND 3.1 

Annual arithmetic mean (µg/m3) 16.8 15.3 12.6 12.2 12.5 

Exceeded for the year 
State: > 12 µg/m3 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Federal: > 12.0 µg/m3 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm) 0.0600 0.057 0.073 0.063 0.055 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 0 ND 

Annual arithmetic mean concentration (ppm) 0.015 0.0144 0.015 0.015 0.014 

Exceeded for the year 
State: > 0.030 ppm 

Federal: > 0.053 ppm 
No 
No 

No 
No 

ND ND ND 
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Table 5 
Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity 
Pollutant Standard 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Maximum 24-hr concentration (ppm) 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.2 0.9 

Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.04 ppm ND ND ND ND ND 

Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) 0.26 0.27 0.23 0.29 0.45 

Exceeded for the year: Federal: > 0.030 ppm No No No No No 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter EPA = United States Environmental Protection 

Agency 
ID = Insufficient data ND = No data 
ppm = parts per million 
Source: CARB, 2018 for the SCAQMD Riverside-Rubidoux air monitoring station. 

 

Table 30 
Localized Assessment of Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 Full Build Out (2020) Emissions 
Maximum Impacts Outside the Project Boundaries (without mitigation) 

Pollutant 
Averaging Time, 
Units 

Existing 
Background1 

Air Concentration2 

Standard/
Threshold 

Total 
Impact 

Exceeds 
Threshold 

Project 
Local 

Increase 

Total 
(Background 

+ Project) 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

1 hour, ppm 2.2 0.03 2.2 20.0 No 

8 hour, ppm 2.0 0.02 2.0 9.0 No 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

State 1 hour, ppm 0.073 0.015 0.088 0.180 No 

National 1 hour, ppm 0.058 0.015 0.073 0.100 No 

Annual, ppm 0.015 0.001 0.016 0.030 No 

PM10 24 hour, µg/m3 NA 2.9 2.9 2.5 YesNo 

Annual, µg/m3 NA 1.8 1.8 1.0 YesNo 

PM2.5 24 hour, µg/m3 NA 0.8 0.8 2.5 No 

Notes: 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter (a concentration unit); NA = Not Applicable, the SCAQMD threshold methodology does 
not require a background for PM10 or PM2.5 
1 Background data for CO and NO2 for State standards were derived as the highest air quality measured data over the 

most recent 3 years of meteorological data 2016-2018. Background concentrations for the National 1-hour NO2 is the 3 
year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average. 

2 Highest impacts generally occur at the existing residences along Gilman Springs Road to the east of the project. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

 

The final column of Table 30 on impact determination on has been corrected to show that there is a 
significant impact with respect to localized PM10 emissions under the Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario 
(without mitigation). Numeric values shown for Background emissions, Project local increase, and total 
background plus Project emissions as shown in Table 30 remain unchanged and the reader of this 
table would have been able to ascertain the impact level from the numeric values. Additionally, as 
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discussed on page 4.3-45 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario 
“represents hypothetical worst-case conditions in that the project physically could not be built-out in 
2020”. The Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario has been included for informational purposes and to 
provide consistency with the traffic impact assessment (TIA) which examines Project Build Out under 
existing conditions and is not utilized in impact determination for Project localized significant. Therefore, 
this revision to Table 30 does not change any impact determination because projects impacts were not 
determined based on the Year 2020 Build Out scenario and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• Page 164, last paragraph 

“As noted from Table 29, the project would exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for the 
24-hour and annual PM10 thresholds for receptors located within the project’s boundaries. As shown 
in table Table 30, the significance thresholds would not be exceeded for the 24-hour and annual 
PM10 thresholds at any sensitive receptor located outside of the project boundaries.” 

A typographical error in the text has been revised to correctly describe the results in Table 30. 
Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of potentially significant 
and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• Page 167, last paragraph, first sentence 

“The project’s maximum combined impacts from construction and operations during 2022 are 
shown in Table 33, Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 2022 
Maximum Impacts Within the Project Boundaries (Without Mitigation), for the existing sensitive 
receptors located within the project boundaries along with the SCAQMD-recommended 
significance thresholds. Table 34, Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 
2022 Maximum Impacts Outside the Project Boundaries (Without Mitigation), shows the maximum 
combined impacts for sensitive receptors located outside of the project boundaries.” 

The title of Tables 33 and 34 were corrected to indicate an analysis year of 2022. The assumptions and 
data used for the calculations are for the year 2022 and no changes to the calculations are required. 
No change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 168, Table 33, Title 

“Table 33 
Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 2022 Maximum Impacts 
Within the Project Boundaries (Without Mitigation)” 

The title of Table 33 was corrected to indicate an analysis year of 2022. The assumptions and data 
used for the calculations are for the year 2022 and no changes to the calculations are required. No 
change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impacts would result. 
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• Page 169, Table 34, Title 

“Table 34 
Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 2022 Maximum Impacts 
Outside the Project Boundaries (without Mitigation)” 

The title of Table 34 was corrected to indicate an analysis year of 2022. The assumptions and data 
used for the calculations are for the year 2022 and no changes to the calculations are required. No 
change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impacts would result. 
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• Pages 188–190, Table 44 

Table 44a 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation) 

Source 
GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Net Mobile 0 22,089 42,984 62,716 81,169 97,097 103,414 113,746 123,988 133,464 142,515 151,159 159,397 167,226 174,639 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 30 61 91 121 151 163 175 187 199 211 222 234 246 258 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 6,097 11,672 18,583 24,799 36,149 40,666 41,689 41,168 40,436 40,169 39,884 39,257 38,288 36,329 

Water 0 133 267 445 623 953 1,283 1,458 1,562 1,667 1,817 1,986 2,156 2,326 2,437 

Natural gas 0 0 545 1,089 1,634 2,723 3,080 3,259 3,438 3,617 3,795 3,974 4,153 4,331 4,510 

Solar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capped 18,770 51,390 80,574 108,959 133,825 157,680 165,558 176,875 187,539 196,360 206,672 214,020 221,703 226,711 232,775 
Uncapped Emissions 

Construction Refrigerants 
and Waste 209 209 209 209 206 102 141 144 141 141 141 141 141 141 118 

Waste 0 2,175 4,349 6,524 8,698 10,847 11,698 12,549 13,423 14,274 15,125 15,976 16,827 17,678 18,529 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 

Total Uncapped 209 2,793 5,377 7,961 10,543 12,992 14,043 15,057 16,093 17,104 18,116 19,127 20,138 21,149 22,137 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant impact? No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Table 44b 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation) 

Source 
GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net Mobile 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 179,355 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 34,147 29,379 
31,998 

26,115 
28,442 

22,850 
24,886 

19,586 
21,331 

16,322 
17,776 

13,057 
14,221 

9,793 
10,666 

6,529 
7,110 

3,264 
3,555 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,548 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 4,689 

Solar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capped 228,435 223,699 
226,317 

220,435 
222,762 

217,170 
219,206 

213,906 
215,651 

210,642 
212,096 

207,377 
208,541 

204,113 
204,986 

200,849 
201,430 

197,584 
197,875 191,740 191,740 191,740 191,740 191,740 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 

Refrigerants and Waste 166 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 19,193 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Total Uncapped 22,974 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 22,808 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant impact? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Table 44c 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation) 

Source 

GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 
(2020-
2064) 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 
Net Mobile 154,246 132,651 107,890 87,750 57,330 45,453 40,481 37,820 35,334 32,020 28,614 25,570 22,850 21,257 19,775 5,114,971 
Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 230 198 161 131 85 68 60 56 53 48 43 38 34 32 29 7,620 

Forklifts 221 190 155 126 82 65 58 54 51 46 41 37 33 30 28 7,340 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 636,226 
649,316 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44,876 

Natural gas 4,032 3,468 2,820 2,294 1,499 1,188 1,058 989 924 837 748 668 597 556 517 132,674 
Solar 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Capped 164,897 141,811 115,340 93,810 61,289 48,592 43,277 40,432 37,774 34,231 30,590 27,336 24,428 22,725 21,141 6,383,085 
6,383,085 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 

Refrigerants and Waste 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,559 

Waste 16,506 14,195 11,545 9,390 6,135 4,864 4,332 4,047 3,781 3,426 3,062 2,736 2,445 2,275 2,116 547,418 
Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 
Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Total Uncapped 19,615 16,869 13,720 11,159 7,291 5,780 5,148 4,809 4,493 4,072 3,639 3,252 2,906 2,703 2,515 653,096 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant impact? Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No No No No No Yes 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide 
– 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 – 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since 

construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 
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Revisions to Table 44 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation workbooks. No new calculations were made, no 
changes to the impact determinations were made, and no new significant impacts would result. 

• Page 212, Table 54 

Table 54 
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project 
Construction (Construction and Operation HRA), With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters) 

Receptor Location 

Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk 
during Project 
Construction 
(risk/million) 

Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk 
during Project 

Operation 
(risk/million) 

Total 
Incremental 
Increase in 

Cancer Risk1 
(risk/million) 

SCAQMD 
Cancer Risk 
Significance 
Threshold 

(risk/million) 
Exceeds 

Threshold? 

Maximum combined risk anywhere in the modeling 
domain2 

4.9 4.2 9.1 10 No 

Existing residences within the project boundaries      
13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy 4.9 4.2 9.1 10 No 
13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy 3.3 4.6 7.9 10 No 
13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy 4.0 3.8 7.8 10 No 
30220 Dracaea Ave 4.1 4.8 8.9 10 No 
29080 Dracaea Ave 2.3 2.5 4.8 10 No 
29140 Dracaea Ave 2.5 2.7 5.2 10 No 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project 
boundaries3 

1.4 4.3 5.7 10 No 

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway 0.7 6.4 7.1 10 No 
Southwest of the Project Boundary3 5.1 1.4 6.5 10 No 

Notes: 
* Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A, the Applicant shall install MERV-13 air filters at the residences located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly 

Theodore Avenue) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue); however, reductions provided by MERV-13 filters are not reflected in mitigated 
numbers in this table. 

1 Cancer risk calculation conservatively assumed all receptors modeled are residential receptors. 30-year average exposures from 2020 to 2049 (includes diesel PM 
emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for 
estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at existing residences within the boundaries of the project. 
3 Location is adjacent to the midsouthwestern boundary of the project between Bay Avenue and Stevens Avenue. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 
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Clarification was included in the footer of Table 54 to better convey the application of mitigation and reference the appropriate version of EMFAC 
to more clearly and accurately describe modeling methodology. No change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant 
impact would result. 

• Page 213, Table 55a 

Table 55a 
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full 
Operation in 2035, With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters) 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) Exceeds Threshold? 

Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2 14.2 10 Yes 

Maximum risk within the project boundaries3 10.7 19 Yes 
13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.8 10 No 
13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy 10.2 10 Yes 
13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy 8.5 10 No 
30220 Dracaea Ave 10.7 10 Yes 
29080 Dracaea Ave 5.3 10 No 
29140 Dracaea Ave 5.6 10 No 

Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4 
12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2 
W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4 

 
14.2 
9.5 

 
10 
10 

 
Yes 
No 

Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project 
boundaries5 

9.514.2 10 NoYes 
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Table 55a 
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full 
Operation in 2035, With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters) 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) Exceeds Threshold? 
Notes: 
1 Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 20402035 to 20692064 (includes diesel PM 

emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA 
Guidance” for estimating cancer risks. 

2 Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway. 
3 Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue. 
4 Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the 

northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
5 Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands 

Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue. 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 

In addition to revisions made to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries, typographical errors and 
clarifications within the footer of the table were corrected. Therefore, this revision to Table 55a does not change the impact determination of 
significant and would not result in a new significant impact. 

• Page 213, Table 55b 

Table 55b 
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Onsite Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full 
Operation in 2035, With Mitigation & Installation of MERV-13 Filters 

Receptor Location 

Total Incremental Increase 
in Cancer Risk1 

(risk/million) 

SCAQMD Cancer Risk 
Significance Threshold 

(risk/million) Exceeds Threshold? 

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway 7.10 10 No 

30220 Dracaea Avenue 5.35 10 No 

13241 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway 4.755.10 10 No 

Notes: 
1 MERV-13 filters conservatively assume 50% efficiency and are applied to the receptors presented in Table 4.3-29. DieselNet.com, 2002 
Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019. 
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Typographical errors were corrected and clarification of mitigation application was included. These revisions reflect the modeling methodology 
and results accurately and does not result a change to the impact determination and no new significant impact would result. 
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• Page 232, first paragraph, last sentence 

“The WLC Sustainable Energy Plan includes additional Project Design Features that go beyond 
the WLSCPWLCSP with energy conservation measures that exceed minimal compliance with 
current (20162019) Title 24 requirements by about 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full 
buildout.” 

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings 
requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version 
(2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the 
text does not change the impact determination of potentially significant and would not result in a new 
significant impact. 
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• Pages 229–231, Table 60 

Table 60a 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational 
Purposes Only 

Source 
GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 18,770 22,198 23,363 23,511 22,113 16,408 12,424 11,692 12,000 11,452 12,311 10,610 9,993 7,451 7,430 

Mobile 0 20,982 41,248 60,829 79,602 94,618 102,528 112,913 123,228 132,810 141,992 150,778 159,165 167,154 174,742 

Yard trucks 0 813 1,625 2,438 3,250 4,053 4,371 4,689 5,016 5,334 5,652 5,970 6,288 6,606 6,924 

Generator 0 32 65 97 130 162 174 187 200 213 225 238 251 263 276 

Forklifts 0 29 58 87 117 145 157 168 180 191 203 214 226 237 248 

Electricity 0 5,634 10,785 17,172 22,915 33,404 40,224 42,353 42,411 42,184 42,583 42,956 42,870 42,326 40,453 

Water 0 119 239 398 557 853 1,148 1,304 1,398 1,492 1,626 1,778 1,929 2,081 2,181 

Natural gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Solar 0 -179 -357 -595 -834 -1,276 -1,705 -1,931 -2,068 -2,204 -2,398 -2,618 -2,838 -3,059 -3,203 
Total 

Capped 18,770 49,629 77,027 103,937 127,851 148,367 159,322 171,376 182,365 191,474 202,194 209,926 217,884 223,060 229,051 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction 
Refrigerants 
and Waste 

192 192 192 192 190 85 124 127 124 124 124 124 124 124 101 

Waste 0 544 1,087 1,631 2,175 2,712 2,924 3,137 3,356 3,569 3,781 3,994 4,207 4,419 4,632 

Refrigerants 0 291 583 874 1,166 1,454 1,568 1,682 1,799 1,913 2,027 2,141 2,255 2,369 2,483 

Land use 
change 0 131 262 392 523 652 704 755 807 858 910 961 1,012 1,063 1,114 

Sequestration 0 -13 -25 -38 -50 -63 -68 -72 -77 -82 -87 -92 -97 -102 -107 
Total 

Uncapped 192 1,145 2,098 3,051 4,003 4,840 5,252 5,628 6,009 6,382 6,755 7,128 7,501 7,874 8,223 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 
Significant 
Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Table 60b 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational Purposes Only 

Source 
GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2035 
(Buildout) 2036  2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 

Capped Emissions 

Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mobile 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 172,356 

Yard trucks 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 7,172 

Generator 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 

Forklifts 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 257 

Electricity 38,279 34,818 
38,678 

30,949 
34,381 

27,080 
30,083 

23,212 
25,785 

19,343 
21,488 

15,475 
17,190 

11,606 
12,893 

7,737 
8,595 

3,869 
4,298 0 0 0 0 0 

Water 2,280 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 2,308 0 0 0 0 0 

Natural gas 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Solar -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 -3,386 

Total Capped 217,245 213,812 
217,672 

209,943 
213,375 

206,075 
209,077 

202,206 
204,780 

198,337 
200,482 

194,469 
196,185 

190,600 
191,887 

186,731 
187,589 

182,863 
183,292 176,686 176,686 176,686 176,686 176,686 

Uncapped Emissions 

Construction 
Refrigerants and Waste 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waste 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 4,798 

Refrigerants 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 2,572 

Land use change 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 1,154 

Sequestration -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 -111 

Total Uncapped 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 8,414 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 
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Table 60c 
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational Purposes Only 

Source 

GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year) 

2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062 2063 2064 
Total 
(2020-
2064) 

Capped Emissions 
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221,727 

Mobile 148,226 127,475 103,680 84,326 55,093 43,680 38,902 36,344 33,956 30,770 27,497 24,572 21,958 20,428 19,003 4,963,844 
Yard trucks 6,168 5,304 4,314 3,509 2,293 1,818 1,619 1,512 1,413 1,280 1,144 1,022 914 850 791 204,561 

Generator 246 211 172 140 91 72 65 60 56 51 46 41 36 34 32 8,152 
Forklifts 221 190 155 126 82 65 58 54 51 46 41 37 33 30 28 7,340 

Electricity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 680,637 
699,939 

Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,159 
Natural gas 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 

Solar -2,912 -2,505 -2,037 -1,657 -1,082 -858 -764 -714 -667 -605 -540 -483 -431 -401 -373 -92,091 

Total Capped 151,950 130,677 106,284 86,444 56,477 44,777 39,879 37,257 34,808 31,543 28,188 25,189 22,510 20,941 19,481 6,053,651 
6,053,651 

Uncapped Emissions 
Construction Refrigerants 

and Waste 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,140 

Waste 4,126 3,549 2,886 2,348 1,534 1,216 1,083 1,012 945 857 765 684 611 569 529 136,855 

Refrigerants 2,212 1,902 1,547 1,258 822 652 580 542 507 459 410 367 328 305 284 73,356 

Land use change 993 854 694 565 369 293 261 243 227 206 184 165 147 137 127 32,922 

Sequestration -95 -82 -67 -54 -35 -28 -25 -23 -22 -20 -18 -16 -14 -13 -12 -3,159 

Total Uncapped 7,236 6,223 5,061 4,116 2,689 2,132 1,899 1,774 1,658 1,502 1,342 1,199 1,072 997 928 242,114 

Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 450,000 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No No 

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, 
nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072. 
1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. 
2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout. 
3 – 2035 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction 

emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime. 
4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity 

 



Final Response to Comments 
 

April 2020 World Logistics Center 869 

Revisions to Table 60 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation 
workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and 
no new significant impacts would result. 

Appendix A.3, Cumulative Emissions Calculations 
A conversion error resulted in an inaccurate representation of cumulative metric tons of CO2e emissions 
from operational on-road vehicles. Revised cumulative emissions database outputs (to replace Appendix 
A.3-1 of the Recirculated Revised Sections of the FEIR) are included as Appendix B of this Response to 
Comments document. 

Appendix Energy 
Conversion and calculation errors resulted in inaccurate estimates of cumulative energy usage. Revised 
cumulative energy calculations (to replace Appendix E.6 of the Recirculated Revised Sections of the FEIR) 
are included Appendix C of this Response to Comments document. 
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[bookmark: _Toc236639281][bookmark: _Toc38030151]Introduction

[bookmark: _Toc38030152]Purpose of Response to Comments Document

The City of Moreno Valley (City), as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), has prepared this Response to Comment Document to respond to comments that were received during the public review periods of the Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (RSFEIR) and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR for the proposed World Logistics Center (WLC or Project). Both of these environmental documents are considered drafts EIRs that were circulated for public review and comment. This Response to Comments Document was prepared in accordance with CEQA, as amended (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations §15000 et seq.). As described in Section 15088, of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency must evaluate comments received during the public review period for a draft EIR. Because both the RSFEIR and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were circulated for public comment and comments were received, this Response to Comments Document includes responses to both sets of comments that were received. As part of the Response to Comments Document, an Errata has been prepared in Section 4.2 of this document that identifies the changes, modifications and clarifications that have been made to the draft EIRs (RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) based on comments that have been received as well as minor grammatical revisions or modifications that have been made but not based on a comment received on either draft EIR to clarify information. The Errata identifies the page numbers of the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR text as well as the text revisions as deletions (strike-out) and additions (underline).

As shown in Table 1-1, the Revised Final EIR is comprised of this Response to Comments Document, the draft EIRs (RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), the original Final EIR, and other information contained in the environmental record for use by the City of Moreno Valley City Council and other decision makers in their review of the WLC.

		[bookmark: _Toc37992498]Table 1-1
	Revised Final EIR for WLC



		Part 1

		Responses to Comments on the Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR



		Part 2

		Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (December 2019)



		Part 3

		RSFEIR (July 2018)



		Part 4

		Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report



			Volume 1

		Responses to Comments (May 2015)



			Volume 2

		Revised Draft EIR (Track Changes)(May 2015)



			Volume 3

		Revised Draft EIR (Clean) (May 2015)



			Volume 4

		Original Draft EIR (February 2013)



		Part 5

		Environmental Record 







[bookmark: _Toc38030153]Content and Format

This Response to Comments Document is organized as follows:

Section 1 – Introduction. Provides the following (1) a discussion of the purpose of preparing the Response to Comments Document, (2) the content and format of the document, and (3) an overview of the public review periods for the RSFEIR circulated for public comment in 2018 and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR circulated for public comment in 2019-2020.

Section 2 – Project Description. Provides a brief discussion of the proposed Project.

Section 3 – List of Commenters. Provides a list of agencies, organizations and individuals that commented on the Draft EIRs.

Section 4 – Response to Comments. Includes a copy of the letters received. Each of the comment letters are separated into the type of commenter. Comments within each letter are bracketed and assigned a number designation. This section also provides Response to Comments on environmental issues describing the disposition of the issues, explaining the EIR analysis, supporting the EIR conclusions, and/or providing information or corrections, as appropriate. This section is organized into two subsections: first subsection that includes comments and responses received on the RSFEIR and a second subsection that includes comments and responses received on the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Responses to each comment letter follow the corresponding letter. Various comment letters from private individuals that were submitted do not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the RSFEIR or the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, and therefore, a response to all of these comment letters are provided in Attachment A and the comments within these letters are provided with one response.

Section 5 – Errata. Includes a list of all of the revisions to the RSFEIR, except for the revisions that are included in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The Errata also includes a list of all revisions to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR as well as new information to be included as part of the administrative record. The revisions to the most up-to-date versions of the sections that have been circulated for review in the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are identified as deletions (strike-out) and additions (underline) within the Errata. Both draft EIRs (RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) along with the Errata constitute the Final RSFEIR.

[bookmark: _Toc38030154]Public Review period for RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR

The RSFEIR was prepared to respond to the court ruling dated February 8, 2018, and writ by correcting the five deficiencies identified in the ruling. The five deficiencies identified in the Final EIR prepared in May 2015 included (1) Energy Impacts, (2) Biological Impacts, (3) Noise Impacts, (4) Agricultural Impacts, and (5) Cumulative Impacts. As discussed in the RSFEIR, the Transportation and Traffic section as well as the analyses of air quality and greenhouse gas were also updated. The RSFEIR public review period began July 25, 2018, and extended for 45 days to September 7, 2018.

The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was prepared because the City of Moreno Valley decided that new information, which was considered significant, required revision and recirculation of portions of the RSFEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The sections of the RSFEIR affected by the new information included (1) Air Quality, including Human Health (2) Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and (3) Energy. The air quality, greenhouse gas and energy analyses set forth in the RSFEIR circulated on July 25, 2018, were based on the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2014 model. Those analyses have been revised in light of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s approval of the use of the EMFAC2017 model on August 15, 2019, and are now set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR public review period began December 17, 2019, and extended for 45 days to January 31, 2020.
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[bookmark: _Toc38030155]Summary of Project Description

The World Logistics Center (WLC) project is located on 2,610 acres in the Rancho Belago area at the eastern end of Moreno Valley, south of SR-60, east of Redlands Boulevard, west of Gilman Springs Road and north of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. The site currently has a General Plan designation of Business Park/Light Industrial and zoning designations of WLCSP-LD (World Logistics Center Specific Plan – Logistics Development), WLCSP-LL (World Logistics Center Specific Plan – Light Logistics), and WLCSP-OS (World Logistics Center Specific Plan – Open Space). The Open Space designation is located in Planning Area 30 in the southwest corner of the WLC as shown in Figure 2-1. The site is subject to the adopted World Logistics Center Specific Plan (WLC Specific Plan) which authorizes the construction and operation of 40,600,000 square feet of logistics facilities and associated infrastructure. The land use plan in the Specific Plan is shown in Figure 2-1.

The land use entitlements for the WLC project that are in place include the General Plan and zoning designations, the WLC Specific Plan, and a request for annexation of 85 acres of unincorporated land in Riverside County into the City – having been adopted in November, 2015, through the initiative process. The discretionary approvals that will be considered by the City as part of the approval process consist of a development agreement and Parcel Map 36457.

Development and occupancy of the WLC project is planned over a period of fifteen years, from 2020 through 2035, although, the actual development phasing and square footage buildout will be based on future market conditions. The WLC Project will likely be developed in two large phases, starting in the western portion of the site south of Eucalyptus Avenue. This phasing concept is based on beginning construction where infrastructure presently exists and expanding southerly and easterly. It is anticipated that construction of Phase 1 would be completed by 2024 and occupied by 2025 and would contain approximately 50% of development or approximately 20,300,000 square feet of logistics warehouse uses. Construction of Phase 2 is anticipated to be completed by 2034 and occupied by 2035. The actual amount and timing of development and occupancy will be dependent upon numerous factors, many of which are outside the control of the City or the developer, including interest by building users, private developers and local, regional, and national economic conditions. These and other factors acting together will ultimately determine the location and rate at which development within the project area occurs.




[bookmark: _Toc37992420]Figure 2-1	Specific Plan Land Uses



[bookmark: _Toc38030156]Response to Comments

[bookmark: _Toc38030157]List of Persons, Organizations and Public Agencies Commenting on the RSFEIR and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR

During the public review periods for the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, persons, organizations, and public agencies provided comments on the environmental evaluations in both of these documents. Each comment letter is separated into the type of commenter and by the document that the comment letter referenced. To be consistent with alphabetical designation that was established for the Final Programmatic EIR in May 2015, Table 3-1 includes the types of commenters and the alphabetical designations. In addition, numerical designations have been added that precede the alphabetical designation to identify the document that the comment letter referenced. At the beginning of each of these subsections, a listing of each commenter is provided.

		[bookmark: _Toc37992499]Table 3-1
	Designations for Comments Received on the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR



		RSFEIR

		Draft Recirculated RSFEIR

		Type of Commenter/Group



		1-A

		2-A

		Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups



		1-B

		2-B

		State Agencies



		1-C

		2-C

		Regional Agencies



		1-D

		2-D

		County Departments/Agencies



		1-E

		2-E

		Local Agencies/City Departments



		1-F

		2-F

		Community/Conservation Groups



		1-G

		2-G

		Private Individuals







Based on the comments letters that were received on the RSFEIR and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the City of Moreno Valley did not receive any comments from Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups (Group A); therefore, Section 3.3 of this Response to Comments Document will not include letters or responses to Group A. The RSFEIR did not receive any comments from County Departments/Agencies (Group D); therefore Section 3.4 of this Response to Comments Document will not include letters or responses to Group D for the RSFEIR.

Each letter received is assigned an alphanumeric designation and each comment within each letter has been bracketed and assigned a numerical designation (1-B1-1, 1-B1-2, etc.) so that each comment could be cross-referenced with an individual response.

[bookmark: _Toc38030158]Environmental Issues Raised By Commenters

Table 3-2 shows where detailed major comments and issues are addressed (i.e., specific letters and responses within those letters) for both the RSFEIR and Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. This will assist readers in finding responses to their comments, as well as responses to similar comments made by multiple commenters.

		[bookmark: _Toc37992500]Table 3-2
	Detailed Index of Environmental Issues Raised by Commenters



		Major Comments/Issues

		Addressed in Detail in Letters/Comments



		General Topics



		Support

		1G11 through 1G41; 1G61 through 1G71; 1G91 through 1G101; 1G121 through 1G181; 1G201 through 1G361; 1G381 through 1G471; 1G491; 1G511 through 1G581; 1G601 through 1G621; 1G641; 1G661 through 1G891; 1G911 through 1G941; 1G961 through 1G1771; 1G1191; 1G1231 through 1G1471; 1G1491, 1G1531 through 1G1541; 1G1561; 1G1591; 1G1611 through 1G1622; 1G1641 through 1G1651; 1G1671 through 1G1681; 1G1711 through 1G1761; 1G1781 through 1G1841; 1G1861 through 1G1971; 1G1991 through 1G2361; 1G2381 through 1G2401; 1G2431 through 1G2561; 1G2581 through 1G2611; 1G2631 through 1G2661; 1G2681 through 1G2811; 1G2831; 1G2851 through 1G2911; 1G2931 through 1G2961; 1G2981 through 1G3001 



		Opposition

		1F32; 1F36; 1G591; 1G651; 1G655; 1G1181; 1G14817; 1G1511; 1G1513; 1G1552; 1G1778; 1G185; 1G2624; 1G17015



		Writ of Mandate

		1F33; 1F620; 1G111; 1G501; 1G951; 1G1221; 1G1514; through 1G1516; 1G1662; 1G1665; 1G1702; 1G1704; 1G17014; 2F42



		Insufficient Analysis

		1G371



		Impacts

		1F617



		Social Justice

		1G51; 1G1553; 2F180 through 2F185



		Cost of Revised FEIR

		1G1703



		New EIR

		1F23; 1G1488; 1G1661; 1G1706; 1G17010



		Recirculation

		1B139 through 1B140; 1B22; 1B315; 1F24; 1F53 through 1F55



		Development Agreement

		1G1663; 1G17012



		Project Under CEQA

		1G1512



		Mitigation Monitoring

		1G14810



		Ballot Initiative

		1B138



		Other (e.g., introduction and conclusion statements)

		1B11; 1B136 through 1B137; 1B147; 1B21; 1B31 though 1B32; 1B41 through 1B42; 1C11 through 1C12; 1E11; 1F11 through 1F12; 1F17; 1F21 through 1F22; 1F31; 1F51through 1F52; 1F61 through 1F62; 1F68; 1F621 through 1F622; 1F628; 1F637; 1F71 through 1F72; 1F724; 1G81; 1G191; 1G481; 1G1481 through 1G1482; 1G1488; 1G14816; 1G1501; 1G1517; 1G1551; 1G1552; 1G15513; 1G1571; 1G1581; 1G1601; 1G1631; 1G1691; 1G17011; 1G17013; 1G1771; 1G1778; 1G1981 through 1G1982; 1G2371; 1G2411; 1G2421; 1G2571; 1G2621; 1G2624; 1G2821; 1G2842; 1G2921; 1G2971; 2B11; 2C11; 2D11; 2E11; 2E21 through 2E22; 2E31; 2E33; 2F11 through 2F12; 2F187; 2F21; 2F22; 2F248; 2F249; 2F41 through 2F42; 2F47; 2F51; 2G11; 2G31; 2G512; 2G61; 2G63; 2G65; 2G69; 2G73; 2G75; 2G79; 2G51; 2G81; 2F522 through 2F523



		Project Description



		Project Phasing

		1F56; 1G2671; 1G1708; 2F52



		Construction labor

		1G2672



		Alternatives

		1F74



		Insufficient

		1F73



		Mitigation

		1G1554



		Aesthetics



		Light Pollution

		2G68; 2G78



		Agricultural Resources



		No comments received pertaining to Agricultural Resources. 



		Air Quality



		Health Risks 

		1B127; 1B129 through 1B130; 1B141 through 1B144; 1F610; 1F618; 1F630; 1G901 through 1G902; 1G1182; 1G1204; 1G1214; 1G14814; 1G1773; 1G1776; 2F113 through 2F115; 2F120; 2F123; 2F135 through 2F139; 2F54 through 2F55; 2F57; 2F59



		Health Effects

		2F14; 2F142 through 2F144; 2F26 through 2F27; 2F211 through 2F212; 2F215 through 2F216; 2F246; 2G12 through 2G13; 2G21; 2G53; 2G56; 2G59; 2G513; 2G62; 2G64; 2G66; 2G71; 2G74; 2G76



		Existing Conditions

		1G1484



		Cactus Avenue extension

		1G1773; 1G1774



		AQMP

		2F18 through 2F19



		Indirect Source Rule

		2F110 through 2F111



		Impacts (General)

		1F65; 1F625; 1G1485; 1G14815



		Impacts (Children and Schools)

		1G1772; 1G2372



		Impacts (Flora and Fauna)

		2F23 through 2F24; 2F28 through 2F210



		Construction Emissions

		1F59; 2F117



		CO2 Hotspots Analysis

		1F511



		Insufficient Analysis

		1F27; 1F58; 1F611; 1F631



		2014 v 2017 EMFAC Model

		1F28; 1F57



		Vehicle Miles Traveled

		2F116



		Operations

		2F117; 2F122



		Inclusion of CalEEMod Modeling

		1F510



		Sensitive Receptors

		1F64; 1F624; 2G14



		Cumulative Impacts

		1F512; 2F175 through 2F177; 2F25



		Mitigation

		1B131 through 1B135; 1B145 through 1B146; 1F75; 1G1201 through 1G1203; 1G1205 through 1G1206; 1G1211 through 1G1213; 1G1215 through 1G1216; 1G1555; 2F121; 2F124 through 2F134; 2F141; 2F213 through 2F214; 2F220 through 2F244; 2G57 through 2G58; 2F56; 2F58; 2F510; 2F515 through 2F516; 2F518



		Regulations

		2F15 through 2F17; 2F112; 2F245; 2F53



		General 

		1B15; 1G1483; 1G1486; 2F13; 2F140



		Biological Resources



		Environmental Setting

		1F76



		San Jacinto Wildlife Area

		1F14; 1F35; 1F66; 1F626; 1F619; 1G1705; 2F44; 2G510; 2G71



		Federally Protected Species

		1F77; 2F45; 2F46



		Insufficient Analysis

		1F13; 1F35



		Cumulative Impacts

		1F79; 2F47



		General

		1F67; 1F627



		Mitigation 

		1G1555



		Cultural Resources



		Potential Discovery of Human Remains

		1G1557



		Juan Bautista de Anza Trail

		1G1558



		Biological Resources Management Plan

		1F16



		Mitigation

		1F15



		Geology and Soils



		Seismic Hazards

		1G1559



		Consistency of Analysis

		1F710



		Greenhouse Gases



		Cap-and-Trade

		1B12 through 1B14; 1B16 through 1B17; 1B19 through 1B111; 1B113 through 1B114; 1B35; 1B37 through 1B38; 1B313; 1F26; 1F615; 1F635; 1F711; 2B11; 2F148 through 2F150; 2F156; 2F33 through 2F312; 2G52; 2G54 through 2G55



		Operations

		1B112; 2F147; 2F151; 2F155



		Regulations

		1B18; 1G1487; 2F145 through 2F146; 2F512



		AIR vs Kern County

		1B118, 1B38



		Insufficient Analysis

		1F25



		Negative Declaration and SJVAPCD Policy

		1B119



		Climate Action Plan

		2F153



		Mitigation

		1B312; 2B12; 2F313 through 2F314; 2F513 



		Solar

		2F154; 2F217 through 2F219



		Protection for EJ Communities

		1B314



		Cumulative

		2F178



		General

		1B115 through 1B117; 1B120; 1B128; 1B33 through 1B34; 1B36; 1B39 through 1B311; 1F612 through 1F614; 1F632 through 1F634; 2B13; 2F32; 2F315; 2F511



		Hazards and Hazardous Materials



		Inadequate Analysis

		1F712



		Fire Hazards

		1F713



		Cumulative Analysis

		1F714



		Hydrology and Water Quality



		No comments received pertaining to Hydrology and Hazardous Materials.



		Land Use and Planning



		Dividing an Established Community

		1G15511



		Consistency with Land Use Plans

		1F715 through 1F717



		Cumulative Impacts

		1F718



		Zoning

		2G41



		Mineral Resources



		No comments received pertaining to Mineral Resources.



		Noise



		Mitigation 

		1F719; 1G15512



		Traffic Noise

		2G67; 2G77



		Population and Housing



		Housing/Jobs Balance

		1G15510



		Public Services



		No comments received pertaining to Public Services. 



		Traffic and Circulation



		Widening SR-60

		1G372



		Existing Conditions SR-60

		1F41



		Traffic Impacts on Air Quality

		1F43; 1G14811; 1G1707; 1G1775; 1G2623; 2E32



		Traffic Impacts on Biological Resources

		1F44; 1F78



		Truck Trips PLB to WLC

		1G1207



		Traffic Impacts

		1F42; 2G511



		Traffic impacts to Avalon and Alicante Avenues

		1F69; 1F629; 1G1777; 1G2841



		Potential fines along SR-60

		1G2673



		Number of Truck Trips

		1G14812 through 1G14813; 1G2622



		Infrastructure costs

		1G1709



		Figures

		1F616; 1F636



		Mitigation

		1F720; 1G1489



		General 

		1G631; 1G652 through 1G654; 1G1664; 1G2625;



		Utilities



		Insufficient Analysis

		1F721 through 1F722



		Impacts to Wastewater Treatment Facilities

		1F723



		Right-of-Way

		2C12



		Inspections and Fees

		2D13 through 2D15



		Permits

		2D16



		General

		2D12



		Energy



		Regulations

		2F160; 2F172; 2F174



		HVAC

		1B23



		Warehousing Operations

		1B24



		Recycling

		1B25



		Net Zero Design

		1B26



		Energy Efficiency

		1B27



		Microgrids

		1B28



		Ground source heat pumps

		1B29



		Solar PV

		1B210; 2F157; 2F159; 2F167 through 2F168; 2F170



		Future Solar Development

		1B211



		SB 100

		1B212



		Natural Gas

		1B213



		Transmission Grid

		1B214



		Energy Storage

		1B215; 2F165



		Transportation Energy

		1B216



		Single Use Design

		1B217



		Barriers to Electric Vehicles

		1B218



		Parking Commitment

		1B219



		Commitment to Single Occupant Vehicles

		1B220



		Commitment to Trucks

		1B221



		Charging Stations

		2F166



		Renewable Fuels

		1B222



		Threshold

		2F163



		Mitigation

		2F158; 2F161; 2F171; 2F514; 2F519 through 2F520



		Cumulative

		2F179 through 2F180



		General

		1B223; 2F162; 2F164; 2F169; 2F173; 2F517



		Cumulative Analysis



		Cumulative Projects 

		1G1208; 1G1217; 2F521



		Cumulative Impacts

		1F63; 1F623; 2F247










[bookmark: _Toc38030159]Topical Responses to Comments

There are frequently reoccurring comments that were received during the public review periods for the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. These comments have been categorized and a response is provided in the following topical responses.

[bookmark: _Toc38030160]Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade

Introduction

Both the World Logistics Center (WLC or Project) Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), Volume 3, the 2018 Revised Sections Final Environmental Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR), Appendix A, and the Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Appendix A, determined how many tons of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would result from the construction and operation of the WLC (FEIR pages 4.7-37 – 4.7-40, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-23 - 4.7-25, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-23 - 4.7-26), recommended feasible mitigation measures to reduce those emissions (FEIR page 4.7-42, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-26 – 4.7-28, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-27 - 4.7-30) and then determined how many tons of GHG emissions would result after the mitigation measures had been imposed (FEIR pages 4.7-47 – 4.7-49, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-33 – 4.7-35, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-34 - 4.7-36). The emissions were divided into two categories: those subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program adopted by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) (including fuel at the producer level, including the GHG emissions that will result when the fuel is combusted by end users, and the electricity at the generator level, referred to as “capped emissions”) and those which were not (referred to as “uncapped emissions”). Then, because capped emissions are already accounted for and mitigated, i.e., reduced, at the producer level under the Cap-and-Trade Program, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR compared the amount of the uncapped GHG emissions, after mitigation, to the threshold of significance for industrial projects adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)[footnoteRef:1] and determined that the uncapped emissions were not significant because they were less than the SCAQMD’s level of significance (FEIR page 4.7-43, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-29, and 2019 Draft Recirculated EIR page 4.7-30). [1: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2008. Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October., page 3-13. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf] 


[bookmark: _Hlk15556216][bookmark: _Hlk15496690]The Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel exemption” from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFIER and 2018 RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, Project Design Features (PDFs) and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant, and relying on Cap-and-Trade. The consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals.

The remainder of this response explains the legal and factual basis for considering only the Project’s uncapped GHG emissions when determining the significance of those emissions under CEQA.

The California Cap-And-Trade Program

The Cap-and-Trade Program, authorized by the California Global Warning Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), is a core strategy that California is using to meet its statewide GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2030, and ultimately to achieve an 80 percent reduction from 1990 levels by 2050. The Cap-and-Trade Program was promulgated by CARB for the “express regulatory purpose” of reducing GHG emissions associated with certain sectors.[footnoteRef:2] It ensures that the aggregate GHG emissions from all the sectors covered by Cap-and-Trade cannot increase even as the emissions from each regulated entity vary from time to time. Pursuant to its authority under AB 32, CARB designed the Cap-and-Trade Program to reduce GHG emissions from major sources (those responsible for capped emissions, called “covered entities”) by setting a firm cap on statewide GHG emissions and employing market mechanisms to achieve the desired reduction levels.[footnoteRef:3] Under the Cap-and-Trade Program, an overall limit is established for GHG emissions from major sources of greenhouse gas emissions, such as refineries, power plants, industrial facilities and transportation fuels and declines over time. [2: 	See, e.g., AIR v. Kern, supra, 17 Cal.App.4th at 734-735.]  [3: 	State of California. Climate Change, §§95800-96023, California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Chapter 1, Subchapter 10. As amended July 2013.] 


Capped facilities are required to surrender GHG emission “compliance instruments” equal to their GHG emissions at the end of each annual compliance period. These compliance instruments are either “allowances” (which is a limited, tradable authorization to emit up to one metric ton of CO2e) or “offsets” (which is a tradable compliance instrument that represents a GHG reduction of one metric ton of CO2e as demonstrated by meeting the regulatory requirements of being a reduction that is “real, additional, quantifiable, permanent, verifiable and enforceable”[footnoteRef:4]). Facilities within the Cap-and-Trade program can sell, purchase, or trade allowances and offsets in the Cap-and-Trade marketplace to ensure they have the necessary compliance instruments they will be required to surrender. If a company emits less than its allocation under the cap, then it may keep that allocation or sell it. If it emits more than its allocation, it must purchase the difference from the marketplace. This provides facilities with the flexibility to determine whether to participate in the marketplace, or whether to directly reduce GHG emissions by, e.g., investing in the installation of emissions reduction equipment at their own facilities. As a facility’s individual GHG emissions allocation declines annually under the cap, it must likewise annually demonstrate that GHG emissions are declining accordingly, whether through its own reductions to stay within its allocation, or other companies’ reductions whose allocations it has purchased, or through offsets from verifiable reductions elsewhere. More specifically, within the Cap-and-Trade Program, power suppliers must surrender compliance instruments for emissions generated in providing electricity; refineries must do the same for the GHG emissions generated by the refining process itself; and fuel suppliers must surrender compliance instruments equivalent to the emissions from the eventual combustion of those fuels. In this way, overall emissions from the industrial sectors included in the program are reduced over time, and one entity's increase in GHG emissions cannot result in a net increase in GHG emissions statewide. [4: 	17 CCR 95802.] 


[image: https://www.c2es.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/10/california-cap-and-trade-figure-2.png]

Source: Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, 2019[footnoteRef:5] [5: 	Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, 2019. California Cap and Trade. 2020 Business-as Usual Emissions Projection 2014 Edition (CARB, 2017). Available online: https://www.c2es.org/content/california-cap-and-trade/] 


California’s Greenhouse Gas Emission Cap and Business-as-Usual Projections

The Cap-and-Trade Program applied to electricity generators from the first compliance period, fuel producers and suppliers became subject to the Program on January 1, 2015, the beginning of the second compliance period. The statewide cap for GHG emissions from the capped sectors under the Program declines over time as shown in the figure above.[footnoteRef:6] On July 17, 2017, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill 398, extending the Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030. CARB has repeatedly stated that the Program is the most effective way to achieve the desired GHG reductions.[footnoteRef:7] The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from covered entities are being mitigated, reducing GHG emissions from covered entities by more than 16 percent between 2013 and 2020, and by an additional 40 percent by 2030. CARB expects the Cap-and-Trade Program to extend to 2050.[footnoteRef:8] [6: 	State of California. Climate Change, §§95811-9812, California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Chapter 1, Subchapter 10, Subarticle 3. As amended July, 2013.]  [7: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pages ES3, ES16, ES17, 1, 22 and 70-71. Available online: https://www.arb.ca,gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf]  [8: 	17 California Code of Regulations §§95840(d) and 95841(b).] 


This is accomplished through the Program’s overall GHG emission cap declining by three percent annually from 2015 through 2020, with even greater declines from 2021 through 2030. Electric and natural gas utilities have been covered under Cap-and-Trade Program since 2013, encouraging them to shift toward clean sources of energy - the kind that comes from wind, solar, geothermal and other renewable resources. Moreover, SB 100, enacted in 2018, requires eligible renewable energy sources and zero-carbon resources to supply 100% of retail sales of electricity to California end-users and all state agencies by the end of 2045. Under California law, the utilities that import or supply electricity from non-renewable resources must purchase allowances for the GHG emissions that come from burning fuel to make electricity. The Cap-and-Trade Program’s requirement for GHGs produced from electricity generation, from non-renewable or imported sources of electricity, means that the mitigation of GHG emissions from the consumption of electricity at the end-user level has already occurred (i.e., reduction of GHGs due to the purchase of allowances which will fund projects that reduce carbon pollution). The result is to avoid the need to consider GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption when considering the significance of a project’s GHG emissions under CEQA.

Since 2015, fuel suppliers, for fuels such as gasoline, diesel, and natural gas, have been covered under the Cap-and-Trade Program. “Fuel Suppliers” are responsible for the carbon pollution from fuels under the Cap-and-Trade Program. Fuel suppliers in this program must buy pollution permits, also called “allowances,” to cover the GHGs produced when the fuel they supply is combusted. Fuel producers and suppliers are required to account for and to mitigate, i.e., reduce, all of their GHG emissions produced when the conventional petroleum-based fuel they supply is combusted. The more fuel suppliers can reduce their GHG emissions, the fewer allowances they will need to purchase. This can be accomplished in various ways, including physical improvements, by supplying low carbon fuels and/or purchasing pollution permits (allowances) to cover the GHGs produced when the conventional petroleum-based fuel, they supply is combusted. Through the purchase of allowances, the Cap-and-Trade Program creates incentives to invest in cleaner fuels, more efficient uses of energy, and investments to benefit disadvantaged communities, recycling, and sustainable transit. The result is to avoid the need to consider GHG emissions associated with the vehicles that serve a project when considering the significance of a project’s GHG emissions under CEQA.

[bookmark: _Hlk36405401]Since its inception, the Cap and Trade auction proceeds have resulted in appropriations from the State Legislature in the amount of $9.3 billion, with the annual appropriations for FY 2018-2019 totaling $3.2 billion. (Annual Report to the Legislature, California Climate Investments Using Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds, p. vi (March 2019) (“CCI Report”).) The CCI Report states:

“Projects implemented through 2018 are expected to reduce GHG emissions by nearly 37 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) over time – GHG emissions equivalent to 4 billion gallons of diesel fuel use. Projects implemented in 2018 alone are expected to reduce GHG emissions by approximately 17 million MTCO2e over time.”

(CCI Report, p. vii.)

Projected Project Contribution from Fuel Cost Under Cap and Trade

WLC’s monetary contribution to the Cap-and-Trade Program through the purchase of vehicle fuel was estimated utilizing a methodology by Stillwater Associates based on an analysis of the potential impacts of California’s Carbon Cap-and-Trade Program.[footnoteRef:9] For Cap-and-Trade costs, the Stillwater study, “Projecting the Costs of California’s Cap & Trade and Low Carbon Fuel Standards Programs,” estimated the total direct costs to refiners and assumed that these costs are entirely passed through to consumers. The Stillwater carbon policy team determined that there were two components to their cost estimation: [9: 	Stillwater Associates, 2019. Projecting the Costs of California’s Cap & trade and Low Carbon Fuel Standards Programs. https://stillwaterassociates.com/projecting-the-costs-of-californias-cap-trade-and-low-carbon-fuel-standard-programs/] 


1. Costs attributed to allowances required to be purchased for the greenhouse gases (GHG) emitted from the combustion of fuel (“Fuels under the Cap” or “Cap at the Rack”)

2. Costs to purchase allowances for GHG emissions in the production of fuels (“Stationary Source Cap and Trade”)

Cap at the Rack is calculated directly from factors published in the Mandatory GHG Reporting Regulation. The study found that, “Cap at the Rack” adds about 13 and 14 cents per gallon (cpg) to the cost of gasoline and diesel, respectively. With respect to the “Stationary Source Cap and Trade”, the study calculated the cost added to the fuels for allowance prices varying from $50/metric ton (MT) to $150/MT because these represent the range of values being discussed for a price ceiling in the Cap-and-Trade program going forward. The results found the additional fuel costs ranging from 42 to 139 cents per gallon.

Based on the study conducted by Stillwater to determine the additional costs added to fuel prices under the Cap-and-Trade Program, the average yearly contribution based on fuel prices was calculated for the WLC. As shown in Table 4.17-7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, WLC is expected to utilize 275,000,000 gallons of diesel fuel and 1,052,000,000 gallons of gasoline at full buildout (year 2035). These fuel uses were then multiplied by the total costs added to gasoline and diesel from the Cap-and-Trade Program. The average yearly monetary contribution from WLC, based on the Cap-and-Trade allowance, are shown in the table below. As shown in the table, the total monetary contribution from WLC for 1,052,000,000 gallons of gasoline at full buildout operations would range from $441,840,000 to $1,325,520,000 per year. The total monetary contribution from WLC for 275,000,000 gallons of diesel at full buildout operations would range from $126,500,000 to $382,250,000 per year.

World Logistics Average Yearly Monetary Contribution Based on Fuel Prices

		C&T Allowance Price, $/MT

		Total Gasoline Cost Adder, CPG

		Gallons of Gasoline per Year 

		Total Contribution from Gasoline Use (2035)

		Total Diesel Cost Adder, CPG

		Gallons of Diesel per Year (2035)

		Total Contribution from Diesel Use (2035)



		$50 

		42

		1,052,000,000

		$441,840,000 

		46

		275,000,000

		$126,500,000 



		$70 

		59

		1,052,000,000

		$620,680,000 

		65

		275,000,000

		$178,750,000 



		$90 

		75

		1,052,000,000

		$789,000,000 

		83

		275,000,000

		$228,250,000 



		$100 

		84

		1,052,000,000

		$883,680,000 

		93

		275,000,000

		$255,750,000 



		$110 

		92

		1,052,000,000

		$967,840,000 

		102

		275,000,000

		$280,500,000 



		$130 

		109

		1,052,000,000

		$1,146,680,000 

		120

		275,000,000

		$330,000,000 



		$150

		126

		1,052,000,000

		$1,325,520,000

		139

		275,000,000

		$382,250,000







CARB’s Explanations of the Application of the Cap-and-Trade Program

CARB’s responses to comments in its October, 2011, Final Statement of Reasons (FSOR) for the Cap-and-Trade Project[footnoteRef:10] made it clear that CARB always intended that GHG emissions were to be handled solely at the refinery/generator level and that the costs of accounting for and reducing GHG emissions were to be incurred initially at the refinery/generator/supplier level and then were to be passed down to the end consumer as a price signal meant to encourage the consumer to use less fuel and less electricity: [10: 	California Air Resources Board, 2011. California’s Cap-and-Trade Program Final Statement of Reasons, October. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf] 


“The Cap-and-Trade Program addresses both facility emissions that occur from fuel production (beginning in the first compliance period) and accounts for combustion emissions from the fuel that is produced and sold in California (beginning in the second compliance period [January 1, 2015]).” (FSOR at page 178)

“Placing a price signal on transportation fuels will reduce the consumption of transportation fuel; driving investment in newer, more fuel-efficient vehicles. Any GHG reductions resulting from federal regulations or the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) at covered entities would be counted as emission reductions under the Cap-and-Trade Program.” (FSOR at page 178)

“We agree that Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from millions of distributed point sources such as automobiles. However, our approach is not to apply Cap-and-Trade to the end user (vehicle drivers), but to the fuel suppliers, who will be responsible for fuel that is combusted. By taking this “upstream” approach in the regulation, we avoid the challenges of applying it to millions of “downstream” users.” (FSOR at page 178)

“We note the importance of transparent price signals for fuel consumers in achieving reductions in this sector.” (FSOR at page 208)

“The commenter is correct in that agriculture is an uncapped sector and does not have a compliance obligation. Under the regulation, agriculture will be encouraged to be more efficient as the carbon price signal is passed through on transportation fuels, electricity, and natural gas.” (FSOR at page 159)

“First deliverers of electricity, like DWR, are not eligible for free allocations of emissions allowances because we believe that the cost of allowances can be passed on to consumers of the electricity.” (FSOR at page 542)

“For the price signal from the Cap-and-Trade Program to be effective, the cost of GHG emissions must be passed through to end users.” (FSOR at page 1431)

In the Initial Statement of Reasons, CARB explains how Cap-and-Trade covers fossil fuel consumption by residential and commercial projects.

“To cover the emissions from transportation fuel combustion and that of other fuels by residential, commercial, and small industrial sources, staff proposes to regulate fuel suppliers based on the quantities of fuel consumed by their customers. … Fuel suppliers are responsible for the emissions resulting from the fuel they supply. In this way, a fuel supplier is acting on behalf of its customers who are emitting the GHGs. … Suppliers of transportation fuels will have a compliance obligation for the combustion emissions from fuel that they sell, distribute, or otherwise transfer for consumption in California. … [B]ecause transportation fuels and use of natural gas by residential and commercial users is a significant portion of California’s overall GHG emissions, the emissions from these sources are covered indirectly through the inclusion of fuel distributers = [in the Cap-and-Trade Program].[footnoteRef:11] [11: 	CARB. October 28, 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for the Proposed Regulation to Implement the California Cap-and-Trade Program Part 1, Vol. 1, pp. II-10, II-20, II-21, 11-53: Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/capisor.pdf (“ISOR”) (incorporated by reference by: CARB. October 2011. California’s Cap-And-Trade Program Final Statement of Reasons, p. 2: Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf ) (“FSOR”) (the ISOR and FSOR are collectively referred to herein as the “Statement of Reasons”).] 


Furthermore, CARB’s present position on the responsibility of covered entities with respect to the GHG emissions resulting from the combustion of fuels was reiterated in its “Information for Entities That Take Delivery of Fuel for Fuels Phased into the Cap-and-Trade Program Beginning on January 1, 2015”[footnoteRef:12]: [12: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Facts About Information for Entities That Take Delivery of Fuel for Fuels Phased into the Cap-and-Trade Program Beginning on January 1, 2015. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/faq_fuel_purchasers.pdf] 


“‘Fuel Suppliers’ are responsible for the carbon pollution from fuels under the Cap-and-Trade Program. … A fuel supplier must account for the carbon pollution under the Cap-and-Trade Program …”

The Legislature has made CARB the only entity with the authority to deal with vehicular emissions. According to the Health and Safety Code §39002, “Local and regional authorities have the primary responsibility for control of air pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources. The control of vehicular sources, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be the responsibility of the State Air Resources board.”

Additionally, AB 32, which authorized CARB to develop the Cap-and-Trade Program, repeatedly stated that CARB was to adopt rules and regulations that resulted in “cost-effective greenhouse gas emission reductions.” [footnoteRef:13] All of this was done in such a manner as to “minimize costs and maximize the benefits to California.”[footnoteRef:14] CARB’s FSOR for adopting the Cap-and-Trade Program repeatedly stated that its choice was the most cost effective. The comment and response on page 177 of the Final Statement of Reasons are a good example: [13: 	Health and Safety Code §§38560, 38560.5(c), 38561(a) and (b), and 38562(a)]  [14: 	Health and Safety Code §38562(b)(1)] 


Final Statement of Reasons Comment B-60: The Cap-and-Trade Program should not be extended to transportation consumer emissions as provisions of other federal and State programs address these. Additionally, fuel providers should not be responsible for these emissions that are directly consumer related. Transportation emissions should be considered only if a formal review determines that this action is necessary and implementation would be more cost-effective than other policy approaches. The proposed regulations include GHG emissions from consumer use of transportation fuel under the emissions cap starting in 2015 (section 95812(d)(1)). This results in a clear overlay to the existing federal Renewable Fuels Standard, the California Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and State/federal vehicle GHG performance standards. Transportation GHG emissions are substantially addressed through current federal and State programs (i.e. federal fuel economy programs, federal renewables programs and State LCFS programs). Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from millions of distributed point sources such as automobiles. Inclusion of transportation fuel emissions within the Cap-and-Trade program will add a volatile carbon cost to the price consumers already pay for GHG control measures such as LCFS and vehicle efficiency standards. In addition, fuels under the cap will increase administrative complexity and the market price of emission allowances for all the other capped sectors. Specifically, a carbon cost of $20 per ton would add a fuel cost burden in excess of $3 billion per year to the California economy. In addition to individual consumers, much of this cost will fall on businesses and municipalities which will impact small business owners, truck drivers, city bus and trash services, construction companies, rail services, and others. This carbon cost, along with the cost of compliance for LCFS and federal programs, will be embedded into the costs of all goods and services that rely on transportation. CARB should not extend the Cap-and-Trade program to consumer emissions from use of transportation fuel. Instead, CARB should allow existing federal/State programs to address GHG emissions in this sector. (CONOCO)

Final Statement of Reasons Response to Comment B-60: We believe that Cap-and-Trade’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lowering emissions throughout most of California’s economy. There are numerous sectors that are covered by direct regulation and the Cap-and-Trade regulation. For example, the electricity sector is subject to the Renewable Portfolio Standard as well as the Cap-and-Trade regulation. We believe that the Cap-and-Trade-program is complementary to existing renewable and LCFS standards and to other State or federal laws.

CEQA Analysis of Capped GHG Emissions

The SCAQMD has previously recognized that GHG emissions associated with capped sources are mitigated by the Cap-and-Trade Program and should not be counted in determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions because the covered entities have to offset these capped emissions by either reducing their GHG emissions or purchasing allowances for those emissions (Negative Declarations adopted by SCAQMD: Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Proposed Cogeneration Project, SCH No. 2012041014[footnoteRef:15], and Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, SCH No. 2013091029[footnoteRef:16]). As demonstrated in these Negative Declarations, GHG emissions from the generation of electricity are accounted for and mitigated by the energy utilities and thus, are appropriately not included in the project’s GHG emissions which are compared to the significance threshold. [15: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Cogeneration Project, October. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/ultramar_neg_dec.pdf?sfvrsn=2]  [16: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, December. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/phillips-66-fnd.pdf?sfvrsn=2] 


The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) recently adopted a policy entitled “CEQA Determinations of Significance for Projects Subject to CARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation”.[footnoteRef:17] This policy applies when the SJVAPCD is the lead agency and when it is a responsible agency. In short, the SJVAPCD “has determined that GHG emissions increases that are covered under CARB’s Cap-and-Trade regulation cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA….” The SJVAPCD classifies CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program as an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3). Even though the SJVAPCD isn’t the lead or responsible agency on the WLC project, this policy is relevant because it demonstrates how a local air district interpreted the State Cap-and-Trade Program and its position that capped GHG emissions, those covered under the Program, cannot constitute a significant increase under CEQA. [17: 	San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2014. APR-2025 CEQA Determination of Significance for Projects Subject to ARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation. Available online: https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf] 


Pertinent excerpts from the SJVAPCD policy include the following:

“Consistent with [14] CCR [CEQA Guidelines] §15064(h)(3), the District finds that compliance with CARB’s Cap-and-Trade regulation would avoid or substantially lessen the impact of project-specific GHG emissions on global climate change.”

“The District therefore concludes that GHG emissions increases subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade regulation would have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact on global climate change.”

“[I]t is reasonable to conclude that implementation of the Cap-and-Trade program will and must fully mitigate project-specific GHG emissions for emissions that are covered by the Cap-and-Trade regulation.”

“[T]he District finds that, through compliance with the Cap-and-Trade regulation, project-specific GHG emissions that are covered by the regulation will be fully mitigated.”

The policy acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” As such, the SJVAPCD concluded that GHG emissions associated with VMT cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA. The policy also made it clear that CEQA was never intended to consider the significance of GHG emissions other than at the producer level: “The regulated entity will be the fuel provider that distributes the fuel upstream (not the gas station).”

Thus, as outlined above in the FSOR, CARB has made it clear that the Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lowering emissions. As such, it can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately addressed that emission generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to consideration at the project level. The analysis in the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR appropriately addresses that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to further consideration at the project level as no impact could occur because no net increase in GHG emissions is allowed under Cap-and-Trade. CARB points out that the projects cited in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and 2018 RSFEIR, and referenced above, that didn’t count project electricity emissions were regulated by the Cap-and-Trade Program, but those project’s being regulated by Cap-and-Trade are irrelevant because all fuel suppliers and electric utilities are covered entities in the program (except for the one percent of facilities that are exempt from the program). Furthermore, the consideration of only uncapped Project GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA, used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017).

Using only uncapped GHG emissions to determine whether a project’s emissions are significant under CEQA has been upheld in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal.App.5th 708 (2017) (AIR). The opinion notes that the Cap-and-Trade Program is a statewide plan which satisfies the requirement of CEQA guidelines §15064.4(b)(3). (17 Cal.App.5th at 741-742.) It concludes by stating that a lead agency may consider the application of the Cap-and-Trade Program, i.e., its uncapped emissions, in determining whether a project’s GHG emissions are significant under CEQA. (17 Cal.App.5th at 743.)

CEQA Analysis of The WLC’s GHG Emissions

As noted in the Introduction, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR determined the WLC’s capped and uncapped GHG emissions. Mitigation measures were then imposed on the WLC which reduced both capped and uncapped GHG emissions. See Table 4.7-7, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.7-33). With these recommended mitigation measures it was determined that the uncapped emissions were less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold. The primary capped GHG emissions were those associated with on-road vehicles, electricity, construction and yard trucks (FEIR page 4.7-36, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-22, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-22). The primary uncapped emissions waste decomposition in landfills, land use change, and refrigerant leakage (FEIR page 4.7-36, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-22, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-22). Thus, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accounted for all GHG emissions that will result from the construction and operation of the WLC.

Several comments argued that the AIR opinion is limited in its application to projects which are themselves covered entities, like a refinery. Those arguments are wrong because they do not acknowledge that the EIR for the project accounted for capped emissions, those resulting from the construction and operation of improvements to the refinery and those resulting from electricity provided by Pacific Gas and Electric, a covered entity which will itself be required to reduce its own GHG emissions. (17 Cal.App.5th at 735.) The GHG emissions associated with the refinery’s electricity consumption were considered as offsets, i.e., reductions, to the total emissions from the construction and operation of the project and were not considered when determining the significance of the project’s emissions under CEQA. (17 Cal.App.5th at 736.) Thus, the AIR opinion is as applicable to the CEQA analysis of the WLC’s GHG emissions as it was to the refinery’s, thereby justifying the FEIR’s, the 2018 RSFEIR’s, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s determination that the significance of those emissions was to be based on a comparison of the WLC’s uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD’s threshold of significance.

[bookmark: _Hlk36407026]Some comments argued that the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s and the 2018 RSFEIR’s determining the significance of the WLC’s GHG emissions by considering only uncapped emissions was a “novel exemption” from the analysis of the significance of the emissions, or was an under representation of project emissions, and therefore not authorized under CEQA Guidelines §15064.4. However, the air district decisions applying Cap-and-Trade in the CEQA context referenced earlier were issued in 2014, shortly after Cap-and-Trade was adopted, and the AIR decision was issued by the Court of Appeal in 2017, also based on proceedings occurring shortly after the adopting of Cap-and-Trade. Thus, given that Cap-and-Trade has been applied in the CEQA context for years since its adoption, reliance on Cap-and-Trade in the WLC Project is not “novel.”

Further, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR determined the WLC’s capped and uncapped GHG emissions, (FEIR page 4.7-36, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-22, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-24) that would result from the construction and operation of the WLC, then recommended feasible mitigation measures (FEIR page 4.7-42, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-26 – 4.7-28, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-27 - 4.7-30), it was then determined how many tons of GHG emissions would result after the mitigation measures had been imposed (FEIR pages 4.7-47 – 4.7-49, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-33 – 4.7-35, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-34 - 4.7-36). The FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR compared the amount of the uncapped GHG emissions, after mitigation, to the threshold of significance for industrial projects adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)[footnoteRef:18] and determined that the uncapped emissions were not significant because they were less than the SCAQMD’s level of significance (FEIR page 4.7-43, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.7-29, and 2019 Draft Recirculated EIR page 4.7-30). Moreover, the FEIR, the 2018 RSFEIR, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contain analyses of the WLC’s compliance with applicable federal, state and local climate plans (FEIR pages 4.7-51 – 4.7 -59, 2018 RSFEIR pages 4.7-39 – 4.7-45, and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-41 – 4.7-47). [18: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2008. Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October., page 3-13. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf] 


Additionally, as upheld in Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 504-507 [part I], the City is not required to use the goals outlined in S-3-05 as a CEQA significance threshold. As stated by the court, “SANDAG (San Diego Association of Governments) did not abuse its discretion in declining to adopt the 2050 goal as a measure of significance in light of the fact that the Executive Order does not specify any plan or implementation measures to achieve its goal.” Although S-3-05 is not used as a significance threshold, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses how future development of the WLC would be consistent with greenhouse gas emission reduction strategies and policies, including the City’s Climate Change Strategy (pages 4.7-18 – 4.7-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The project would implement Mitigation Measures to reduce its contribution to GHG emissions and to ensure it does not conflict with or impede implementation of reduction goals identified in AB 32, SB 32, Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05, and other strategies to help reduce GHGs to the level proposed by the Governor. In addition, the project would also be subject to all applicable regulatory requirements, which would also reduce the GHG emissions of the project. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any applicable plan, program, policy, or regulation related to the reduction of GHG emissions.

[bookmark: _Toc38030161]Topical Response B, Scoping Plan/State’s Attainment Goals

[bookmark: _Hlk36407639]Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability, discusses the Regulatory Setting in Subsection 4.7.2. This section discusses federal, State, regional, and local regulations and standards that pertain to greenhouse gases (GHGs) or climate change; including Cap-and-Trade and the 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 and 2017 Scoping Plan Updates (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-11 – 4.7-14). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not suggest that compliance with the Cap-and-Trade Program alone will achieve California’s climate goals. Nonetheless, as stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Cap-and-Trade is a core strategy that California is using to meet its statewide GHG reduction targets for 2020, 2030, and 2050. As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, the Cap-and-Trade Program “is fundamental to meeting California’s long-range climate targets at low cost.” (Scoping Plan Update 2017, Executive Summary, p. ES16.) The California Air Resources Control Board (CARB) has repeatedly stated that the Cap-and-Trade Program is the most effective way to achieve the desired GHG reductions.[footnoteRef:19] “Altogether, the emissions covered by the Cap-and-Trade program total 80 percent of all GHG emissions in California.” (Scoping Plan Update 2017, Executive Summary, p. ES16.) The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from covered entities are being mitigated, reducing GHG emissions from covered entities by more than 16 percent between 2013 and 2020, and by an additional 40 percent by 2030. The Executive Summary to the Scoping Plan 2017 Update sums it up: “California’s Cap-and-Trade Program is the most comprehensive, effective, and well-designed carbon market on the planet.” (Scoping Plan Update 2017, Executive Summary, p. ES17.) [19: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, pages ES3, ES16, ES17, 1, 22 and 70-71. Available online: https://www.arb.ca,gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf] 


Pursuant to the requirements of Assembly Bill (AB) 32[footnoteRef:20], the 2008 Scoping Plan was prepared by CARB to outline actions to reduce GHGs to 1990 levels by 2020. At that time, even prior to the formal adoption of the Cap-and-Trade Program, the 2008 Scoping Plan recognized the importance of cap-and-trade to achieving the State’s climate goals. [20: 	Assembly Bill 32 is also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act. It was passed in 2006 and aims to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 required CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main State strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline.] 


The 2008 Scoping Plan states (p. ES-13):

[bookmark: _Hlk36407928]Similarly, measures like the cap-and-trade program, energy efficiency programs, the California clean car standards, and the renewables portfolio standard will all play central roles in helping California meet its 2020 reduction requirements. Yet, these strategies will also figure prominently in California’s efforts beyond 2020. Some of these measures, like energy efficiency programs and the renewables portfolio standard, have already delivered greenhouse gas emissions reduction benefits that will expand over time. Others, like the cap and-trade program, will put in place a foundation on which to build well into the future. All of these measures, and many others in the plan, will ensure that California meets its 2020 target and is positioned to continue its international role as leader in the fight against global warming to 2050 and beyond.

The Scoping Plan contained the following 18 strategies to reduce the State’s GHG emissions[footnoteRef:21] (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-12): [21: 	California Air Resources Board, 2008. Climate Change Scoping Plan: a framework for change. Pursuant to AB 32 The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, December. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed February 10, 2020.] 


1. California Cap-and-Trade Program Linked to Western Climate Initiative. Implement a broad-based California Cap-and-Trade program to provide a firm limit on emissions.

2. California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards. Implement adopted standards and planned second phase of the program. Align zero-emission vehicle, alternative and renewable fuel and vehicle technology programs with long-term climate change goals.

3. Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance standards; pursue additional efficiency including new technologies, policy, and implementation mechanisms. Pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in California.

4. Renewable Portfolio Standard. Achieve 33 percent renewable energy mix statewide.

5. Low Carbon Fuel Standard. Develop and adopt the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.

6. Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gas Targets. Develop regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles (SB 375).

7. Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement light-duty vehicle efficiency measures.

8. Goods Movement. Implement adopted regulations for the use of shore power for ships at berth. Improve efficiency in goods movement activities.

9. Million Solar Roofs Program. Install 3,000 MW of solar-electric capacity under California’s existing solar programs.

10. Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles. Adopt medium and heavy-duty vehicle efficiency measures.

11. Industrial Emissions. Require assessment of large industrial sources to determine whether individual sources within a facility can cost-effectively reduce GHG emissions and provide other pollution reduction co-benefits. Reduce GHG emissions from fugitive emissions from oil and gas extraction and gas transmission. Adopt and implement regulations to control fugitive methane emissions and reduce flaring at refineries.

12. High Speed Rail. Support implementation of a high-speed rail system.

13. Green Building Strategy. Expand the use of green building practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings.

14. High Global Warming Potential Gases. Adopt measures to reduce high global warming potential gases.

15. Recycling and Waste. Reduce methane emissions at landfills. Increase waste diversion, composting, and commercial recycling. Move toward zero-waste.

16. Sustainable Forests. Preserve forest sequestration and encourage the use of forest biomass for sustainable energy generation.

17. Water. Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water.

18. Agriculture. In the near-term, encourage investment in manure digesters and at the five-year Scoping Plan update determine if the program should be made mandatory by 2020.

[bookmark: _Hlk36408524]In the 2014 Scoping Plan Update, CARB looked at California’s success to date in reducing GHG emissions and lays out the framework for continued reductions beyond 2020, on the path to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The 2014 Scoping Plan Update also recognized that the Cap-and-Trade Program is a vital component in achieving both California’s near-and long-term GHG emissions targets. “California’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation is purposely designed to leverage the power of the market in pursuit of an environmental goal. It opens the door for major investment in emission-reducing technologies and sends a clear economic signal that these investments will be rewarded. The Cap-and-Trade Regulation establishes a hard and declining cap on approximately 85 percent of total statewide GHG emissions.” [footnoteRef:22] The 2014 Scoping Plan Update focused on further reducing GHGs in the focus areas of energy, transportation, agriculture, water, waste management, and natural and working lands.[footnoteRef:23] The 2014 Update also discusses the State’s zero emission vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan to further support the market and accelerate its growth to help with GHG reductions in the transportation sector. [22: 	California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 86. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.]  [23: 	California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan. Building on the Framework, Pursuant to AB 32 The California Global Warming Solutions Act, May. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed February, 10 2020.] 


According to the 2017 Scoping Plan Update[footnoteRef:24], California is on track to exceed its 2020 climate target. The 2017 Scoping Plan discusses the success of the Cap-and-Trade program, and states that “[s]ince the launch of many of the state’s major climate programs, including Cap-and-Trade, economic growth in California has consistently outpaced economic growth in the rest of the country. The state’s average annual growth rate has been double the national average – and ranks second in the country since Cap-and-Trade took effect in 2012. In short, California has succeeded in reducing GHG emissions while also developing a cleaner, resilient economy that uses less energy and generates less pollution.”[footnoteRef:25] Additionally, it affirms that “[h]igh efficiency rates, coupled with the Cap-and-Trade Program’s firm emission cap, allow economic activity to increase without corresponding increases in GHG emissions. … Maintaining and extending our successful programs – from the Cap-and-Trade Program and Low Carbon Fuel Standard to zero-emission, renewable energy and energy efficiency programs – will reduce GHGs, increase energy cost savings, offer businesses flexibility to reduce emissions at low cost and provide clear policy and market direction, and certainty, for business planning and investment.”[footnoteRef:26] Thus, as shown, the Cap-and-Trade Program is hugely successful in reducing GHG emissions while allowing the economy to grow. The Plan underscores the importance of Cap and Trade along with other strategies to achieve the 2020 and 2030 GHG targets. The 2017 Scoping Plan focuses on implementing policies and strategies in the following sectors to reduce GHG emissions. [24: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, The strategy for achieving California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target, November. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed February 10, 2020.]  [25: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES3. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.]  [26: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES7. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.] 


1. Industrial Efficiency & Competitiveness. Maintain and extend the Cap-and-Trade Program and Low Carbon Fuel Standard and zero-emission, renewable energy and energy efficiency programs. Encourage continued research, evaluation, and deployment of innovative strategies and technology to further reduce emissions in the industrial sector through advances in energy efficiency and productivity, increased access to cleaner fuels, and carbon capture, utilization and storage. Evaluate and implement policies and measures to reduce GHG, criteria, and toxic air contaminant emissions from sources, such as refineries. Diversify fuel supplies with low carbon alternatives. Prioritize procurement of goods that have lower carbon footprints. Support and attract industry that produces goods needed to reduce GHGs. Cut energy costs and GHG emissions by quickly transitioning to efficient hydrofluorocarbon alternatives.

2. Transportation Sustainability. Transportation system improvements relating to efficient land use, affordable housing, infrastructure for cyclists and pedestrians, public transit, new vehicle technologies, and fuels and freight. Increase use of electric cars, trucks, buses, and equipment; use clean, low carbon fuels where zero-emissions options are not yet available; ensure an efficient and sustainable freight system; and connect communities through increased walking, biking, and transit including a high-speed rail system.

3. Energy. Keep moving forward to meet renewable energy targets through wind, solar, hydroelectric, geothermal, and biomass. Integrate renewable power through demand response and drive demand for net zero energy buildings and existing buildings energy efficiency action plan to meet energy efficiency targets. Move towards cleaner heating fuels, building and appliance electrification, minimize fugitive methane leaks throughout the system, and using more renewable gas.

4. Waste. Prioritize waste reduction, re-use, and material recovery over landfilling. Develop and implement programs, including edible food waste recovery, to divert organics from landfills and reduce methane emissions. Develop and implement a packaging reduction program.

5. Agricultural and Rural Economies and Natural and Working Lands. Work to better quantify the carbon stored in natural and working lands and continue to restore, conserve, and strengthen natural and working lands. Protect, enhance and innovate on natural and working lands to ensure they become a net carbon sink over the long-term by developing and implementing the Natural and Working Lands Implementation Plan. Improve manure management, boost soil health, generate renewable power, electrify operations, utilize biomass, and increase water, fertilizer, and energy use efficiency to reduce super pollutants.

6. Water. To meet the water demand, California has to increase water conservation and efficiency, improve coordination and management of various water supplies, get a greater understanding of the water-energy nexus, and develop new technologies in drinking water treatment, groundwater remediation and recharge and potentially brackish and seawater desalination. Support shift toward conservation, efficiency, and renewable energy in the water sector. Increase water savings by certifying innovative technologies for water conservation and develop and implement new conservation targets, update agricultural water management plans, and long-term conservation regulations. Develop a voluntary registry for GHG emissions from energy use associated with water. Continue to increase the use of renewable energy to operate the State Water Project.

7. Air and Public Health. The Climate Plan incorporates freight and mobile source strategies which will deliver reductions in criteria and toxic air pollutants to improve air quality.

8. Carbon Pricing and Investment. The Cap-and-Trade Program is fundamental to meeting California’s long-range climate targets as it has been very successful. The Cap-and-Trade Program includes GHG emissions from transportation, electricity, industrial, agricultural, waste, residential and commercial sources, and caps them while complementing the other measures needed to meet the 2030 GHG target. Emissions covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program total 80 percent of all GHG emissions in California and guarantees GHG emissions reductions through a strict overall emissions limit that decreases each year. Trading provides businesses with the flexibility in their approach to reducing emissions.”[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, The strategy for achieving California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target, November. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed February 10, 2020.] 


As shown above in the Scoping Plan and the two Scoping Plan Updates, CARB didn’t rely solely on the Cap-and-Trade program to meet the GHG reductions required to comply with AB 32; however, with Cap-and-Trade covering 80% of all GHG emissions in California, it is a cornerstone for the reduction of GHG emissions. The Scoping Plan takes reductions from many different sectors to meet the State’s GHG reduction goals. It also looks at all levels of government to help with implementing programs and regulations to limit GHG reductions.

[bookmark: _Hlk36466552][bookmark: _Hlk34923437]Although Cap-and-Trade is fundamental to achieving the State’s climate goals, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not state that compliance with the Cap-and-Trade Program will achieve California’s GHG emission reduction goals singlehandedly nor does it suggest that CARB intended the Cap-and-Trade Program to relieve local governments of any responsibility to consider the significance of, and development of, additional mitigation for, GHG emissions from the transportation and energy sectors directly or indirectly caused by local projects within their control. The 2017 Scoping Plan’s section on “Climate Action through Local Planning and Permitting” provides “guidance” to local governments for planning and permitting purposes. However, CARB recognizes the authority of local governments and states in the 2017 Scoping Plan that “the decision to follow this guidance is voluntary and should not be interpreted as a directive or mandate to local governments.” Thus, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not compel action on the part of the City, and the City has no legal obligation to comply with these provisions of the 2017 Scoping Plan. Nonetheless, the City has acted to implement the Scoping Plan’s guidance with respect to the WLC Project.

[bookmark: _Hlk34921959]The 2017 Scoping Plan’s guidance for project-level actions states: “… CARB recommends that projects incorporate design features and GHG reduction measure, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG emissions.” (2017 Scoping Plan, p. 101.) The 2017 Scoping Plan also states that lead agencies should prioritize on-site design features and regional improvements.

The City’s approach to GHG reduction followed the Scoping Plan recommendation by requiring Project Design Features and mitigation measures at the project-level, the community and the region. The City therefore required that all buildings incorporate solar power electricity generation totaling in the aggregate to over 12MW at the project site, substantially reduce the need for water consumption ; required that all trucks servicing the Center be 2010 or newer diesel, all construction equipment be Tier 4, all forklifts and pallet equipment be zero emission; required the installation of ZEV charging equipment, and ZE site maintenance equipment; required that all buildings exceed Title 24 by 10% and the construction of LN/CNG/renewable fuel station to service the Center; and the incorporation of traffic circles at all major intersections. The City determined that these measures constitute feasible mitigation for the WLC Project. The City further required that additional measures will be implemented at and around the community and the region by providing SCAQMD with $26,000,000 to be used for community and regional air quality improvements (through a settlement agreement), which would also result in GHG emission reductions. Considering the long-time horizon of the WLC Project, the City recognized that the SCAQMD with its knowledge and expertise will be in the best position to determine what air quality measures would be most beneficial throughout the construction and operation of the project.

More specifically, the Settlement Agreement between SCAQMD and the City require that the WLC Project pay an Air Quality Improvement Fee to SCAQMD of approximately $26,000,000. The Air Quality Improvement Fee is to be used by SCAQMD “for any purpose that will improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin.”

The Settlement Agreement states:

“[A]ll parties agree that the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee will adequately mitigate heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction and operation of the World Logistics Center as described in the EIR and that no additional charges will be imposed on the World Logistics Center to mitigate emissions, including NOx, described in the EIR from heavy-duty trucks.”

One of the recitals in the Settlement Agreement acknowledges the WLC Project’s on-site commitments: “The parties agree that the amount of the Air Quality Improvement Fee … is in addition to the air quality improvement features already part of the World Logistics Center including the commitment to all 2010 clean diesel trucks, all Tier 4 construction equipment and a CNG/LNG fueling facility.” Because it is unknown at this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD through the use of the $26,000,000 that will result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume that any particular improvement will take place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft recirculated RSFEIR do not include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might occur as a result of the settlement and the payment of the money. Additionally, the SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment Q).

Thus, the City and the SCAQMD recognized the importance of on-site Project Design Features, mitigation measures and direct regional investment, consistent with the Scoping Plan’s guidance, and required the WLC Project to fund air quality improvements in the South Coast Air Basin, which they determined was sufficient to mitigate adequately the heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts of the WLC Project.

[bookmark: _Hlk36466721]With respect to the WLC Project’s analysis of GHG emissions and associated mitigation measures, the WLC determined the GHG emissions resulting from construction and operation of the Project (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-23 - 4.7-26) and then divided those emissions into two categories; those subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program adopted by CARB (including fuel at the producer level, which includes GHG emissions that will result when the fuel is combusted by the end users, and electricity at the generator level, which includes GHG emissions from electricity use as the end user, referred to as “capped emissions”) and those not subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program (referred to as “uncapped emissions”) (see Topical Response A for a discussion of Cap-and-Trade and why it applies to the Project). Then because capped emissions are already accounted for and mitigated (I.e., reduced at the producer level under the Cap-and-Trade Program), the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR compared the amount of uncapped emissions to the interim threshold of significance for industrial projects adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).[footnoteRef:28] As discussed above, the Project did not solely rely on the Cap-and-Trade Program to reduce its GHG emissions as uncapped emissions still exceed the significance threshold as shown in Tables 4.7-4 and 4.7-5 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7- 23 - 4.7-26) and are potentially significant prior to the application of mitigation. As discussed below, the City didn’t rely only on Cap-and-Trade to reduce the Projects GHG emissions, it considered all feasible Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures to reduce uncapped GHG emissions. After implementation of Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures, uncapped GHG emissions were less than significant when compared against the SCAQMD’s significance threshold (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-30). The reduction in GHG uncapped emissions came from multiple Scoping Plan sectors including, energy, water, waste, and transportation. [28: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2008. Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October., page 3-13. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-thresholds/ghgattachmente.pdf] 


The WLC Project incorporates site and building designs (Project Design Features) to improve building energy efficiency and maximize the use of on-site renewable energy to the extent feasible (see Topical Response E for a discussion of MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting to their grid) and emphasize the conservation of water through Green Building Sustainable Development features, which reduces GHG emissions from the energy and water sectors in the Scoping Plan. The WLC 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the following mitigation measures to reduce the GHG emissions impact of the WLC Project:

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-27) implements requirements to reduce solid waste and greenhouse gas emissions from construction and operation; which includes diverting 75 percent of waste, recycle and/or salvage 50 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris, and develop and implement a recycling plan for each building. This mitigation measures reduces GHG’s from the waste sector.

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1B (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-28) reduces Project energy usage through energy-efficient roofing systems, cool pavements, and energy-efficient appliances.

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1C (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-28) requires compliance with the performance approach to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for each new structure.

Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-28) will reduce energy related GHG emission through the installation of solar panels on roofs, increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, and will require the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” (LEED) for the buildings constructed at the WLC.

Additionally, air quality mitigation measures (4.3.6.2A construction fuel, 4.3.6.3B long haul trucks, and 4.3.6.4A ride share, bicycle storage and lockers, pedestrian and bike lanes, electric vehicle charging stations, parking) will reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-29) from the transportation sector. Utilities mitigation measures (4.16.1.6.1A reduce outdoor water usage, 4.16.1.6.1B reduce interior water usage, and 4.16.1.6.1C use reclaimed water for irrigation) would also reduce GHG emissions through a reduction in energy usage. As shown in Tables 4.7-7 and 4.7-8 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-32 – 4.7-36), the above mitigation measures reduced uncapped GHG emissions to below the significance threshold. As demonstrated, the City didn’t rely only on Cap-and-Trade to reduce GHG emissions at the project-level, it required project-level project design features and mitigation measures to further reduce uncapped GHG emissions; with reductions coming from many different Scoping Plan sectors.

In addition, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes a discussion of the Scoping Plan Scenario, for informational purposes only, which assumes successful implementation of the 2017 Scoping Plan Update (Mobile Source Strategy, Pavley regulations, Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and Advanced Clean Car program). The mobile emissions estimates for future years are based on emission factors for higher penetration of electric vehicles than those assumed in Project modeled with EMFAC2017 electric vehicle penetration numbers. The Mobile Source Strategy would be implemented as a key strategy in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update for meeting the state’s 2030 GHG target; which is presented in the Energy section as Vehicle Scenario B; Medium EV Penetration. Table 4.7-9 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-37) shows the difference between the modeled scenario using EMFAC2017 and using the Mobile Source Strategy, as shown on the table, more passenger vehicles and light trucks would be electric in the Mobile Source Strategy. Table 4.7-1 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.7-38 – 4.7-40) shows the year by year GHG uncapped Mitigated Emissions using the Mobile Source Strategy. As shown in the table, uncapped emissions are below the significance threshold for every year, just like the proposed Project.

Furthermore, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes whether construction and operation of the WLC would conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions. As discussed above, the WLC does not solely rely on Cap-and-Trade to mitigate GHG emissions, but includes Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures to reduce uncapped GHG emissions. Table 4.7-11 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-41 – 4.7-43) looks at the Project’s compliance with Federal and State GHG reduction strategies, including the green building code, energy efficiency, renewable portfolio standard, water use efficiency, waste diversion, Pavley regulations and vehicle fuel standards, light-duty vehicle efficiency measures, and heavy- and medium-duty fuel and engine efficiency measures, mobile source strategy, low carbon fuel standard, sustainable freight action plan, regional transportation-related GHG targets and short-lived climate pollutant strategy. Table 4.7-12 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.7-44) analyses the additional measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan not outlined in Table 4.7-11. As evidenced by the tables, the WLC project does not conflict with the Scoping Plan as the Project is either consistent with or not applicable to the reduction measures outlined in the Scoping Plan. Thus, with implementation of applicable strategies/measures, project design features, and mitigation measures, the WLC complies with and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32.

[bookmark: _Toc38030162]Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation

Project Approvals

In August, 2015, the City Council of the City of Moreno Valley (City) certified a Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), which analyzed the environmental impacts that would result from the construction and operation of the World Logistics Center (WLC), as having been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City Council approved a General Plan Amendment (“GPA”), a Zone Change (“Zone Change”), the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (“WLC Specific Plan”), a financing and conveyancing Parcel Map (“Parcel Map 36457”), a Development Agreement (“Development Agreement”) and a request that 85 acres in an unincorporated portion of Riverside County be annexed into the City. The approvals entitled the construction and operation of 40,600,000 square feet of logistics facilities on the WLC site. In September, 2015, a number of lawsuits were filed challenging the City’s certification of the FEIR, claiming that the FEIR did not comply with CEQA and seeking to have the approvals granted for the construction and operation of the WLC set aside (the CEQA litigation).

In November, 2015, the City Council, in response to initiative petitions submitted to it readopted the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Development Agreement. The Parcel Map 36547 was not part of the initiative adoption and so was not affected by the Council’s actions. In February, 2016, several lawsuits were filed attacking the use of the initiative process to approve the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Development Agreement (the initiatives litigation).

[bookmark: _Hlk34862709]The CEQA Litigation

Trial in the CEQA litigation took place in January, 2018. In a court ruling dated February, 8, 2018, (Ruling) the Honorable Sharon J. Waters, Judge of the Riverside County Superior Court, upheld the adequacy of the FEIR except for identified five deficiencies in the FEIR. The key findings from Judge Waters’ ruling are quoted below:

Energy Impacts: “The FEIR must provide a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impacts analysis”.

Biological Impacts: “The FEIR should remove all references to and consideration of the 910 acres of SJWA and MSHCP lands as “buffer zone” or “CDFW Conservation Buffer Area” in the Biological Resources and Habitat Impacts analysis”.

Noise Impacts: “The FEIR must provide an analysis of construction noise over ambient levels; provide adequate analysis on construction noise impacts on nearby homes; address the inadequacy of mitigation measures, which fail to include performance standards or ways to reduce construction noise”.

Agricultural Impacts: “The FEIR and the resolution certifying the FEIR require clarification as to whether loss of locally important farmland will have a significant direct or cumulative impact on agriculture and, if significant, the FEIR must either explain how proposed mitigation will reduce the impact or why other mitigation is not feasible”.

Cumulative Impacts: “The FEIR should include consideration of recently constructed and proposed large warehouse projects in the summary of projections method, and should analyze whether individually significant impacts may be cumulative considerable”.

The judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation states that a writ of mandate is to be issued ordering the City to comply with the Ruling “and to vacate remaining approvals made in August 2015, as enumerated in the peremptory writ of mandate.” The Ruling, after granting the petition as to the five listed deficiencies, concluded “The petition is denied as to all remaining arguments.”

[bookmark: _Hlk36467722]On June 12, 2018, a writ of mandate was issued. The writ ordered the City to set aside Resolution No. 2015-56, certifying the FEIR, and Resolution No. 2015-58, approving Parcel Map 36457. The writ concluded by stating “In issuing this writ and its February 8, 2018 Ruling, the Court does not make the required findings, including findings of severability, under Public Resources Code section 21168.9(b) partially limiting this writ to a portion of a determination, finding, or decision or to the specific project activity or activities found to be in noncompliance. For these reasons, the EIR is voided in whole.” Although the Development Agreement was not set aside by Judge Waters, the applicant is seeking to have it reapproved because it was set aside in unrelated litigation.

The remaining approvals – the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan, and the Annexation Request which were granted through the initiative process in November, 2015 – were not affected by the judgment or writ in the CEQA litigation and remain in effect. The petitioners have appealed the trial court’s denial of their argument concerning the application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the FEIR’s analysis of the WLC’s greenhouse gas emissions; the City and the developers of the WLC (collectively Highland Fairview) have appealed the trial court’s determination that the FEIR failed to comply with CEQA.

This Revised Sections of the FEIR (2018 RSFEIR) has been prepared to respond to the Ruling and writ in the CEQA litigation by correcting the five deficiencies identified in the Ruling. With respect to cumulative impacts, the Ruling did not indicate the specific environmental topics to be evaluated, and thus, to ensure compliance with the Ruling, the 2018 RSFEIR includes an analysis of potential cumulative impacts for all environmental topics, even those for which the validity of the analysis was never raised in the CEQA litigation, is included in the 2018 RSFEIR to account for the most conservative interpretation of the Ruling. The trial court, after the Final RSFEIR has been certified, will have the discretion to determine whether the expanded cumulative analysis was required to comply with the writ or not. The 2018 RSFEIR also evaluated the current environmental baseline conditions, impacts and any required additional or revised mitigation measures determined by the 2018 RSFEIR to be imposed on the construction and operation of the WLC.

Using this conservative interpretation of the Ruling for cumulative impacts, the 2018 RSFEIR includes a revised analysis of the WLC’s potential transportation impacts to incorporate the cumulative impacts of additional projects, although the validity of the FEIR’s section on Transportation and Traffic (Section 4.15) was upheld by Judge Waters. Although not required by the Ruling, this section has also been revised to reflect the latest trip generation rates found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual (10th ed., 2017). The revised traffic analysis also forms the basis for revised analyses of air quality, greenhouse gases and traffic noise, even though the validity of these sections of the FEIR were upheld by the court (Sections 4.3, 4.7 and portions of 4.12).

Because the Ruling determined that substantial portions of the FEIR did comply with CEQA, only the sections of the FEIR described above were made part of the 2018 RSFEIR and circulated for public review and comment. The 2018 RSFEIR also contains additional environmental analyses necessary to respond to the Ruling by adding to the FEIR, e.g., new Section 4.17 (Energy), or by providing additional information on the same topic, e.g., Section 2.1 (Document Format). Elsewhere in the 2018 RSFEIR, individual sections were revised and replaced the corresponding sections in the FEIR (Air Quality, Biological Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change). The 2018 RSFEIR also identifies certain specific portions of the FEIR (Project Description) that are no longer applicable to the CEQA analysis, i.e., the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Annexation Request, which, having been approved in November, 2015, no longer require Council action.

In a ruling dated February 8, 2018, the Riverside County Superior Court upheld the WLC FEIR’s determination that GHG emissions generated from mobile fuels (fuels used by cars and trucks servicing the WLC) and GHG emissions generated from electricity consumed by the project (both considered capped emissions under California’s Cap-and-Trade Program) should be deducted from the project’s total GHG inventory when determining if the project’s GHG emissions were significant under CEQA. The GHG emissions generated by electricity producers and fuel suppliers were subtracted from the project’s total GHG emissions because these capped emissions (fuel and electricity) were already accounted for and mitigated by the producers and suppliers of the fuel and electricity before they could be sold and used at the project. The emissions from fuels and electricity were accounted for and mitigated once already by the producers of the fuel and electricity. Thus, there was no need to account for and mitigate the very same GHG emissions yet again when evaluating a project’s GHG emissions against the significance threshold under CEQA.

A challenge to the Superior Court’s ruling was filed and an appeal of the judgment is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the construction and operation of the WLC Project.

Since the result of the appeal has not yet been determined, and in order to provide clarity and certainty to the analysis and mitigation of the project’s GHG emissions, a new mitigation measure is included to mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would be either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16. With this new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero either with reliance on the Cap and Trade Program or without reliance on Cap and Trade, contingent on the outcome of the appeal.

A new section, Section 4.7.7 will be added to the end of Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability, in the Final RSFEIR as follows:

4.7.7	MITIGATION MEASURE CONDITIONED ON THE OUTCOME OF THE APPEAL IN PAULEK V. MORENO VALLEY

An appeal of the judgement entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation, is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the construction and operation of the WLC. Specifically, the FEIR determined that the GHG emissions attributable to fuel suppliers and energy producers under Cap-and-Trade (capped emissions) could be deducted from the total GHG emissions to be evaluated against the significance threshold because capped emissions were already accounted for and mitigated at the producer/supplier level. To address the yet unknown determination of the appeal and to eliminate uncertainty as to how capped GHG emissions should be accounted for in determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions under CEQA, a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall apply requiring that the WLC Project’s GHG emissions be mitigated to net zero where the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal.

If the trial court’s judgment is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8.

If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 4.7-16. As shown in Table 4.7-16, Project GHG emissions, both capped and uncapped, with implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation measures would, prior to the application of mitigation, exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year.

To mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero and to remove uncertainty as to how GHG emissions should be accounted for, the following mitigation, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall apply. Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall read as follows:

4.7.7.1	The developer shall mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero by providing offsets and/or carbon credits, where the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal in Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District (“Paulek”). If the trial court’s judgment in Paulek is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8. If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 4.7-16. Upon the provision of offsets and/or the retirement of carbon credits, no further analysis of capped and uncapped GHG emissions will be required, and no further reduction of those emissions will be required.

The developer shall provide the city with any combination of qualified offsets and/or carbon credits in its sole determination provided that the following conditions are satisfied:

a)	Offsets: A developer shall provide proof of offsets to reduce or sequester GHG emissions (as distinguished from carbon credits) to the City’s Planning Official that the offsets are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency.

b)	Carbon Credits: A developer shall provide proof to the City’s Planning Official that the carbon credits represent reductions in GHG emissions that are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency. Credits registered by a carbon registry approved by the California Air Resources Board, such as, but not limited to, the Climate Action Reserve, American Carbon Registry, Verra (formerly Verified Carbon Standard) or GHG Reduction Exchange (GHG RX), shall be conclusively presumed to meet all of the criteria set forth above.

c)	Timing: The developer shall provide the City with offsets and/or carbon credits equal to the proportionate amount of GHG emissions for the facilities proposed in each plot plan (by square footage as compared to the total square footage of the project) as a condition of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for such facilities, using either Table 4.7-8 or Table 4.7-16, as appropriate. The City shall retire the carbon credits upon their receipt. The developer shall have the right at any time to provide such offsets and/or carbon credits in advance of the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any of the facilities in the WLC Project.

With the application of all previous mitigation measures (pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) and the new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero at buildout, as shown in Table 4.7-8 (Table 4.7-8 will be revised in Final RSFEIR as shown below) and Table 4.7-15. Revised Table 4.7-8 and Table 4.7-16 shows the mitigated GHG emissions, including new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, for each year from 2020 through construction and 30-years operation of all Project facilities. Since total Project GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero, they are below the threshold of significance for every year and are therefore less than significant after mitigation.

Level of Impact After Mitigation. Less than significant.



		Table 4.7-8: Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)

		

		

		

		

		



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		96,308

		102,643

		112,971

		123,218

		132,710

		141,787

		150,466

		158,748

		166,632

		174,108



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,487

		10,505

		16,725

		22,319

		32,535

		36,088

		36,779

		36,207

		35,461

		35,096

		34,716

		34,056

		33,116

		31,366



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Total Capped

		18,770 

		49,483 

		76,746 

		103,490 

		127,254 

		149,188 

		155,300 

		165,860 

		176,151 

		184,649 

		194,501 

		201,374 

		208,653 

		213,328 

		219,330 



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		192 

		1,145 

		2,098 

		3,051 

		4,003 

		4,840 

		5,252 

		5,628 

		6,009 

		6,382 

		6,755 

		7,128 

		7,501 

		7,874 

		8,223 



		Credits/Offsets
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		192 

		1,145 

		2,098 

		3,051 

		4,003 

		4,840 

		5,252 

		5,628 

		6,009 

		6,382 

		6,755 

		7,128 

		7,501 

		7,874 

		8,223 



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No










		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036 

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		29,432

		26,712

29,330

		23,744

26,071

		20,776

22,812

		17,808

19,554

		14,840

16,295

		11,872

13,036

		8,904

9,777

		5,936

6,518

		2,968

3,259

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Total Capped

		214,839 

		212,148

214,766

		209,161

211,488

		206,193

208,229

		203,225

204,971

		200.257

201,712

		197,289

198,453

		194,321

195,194

		191,353

191,935

		188,385

188,676

		183,109 

		183,109 

		183,109 

		183,109 

		183,109 



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		149

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped 

		8,563 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 



		Credits/Offsets
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		8,563 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 

		8,414 



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total (2020-2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		153,767

		132,239

		107,555

		87,478

		57,152

		45,312

		40,356

		37,703

		35,225

		31,920

		28,525

		25,491

		22,779

		21,191

		19,714

		5,090,636



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,821



		Forklifts

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		6,122



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		563,449

576,539



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Subtotal, capped

		157,252 

		135,237 

		109,993 

		89,461 

		58,448 

		46,339 

		41,270 

		38,557 

		36,023 

		32,644 

		29,172 

		26,068 

		23,295 

		21,671 

		20,161 

		6,042,384

6,055,473



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,289



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Subtotal, uncapped

		7,236 

		6,223 

		5,061 

		4,116 

		2,689 

		2,132 

		1,899 

		1,774 

		1,658 

		1,502 

		1,342 

		1,199 

		1,072 

		997 

		928 

		242,263 



		Credits/Offsets
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		7,236 

		6,223 

		5,061 

		4,116 

		2,689 

		2,132 

		1,899 

		1,774 

		1,658 

		1,502 

		1,342 

		1,199 

		1,072 

		997 

		928 

		242,263 



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3 – 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2019
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		Table 4.7-15:	GHG Reductions at Buildout (with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Emissions (mt CO2e) at Buildout



		

		Unmitigated

		Reductions from Mitigation

		With Reductions (Mitigated)



		Construction

		7,391

		0

		7,391



		Net Mobile

		179,355

		-557

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		0

		7,172



		Generator

		267

		19

		286



		Forklifts

		257

		0

		257



		Electricity

		34,147

		-4,715

		29,432



		Water

		2,548

		-268

		2,280



		Natural gas

		4,689

		-4,689

		0



		Solar

		0

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		166

		-17

		149



		Waste

		19,193

		-14,395

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		0

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		0

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		0

		-111



		Project Emissions with previous PDFs and MMs

		258,800

		-28,008

		230,792



		Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		

		-230,792

		0



		Total Project Emissions

		258,800

		-258,800

		0



		Significance Threshold

		10,000

		

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		Yes

		-

		No



		Notes:

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. Electricity-based emissions result in an increase due to the inclusion of EV charging stations and electric outlets for electrical property maintenance equipment.

2	Construction would no longer occur at buildout; however, according to SCAQMD recommendations, construction emissions are included as amortized over 30 years.

Source: ESA, 2020
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		Table 4.7-16:	Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)

		

		

		

		

		



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		96,308

		102,643

		112,971

		123,218

		132,710

		141,787

		150,466

		158,748

		166,632

		174,108



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,487

		10,505

		16,725

		22,319

		32,535

		36,088

		36,779

		36,207

		35,461

		35,096

		34,716

		34,056

		33,116

		31,366



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		18,962

		50,628 

		78,844 

		106,541 

		131,257 

		154,028 

		160,553 

		171,488 

		182,160 

		191,031 

		201,256 

		208,501 

		216,154 

		221,202 

		227,553 



		Credits/Offsets
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		-18,962

		-50,628

		-78,844

		-106,541

		-131,257

		-154,028

		-160,553

		-171,488

		-182,160

		-191,031

		-201,256

		-208,501

		-216,154

		-221,202

		-227.553



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No










		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036 

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		29,432

		29,330

		26,071

		22,812

		19,554

		16,295

		13,036

		9,777

		6,518

		3,259

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		149

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		223,402 

		223,180

		219,902 

		216,643 

		213,384

		210,125

		206,866

		203,607

		200,348

		197,090

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522



		Credits/Offsets
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		-223,402

		-223,180

		-219,902

		-216,643

		-213,384

		-210,125

		-206,866

		-203,607

		-200,348

		-197,090

		-191,522

		-191,52

		-191,522

		-191,522

		-191,522



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total
(2020-2064)



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		153,767

		132,239

		107,555

		87,478

		57,152

		45,312

		40,356

		37,703

		35,225

		31,920

		28,525

		25,491

		22,779

		21,191

		19,714

		5,090,636



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,821



		Forklifts

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		6,122



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		576,539



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,289



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		164,488 

		141,460 

		115,054

		93,577 

		61,137 

		48,471 

		43,169 

		40,331 

		37,681 

		34,146 

		30,514 

		27,268

		24,367 

		22,669

		21,088

		6,297,736



		Credits/Offsets
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		-164,488

		-141,460

		-115,054

		-93,577

		-61,137

		-48,471

		-43,169

		-40,331

		-37,681

		-34,146

		-30,514

		-27,268

		-24,367

		-22,669

		-21,088

		-6,297,736



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3 – 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2020
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Since there are no other issues involved in the appeal by petitioners, the petitioners in the CEQA litigation and those in privity with them are barred from raising issues other than the Final RSFEIR’s compliance with the writ and applicable law under the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel. Ione Valley, cited above, 33 Cal.App.5th at 170-173, and Atwell v. City of Rohnert Park, 27 Cal.App.5th 692, 698-704 (2018).

The Effect of the CEQA Litigation

Case law holds that issues concerning the adequacy of an EIR that were litigated, or could have been litigated, in the first lawsuit may not be re-litigated in a second lawsuit after the deficiencies in an EIR identified in the first lawsuit have been corrected. In Ione Valley Land, Air, and Water Defense Alliance, LLC v. County of Amador, 33 Cal.App.5th 165 (2019), the County corrected and then circulated the portion of an EIR dealing with traffic found to have been deficient. The petitioner then sued, claiming that the EIR was deficient in several other respects. The Court of Appeal held that the trial court had correctly denied the second petition.

“[The petitioner] claims that Public Resources Code section 21168.9 allows for partial decertification of an EIR, and, therefore, the trial court’s order directing full decertification of the EIR allowed new challenges to parts of the EIR that had already been upheld by the trial court. This argument fails because whether the EIR has been decertified does not alter the fact that the sufficiency of the EIR has been litigated and resolved.” (33 Cal.App.5th at 172)

Thus, the combination of the Ruling and the judgment make it clear that, while the FEIR was to be decertified, only the portions found to be deficient had to be corrected. Consequently, the City’s decision to prepare and circulate the 2018 RSFEIR is consistent with the writ and applicable law. Case law also makes it clear that only the corrected portions of the FEIR could be subject to challenge after the Final RSFEIR has been certified as having been prepared in compliance with CEQA. The portions of the FEIR that were not revised are no longer subject to challenge nor available for judicial review. The Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 27 Cal.App.5th 771, 779-780 (2018). Therefore, environmental issues addressed in the FEIR that were raised in the CEQA litigation which were not found to violate CEQA as well as issues addressed concerning the adequacy of the FEIR that could have been raised in the CEQA litigation, but weren’t, are longer available for challenge or judicial review.

The Initiatives Litigation

In August, 2016, trial was held in the initiatives litigation. A judgment in favor of the City and Highland Fairview was entered in September. The petitioners appealed the judgment, limiting their challenge to the use of the initiative process to adopt the Development Agreement, i.e., the appeal did not challenge the use of the initiative process to adopt the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan or the Annexation Request. In August, 2018, the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division One, reversed the trial court judgment, holding that the initiative process could not be used to adopt the Development Agreement, and directed the trial court to issue a writ of mandate ordering the City to vacate its November, 2015, approval of the Development Agreement. That writ was issued on June 12, 2019. The City Council acceded to the writ’s order on August 20, 2019, and vacated its November, 2015, approval of the Development Agreement.

The Effect of the Initiatives Litigation

In July, 2018, the 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment. It did not refer to the approval of the Development Agreement as one of those that needed to be mentioned in the 2018 RSFEIR because the need for that approval didn’t arise until August, 2018. Written responses to the comments on the 2018 RSFEIR have been prepared. The Revised Final EIR is comprised of the Response to Comments Document, the draft EIRs (2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), FEIR, including all of the appendices, and other information contained in the environmental record for use by the City of Moreno Valley City Council and other decision makers in their review of the WLC. The City Council will consider the Revised Final EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared in conjunction with the Revised Final EIR and then will determine whether the Revised Final EIR should be certified as having been prepared in compliance with the writ and CEQA and, if so, whether to approve Parcel Map 36457 and the Development Agreement. If so, the Council will adopt (1) a resolution certifying the Revised Final EIR, which will include appropriate findings and a statement of overriding considerations, (2) a resolution approving Parcel Map 36457 and (3) an ordinance approving the Development Agreement.

For clarity, the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan, and the Annexation Request are already in effect and require no further approval.

[bookmark: _Toc38030163]Topical Response D, Indirect Source Rule

The Draft Recirculated Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) included a discussion of a Proposed Indirect Source Rule (ISR) for Warehouses being considered by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in support of the 2016 AQMP to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions from indirect sources (e.g., mobile sources generated by, or attracted to, facilities) in order to obtain the 80 parts per billion (ppb) and 75 ppb 8-hour ozone standards by the 2023 and 2031 attainment dates. This proposed rule, or set of rules, would reduce emissions associated with emission sources operating in and out of warehouse and distribution centers, consistent with Control Measures MOB 03 from the 2016 AQMP. It is anticipated by the SCAQMD that this proposed rule would be brought before the Board for consideration in the second quarter of 2020 (SCAQMD, 2019a)[footnoteRef:29], but this is subject to change. [29: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2019a. General Board Meeting November 1, 2019 Agenda No. 1. Attached Minutes of the October 4 2019 Meeting. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-nov1-001.pdf?sfvrsn=6 Accessed November 6, 2015.] 


The SCAQMD is looking at a variety of options which could include voluntary reduction strategies, as well as, regulations to limit emissions. The voluntary emission reduction strategies for warehouses and distribution centers that the SCQAMD is considering could include:

1. Development of a SCAQMD administered CEQA air quality mitigation fund, for warehouse projects to opt into, which would be used to reduce project emissions by funding financial incentives for fleet owners to purchase cleaner trucks;

2. Development of updated guidance for warehouse siting and operations;

3. Development of the necessary fueling/charging infrastructure by working with utilities and regulatory agencies; and

4. Development of “green delivery options” which could involve a small, voluntary, opt-in surcharge for consumers when purchasing goods online with the funds generated used towards reducing truck fleet emissions (SCAQMD, 2018).[footnoteRef:30] [30: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2018. Board Meeting, March 2, 2018. Agenda No. 32. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-mar2-032.pdf?sfvrsn=7. Accessed November 3, 2019.] 


The SCAQMD is also considering a regulatory approach as well, since the recommended voluntary measures would only result in limited emissions reductions. The proposed Warehouse Indirect Source Rule is aimed at reducing trucking emissions and could provide several compliance options that facilities could choose including:

1. Requirements for warehouses to ensure that construction fleets and truck fleets that serve their facility during operations are cleaner than required by CARB regulations (verified through a voluntary fleet certification program);

2. Facility emission caps that would require warehouses to directly control the emissions associated with trucks visiting the facility;

3. Mitigation fees if the facilities emissions exceed cap levels set in the Indirect Source Rule,

4. Crediting options for other activities like installation of charging/fueling infrastructure for cleaner trucks and transportation refrigeration units, conversion of cargo handling equipment to zero emission technologies, etc.;

5. Requiring facilities to utilize zero emission trucks and build the infrastructure to support them; and

6. A points-based system for the warehouse Indirect Source Rule (SCAQMD, 2019a, SCAQMD, 2019b[footnoteRef:31], SJVAPCD, 2017[footnoteRef:32]). [31: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District General Board Meeting March 1, 2019 Agenda No. 25. Mobile Source Committee Meeting February 15, 2019. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2019/2019-mar1-025.pdf?sfvrsn=6. Accessed November 6, 2019.]  [32: 	San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2017. Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review (ISR) (Adopted December 15, 2005, Amended December 21, 2017, but not in effect until March 21, 2018). Available online: http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9510-a.pdf. Accessed November 6, 2015.] 


It is unknown at this time what the proposed SCAQMD ISR will include as far as voluntary and regulatory measures, or when it will finally be brought before the board for consideration and approval. However, it is SCAQMD’s policy to make proposed rule language available to the public at the time notices are issued or such other time as specified in the notice. Additionally, the SCAQMD holds public hearings to allow public input before Governing Board or Hearing Board members vote on new rules or rule amendments. Therefore, any comments on the proposed rule, such as whether voluntary measures should be mandatory or how compliance with mandatory measures will be determined, can be brought up at the public hearing for the proposed rule for consideration by the SCAQMD.

Because it is unknown at this time what measures would be approved, it would be speculative to implement specific proposed strategies as mitigation in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR nor do the analyses include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might result from the adoption of the rule.

[bookmark: _Toc38030164]Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar

Commenters raise issues with respect to the Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU) and Section 4.17, Energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, including whether MVU should waive the requirement to limit the maximum solar generating capacity to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load (Section 4.a, Supplemental Generating Facility Requirements of MVU’s Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges). Commenters also question the validity of MVU’s Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), claiming that the IRP fails to account for the demand generated by the WLC Project. Commenters further claim that MVU will not be able to meet the requirements of Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), and that additional solar at the WLC Project site is required to meet the RPS.

As stated on page 4.17-30 of the 2018 RSFEIR, MVU’s electrical generation is derived from a mix of non-renewable and renewable sources such as coal, natural gas, solar, geothermal, wind, and hydropower. MVU’s 2015 Power Integrated Resources Plan identifies adequate resources to support future generation capacity, and a new 112 kV substation is proposed to be constructed within the WLC site. With regard to renewable energy sources, the project would use electricity provided by MVU, which MVU is required to meet the 2050 RPS. MVU’s current source of renewable resources include wind, solar, and hydroelectric and account for 17 percent of MVU’s overall energy mix for 2016 (the most current year data is available for).[footnoteRef:33] The project itself is incorporating renewable energy sources with a minimum of 14.1 MW of rooftop solar at buildout to achieve a net-zero energy use for the estimated office demands. This solar commitment would be within the solar PV limitations set by MVU. In addition to the solar commitment the WLC project would implement energy performance improvement measures to exceed the current minimum Title 24 requirements by at least 10 percent. Although the project would result in moderate increases in annual electrical demand compared to MVU’s current supply, for the low and medium EV penetration scenarios, MVU is committed to meeting the project’s electricity demand through a future IRP update and planning process.[footnoteRef:34] [33: 	California Energy Commission, Utility Annual Power Content Labels for 2016. Available online: http://www.energy.ca.gov/pcl/ labels/. Accessed February 2018]  [34: 	Since the writing of the 2018 RSFEIR, the MVU has released the 2018 IRP, which includes demand from future logistics projects. Available online: http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf] 


The City Council for the City of Moreno Valley established the Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU) in 2001, and it started operating in 2004. It is a Publicly Owned Utility (POU) governed by the Public Utilities Code and other state laws, but it is not regulated by the Public Utilities Commission. The MVU Board is responsible for ensuring compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.

The Public Utilities Code sets forth numerous requirements for POUs, including provisions with respect to reliability, renewable energy and the Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS), energy storage, energy efficiency and the reduction of GHG emissions. Section 9615 of the Public Utilities Code directs POUs as follows:

“Each local publicly owned electric utility, in procuring energy to serve the load of its retail end-use customers, shall first acquire all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost effective, reliable, and feasible.”

Section 9620 requires POUs to “prudently plan for and procure resources that are adequate to meet its planning reserve margin and peak demand and operating reserves, sufficient to provide reliable electric service to its customers.” POUs are also required, at a minimum, to “meet the most recent minimum planning reserve and reliability criteria approved by the Board of Trustees of the Western Systems Coordinating Council or the Western Electricity Coordinating Council.” (Section 9620, Public Utilities Code.) The POUs are to consider “appropriate targets, if any, for the utility to procure viable and cost-effective energy storage systems” and to “plan for and procure energy storage systems that are adequate” to meet any targets set. (PUC, Sections 2836(b) and 9620.)

With respect to renewable energy, Section 399.30 of the Public Utilities Code states that POUs are required to:

adopt and implement a renewable energy resources procurement plan that requires the utility to procure a minimum quantity of electricity products from eligible renewable energy resources, including renewable energy credits, as a specified percentage of total kilowatt-hours sold to the utility’s retail end-use customers, each compliance period, to achieve the targets of subdivision (c).

Subdivision (c) of Section 399.30 sets forth the following requirements for renewable energy targets, including subsection (2), which states:

The quantities of eligible renewable energy resources to be procured for all other compliance periods reflect reasonable progress in each of the intervening years sufficient to ensure that the procurement of electricity products from eligible renewable energy resources achieves 25 percent of retail sales by December 31, 2016, 33 percent by December 31, 2020, 44 percent by December 31, 2024, 52 percent by December 31, 2027, and 60 percent by December 31, 2030. The Energy Commission shall establish appropriate multiyear compliance periods for all subsequent years that require the local publicly owned electric utility to procure not less than 60 percent of retail sales of electricity products from eligible renewable energy resources.

This renewable energy resources procurement plan is required to be enforceable by the POU, and the Public Utilities Code also provides remedies by the California Energy Commission and the State Air Resources Board. (Section 399.30, subdivisions (e), (n) and (o).)

With respect to energy efficiency, POUs are required to implement “an energy efficiency program that recognizes the intent of the Legislature to encourage energy savings and greenhouse gas emission reductions in existing residential and nonresidential buildings, while taking into consideration the effect of the program on rates, reliability, and financial resources.” (Section 9503, PUC.) Since 2013, and every four years thereafter, the POUs have been required to “identify all potentially achievable cost-effective electricity efficiency savings and shall establish annual targets for energy efficiency savings and demand reduction for the next 10-year period, consistent with the annual targets established by the Energy Commission … .” (Section 9505, PUC.) POUs are required to report to its customers and the California Energy Commission (CEC) annually regarding its energy efficiency programs and its demand reduction programs. (Public Utilities Code, Section 9505.)

POUs with an electrical demand exceeding 700 gigawatt hours are required to prepare an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) to ensure that the utility meets the GHG reduction targets established by CARB to achieve GHG emission reductions of 40 percent from 1990 levels by 2030 and to ensure procurement of at least 50 percent renewable energy resources by 2030. (PUC, Section 9621.) In preparing the IRP the POU “shall consider the role of existing renewable generation, grid operational efficiencies, energy storage, and distributed energy resources, including energy efficiency, in helping to ensure each utility meets energy needs and reliability needs in hours to encompass the hour of peak demand of electricity, excluding demand met by variable renewable generation directly connected to a California balancing authority, as defined in Section 399.12, while reducing the need for new electricity generation resources and new transmission resources in achieving the state’s energy goals at the least cost to ratepayers.” (Section 9621, PUC.)

MVU is in full compliance with these requirements, and although it is not required to prepare an Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) as its electrical demand does not exceed 700 gigawatt hours, MVU prepared an IRP in 2018 to demonstrate its commitment to various State objectives. This IRP is MVU’s “20-year blueprint for ensuring reliable and environmentally-responsible energy at affordable rates.” (IRP, p. 1-1.) The IRP addresses GHG reduction measures in compliance with Section 9621, and also considers renewable energy, energy efficiency, energy storage and resource procurement consistent with other State requirements.

In order for MVU to comply with applicable State laws and regulations and to achieve the objectives of the IRP, it establishes Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges (most recently adopted on June 4, 2019) for the operation of the MVU. Among the requirements questioned by commenters is the requirement to limit the maximum solar generating capacity to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load (Section 4.a, Supplemental Generating Facility Requirements of MVU’s Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges). Commenters assert that MVU should waive this requirement for the WLC Project and to authorize the installation of additional solar beyond that currently authorized under Section 4.a.

The MVU operates within a complex and comprehensive set of State laws and requirements, requiring it to balance different objectives, including: 1) supplying reliable electricity; 2) providing environmentally-responsible energy, with the optimal integration of renewable energy; and 3) providing affordable and cost-effective electricity. (IRP, p. 1-1.) “Behind the Meter” solar such as that provided by private projects such as the WLC Project is just one consideration in development of the IRP and needs to be balanced against other IRP objectives. As stated in the IRP, “Roof top solar and other forms of behind-the-meter (BTM) distributed generation are considerably more expensive, both to customers and to MVU, than utility scale renewable energy.” (IRP, p 1-7.)

Solar generation has an impact on grid operations known as the “duck curve effect.” As explained in the IRP, net load decreases significantly during the middle of the day as solar generally peaks and ramps up steeply in the evening as the sun sets. (IRP, p.1-8.) Large amounts of flexible ramping capacity must be available to meet the evening peak. This fundamental change in net load affects the market value and associated prices of energy.

Higher penetration of renewable energy can flood the market with “take-or-pay” energy during certain periods, resulting in historically low or even negative energy market prices, and the need for flexible peaking capacity can significantly increase prices in the early evening. As noted in the IRP’s modeling analysis, one of the future conditions that tends to increase total resource costs is “[h]igh levels of behind-the-meter solar PV.” Instead, the IRP states that the least-cost solution for 2030 is “to procure utility-scale solar PV and wind within the next 1-3 years to take advantage of federal tax credits.” (IRP, p. 7-4.)

Therefore, the requirement in Section 4.a to limit the maximum solar generating capacity to 50% of meter minimum daytime load is directly responsive to MVU’s analysis of “behind-the-meter” solar as set forth in the IRP. Further, MVU’s Electric Service Rules, Fees and Charges were recently revised and re-adopted in June 2019, following the completion of its IRP in 2018, and thus, its operating requirements – including Section 4.a – have been recently considered by the governing body of MVU, the City Council of Moreno Valley. Further, while commenters suggest a waiver solely for the WLC Project, the MVU needs to operate in a consistent and impartial manner and cannot waive certain requirements for one project, but not for others. A determination of whether Section 4.a is a legitimate requirement must be considered in the context of area-wide regulation as was done by MVU through the IRP and MVU’s other proceedings. Section 4.a is a reasonable requirement for “behind-the-meter” solar given the operating conditions for renewable energy, particularly solar, and energy pricing.

While MVU always has the discretion to modify its requirements, based on the IRP, the current circumstances do not support elimination of Section 4.a or a waiver of Section 4.a for the WLC Project or any other project. Any such amendment to MVU’s requirements would have to be considered in the larger context of providing reliable, affordable and environmentally responsible energy to its customers in compliance with State law. No such amendment is currently proposed by the MVU or the WLC project, nor would it appear to be justified given MVU’s analysis of the issue in its IRP. MVU’s IRP and corresponding requirements for BTM solar capacity appropriately balance competing objectives under State law, and MVU has authority to modify the IRP and/or its requirements over time as circumstances evolve. (2018 RSFEIR, p. 4.17-30.) If MVU does modify its requirements in the future the solar-ready buildings in the WLC Project could accommodate additional solar at that time.

Furthermore, the CEQA process for an individual project such as the WLC Project is not an appropriate forum for rewriting MVU’s Integrated Resource Plan or rewriting MVU’s operational requirements with respect to “behind-the-meter” solar. The CEQA process is not ordinarily an occasion for the reconsideration of fundamental policy (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 573 (1990)). State law provides for a process for POUs, including MVU, to evaluate renewable energy and the Renewable Portfolio Standards, and it is that process which is the appropriate forum for any fundamental policy changes.

Commenters also state that additional solar from the WLC Project is required for MVU to meet its obligations under the Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS). To clarify, MVU does not receive RPS credit for “behind-the-meter” generation: “BTM generation reduces the retail load upon which MVU’s RPS is based, but MVU does not receive RPS credit for BTM resources.” (IRP, p. 10-3.) In addition, the CEC has oversight of RPS compliance for POUs, who submit RPS claim amounts to the CEC for verification. MVU’s RPS procurement claim amounts for 2014-2016 (most recent) and submitted to the CEC have been verified by the CEC in a Staff Draft Report (February 2019). Thus, solar generation from the WLC Project is not required to meet MVU’s RPS obligations.

Commenters claim that “the WLC alone would account for 113 percent of MVU’s projected sales in 2025” and that therefore, the MVU has not accounted for the WLC. (Blum, p. 21) However, the scenario which corresponds to 113 percent relates is the High EV Penetration which assumes that 20 percent or medium-duty trucks and 30 percent of heavy-duty trucks would be EVs. (2018 RSFEIR, p. 4.17-18, 4.17-29 and Table 4.17-4.) The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail how the High EV Penetration Scenario is speculative. (2018 RSFEIR, p. 4.17-29 – 4.1-30.) While the 2018 RSFEIR and the IRP evaluate a high demand scenario, MVU planning is based on expected demand, not speculation. Again, the MVU has the discretion to modify its projections when the WLC Project is operational.

[bookmark: _Toc38030165]Comments and Responses to Comments on the RSFEIR

Following includes the comment letters that were received on the RSFEIR. Each comment letter includes an alphanumeric identifier and each comment within each letter includes a numeric identifier within the right margin of the letter. Responses to each comment letter follow the corresponding letter. In response to the RSFEIR, there were various comment letters from private individuals that were submitted and do not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the RSFEIR; therefore, one response to all of these comment letters is provided below under General Comments. Each of the comment letters referenced in the General Comments is provided in Attachment D. Comments relating to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy are addressed as if the comments were received after the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR in which these sections were updated to reflect the use of EMFAC2017 and supersede these sections in the 2018 RSFEIR. The references to the 2015 Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that was prepared in May 2015. References to the Final EIR or Revised Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that consists of this Response to Comments Document, the draft EIRs (2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), and the 2015 Final EIR.




[bookmark: _Toc38030166](1-A) Letters from Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups

No comment letters were received from Federal Agencies or Tribal groups.




[bookmark: _Toc38030167](1-B) Letters from State Agencies

Comment Letters Received from State Agencies include the following:

		1-B1: California Air Resources Board



		1-B2: California Department of Justice



		1-B3: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-B1: California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Response to Comment 1-B1-1: No specific comment on the contents of the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR) is provided in this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

[bookmark: _Hlk15474243]Response to Comment 1-B1-2: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a discussion of why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not mischaracterize (1) the scope of the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, or (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to a CEQA analysis.

[bookmark: _Hlk34935743][bookmark: _Hlk36629994][bookmark: x__Hlk34935743]Response to Comment 1-B1-3: Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel exemption” from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Topical Response A also demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Response A.

[bookmark: _Hlk16077766][bookmark: _Hlk27586782]Response to Comment 1-B1-4: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors. Regarding the air pollutant and toxics emissions concerns, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis which includes utilizing trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. Compared to the 2015 Final EIR, construction emissions analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assume later construction years and therefore newer, more efficient construction equipment in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), which resulted in reduced construction emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As reflected in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), use of the most recent edition of the ITE Trip General Manual resulted in fewer average daily trips than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR. A lower trip rate coupled with lower regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) outlined in the TIA and the later operational year assumption used in CalEEMod resulted in reduced mobile emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR when compared to those in the 2015 Final EIR. Additionally, the later operational year resulted in the inclusion of a greater number of electric vehicles in the operational assumptions. Due to these factors, the construction and operational analyses in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR entirely replaced the analyses included in the 2018 RSFEIR as well as the 2015 Final EIR, and no further comparison is required. CARB’s 2015 letter requested a baseline of a with project scenario and without project scenario. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR studied three with project and without project scenarios, the existing baseline (year 2020), an interim year 2025, and full buildout year 2035.

As shown in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Long-Term Microscale Emissions (CO Hot Spot) resulted in a less than significant impact. With respect to the Air Quality Plan Management Consistency, Regional and Localized Construction and Operational Emissions, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR found the project could impede Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) attainment due to its construction and operation emissions exceeding the SCAQMD regional and localized significance thresholds. Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2C, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, 4.3.6.3F, 4.3.6.4A, and 4.3.6.5A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are required. Implementation of the WLC project would exceed applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOX. Despite the implementation of mitigation measures, emissions associated with the project cannot be reduced below the applicable thresholds. Construction and operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through implementation of mitigation measures and Project Design Features. Construction emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require the use of Tier 4 construction equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where feasible, low-VOC paints and cleaning solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses. In the absence of further feasible mitigation to reduce the project’s emission of criteria pollutants to below SCAQMD thresholds, potential air quality impacts resulting from exhaust from construction equipment will remain significant and unavoidable. The mitigation measures adapted included some of the suggestions from CARB’s previous letters, but do not include the zero-emission technology requirements. Subsequent environmental review may require that specific technology that will work with future users be required as condition of approval, but a broad requirement that unknown future users use a specific technology is not currently feasible since current zero-emission technology is very limited in medium-duty and heavy-duty trucks.

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, contrary to what was found by the Health Effects Institute (HEI) study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the HEI finding that NTDE does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk.

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated maximum incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk.

Additionally, the HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from north of the project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm Springs, and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated health impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus operation scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 2.5 miles away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full project operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an approximate distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one million. Some receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. Because project-generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from the project site, the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be less than those presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network will be the greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway would be near the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one million threshold with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor as residents. This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker receptors and may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 4.3- 6 is to identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of combined construction and operation.

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:35] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. [35: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


As discussed above, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.[footnoteRef:36] However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.[footnoteRef:37]Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts in Section 4.3.6.5, pages 4.3-63 to 4.3-82. In regard to not modifying the Project due to serious health concerns because of inadequate mitigation measures, CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d) requires that a Final EIR consist of the responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process. Per CEQA requirements, all comments in CARB’s 2013 Comment Letter on the 2013 Draft EIR and their 2015 Comment Letter on the 2015 Final EIR were addressed and are part of the public record. CARB’s 2013 Comment Letter stated that the WLC would increase the health risk in the area and requested the use of all available zero-emission technology to reduce the risk and requested the implementation of mitigation measures. CARB’s 2015 letter reiterated health risk concerns and the zero-emission technology mitigation. In response to these comments, the mitigation measures that CARB previously requested in its their letters have been addressed in a table that was included in the response to comments for the 2013 letter in which the table provides a response of (1) included in the Project mitigation, (2) partially included, or (3) not included and the reason for the decision. [36: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)]  [37: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)] 


[bookmark: _Hlk36633415]The status of zero-emission technology was addressed in the responses to both of CARB’s previous letters. Essentially, as CARB’s ongoing multi-year planning (not implementation) effort on the Sustainable Freight Plan to lay out pathways to get to a zero-emission freight sector demonstrates, there are no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks available and as CARB’s own progress report on heavy-duty technology and fuels assessment states zero- and non-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:38] In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:39] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available.[footnoteRef:40] Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability. [38: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.]  [39: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.]  [40: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Advanced Clean Trucks Fact Sheet, July. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet] 


According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:41] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:42] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:43] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.[footnoteRef:44] BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson.[footnoteRef:45] Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.[footnoteRef:46] See also recent article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. [41: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [42: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [43: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf]  [44: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments]  [45: 	Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/]  [46: 	Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/] 


Along the lines of implementing zero emission technologies mitigation that CARB asked for in their previous letters, in Judge Sharon Waters’ Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February, 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (See Topical Comment C for more information on the Writ), the WLC was tasked with providing a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower GHG project emissions. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted. The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. Since this project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility for securing additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE). The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types of sustainable energy supply for this the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, project mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Some of the mitigation measures requested by CARB in their previous letters, such as zero- or near zero-emission technology and solar power to provide all the power to the Project are not feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums or not commercially available at this time as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, WLC will incorporate the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to reduce emissions from the Project that are in support of the zero emission technology mitigation measures requested by CARB, which may become available at some undetermined future date.

Response to Comment 1-B1-5: In response to addressing criteria and toxics issues previously raised, the City has fully addressed the criteria and toxics issues in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as discussed above in Response to Comment 1-B1-4. The City does not need to recirculate the 2018 RSFEIR or revise its GHG analysis to account for all GHG emissions. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

Response to Comment 1-B1-6: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a discussion of why the Cap-and-Trade Program applies to the Project, why the GHG analysis is accurate and complies with CEQA and is not a departure, and why Paulek v. City of Moreno Valley validates the GHG analysis. Response to Comment 1-B1-4, above, discusses the Project-based emission reduction strategies that CARB outlined in previous letters, and the responses to CARB’s 2013 letter are addressed below in Response to Comments 1-B1-23 to 1-B1-36 and CARB’s 2015 letter are addressed in Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47.

[bookmark: _Hlk15474422]Response to Comment 1-B1-7: Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel exemption” from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. It discusses how the Cap-and-Trade Program places a cap on certain sectors (e.g. electricity generation, petroleum refining, and cement production) which provides regulatory certainty of reduced future emissions since regulated entities will not be permitted to emit GHG emissions that exceed the cap. The Project emissions sources covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program include fuel combustion sources (motor vehicle and truck exhaust, construction exhaust, natural gas, onsite equipment) and electricity generation. The Project emissions sources not covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program include waste decomposition in landfills, land use change, and refrigerant leakage. For further discussion refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

CARB states that each version of CARB’s Scoping Plan, including the recent 2017 Scoping Plan Update, explains, on the basis of extensive modeling and analysis, the Cap-and-Trade Program is not intended to address project-level impacts and does not do so. Refer to Topical Response B for a discussion of how the project complies with the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates. However, with respect to project-level GHG reduction actions and thresholds for individual development projects, the 2017 Scoping Plan Update indicates, beyond plan-level goals and actions, local governments can also support climate action when considering discretionary approvals and entitlements of individual projects through CEQA. Absent conformity with an adequate geographically-specific GHG reduction plan, as described in the regulatory section of Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, CARB recommends that projects incorporate design features and GHG reduction measures, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG emissions. Achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, is an appropriate overall objective for new development[footnoteRef:47]. As discussed above, the Project incorporates project design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings (Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B and 4.7.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to achieve as close to zero net uncapped emissions for the project with incorporation of solar (see discussion above in Response to Comment 1-B1-6) to meet CARB’s requirements of the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses A and B. [47: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The strategy for achieving California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target. Page 101 Available online at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf.] 


[bookmark: _Hlk16078692]Response to Comment 1-B1-8: As stated in the comment, Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies discusses the projects Project’s compliance with federal and state policies. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was found to not be applicable to the Project because specific regional emission targets for transportation emissions do not directly apply to the WLC project; regional GHG reduction target development is outside the scope of the Project. Further, the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), an element of the RTP which integrates land use and transportation strategies pursuant to SB 375, and SB 375 states: “Nothing in a sustainable community’s strategy shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within the region. Nothing in this section shall require a city’s or county’s land use policies and regulations, including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional transportation plan or an alternative planning strategy.” (Cal. Gov’t Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K).). The Project will comply with any plans developed by the City of Moreno Valley.

[bookmark: _Hlk16079031]The RTP was discussed in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as follows. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the RTP demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by the CARB. The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and transportation demands. The regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary local efforts that support the goals of SB 375, as evidenced by several Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects and various county transportation improvements. The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth such as that provided by the Project, in high-quality transit areas and other opportunity areas in existing main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity for transit-oriented development. This overall land use development pattern supports and complements the proposed transportation network, which emphasizes system preservation, active transportation, and transportation demand management measures. The RTP/SCS exceeds its greenhouse gas emission-reduction targets set by the CARB by achieving an 8 percent reduction by 2020, an 18 percent reduction by 2035, and a 21 percent reduction by 2040 compared to the 2005 level on a per capita basis. The RTP also includes an appendix on Goods Movement, which describes a process to develop and deploy needed technologies for improving efficiency of goods movement, along with key action steps for public sector agencies to help move the region to that objective. The 2016 RTP/SCS identifies near zero- and zero-emission technologies as a priority and establishes the regional path forward towards improving the goods movement system. As shown, the RTP was discussed and the Project’s compliance with the RTP was analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. See Response to Comments 1-B1-3, 1-B1-5 and 1-B1-7 above for a discussion on zero- and near zero-emission technologies as mitigation measures and the how the project is including emissions reduction mitigation measures and project design features.

A comparison of the WLC project design features and mitigation measures with the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) / Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is presented below. The WLC supports many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their vision. The alternative fuels, solar, and electric equipment project requirements are in direct response to your CARB’s comment letters to introduce zero or near zero technologies.

Integrating strategies for land use and transportation: The WLC supports this concept by bringing jobs to a job poor city, which will allow the residents to live closer to where they work and, provide greater opportunities for biking and walking. The Project will also provide ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses and ridesharing for commute trip reduction, allow for more sustainable growth, and results in a reduction of VMT.

Striving for Sustainability: The WLC supports this theme by using resources efficiently by being one of the most sustainable developments of its kind. The WLC’s innovative environmental design, water and energy conservation strategies as well as its utilization of the cleanest diesel technology available, solar, and alternative fuels will ensure the utmost in environmental compatibility. The Project will provide ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction.

Leveraging Technology: The WLC is committed to providing an alternative fueling station that will be open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel. Future development will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. All operational equipment will utilize non-diesel technologies and will use electric when available. The following Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs), as outlined in Figure 10 of the RETR, include the following categories which will exceed minimal compliance with current Title 24 requirements by 12 -16 percent depending on building characteristics: (1) envelope, (2) exterior loads, (3) internal equipment loads, (4) lighting, (5) daylighting, and (6) HVAC. The WLC is committed to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. The WLC is committed to upgrading the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof.

Supporting commerce, economic growth and opportunity: The WLC supports this theme by providing jobs closer to existing housing in a city that has an extremely low job to housing ratio which will reduce VMT and provide revenue to the City. The Project will also build high-tech logistics facilities that will promote the smooth flow of goods with a goal of utilizing the latest technology to reduce emissions and provide easier access to jobs. Keeping people working close to home will allow them to have a better work life environment and thrive. The Project will provide ridesharing information to employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction.

Response to Comment 1-B1-9: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent, refer to Topical Response A. As stated in Topical Response A, this approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation”[footnoteRef:48] which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not “exempt” the GHG emissions from evaluation; instead, it demonstrates how the Cap-and-Trade Program functions to reduce and mitigate GHG emissions from fuels combustion and electricity generation. The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. Further, the consideration of using only Project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA, as approved by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Thus, the GHG analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR properly relied on compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that the Project’s GHG emissions would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact, and therefore, would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Response A. [48: 	Policy 2025-2, June 25,2014. Available Online: https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf] 


CARB’s comment that massive logistics centers not doing anything to address and mitigate GHG emissions because they are already taken care of by Cap-and-Trade is simply not true. A master planned logistics center is better developed and evaluated than a piecemealed logistics center or development would be. Additionally, as described in Topical Responses A and C, all GHG emissions from the Project have been accounted for, analyzed, and mitigated to less than significant. Capped Project GHG emissions were mitigated through Cap-and-Trade and uncapped Project GHG emissions were mitigated through Project mitigation measures. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.As demonstrated, there would be no significant impacts associated with the Project, and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals.

Response to Comment 1-B1-10: As discussed in Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, in CARB’s responses to comments on its October, 2011 Final Statement of Reasons (FSOR) for the Cap-and-Trade Project[footnoteRef:49] CARB made it clear that it always intended that GHG emissions were to be handled solely at the refinery/generator level which means that the cost of dealing with GHG emissions were to be incurred initially at the refinery/generator level and then were to be passed down to the end consumer as a price signal meant to encourage the consumer to use less fuel and less electricity. Topical Response A provides more examples that support this statement from CARB, but the few provided below are particularly telling. [49: 	California Air Resources Board, 2011. California’s Cap-and-Trade Program Final Statement of Reasons, October. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf] 


“Placing a price signal on transportation fuels will reduce the consumption of transportation fuel; driving investment in newer, more fuel-efficient vehicles. Any GHG reductions resulting from federal regulations or the LCFS at covered entities would be counted as emission reductions under the Cap-and-Trade Program.” (FSOR at page 178)

“We agree that Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from millions of distributed point sources such as automobiles. However, our approach is not to apply Cap-and-Trade to the end user (vehicle drivers), but to the fuel suppliers, who will be responsible for fuel that is combusted. By taking this “upstream” approach in the regulation, we avoid the challenges of applying it to millions of “downstream” users.” (FSOR at page 178)

“For the price signal from the Cap-and-Trade Program to be effective, the cost of GHG emissions must be passed through to end users.” (FSOR at page 1431)

The Legislature has made CARB the only entity with the authority to deal with vehicular emissions. According to the Health and Safety Code §39002, “Local and regional authorities have the primary responsibility for control of air pollution from all sources other than vehicular sources. The control of vehicular sources, except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be the responsibility of the State Air Resources board.”

Additionally, AB 32, which authorized CARB to come up with the Cap-and-Trade Program, repeatedly stated that CARB was to adopt rules and regulations that resulted in “cost-effective greenhouse gas emission reductions.”[footnoteRef:50] All of this was done in such a manner as to “minimize costs and maximize the benefits to California.”[footnoteRef:51] CARB’s Final Statement of Reasons for adopting the Cap-and-Trade Program repeatedly stated that its choice was the most cost effective. The comment and response on page 177 of the Final Statement of Reasons are a good example: [50: 	Health and Safety Code §§38560, 38560.5(c), 38561(a) and (b), and 38562(a)]  [51: 	Health and Safety Code §38562(b)(1)] 


Final Statement of Reasons Comment B-60: The Cap-and-Trade Program should not be extended to transportation consumer emissions as provisions of other federal and State programs address these. Additionally, fuel providers should not be responsible for these emissions that are directly consumer related. Transportation emissions should be considered only if a formal review determines that this action is necessary, and implementation would be more cost-effective than other policy approaches. The proposed regulations include GHG emissions from consumer use of transportation fuels under the emissions cap starting in 2015 (section 95812(d)(1)). This results in a clear overlay to the existing federal Renewable Fuels Standard, the California Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and State/federal vehicle GHG performance standards. Transportation GHG emissions are substantially addressed through current federal and State programs (i.e. federal fuel economy programs, federal renewables programs and State LCFS programs). Cap-and-Trade is not well-suited to address emissions from millions of distributed point sources such as automobiles. Inclusion of transportation fuel emissions within the Cap-and-Trade Program will add a volatile carbon cost to the price consumers already pay for GHG control measures such as LCFS and vehicle efficiency standards. In addition, fuels under the cap will increase administrative complexity and the market price of emission allowances for all the other capped sectors. Specifically, a carbon cost of $20 per ton would add a fuel cost burden in excess of $3 billion per year to the California economy. In addition to individual consumers, much of this cost will fall on businesses and municipalities which will impact small business owners, truck drivers, city bus and trash services, construction companies, rail services, and others. This carbon cost, along with the cost of compliance for LCFS and federal programs, will be embedded into the costs of all goods and services that rely on transportation. CARB should not extend the Cap-and-Trade program to consumer emissions from use of transportation fuels. Instead, CARB should allow existing federal/State programs to address GHG emissions in this sector. (CONOCO)

Final Statement of Reasons Response to Comment B-60: We believe that Cap-and-Trade’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lowering emissions throughout most of California’s economy. There are numerous sectors that are covered by direct regulation and the Cap-and-Trade regulation. For example, the electricity sector is subject to the Renewable Portfolio Standard as well as the Cap-and-Trade regulation. We believe that the Cap-and-Trade-program is complementary to existing renewable and LCFS standards and to other State or federal laws.

Thus, as outlined above, CARB has made it clear that the Cap-and-Trade Program market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lower emissions. GHG emissions resulting from the WLC Project will be primarily from VMTs associated with truck and auto trips to and from the facility. The gas purchased to fuel the truck and auto trips already includes the fees, at the pump, which the producers use as mitigation. As such, Cap-and-Trade can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately addressed that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to analysis at the project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017).

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies in Table 4.7-11, analysis of additional measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update in Table 4.7-12, consistency with the City General Plan Air Quality Policies in Table 4.7-13, and consistency with the City Climate Action Strategy in Table 4.7-14. As described in Response to Comment 1-B1-8, the Project supports many of the RTP/SCS goals outlined to achieve the state’s GHG reduction mandate. Thus, the Project does address consistency with federal, state, and local strategies to reduce GHG emissions and achieve California’s climate goals, thus the Project does not rely on Cap-and-Trade alone to reduce its GHG emissions. This is a properly designed project and does account for all GHG emissions. The Project design features (Section 4.17.5) and mitigation measures (4.7.6.1A through 4.7.6.1.D, 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.4A, 4.16.1.6.1A through 4.16.1.6.1C) for uncapped emissions would reduce GHG impacts to less than significant. The Project incorporates project design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and energy demand to meet CARB’s plan to reduce GHG emissions with the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan (see Topical Response B). Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses A and B.

Response to Comment 1-B1-11: Topical Response A describes why Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project and why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accounts for and fully analyzes and mitigates Project GHG emissions, including both capped and uncapped emissions. Topical Response A also examines why the Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates capped emissions (consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and consumption of electricity) and why those covered emissions are not compared against the Project’s significance threshold. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent, as outlined in Topical Response A, this approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation” which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. As covered emissions are fully mitigated under Cap-and-Trade, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s approach of comparing uncapped emissions against the Project’s significance threshold was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017) which did not identify this approach as an issue to be addressed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, nor did it violate CEQA’s mandate. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation when compared against the significance threshold. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32.

Compliance with the state’s GHG reduction plans are discussed in Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. In regard to responsibility of the Cap-and-Trade Program, CARB states that the program is enforceable and meets the requirements of AB 32.[footnoteRef:52] [footnoteRef:53] Since the facility would be located in California, it is reasonable to assume that most, if not all, of the vehicles would purchase fuel in California. Although some trucks would potentially come from out of state, or go out of state, they would most likely purchase fuel while in California and thus would be covered under the capped emissions. Additionally, CARB staff will review fuel prices in California and neighboring states to ensure that the California fuel prices aren’t too high and will revise “operation and/or design of the [Cap-and-Trade ] program accordingly” (FSOR at page 71). The average trip length for heavy- and medium-duty trucks was assumed to be 49 miles and 26 miles, respectively, which is much less than the distance to neighboring states and Mexico (see 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix F, Table 101 on page 398). Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses A and B. [52: 	California Association of Port Authorities, 2018. Cap and Trade: Port Environmental Initiatives. Available online: http://californiaports.org/project/cap-and-trade-funding-for-port-environmental-initiatives/]  [53: 	California Air Resources Board, 2008. Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan, a framework for change, June 2008n Discussion Draft…. The plan states “ARB will also design the California program to meet requirements of AB 32, including the need to address potential localized impacts, insure market security (avoid gaming), and ensure enforceability.” Page ES-4.] 


Response to Comment 1-B1-12: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases, provided a breakdown of the assumptions used for the construction and operational years and buildout as follows. The WLC construction period was assumed to occur over 15 years from the year 2020 to 2034.[footnoteRef:54] Although buildout of the Project would depend on market conditions, the Project could be built out as early as 2035. Therefore, to provide a conservative analysis, construction was assumed to be completed over a 15-year period that provides for phase overlap and the use of less efficient construction equipment. Operational emissions occur once the Project commences operation, in this case starting the first year of operation for a total of 30 years, the Project’s lifetime under CEQA. Therefore, operational emissions were analyzed from the buildout year 2035 through the presumed lifetime of the project in 2064. Year-by-year mitigated uncapped emissions are shown in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR in Table 4.7-8. As depicted in the table, Project GHG emissions would remain below the 10,000 MTCO2e threshold for the entire lifetime of the Project. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s analysis of GHG emissions does not stop at buildout and does not understate the Project’s GHG emissions. Refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of why the Project did not understate GHG emissions and thus place a higher burden on the Cap-and-Trade Program. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. [54: 	Full build out of the Project is expected to take 15 to 20 years, dependent on market forces. The TIA analyzes full project buildout in 2040, which is worst case for traffic analysis purposes as it accounts for greater regional growth in non-project traffic. However, for purposes of a conservative construction impact analysis, the fifteen-year buildout (ending in 2034) is analyzed. An accelerated construction schedule occurring in earlier years would account for greater overlap of construction activity and the use of dirtier construction equipment (i.e. subject to less stringent emission standards).] 


Response to Comment 1-B1-13: Refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of Cap-and-Trade and how it applies to the Project, including its extension to 2030 and possibly beyond or what would happen if it’s not renewed. The chance that the Cap-and-Trade program is not renewed is unlikely when considering the 2018 California Health and Safety Code Section 38551(b) demonstrates the Legislature’s intent to maintain the GHG emissions limit and continue reductions of GHGs beyond 2020. Further, the 2017 Scoping Plan identifies cap-and-trade as the “best choice” to achieve the State’s climate and clean air goals.[footnoteRef:55] The Cap-and-Trade Program is designed to achieve cost-effective emissions reductions across the capped sectors by setting maximum, statewide GHG emissions, which are reduced every year. If the Cap-and-Trade Program continues to produce as it has in the past, it will likely be renewed by the legislature as it was in 2016. Further, Executive Order S-03-05’s reduction target of 80 percent would require the continuation of the Cap-and-Trade program or some other equivalent program to reduce GHG emissions from fuel consumption and energy production. In any case, if the 2017 Scoping Plan Updates are met, near zero- and zero-emissions technology would be more readily available which would also reduce emissions from the capped sectors. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals if Cap-and-Trade is not renewed as further discussed in Topical Response A. [55: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page 22] 


Response to Comment 1-B1-14: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, and how it applies to the project, including if its revised in any way, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. Refer to Response to Comment 1-B1-13, above, and Topical Response A for a discussion of what would happen if Cap-and-Trade is not renewed. Additionally, since this is a Programmatic EIR, there will be subsequent environmental evaluations as each project is designed and reviewed under CEQA. At this point, if Cap-and-Trade was revised in a way that affects the state’s GHG levels, such as failing to get renewed, limiting the scope to exclude fuels and electricity, or if the legislature or other factors required the program to be amended to allow a higher cap, the proposed project analysis under the new environmental documents would analyze the loss of the emissions covered under cap-and-trade at that time. As this is a Programmatic EIR, it can’t account for every possible scenario. That is why there will be subsequent CEQA documents prepared for every project under this programmatic EIR.

Response to Comment 1-B1-15: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

CARB had previously submitted two other letters on this project; one for the 2013 Draft EIR and one for the 2015 Final EIR. The 2015 Final EIR included the discussion of Cap-and-Trade, but CARB didn’t comment on the approach or analysis in their response to the 2015 Final EIR. They didn’t bring up their concern regarding mischaracterization of the scope of the Cap-and-Trade Program as they relate to the state overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, or how the program may be relevant to a CEQA analysis. The greenhouse gas analysis approach in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not change from the 2015 Final EIR. The greenhouse gas analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is based on current scientific and regulatory guidance on the preparation of such studies, is legally adequate, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR proposes appropriate mitigation based on the impacts identified. Thus, the GHG analysis and significance determination meets CEQA requirements.

CARB states that the flaw with the analysis of GHGs in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is that it declines to fully analyze or mitigate emissions from fuel and electricity demand that the project will cause, the majority of the project’s emissions, on the ground that CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program “covers” the project’s emissions. Responses 1-B1-3, 1-B1-5, and 1-B1-7 above explain why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s analysis approach separating project emissions into capped and uncapped emissions as outlined in the Cap-and-Trade Program is acceptable and was upheld by the court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017).

Response to Comment 1-B1-16: The 2019 Draft Recirculated complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15604.4(b)(3) as discussed in Section 4.7 and Topical Response A which explains why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s impact analysis approach separating Project emissions into capped and uncapped emissions as outlined in the Cap-and-Trade Program is acceptable, was upheld by the court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017), and thus complies with CEQA. Further the Project also satisfies CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) by demonstrating consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations in Tables 4.7-11 through 4.7-14 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 1-B1-17: As stated above in Response 1-B1-16 and Topical Response A, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(3) and did not create a “hybrid” significance scheme by only applying “non-capped” emissions to the significance threshold. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. CEQA Section 15604.4(b) expressly authorizes the consideration of multiple factors when determining the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions. Three factors are listed under subsection (b), the factor listed in subsection (b)(2) is whether “the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project.” This is the SCAQMD’s 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold. Subsection (b)(3) is the third factor which relates to compliance with a statewide plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and this is the Cap-and-Trade Program. Further Section 15064.4(a) was revised in response to comments to clarify that lead agencies may rely on quantitative or qualitative analyses, or both.[footnoteRef:56] Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR properly considers both SCAQMD’s threshold and the Cap-and-Trade Program and Topical Response A demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. [56: 	California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action. Page 23.] 


Response to Comment1- B1-18: Refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of why the AIR vs Kern County case is applicable to the Project, even though the project is not a covered entity. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent; as stated in the AIR vs Kern County case, “Both the refinery and its electrical power provider, Pacific Gas & Electric, are subject to California’s cap-and-trade program.” (17 Cal.App.5th at 735). The EIR for the project accounted for capped emissions, those resulting from the construction and operation of improvements to the refinery and those resulting from electricity provided by Pacific Gas and Electric, a covered entity which will itself be required to reduce its own GHG emissions. (17 Cal.App.5th at 735.) The GHG emissions associated with the refinery’s electricity consumption were considered as offsets, i.e., reductions, to the total emissions from the construction and operation of the project and were not considered when determining the significance of the project’s emissions under CEQA. (17 Cal.App.5th at 736.) Thus, the AIR opinion holds that an EIR should recognize all GHG emissions associated with a project – those resulting from the project itself and those indirectly resulting from the project – and then require the project to mitigate, to the extent feasible, GHG emissions, to the extent they are significant, all those GHG emissions from sources not subject to the Cap-and-Trade program. Whether the capped GHG emissions come from a facility itself that is regulated by Cap-and-Trade or the project itself is irrelevant. The AIR opinion didn’t discuss transportation related GHG emissions because they weren’t subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program when the refinery’s EIR was certified on September 9, 2014 (17 Cal.App.5th at 722.). Thus, the AIR opinion is as applicable to the CEQA analysis of the WLC’s GHG emissions as it was to the refinery’s, thereby justifying both the 2015 Final EIR’s and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s determination that the significance of those emissions was to be based on a comparison of the WLC’s uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD’s threshold of significance. Additionally, the requirement that fuel suppliers account for GHG emissions resulting from fuel construction became effective January 1, 2015 (FSOR at 178).

Response to Comment 1-B1-19: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent as stated above in Response to Comment 1-B1-18. As discussed in Topical Response A, Mitigated Negative Declarations[footnoteRef:57] [footnoteRef:58] were approved by the SCAQMD, where it was the lead agency. In these documents, the electricity GHG emissions were accounted for by energy suppliers and were considered offsets from the project’s GHG emissions. The recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation”[footnoteRef:59] which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015” is relevant because it demonstrates how a local air district interpreted the State Cap-and-Trade Program and its position that GHG emissions covered under Cap-and-Trade cannot constitute a significant increase under CEQA. These documents are relevant because they demonstrate that the air districts which have directly considered the issue of Cap-and-Trade in the context of determining the significance of GHG emissions have decided the issue in only one way, to deduct the capped emissions as offsets. The CAPCOA white paper (January 2008) did not consider this issue directly. The consideration of using only project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA, as approved by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be less than significant. [57: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Cogeneration Project, October. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/ultramar_neg_dec.pdf?sfvrsn=2]  [58: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2014. Final Negative Declaration for: Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project. Available online: www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/phillips-66-fnd-and-appendices-a-e.pdf]  [59: 	San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2014. APR – 2025 CEQA Determination of Significance for Projects Subject to ARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation, June 25. Available online: https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf] 


Response to Comment 1-B1-20: As discussed in Topical Response A and Response to Comments 1-B1-16 and 1-B1-17, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4(b)(2) and (3) and does not disregard the vast majority of Project GHG emissions. In regard to Section 15604.4(b)(3) and Section 15064(h)(3) which discuss cumulatively considerable effects, the GHG cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 6.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Further discussion regarding the Project GHG emissions, refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

Response to Comment 1-B1-21: CARB submitted two prior comment letters dated April 16, 2013 and June 8, 2015, as attachments to its September 8, 2018 comment letter. CARB states that it “incorporates the comments from those letters into this letter by reference, and strongly recommends that the 2018 RSFEIR be revised to incorporate all mitigation recommended in its 2013 and 2015 comment letters.” With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated. CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5. The April 16, 2013 and June 8, 2015, comment letters do not provide comments on the 2018 RSFEIR, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in those letters. The original responses to these comments are set forth below; CARB’s 2013 letter are addressed in Response to Comments 1-B1-23 to 1-B1-36 and CARB’s 2015 letter are addressed in Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the air quality analysis (refer to Topical Response C).

In addition, CARB’s September 8, 2018, letter does not explain the relevance of the comments set forth in the April 15, 2013, and June 8, 2015, letters relative to the 2018 RSFEIR, except for its reference to the mitigation and recommendations set forth in the letters. CEQA provides in Section 15088, Evaluation of and Response to Comments: “A general response may be appropriate when a comment … does not explain the relevance of evidence submitted with the comment.” The prior comments from the April 15, 2013 and June 8, 2015 letters that relate to mitigation and recommendations (Comments 1-B1-30 through 1-B1-35 and 1-B1-40) are addressed in Responses to Comments 1-B1-4 and Topical Responses A and C. The remaining comments in those prior letters are generally addressed by the content of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

[bookmark: _Hlk16080289]Response to Comment 1-B1-22: The GHG analysis approach in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not change from the 2015 Final EIR. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. As discussed in Topical Response A, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accurately accounted for all GHG emissions resulting from the Project. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Therefore, the City does not need to recirculate the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as the Project has adopted feasible mitigation that have been identified to ensure those emissions would not cause significant impacts, as required by CEQA.

Response to Comments 1-B1-23 through 1-B1-36 are the Original Responses to CARB’s April 16, 2013 comment letter on the 2013 Draft EIR, Letter B5.

Response to Comment 1-B1-23: The Project includes an alternative fueling station that will open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel. It should be noted the Specific Plan area was reduced from 2,710 acres to 2,610 acres (3.7 percent reduction) due to the removal of 100 acres in the southwest corner of the Specific Plan. This results in a reduction of 1 million square feet of logistics warehousing which is now 40.6 million square feet, down 2.4 percent from the original 41.6 million square feet. The WLC implementation schedule was revised or extended from 10 to 15 years, so Phase 1 is now scheduled for completion in 2022 rather than in 2017, or from approximately 2015 to 2022, compared to the five-year time period assumed in the 2013 Draft EIR (i.e., 2012 to 2017). The second phase is scheduled for 2023 to 2030. Therefore, the quantitative impact analyses for 2017 in the 2013 Draft EIR were eliminated in the Revised Draft EIR (see 2015 Final EIR Volume 2).

Response to Comments 1-B1-24 and 1-B1-25: Refer to the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (2015 Final EIR, Volume 1) for a list of the mitigation measures and Master Response 3.

		Suggested Mitigation Measure

		Response



		Emerging zero-emission technology for the equipment that would serve the facility should be implemented. The project should support development of this technology.

		Partially Included. The project requires non-diesel emergency generators, forklifts, and service equipment. Please also refer to Master Response-3, Zero Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles and Equipment.







Master Response-3: Zero-Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles, and Equipment

Major improvements in diesel engine technology have occurred over the past several years. Exhibit C-3-1 shows changes in the EPA’s nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulates (PM) emissions standards. The heavy-duty operational diesel values are shown in beige, while the off-road equipment Tier 4 emissions standards are shown in blue. Model year 2010 and newer heavy-duty trucks are 96 percent cleaner for NOx and 90 percent cleaner for PM than 1994 model year trucks producing substantial improvements in resultant tailpipe air pollutant emissions. During operation, the WLC project prohibits trucks older than 2010 model year from entry into the facility. The WLC project would only allow entry of diesel trucks which are model year 2010 or newer (Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.3.6.3B), which would reduce air pollutant emissions on and off the project site. Refer to the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program for a list of the mitigation measures (2015 Final EIR, Volume 1).

Also, during operation, no diesel-powered onsite yard trucks, equipment, and emergency generators will be allowed at the project site (MM 4.3.6.3B and project design feature), which would reduce diesel particulate matter emissions on the project site. The project is also implementing solar photovoltaic (MM 4.16.4.6.1C); therefore, the electricity from this solar could power any onsite electric equipment and yard trucks.

During construction, the WLC project requires Tier 4 off-road equipment, MM 4.3.6.2A also requires that haul trucks used during construction be model year 2007 or newer. Several commenters suggested zero-emission, near-zero, and/or hybrid electric trucks and equipment as potential mitigation measures. This is not feasible as discussed below.

Zero- and near-zero emission truck technologies include battery-electric trucks, fuel cell trucks, dual-mode (hybrid) electric trucks with all-electric range and, potentially, other technologies. These technologies are still in the testing stages and are not commercially available. There are no commercially viable zero-emission or hybrid trucks currently available and it is unknown whether any such demonstration project would be successful and lead to commercially viable zero-emission or hybrid trucks in the future. To require a project to use these types of technologies is not feasible because they are not available, it is unknown when or if they will become feasible in the future.

The Port of Los Angeles is testing various types of zero-emission technology solutions for heavy-duty vehicles as part of its Clean Air Action Plan and through its joint Technology Advancement Program with the Port of Long Beach.[footnoteRef:60] The SCAQMD provided money to the port through a $4.1 million-dollar grant from the U.S. Department of Energy. This money funded only 13 zero emission trucks: Balgon plug-in, hydrogen Fuel Cell truck, Transpower plug-in, and U.S. Hybrid plug-in. These trucks have a low range of travel between 100 miles and 200 miles per charge. [60: 	www.portoflosangeles.org/environment/zero.asp] 


The Port of Long Beach states that the use of electric and hydrogen fuel cell trucks is currently not feasible:

“The trucks may result in feasible technology to provide zero emissions goods movement between Pier S and near-dock rail yards. Until the trucks have successfully completed their prototype testing and are being produced for the commercial market, they are not yet considered viable zero-technology options. The reliability and durability of heavy-duty electric trucks in a short-haul port-duty cycle have yet to be proven. At this time, no commercial production zero emissions drayage truck is available or expected to be available in the near future. Because the technology is still in the development stage, the Port does not include requirements within the environmental documents for a single terminal, but rather continues to update the CTP [Clean Trucks Program]. In addition, a viable business model for zero emissions technology has not yet been established. Given the initial high cost of equipment and reduced operating characteristics of current prototype zero emissions equipment, additional investigation is necessary to determine the financial viability of this equipment following prototype demonstration and prior to any small-scale deployment.”[footnoteRef:61] [61: 	Port of Long Beach Pier S Marine Terminal & Back Channel Improvements. Final EIS/FEIR, November 2012.] 


According to the most recent monthly inventory, there were no electric hybrid trucks in the Port of Los Angeles out of 12,226 trucks.[footnoteRef:62] [62: 	Port of Los Angeles – Clean Truck Program – Gate Move Data Analysis, July 1, 2013 – July 31, 2013. http://www.protoflosangeles.org/ctp/ctp_Cargo_Move_Analysis.pdf. Accessed November 22, 2013.] 


There are problems with some zero emission technologies, such as batteries, that do not have the same energy density as a truck that utilizes diesel fuel. Diesel fuel is a dense energy source, that yields sufficient energy per unit weight to haul 50,000-pound loads. Battery powered vehicles do not have sufficient energy density. Rather, the batteries would outweigh payload, sacrificing efficiency and requiring many more trucks to be on the road per unit of goods transported.[footnoteRef:63] Thereby, potentially generating additional traffic along the proposed haul routes. [63: 	Statement of Daimler Trucks North America regarding California Air Resources Board, Workshop to Consider Vision for Clean Air: A Framework for Air Quality and Climate Change Planning. September 20, 2012. www.arb.ca.gov/lists/visionforcleanair-ws/5-dna_comments_to_carb_re_vision_papaer_-_20sep12.pdf] 


Response to Comment 1-B1-26: Refer to Response to Comment B-5-1 for changes made to the size and phasing of the proposed project.

Response to Comment 1-B1-27: The cancer risks as estimated in the 2013 Draft EIR are located in Table 4.3. AB for locations in the residential areas across Redlands Boulevard. The cancer risks were recalculated in the revised air quality analysis (2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, Appendix D and 2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, Section 4.3 Air Quality) based on the revised construction and occupancy schedule, new traffic volumes, and realignment of roadways. Refer to the 2015 Final EIR and/or Master Response-1 on page 216 of the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments.

Master Response 1: Changes to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment

The following is based on the revised Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment.

Air Quality Improvement in the South Coast Air Basin

The project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (air basin). The air quality in the air basin has been steadily improving over the last couple of decades as measured in air pollutant concentrations by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). A concentration of a pollutant is a measure of the amount of a pollutant in the air. Some pollutants are measured in parts per million (ppm) and some are measured in micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3).

When sensitive people, such as children, pregnant women, and the elderly, breathe in air pollutants, they can experience health effects. These health effects differ based on the type of pollutant, the length of time someone is exposed, and the concentration of the pollutant. In general, health effects can include coughing, sore throat, chest pain, difficulty breathing, reduced lung function, asthma aggravation, chronic lung diseases, cancer, and lung damage.

Federal, state, and local agencies enact rules and regulations to reduce air pollutant emissions to protect the health of sensitive individuals. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sets federal ambient air quality standards and the California Air Resources Board (ARB) sets state ambient air quality standards to protect public health and welfare. When concentrations of pollutants exceed the standards, sensitive individuals may experience health effects.

Ozone is a pollutant formed in the air when emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) combine in the presence of sunlight. Ozone is a pollutant of concern in the air basin because ozone levels exceed the ozone standards. As shown in Figure 4.3.1: Ozone Concentration Trends in the South Coast Air Basin in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, ozone concentrations in the basin have generally decreased over the past twenty years for 1-hour and 8-hour averaging time periods as defined by the State and/or federal ambient air quality standards. The 1-hour and 8-hour concentration refers to the average of the concentration over a 1-hour and 8-hour time period, respectively.

The main source of NOx and VOC emissions in the basin are from on-road motor vehicles, not from the operation of buildings. Although vehicle miles traveled in the basin continue to increase, ozone concentrations are decreasing because of the mandated controls on motor vehicles and the replacement of older polluting vehicles with cleaner and lower-emitting vehicles. VOC and NOx are ozone precursors; therefore, if those emissions decrease, it follows that ozone concentrations would also decrease. Another pollutant of concern is particulate matter (PM). PM is a mixture of small particles and liquid droplets suspended in the air. It is made up of components such as chemicals, metals, soil, or dust particles. The size of these particulates is linked to their potential for causing health problems. Ultrafine particles are less than 0.1 in micron in diameter, fine particles are less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), and coarse particles are larger than 2.5 microns and smaller than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). The Air Resources Board (ARB) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have established standards for PM2.5 and PM10 but not for ultrafine particles. PM2.5 and PM10 are a concern in the air basin because sometimes the concentrations exceed the standards. PM2.5 is often used as a marker for toxic air pollutants such as diesel PM.

As shown in 2015 Final EIR Section 4.3, PM10 and PM2.5 annual concentrations have continued to decrease since 1990 within the air basin as a whole. Additionally, emissions are expected to decrease and then level out after the year 2014.

In the Inland Empire there is a marked decreasing trend in PM2.5 concentrations in Riverside-Rubidoux, Fontana, and San Bernardino from 2001 to 2012 and at Mira Loma from 2006 to 2012. The relevance of these trends is that PM2.5 levels have displayed a decreasing trend in the Inland Empire despite increases in urban development including the development of large warehouse complexes since 2001.

Part of the success in the decreasing NOx and PM emissions are standards placed on motor vehicles. The figure below demonstrates the changes in U.S. heavy duty diesel emission standards for NOx and PM. The project would incorporate mitigation that would require that the heavy-duty trucks accessing the project incorporate 2010 emissions standards. As shown below, the 2010 standards are only a fraction of the older standards, at 0.2 grams per horsepower hour (g/HP-hr) of NOx and 0.01 g/HP-hr of PM. The text in blue represents the off-road construction standards; 2011 is Tier 4 Interim and 2014 is Tier 4 Final.

[image: ]
Exhibit C-3-1: Changes in U.S. Heavy Duty Diesel NOx and PM Emission Standards

Air Pollutant Emissions from Project

The construction and operation of the project would generate various sources of air pollutant emissions. During construction, there would be exhaust and dust emissions from the onsite construction equipment, worker vehicles, and haul trucks. During operation, there would be exhaust emissions from the heavy-duty trucks that would bring goods and materials to and from the warehouses, as well as worker vehicles, and onsite equipment. There would also be dust emissions from travel on paved roads.

The construction related emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 as estimated in the revised analysis are still significant. However, after mitigation, PM2.5 emissions are now less than significant. Average daily emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM2.5 have decreased by approximately 100, 600, 500, and 25 pounds per day, respectively. This is primarily because the construction period for the project increased from 10 years to 15 years, the construction activity levels decreased, Tier 4 equipment is now applied as mitigation, and a newer version of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) land use emission model was used to estimate construction emissions. The average PM10 emissions increased slightly by an average of approximately 35 pounds per day, primarily because of the inclusion of unpaved road dust in the emissions estimates.

The mitigated combined construction and operational emissions (without the existing emissions subtracted) are shown in Exhibit C-3-2 below. All combined emissions (with the exception of sulfur oxides, which are negligible) would exceed the SCAQMD’s regional significance thresholds. The emissions (except sulfur oxides) would exceed the thresholds individually for construction and operation as well.


Exhibit C-3-2: Project Construction and Operation Emissions

Operational emissions at buildout for the revised analysis as compared with the estimates in the 2013 Draft EIR are as follows:

For unmitigated operational emissions, VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 emissions decreased by approximately 140, 1800, 2200, and 600 pounds per day lower than in the 2013 Draft EIR, respectively.

Mitigation reduces NOx by approximately 200 pounds per day at buildout. Mitigated operational emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM10 are approximately 140, 2000, 2000, and 600 pounds per day lower than in the 2013 Draft EIR, respectively.

Emissions of PM2.5 increased by approximately 150 pounds per day in both unmitigated and mitigated scenarios because of the use of updated ARB motile source emission factors.

The revised emissions are lower because of the following: a reduction in the project size (from 41.6 to 40.6 million square feet); the emission factors for the mobile trucks and vehicles have been updated to the ARB’s newest factors; and the project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) decreased. In the 2013 Draft EIR, the VMT at buildout for diesel trucks was 730,100 miles per day and in the revised analysis, the VMT for diesel vehicles is 420,400 miles per day; therefore, the VMT for diesel vehicles decreased by approximately 309,700 miles per day. The VMT decreased because the analysis in the 2013 Draft EIR assumed an arbitrary average of 50 miles per trip for all heavy-duty trucks, while the revised analysis computed the VMT using forecast traffic volumes from a detailed regional transportation model for nearly 500 freeway and roadway segments represented in detail in the Traffic Impact Analysis. The VMT for light duty vehicles increased by approximately 64,600 miles: in the 2013 Draft EIR, the VMT for light duty vehicles was 549,700 miles per day and in the revised analysis, the VMT for gasoline vehicles is 614,300 miles per day. To put the revised VMT in terms of an average trip rate, it would be 14.9 miles per trip (1,034,750 miles/day divided by 69,549 trips/day) on average, which includes all vehicle types. An average trip rate for the diesel vehicles would be approximately 35.3 miles per trip (420,440 miles/day divided by 11,908 trips/day). An average trip rate for the light-duty vehicles would be approximately 10.7 miles per trip (614,310 miles/day divided by 57,641 trips/day).

Localized Air Quality Analysis

The analysis of localized air quality impacts determines the potential of the project to violate any air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This analysis is commonly referred to as a Localized Significance Threshold (LST) analysis and considers the emissions that are generated from all construction and operational activities while within or along the boundaries of the project. Based on estimates of project local emissions and their corresponding air quality impacts, the following is a summary of the project’s localized impact analysis:

The highest localized air quality impacts would occur at the existing residences within the project boundaries.

After application of mitigation, the project impacts would not exceed any SCAQMD localized significance threshold at any residential or sensitive receptor located outside of the project boundaries for any of the localized air quality assessments evaluated in the revised air quality analysis for the assessment years 2012, 2021, 2027, and final build out assumed to be 2035.

After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds for PM10 during operation under the Project Phase 1 (2012) condition at the existing residences located within the project boundaries, assuming Phase 1 of the Project would be fully in operation in the existing year 2012.

After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance for PM10 during operation under the Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 Full Build Out (2012) condition at the existing residences located within the project boundaries, assuming that the project would be operational in the existing year 2012.

After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds for PM10, concentrations at the existing residences located within the project boundaries during the year 2021 when the project construction would take place at the western portion of the project adjacent to the existing residences across Redlands Boulevard.

After application of mitigation, project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds for PM10 at the existing residences located within the project boundaries in 2027, the year when construction activities would take place along the east portion of the project adjacent to the existing residences across Gilman Springs Road.

At final buildout project impacts would exceed the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds for PM10 concentrations at the existing residences located within the project boundaries during operations under the proposed development schedule.

Cancer Risk from Project

Diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) is the primary pollutant of concern regarding the emissions of toxic air contaminants (TAC) from the project. A TAC is a chemical that is present in the atmosphere in small quantities but, nonetheless, can result in cancer health risks and non-cancer health hazards. The ARB, after a 10-year research investigation identified diesel PM as a carcinogenic substance. Diesel PM is a complex mixture of perhaps a few hundred chemical components. Even though diesel PM comprises numerous compounds, cancer risk from the inhalation of the diesel PM as a whole will outweigh the cancer risk associated with the individual chemical components.

As stated by the (California) Air Resources Board (ARB) in study of diesel PM exposure from ports and goods movement in California, “Risk assessment has various uncertainties in the methodology and is therefore deliberately designed so that risks are not under predicted. Risk assessment is thus best understood as a tool for comparing risks from various sources, usually for purposes of prioritizing risk reduction, and not as literal prediction of the community incidence of disease from exposure” (ARB 2006, page 4).

It should be noted further that the geographical scope of the health risk analysis was expanded in the revised analysis to cover an area of approximately 3,500 square miles that extended from Palm Springs to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The geographical scope contained in the revised analysis is about 40 percent greater than the area encompassed in the 2013 Draft EIR and was required to analyze project impacts all the way from the project site to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.

During construction, the diesel-powered vehicles and equipment would emit diesel PM. During operation, the diesel trucks that would access the project site would also emit diesel PM. In addition, diesel PM would also be emitted by standby emergency generators and yard service trucks in the unmitigated case (diesel prohibited with mitigation). Gasoline fueled vehicles emit organic gases, some of which are classified as TACs. The revised air quality analysis determined the cancer risk and non-cancer hazards from exposure to those air toxics at sensitive/residential receptors, worker receptors, and school sites in the area. In the 2013 Draft EIR, only impacts from diesel PM were assessed; for the revised analysis, total organic gases were also included to analyze acute non-cancer hazards from diesel and gasoline powered vehicles.

Exposure Durations for Cancer Risk

In the 2015 Final EIR, cancer risk is presented for periods of 30 years under the Current OEHHA Guidance for residential exposure and 25 under the Current OEHHA Guidance for worker exposure. In addition, the 2015 Final EIR included a 9-year exposure duration to examine health impacts on school age children.

The underlying factors used in the analysis exemplify the conservative nature of utilizing the exposure scenarios and the underlying assumptions:

The residential cancer risk calculation assumes that each resident will be exposed to diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) and organic gases for 24 hours a day for 350 days a year at the location of his or her home throughout the residential exposure period. It’s as if no one ever left his or her backyard to go to work or school.

Studies have shown that over 90 percent of all residents remain in their homes for less than 30 years.

The worker cancer risk calculation assumes that workers are exposed to diesel PM for 8 hours a day for 245 days a year, next to, but outside of the buildings in which they work.

Studies have shown that over 95 percent of workers stay at the same job location for less than 25 years.

Cancer risk results are derived using the emissions from construction equipment and cars and trucks which will serve the project. Emissions are a function of the number of construction equipment in usage, length of time in operation, power of the equipment, and load factor while mobile source emission depend on the number of vehicle trips and miles traveled, vehicle class, model year, and vehicle speed. The project’s emissions have been estimated using methodologies published by the SCAQMD and the CARB.

The atmospheric dispersion model and traffic model (used in estimating mobile source emissions) that are used to estimate risks generally provide impact estimates that are overestimates based on the use of conservative model assumptions.

Trip Estimates are Conservative

It should also be noted that the traffic analysis used a conservative estimate of the number of truck trips after the project begins operation. This is important because diesel PM emissions are directly related to both the number of trucks and the vehicle miles traveled.

The traffic analysis in the EIR used the traffic generation rate for high-cube warehouses suggested by the Institute of Traffic Engineers (“ITE”) which is based on traffic counts from a number of large warehouses located in California and elsewhere in the United States. This rate was also compared to the trip generation rate actually resulting from the Skechers warehouse immediately adjacent to the project. The Skechers warehouse is representative of the warehouses planned for the project. The ITE trip generation rate is three times greater than the Skechers warehouse traffic counts (see Table 4.15.K in the revised EIR). Because the project analysis used a higher trip generation rate, the vehicle miles traveled are also higher. The combination of the conservative forecasts of traffic and of the miles traveled means that the calculation of the cancer risk in the EIR overstates the extent of that risk regardless of the exposure period used.

Conclusion

The 2015 Final EIR, Volume 2 (Revised Draft EIR) provides cancer risk calculations based on both 30-year exposure periods for residential receptors and 25-year exposure periods for work place receptors using the current OEHHA Guidance, the cancer risks exceed the cancer risk significance threshold at existing residences located within the project boundary but do not exceed the threshold at residences located outside of the project boundary. Further, even though the significance threshold is exceeded on a numerical basis, the risks are expected to be less than significant based on the new health research results from the Health Effects Institute (HEI) that evaluated the health effects of diesel PM emissions from new technology diesel engines such as those that are required as a mitigation measure for this project (MM 4.3.6.2B) that requires that all diesel fueled trucks must be compliant with Model Year 2010 truck emission standards. The HEI study clearly demonstrates that the application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated the health impacts of diesel exhaust that were identified when it was designated a toxic air contaminant by CARB in 1998. That designation spurred a series of regulations that brought forth transformative emissions control technology, significantly reducing both emissions and the associated health impacts. This finding is further re-enforced by the mitigation requirement that all diesel construction equipment greater than 50-horsepower meet Tier 4 emission standards, the most stringent emission control requirements on off-road construction equipment. The public and the City’s decision makers will be presented, and therefore will be fully informed, about the extent of the project’s cancer risks.

Summary of Health Risk Results

To provide an understanding of the meaning of cancer risk, a person exposed to a cancer risk level of 1 in a million implies a likelihood that up to one person, out of one million equally exposed people would contract cancer if exposed continuously (24 hours per day indoors and outdoors) to the levels of toxic air contaminants over a specified duration of time such as 30 years. This risk would be an excess cancer risk in addition to any cancer risk borne by a person not exposed to the project’s emissions. The results of the health risk assessment prior to the application of mitigation are summarized in Table C3A for various receptors located within the project boundaries and outside of the project boundaries as shown in the 2013 Draft EIR. Compared to the risks shown in the 2013 Draft EIR, the revised risks are substantially lower. This is due to several reasons including changes in the original construction and occupation schedule, realignment of the internal roadways, reductions in the total size of the project, reductions in the construction equipment inventory, use of the EMFAC2014 mobile source emission model for mobile sources and the newest version of the CalEEMod for estimating construction emissions, and a 5-day construction work week. The maximum daily emissions are required for the regional analysis, because project emissions can occur on any day of the week. However, in order to calculate annual average emissions, it is necessary to base emissions upon a realistic work schedule. The revised analysis assumes a more realistic annual average use of construction equipment by assuming that the maximum equipment would occur for five days per week (instead of six days per week as in the DEIR). In this way, an annual average emission inventory was estimated.

Table C3C shows the resulting cancer risks estimated with the application of the “Current OEHHA Guidance” that includes a 30-year exposure duration and incorporated age-sensitivity factors. As noted therein, the results shown in Table 3C-C are consistent with the significance results shown in the 2013 Draft EIR that concluded that the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold is exceeded at locations both within and outside of the project boundary including both existing residential areas as well as in residentially-zoned areas to the southwest of the project and along Gilman Springs at the eastern boundary of the project prior to mitigation.

Table C3D and Table C3E summarize the results of the project cancer risks after application of mitigation. As noted in Table C3E with the “Current OEHHA Guidance”, the SCAQMD significance threshold is exceeded at 3 existing residences located within the project boundary.

Based on the recent research results published by the Health Effects Institute, the diesel PM emissions from the truck fleet and construction fleet that will be operated by the project consisting of Model Year 2010 diesel trucks and Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, the project’s impacts are not expected to result in significant cancer risk impacts.
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		[bookmark: _Toc417629327]Table C3A:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 70-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors as Shown in the 2013 Draft EIR



		Receptor Location

		Unmitigated

		Mitigated



		

		Total Incremental Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?

		Total Incremental Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		100.7

		10

		Yes

		76.8

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at existing residences within the project boundaries3

		100.7

		10

		Yes

		76.8

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at any existing residential area outside of the project boundaries4

		22.2

		10

		Yes

		20.9

		10

		Yes



		Notes:

1	70-year average exposures from 2015 to 2084 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014 emission model and “Former OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks as presented in the Draft EIR

2	Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project

3	Location is at the southwest corner of the project

4	Location is at an undeveloped property zoned for residential at the southwest corner of the project

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015.







		[bookmark: _Toc417044147][bookmark: _Toc417629328]Table C3C:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors, Based on the “Current OEHHA Guidance,” Without Mitigation (new)



		Receptor Location

		Incremental Cancer Risk During Project Construction
(risk/million)

		Incremental Cancer Risk During Project Operation (risk/million)

		Total Incremental Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		180.8

		6.7

		187.5

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at existing residences within the project boundaries3

		180.8

		6.7

		187.5

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at any existing residential area outside of the project boundaries4

		47.2

		2.5

		49.7

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at any undeveloped residentially zoned property outside of the project boundaries5

		40.5

		2.7

		43.2

		10

		Yes



		Notes:

1	30-year average exposures from 2015 to 2044 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014 emission model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks

2	Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project

3	Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project

4	Location is at the southwest corner of the project

5	Location is at an undeveloped property zoned for residential at the southwest corner of the project

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015.
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		Table C3E:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors, Based on the “Current OEHHA Guidance,” With Mitigation (new)



		Receptor Location

		Incremental Cancer Risk During Project Construction
(risk/million)

		Incremental Cancer Risk During Project Operation (risk/million)

		Total Incremental Cancer Risk(1)
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		11.4

		5.6

		17.0

		10

		Yes



		Existing residences within the project boundaries

13100 Theodore St

13200 Theodore St

13241 Theodore St

30220 Dracaea Ave

30240 Dracaea Ave

29080 Dracaea Ave

29140 Dracaea Ave

		



11.2

11.1

11.4

5.0

5.0

3.0

4.8

		



4.5

4.5

5.6

3.6

3.6

1.5

1.7

		



15.7

15.6

17.0

8.6

8.6

4.5

6.5

		



10

10

10

10

10

10

10

		



Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No



		Maximum risk at any existing residential area outside of the project boundaries3

		2.7

		1.6

		4.3

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any undeveloped residentially zoned property outside of the project boundaries4

		2.1

		1.9

		4.0

		10

		No



		Notes:

1	30-year average exposures from 2015 to 2044 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014 emission model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks

2	Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project

3	Location is at the southwest corner of the project

4	Location is at an undeveloped property zoned for residential at the southwest corner of the project

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015.
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In response to comments, analysis of implementing a 1,000-foot buffer indicates that the buffer would not have a substantial impact on the cancer risk estimates. There is only a minimal difference in the maximum values and a negligible difference in the cancer risk contours. The health risk assessment also has the following cancer burden and non-cancer results:

The project’s cancer burden level of 0.1 after mitigation based on the Current OEHHA Guidance that call for a 70-year exposure duration and age-sensitivity factors in estimating cancer burden.; therefore, the project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 0.5.

The project’s non-cancer chronic and acute hazard index would not exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds at any receptor.

The project would result in a cumulatively considerable health risk impact even after mitigation for sensitive/residential receptors.

Exhibit C-3-3 presents the project risk in perspective with other lifetime risks in the United states based on mortality statistics. As shown in the chart, the project cancer risk has a slightly higher risk than dying from a lightning strike and lower risk than accidental drowning.

[image: ]

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 2015

Exhibit C-3-3: Lifetime Risks in the United States Based on Mortality Statistics

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Project

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are of concern because the accumulation of them in the atmosphere can contribute to climate change. California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32 requires that the State reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. One of the ways California will reduce these emissions is through the California Cap-and-Trade Program. This program places a cap on certain sectors (e.g., electricity generation, petroleum refining, and cement production). The cap provides regulatory certainty of future emissions since regulated entities will not be permitted to emit GHG emissions that exceed the cap. The project emissions sources covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program include fuel combustion sources (motor vehicle and truck exhaust, construction exhaust, natural gas, onsite equipment) and electricity generation. The project emissions sources not covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program include waste decomposition in landfills, land use change, and refrigerant leakage.

The analysis in the 2013 Draft EIR did not divide the greenhouse gas emissions into AB 32 capped and uncapped emissions. The 2013 Draft EIR compared the total project emissions to the SCAQMD draft industrial threshold for greenhouse gas emissions of 10,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e) per year and found the emissions to be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. However, the revised analysis divides the Greenhouse Gas Emissions into capped and uncapped and compares the uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD’s significance threshold.

The SCAQMD has recognized that the GHG emissions associated with capped sources should not be counted for the purpose of determining what the GHG emissions are for facilities that will use electricity generated elsewhere. See the following negative declarations adopted by the SCAQMD:

Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Proposed Cogeneration Project, SCH No. 2012041014, April, 2013 (available at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2013/nonaqmd/Ultramar_Neg_Dec.pdf)

Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant - Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, SCH No. 2013091029, September 2013, (available at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/documents/2013/nonaqmd/Draft_ND_Phillips_66_Crude_Storage.pdf).

A summary of the greenhouse gas emissions as estimated in the 2013 Draft EIR and the 2015 Final EIR is shown in the table below. The analysis in the 2015 Final EIR divides the AB 32 capped and uncapped emissions and compares the uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD significance threshold. As shown in the Table C3B, after mitigation, the AB 32 uncapped emissions do not exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e.

As shown in Table C3B, the emissions as estimated in the 2015 Final EIR are lower mainly because of the following reasons:

1.	Motor vehicle emissions were reduced by about 163,000 MTCO2e/year because of the reasons specified in the operational regional analysis regarding updated emission factors and vehicle miles traveled.

2.	Operational waste emissions were reduced by approximately 136,000 MTCO2e/year because the new version of CalEEMod (2013) lowered its waste generation rates for warehouse development.

		Table C3B:	Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emission Results



		Year at Buildout

		Source of Operation Emissions*

		Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MTCO2e/year)



		

		

		Unmitigated

		Mitigated



		

		

		DEIR

		FEIR

		DEIR

		FEIR



		2012

		Worst Caste Total

		751,787 (a)

		509,247 (c)

		N/A = Not Estimated

		N/A = Not Estimated



		2022 for 2013 Draft EIR

2035 for 2015 Final EIR

		Total for 2031 for 2015 Final EIR

		721,034 (b)

		415,991**

		665,321 (e)

		385,599**



		

		AB 32 Capped

		**

		396,754 (d)

		**

		379,924 (f)



		

		AB 32 Uncapped

		**

		19,237 (d)

		**

		5,775 (f)



		DEIR = World Logistics Center Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (February 2013)

FEIR = World Logistics Center Project Final Environmental Impact Report (2015)

N/A = not applicable because mitigated emissions were not estimated for the worst-case scenario.

* = The emissions are operational emissions and include the construction emissions averaged over 30 years.

** = The total emissions are not applicable for the 2015 FEIR because the emissions are divided into AB 32 capped and uncapped emissions. A division of the capped and uncapped emissions was not done in the 2013 Draft EIR.

Sources: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2015.

(a) 2013 Draft EIR Table 4.7.F; (b) 2013 Draft EIR Table 4.7.G; (c) 2015 Final EIR Table 4.7.F; (d) 2015 Final EIR Table 4.7.G;

(e) 2013 Draft EIR Table 4.7.I; (f) 2015 Final EIR Table 4.7.I







Response to Comment 1-B1-28: Refer to Response to Comment 1-B1-23 regarding the reduction in the size of the proposed Project and changes to phasing of the Project.

Response to Comment 1-B1-29: As discussed in Section 4.3 of the 2015 Final EIR and Master Response-1 and Master Response-2 of the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments, the project will not increase health risk in the immediate area. Nonetheless, the WLC Specific Plan (SP) proposes an alternative fueling station that will open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel. In addition, future development under the WLCSP will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. However, the project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, so it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero-emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets.

Finally, it should be noted that the project has committed under various mitigation measures to requiring the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the use of Model Year 2010 engine diesel trucks and Tier 4 off-road construction equipment.

Response to Comment 1-B1-30: Refer to the updated air quality and health risk assessment for a refinement of the PM and cancer risk values (2015 Final EIR, Volume 2, Appendix D).

As discussed in Master Response 3: Zero Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles, and Equipment on page 234 in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments, Response to Comment C-3, the development, demonstration and deployment of zero and near zero emission technologies are not feasible for the project.

The suggested mitigation measures are discussed below:

		Suggested Mitigation Measure

		Response



		1. From the onset, require that all medium-heavy and heavy-heavy duty trucks, including and alternative fuel vehicles, meet or exceed the 2010 emissions standard

		Already Included. This was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft EIR and is now part of MM 4.3.6.3B.



		2. As it becomes available, require that trucks traveling between the Center and any ports or rail yards within 100 miles use zero- or near zero-emission technology.

		Not Included. See Master Response 3: Zero Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles, and Equipment in Response to Comment Letter C-3



		3. Require, to the greatest extent possible, onsite service vehicles and equipment use zero emission technology, and if zero-emission technology is unavailable, that all vehicles and equipment meet the cleanest applicable emission standard.

		Partially Included. Low-emission and zero-emission technologies are required for onsite equipment, as stated in Specific Plan Section 12.3: “The use of diesel-powered service yard vehicles (yard goats, etc.) is prohibited at all times within the Specific Plan area. Pallet jacks, forklifts, and other onsite equipment used during building operation (indoors or outdoors) shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or other non-diesel fuel.” The commenter requests that onsite service vehicles also have zero emission technology; however, it is not feasible to require this as discussed in Master Response: Zero Emission and Hybrid Electric Trucks, Vehicles, and Equipment in Response to Comment Letter C- 3.



		4. Require, when available, the use of zero-emission property maintenance equipment.

		Partially Included. As a project design feature, the forklifts will be fueled by alternative fuel. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B requires that the yard trucks be powered by alternative fuel. The landscaping equipment emissions are negligible as estimated by the CalEEMod land use emission model; therefore, according to the emissions analysis, it is not necessary to implement zero-emission landscaping equipment. The WLCSP Section 12.4 requires that electric power sources will be provided both indoor and outdoor to accommodate electric property maintenance equipment.







Response to Comment 1-B1-31: It was suggested that mitigation measure 4.3.6.2A (construction equipment exhaust mitigation) should require the use of electric construction tools, when available and feasible, rather than just provide electric hookups. In addition, require all construction fleets be in compliance and monitor compliance with current air quality regulations for off-road equipment. Proposed mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B (localized construction and compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks including ARB’s Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation.

		Suggested Mitigation Measure

		Response



		Mitigation measures 4.3.6.2A should require the use of electric construction tools, when available and feasible, rather than just provide electrical hookups.

		Incorporated. This language is incorporated was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft EIR and is in MM 4.3.6.2A.



		Require all construction fleets be in compliance and monitor compliance with current air quality regulations for off-road equipment.

		Incorporated. This language is incorporated was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft EIR and is in MM 4.3.6.2A.



		Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B should require all tenants be in compliance and monitor compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks including ARB’s Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation.

		Incorporated. This language is incorporated was a project design feature in the 2013 Draft EIR and is in MM 4.3.6.3B.







Response to Comment 1-B1-32: The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below.

		Suggested Mitigation Measure

		Response



		The developer, Highland Fairview, or the City of Moreno Valley provide incentives for tenants to encourage the use of alternative modes of commuting by their employees including, but not limited to, active transportation, public transportation, car pool, and the use of zero-emission vehicles. These same methods of transportation should be strongly encouraged or required for movement within the Center area.

		Already Incorporated. MM 4.3.6.4A requires that tenants participate in Riverside County’s rideshare program, which encourages carpooling and public transportation. In addition, all tenants will need to comply with the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 2202, which accomplishes the same goals as requested by the commenter.







Response to Comment 1-B1-33: Shifting the land use designation from LD to LL along the west side of the project would have no effect on the presence of diesel trucks and equipment in that area. Neither designation includes any restriction on the type of vehicles that can access future buildings. The Specific Plan provides for a 250-foot setback for buildings and truck access/parking facilities from adjacent residential zoned areas.

The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below.

		Suggested Mitigation Measure

		Response



		Shift the proposed development along the west side of the project area to focus on light logistics or other uses to ensure that any operations of diesel trucks or equipment are at least 1,000 feet away from residential occupied or zoned property or other sensitive receptor

		Not Included. Refer to Master Response 4 in the Response to Comment Letter C-3 concerning the d1,000-foot buffer.







Master Response 4: 1,000-Foot Buffer

Several commenters have proposed that the project use a “1,000-foot buffer between the project and sensitive receptors as recommended in the California Air Resources Board’s Land Use Handbook.” However, those recommendations are outdated and not applicable to this specific project. First, the Land Use Handbook states that for distribution centers and warehouses, “ARB recommends a separation of 1,000 feet based on the combination of risk analysis done for TRUs [transportation refrigeration units] and the decrease in exposure predicted with the South Coast AQMD modeling” (page 14). MM 4.3.6.3E has been added, which prohibits refrigeration unless it can be demonstrated that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of the refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire World Logistics Center identified in the program Environmental Impact Report. The Land Use Handbook was published in 2005 before ARB promulgated its On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles (In-Use) Regulation significantly reducing diesel emissions from sources like warehouses (the ARB analysis was “assuming a current fleet diesel PM emission rate”). In addition, the project’s commitment to allow only trucks that are compliant with United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 2010 emissions standards, which are over 90% cleaner than the prior generation of trucks, means that the assumptions that were modeled and considered during the preparation of the Land Use Handbook are not valid for this project. Additionally, based on improved mitigation, such as the requirement to use Tier 4 construction equipment, there is no significant health impact outside the project boundaries based on the current OEHHA methodology. More importantly, the recommendation was made prior to the release of the Health Effects Institute study (discussed in Master Response-2), which found no evidence that new technology diesel exhaust causes cancer. This means that current OEHHA methodology for calculating cancer risk is not applicable and that there is no cancer risk attributable to project-related diesel emissions.

Nonetheless, an analysis of a 1,000-foot buffer between the project’s operational emissions and the centerlines of Redlands Boulevard, Gilman Springs Road, Bay Avenue, and Merwin Street was included in the revised Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment prepared for the project. The results show that there is no substantial difference in the cancer risk estimates with the use of a 1,000-foot buffer. Any difference is well within the mathematical and physical limitations and uncertainties of the various methodologies used to estimate cancer risk. These limitations and uncertainties deal with the approximate mathematical formulations used to describe and simulate of the complex atmospheric processes that disperse air pollutants, experimental limitations in the accuracy for estimating emissions from sources, and the limitations in quantifying the physical relationships between a specific level of air pollution and a direct health effect.

In addition, pursuant to the WLCSP (Section 2.5) and MM 4.1.6.1A, the WLC will have a minimum 250-foot buffer between the project and residentially zoned properties along Redlands Boulevard, Merwin Street, and Bay Avenue. A berm along Redlands Boulevard and landscaping will also create a visual screen between the WLC and adjacent communities to reduce the visibility of the proposed warehouse structures and improving aesthetics and reducing impacts on the neighboring community. The effectiveness of vegetative barriers on air quality is highly complex and depends on a number of factors including particle size, wind speed, leaf area density, and gaps in the vegetation, tree species, and season. The project proposed to plant a wide variety of vegetative species, as shown in the WLCSP, Section 5.4, and Onsite Landscaping that could act as a vegetative barrier. At this time, it is not possible to gauge the effectiveness of the vegetative barriers in absorbing air pollutants. However, a SCAQMD forum, Near-Road Mitigation Measures and Technologies, given November 21, 2013, featured several presentations that showed that vegetative barriers had measurable benefits in reducing pollution.

The Gilman Springs Road edge in the eastern portion of the project is adjacent to existing and future suburban residential (zoned) uses. This edge will feature a restricted use area of 250 feet from these residentially zoned properties. No buildings, truck courts, loading areas, truck circulation areas, or truck or trailer storage uses are permitted within this area. Employee/visitor parking, emergency access, landscaping, drainage facilities, and property maintenance access are permitted. This restricted use area may be reduced subject to the review of project specific air quality and noise analyses.

In summary, a 1,000-foot barrier will not reduce air quality impacts for the WLC project.

For additional information about the project design features and mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the project, see Section 4.1 of the 2015 Final EIR and Figures 4.1.4 through 4.1.4J and Figures 4.1.5 through 4.1.5J.

Response to Comment 1-B1-34: Section 21101.6 of the California Vehicle Code states that local authorities may not place gates or other selective devices on any street which deny or restrict the access of certain members of the public to the street, while permitting others unrestricted access to the street. Local authorities may prohibit vehicles based on size (weight or height) as is being proposed for the Cactus Avenue Extension, but they cannot limit access to a public street based on the residence of the driver. On that basis, heavy trucks would be prohibited from using the Cactus Avenue Extension.

The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below.

		Suggested Mitigation Measure

		Response



		Minimize all traffic, beyond just heavy-duty traffic, by limiting the use of the “D” street entrance to only local residents.

		Not Included. The Cactus Street extension is a public street. While the project does place restriction on heavy-duty vehicles, prohibiting use of the street, the City cannot limit street access to only nearby residents. In addition, there is no way to distinguish among light vehicles those that are operated by local residents as opposed to nearby communities like Lake Perris. As a result, the proposed limitation is infeasible.







Response to Comment 1-B1-35: Any on-site fueling station is a “stationary source” under SCAQMD rules and as such, will be subject to all applicable rules and regulations regarding layout and design at such time as specific site is selected and a project is proposed. In addition to SCAQMD rules, any proposed fueling station will be subject to a discretionary Plot Plan process which will evaluate the specific design and any potential impacts on nearby uses. No significant impact has been identified and therefore no specific mitigation is required.

The suggested mitigation measure is discussed below.

		Suggested Mitigation Measure

		Response



		Increase the required distance from any onsite fueling stations to residential occupied or zoned property or other sensitive receptor from 250 feet to 1,000 feet.

		Partially Included. The proposed onsite fueling station shall be placed a minimum of 1,000 feet from any offsite residential occupied or zoned property or other sensitive receptors pursuant to MM 4.3.6.3C. As a stationary source, rules established by the SCAQMD will determine the location and controls placed on the facility to ensure that there is no impact on residential areas.







Response to Comment 1-B1-36: Future development within the WLCSP may take advantage of alternative fuel or zero emission vehicles and will comply with all fleet and/or fuel requirements at the time of development approval in the future. The project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, so it is not possible to require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets.

Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47 are the Original Responses to the CARB June 8, 2015, comment letter on the 2015 Final EIR, Memorandum dated June 10, 2015.

Response to Comment 1-B1-37: The air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analyses in the EIR are based on current scientific and regulatory guidance on the preparation of such studies, are legally adequate, and the EIR proposes appropriate mitigation based on the impacts identified in those studies. The EIR contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. As outlined in Table 1.C of the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments, recirculation is not necessary based on the results of the additional analyses and responses to the many comments on the 2013 Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 1-B1-38: This comment discusses the possibility that the City may opt to move the WLC decision to a ballot measure and they urge CEQA compliance regardless of whether the project becomes a ballot measure. The 2013 Draft EIR, Section 4.4 fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project. The many comments on the DEIR regarding air quality and health risks were addressed in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments.

Response to Comment 1-B1-39: The comment above describes requirements of CEQA in regard to response to comments and recirculation. The 2015 Final EIR for the WLC project meets the requirements of CEQA in regard to response to comments. In addition, the 2015 Final EIR does not meet any of the criteria for recirculation: (1) there are no new or more severe environmental impacts, (2) there are no feasible project alternatives that would lessen the environmental impacts and all feasible mitigation has been adopted, and (3) it is neither inadequate nor conclusory.

Response to Comment 1-B1-40: This comment states that the Response to Comments fails to adequately address ARB’s comments and does not adopt all feasible mitigation measures in their previous letter. Specifically, ARB’s recommended “actions to support the development, demonstration, and deployment of zero and near-zero emission technology to reduce localized health risk and regional emissions. The WLC 2015 Final EIR is a programmatic EIR that analyzes the environmental impacts and require mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Each subsequent increment will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. As CARB knows, planning for zero-emission technology in the freight sector is incredibly difficult, as demonstrated by CARB’s ongoing multi-year planning (not implementation) effort to on the Sustainable Freight Plan to lay out pathways to get to a zero-emission freight sector.

As CARB knows, there are no commercially available zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks available (See Response to Comments Master Response-3). CARB’s own progress report on heavy duty technology and fuels assessment (Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April 2015) overview states that the zero and non-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase:

“Demonstrations are underway across the State in a wide array of heavy-duty applications including drayage trucks, delivery trucks, school buses, and some types of off-road equipment.”

“Achieving the successful transition to zero and near-zero emission technologies will be challenging and will take time and money to realize.”

“Staff is assessing additional zero emission vehicle and equipment platforms in the concept, demonstration, or pilot scale deployment stage in the heavy-duty sector. Examples include drayage trucks, delivery trucks, and selected types of cargo handling equipment (CHE) such as yard trucks. These technologies are limited today by cost and in some cases performance. As these technologies mature, moving from demonstrations to pilots and early commercialization, costs will decrease and performance will improve.”

Not only are none currently available, it is not currently known when such trucks will become available, what technology they will rely (an important requirement for refueling/recharging requirements), or what operational capabilities such equipment might have such as range or load. The project can commit to requiring all trucks meet U.S. EPA 2010 standards (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B) because it is not question of commercial availability – all new trucks must meet these standards – it is a question of what subset of the truck fleet with serve the WLC.

Similarly, with off-road equipment, there is no zero-emission standard for such equipment. While some electrical equipment does exist, it does not exist in for all operational requirements. However, all onsite equipment is available in non-diesel technologies. Subsequent environmental review may require that specific technology that will work with future users be required as condition of approval, but a broad requirement that unknown future users use a specific technology is not currently feasible since current zero-emission technology is very limited.

Response to Comment 1-B1-41: This comment states that recirculation is required due to fundamental inadequacies in the project’s health risk assessment which is flawed and inadequate. In this case the recirculation “trigger” is present. The 2015 Final EIR analysis has been revised since the 2013 Draft EIR was released to include a new study regarding health impacts from diesel engines, specifically, the Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES). The 2015 Final EIR repeatedly references that the ACES study concludes that the “application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated the health impacts of diesel exhaust. Use of and reference to the ACES study should be removed throughout the 2015 Final EIR. Further, the air quality and health risk methodology and models used in the 2015 Final EIR should be fully explained to ensure the information is accessible and understandable to the public.

The HEI is an independent non-profit research organization founded in 1980 to provide high-quality, impartial, and relevant science on the health effects of air pollution. Typically, HEI receives half of its core funds from the US Environmental Protection Agency and half from the worldwide motor vehicle industry. Other public and private organizations periodically support special projects or certain research programs. Organizations also participate as part of steering committees and peer reviewers including the California Air Resources Board and the Natural Resources Defense Council, among others.

It is important to note that the primary purpose of ACES, on which CARB was a member of the steering committee, was to evaluate the cancer risk from new technology diesel exhaust: “the first study to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of lifetime inhalation exposure to emissions from heavy-duty 2007-compliant engines” (HEI Statement p. 1).

While HEI ACES evaluated over 100 health endpoints, the 2015 Final EIR only relied upon the report’s conclusion in its discussion and analysis of cancer risk. The HEI ACES report was not relied upon in the 2015 Final EIR’s analysis of the chronic/acute hazard index or the mortality/morbidity analysis. In addition, CARB’s comment requests that the approved risk assessment methodology contained in the OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Health Risk Assessments be used. A full assessment using those guidelines is provided in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 3, Section 4.3.3.4. Based upon those guidelines, there would be no project-related cancer risk outside the project’s boundaries. The 2015 Final EIR concludes that based upon HEI ACES, that estimated risk is overestimated and that no cancer risk impact is expected from the WLC. The primary conclusion of the HEI ACES is “that NTDE would not cause an increase in tumor formation or substantial toxic health effects.” (HEI ACES Report p.3).

Additionally, the study mentioned by CARB does not examine cancer health risk attributable to new technology diesel but have examined health effects from diesel trucks that emit between 10 to 100 times more emissions than the new technology that the project’s mitigation will require. As ACES Phase 1 and 2 demonstrate, new technology diesel exhaust is substantially different from traditional diesel exhaust necessitating the HEI study to evaluate the health impacts of new technology diesel exhaust. All previous studies, including those evaluated by OEHHA and cited by CARB examined the health effects of traditional diesel exhaust which date back to research done in the 1990’s and 2000’s.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that “new information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect”. The impacts described in the 2015 Final EIR are similar to or less than the impacts described in the DEIR. New, though not significant, information added to the document responds to comments; merely clarifies or amplifies existing information; or adds new mitigation measures, any impacts of which have been fully evaluated in the 2015 Final EIR. In addition, 2015 Final EIR is neither inadequate nor conclusory.

Response to Comment 1-B1-42: This comment recommends that the document include an evaluation of the potential health impacts at the major milestones identified for this project for each receptor of interest and appropriate exposure duration. The OEHHA health risk assessment contained in the 2015 Final EIR analyses the lifetime exposure as defined by OEHHA (30 years) (2015 Final EIR, Volume 3, Section 4.3.3.4). Any period shorter than the lifetime exposure would show results less than those shown in the 2015 Final EIR. While the OEHHA method overestimates the risk, based upon the conclusions of HEI ACES, it does show a worst-case scenario with regard to duration. Further, as one moves into the future, the health impacts would be less than those described in the 2015 Final EIR since emissions will be lower than in the early years of the project.

Response to Comment 1-B1-43: This comment suggests that the rise in emissions of criteria pollutants due to the project may interfere with the current strategy to bring the South Coast Air Basin into attainment with federal air quality standards. The project needs to be revised to include substantial air quality mitigation by employing effective and feasible zero- and near zero-emission technologies. See Response to Comment B1-40. The 2015 Final EIR has committed to require U.S. EPA 2010 compliant trucks well ahead of the State of California’s requirements. There are no commercially available heavy-duty trucks and therefore such mitigation is infeasible. CARB’s own planning efforts with regard to zero-emissions within the freight sector is incomplete. Additionally, without knowledge of who future users might be, it is not currently possible to specify what technology will meet their operational needs. Subsequent environmental review may require that specific technology that will work with future users be required as condition of approval.

Response to Comment 1-B1-44: This comment states that the City should use a future baseline in the health risk and air quality analysis as well as the existing baseline condition for a comparison. The 2015 Final EIR contains an exhaustive analysis of the impacts of the proposed project and the cumulative analysis shows the project’s impacts when combined with the impacts of reasonably foreseeable past, present, and future projects. (2015 Final EIR, Volume 3, Section 4.3).

Response to Comment 1-B1-45: This comment states that the City should recirculate the 2013 Draft EIR, and ARB recommends including mitigation measures that detail more robust plans for charging and fueling infrastructure, which will be necessary to support increased zero emission vehicles and equipment used on the project site. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C should be modified to include a more comprehensive description of the fueling station, including how that fueling station will adequately meet the needs of the zero- and near zero-emission equipment used on site. Furthermore, mitigation measure 4.3.6.4A should be expanded to ensure that the charging infrastructure required on-site will meet the needs of the growing numbers of zero emission vehicles that will be accessing the project site. The project does not make an estimate of the number of electric vehicles arriving at the project because such an estimate would be pure speculation. The State of California has had a zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) requirement for decades with little success. That is beginning to change; however, the rate of penetration for ZEV is unknown. As a result, the project is using the highest planning standards in setting a minimum for electrical charging stations. Since this is a programmatic EIR and there will be subsequent environmental evaluation as the project is implemented, it is possible that the electric vehicle charging requirements will increase due to changing real-world circumstances, rather than hopeful speculation. Finally, as noted, the project requires that construction and operation of an alternative fueling station to encourage the use of alternative heavy-duty technologies.

Response to Comment 1-B1-46: This comment asserts that to achieve California’s air quality climate and sustainability goals, and to reduce the health risk from diesel PM in communities located near freight hubs, the State, including public and private partners, must take effective action to transition to a zero- and near zero-emission freight system. As CARB notes in its comment, the Sustainable Freight Strategy is still draft and subject to change. In addition, the document acknowledges that much of the technology that CARB has recommended in its comment letter is still not commercially available.

Response to Comment 1-B1-47: This comment states that given the scale of the project, the substantial increases in criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the potential impact to health risk, it is critical that the 2015 Final EIR require the use of zero- and near zero-emission technologies. It also asserts that the health risk analysis be revised. Refer to previous Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-B2: CA Department of Justice

Response to Comment 1-B2-1: This is an email correspondence transmitting comments from the California Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General, on the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (RSFEIR), and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-B2-2: The Attorney General (AG) Xavier Becerra is submitting comments on the 2018 RSFEIR and gives a brief description of the project and background on the Attorney Generals role, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-B2-3: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

Response to Comment 1-B2-4: Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not undermine the State’s climate objectives. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. Further, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes Project emissions from initial construction in 2020 through 2064, which accounts for the 30-year presumed lifetime of the Project. Emissions are presented on a year-by-year basis and separated between capped and uncapped emissions. Table 4.7-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the annual mitigated uncapped emissions for years 2020 through 2064 and clearly demonstrates that the Project’s emissions would remain under the 10,000 MTCO2e threshold for its entire lifetime. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the analysis adequately addresses the CEQA requirements and provides feasible mitigation that reduces impacts to less than significant levels.

Response to Comment 1-B2-5: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32. Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Response A and Topical Response B, Scoping Plan.

Additionally, as stated by the SCAQMD as the introduction to their 2016 AQMP, the most effective way to reduce air pollution impacts on the health of the nearly 17 million residents in the Basin, including those in disproportionally impacted and environmental justice communities that are concentrated along the transportation corridors and goods movement facilities, is to reduce emissions from mobile sources, the principal contributor to the Basin’s air quality challenge[footnoteRef:64]. To ensure that those around the Project site are not exposed to unacceptable levels of potentially harmful pollutants, an operation and construction and operational health risk analysis was conducted and included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to evaluate the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC Project to sensitive receptors. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute (HEI) finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk. [64: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2019. SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) Website. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan] 


Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operational scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required

The HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from north of the project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm Springs, and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated health impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus operation scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 2.5 miles away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full project operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an approximate distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one million. Some receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. Because project-generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from the project site, the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be less than those presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network will be the greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway would be near the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one million threshold with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor as residents. This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker receptors and may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 4.3-6 is to identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of combined construction and operation.

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:65] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no significance thresholds for health effects, thus this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. [65: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


As discussed above, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.[footnoteRef:66] However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.[footnoteRef:67]. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. Thus, it is possible that as zero-emission technologies become available at a later date, due to real-world circumstances, they can be incorporated into the subsequent environmental documents at that time. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts in Section 4.3.6.5, pages 4.3-63 to 4.3-82. Thus, this Project would be protective of health risks for environmental justice communities. [66: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)]  [67: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)] 


Response to Comment 1-B2-6: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-B1-3 above, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

Additionally, as stated above in Response to Comment 1-B2-4, the Project operational or long-term emissions occur over the life of the Project. Table 4.7-5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows a summary of AB 32/SB 32 capped and uncapped project emissions (unmitigated) for each year between 2020 and 2064. As shown in the table, the uncapped emissions in the years 2024 through 2053 are over the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does address that emissions would occur over the lifetime of the Project, and therefore, informs the public of the long-term effects of the Project’s GHG emissions past buildout.

Response to Comment 1-B2-7: Topical Response A explains the legal reasons that although the Project is not regulated under the Cap-and-Trade Program, Project GHG emissions associated with capped emissions are regulated, and therefore already mitigated, and are not compared to the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for an impact determination. As outlined in Topical Response A, CARB believes the Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lower emissions subject to regulations which can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately addressed emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to analysis at the Project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017).

The WLC analysis did follow the CEQA Guidelines approach a lead agency should take when determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions. All potential Project emissions were identified and disclosed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and were compared to the existing environmental setting to determine the increase or reduction of emissions. The Project’s yearly uncapped GHG emissions for years 2020 through 2064 were compared to the significance threshold and the capped GHG emissions were provided for informational purposes. The extent to 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 was analyzed and is discussed further in Topical Response A.

Response to Comment 1-B2-8: Topical Response A explains the legal reasons that although the Project is not regulated under the Cap-and-Trade Program, Project GHG emissions associated with capped emissions are regulated, and therefore already mitigated, and are not compared to the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for an impact determination. As outlined in Topical Response A, CARB believes the Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lower emissions subject to regulations which can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately addressed emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to analysis at the Project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017).

As stated in the Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors case, “Both the refinery and its electrical power provider, Pacific Gas & Electric, are subject to California’s cap-and-trade program.” (17 Cal. App 5th at 735). Thus, the project was able to take the total GHG emissions from the project and only analyze those emissions not regulated by the Cap-and-Trade Program. This is precisely what the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did for the greenhouse gas analysis. There is nothing in the opinion that in any way was tied into the fact that the refinery itself was subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program. Furthermore, because PG&E’s contribution to the GHG emissions were an indirect result of the project’s approval just as the GHG emissions resulting from the electrical energy and fuel emissions will be indirect results of the development of the WLC. Thus, the Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors opinion holds that an EIR should recognize all GHG emissions associated with a project – those resulting from the project itself and those indirectly resulting from the Project and then require the Project to mitigate, to the extent feasible, GHG emissions, to the extent they are significant, all those GHG emissions from sources not subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program.[footnoteRef:68] Whether the capped GHG emissions come from the project itself is irrelevant. The Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors opinion didn’t discuss transportation related GHG emissions because they weren’t subject to the Cap-and-Trade Program when the refinery’s EIR was certified in 2014. The consideration of using only project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG emissions would be less than significant. [68: 	The Attorney General’s reference to the final measures for the adoption of Section 15064.4 were written in 2009, two years before CARB adopted the climate change regulations.] 


Additionally, in a court ruling dated February 8, 2018, the Honorable Sharon J. Waters, Judge of the Riverside County Superior Court, identified five deficiencies in the 2015 Final EIR which related to energy impacts, biological impacts, noise impacts, agricultural impacts, and cumulative impacts. As noted, GHG impacts were not among the areas Judge Waters found deficient. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was prepared to respond to the Judge’s ruling and writ of mandate by correcting the five deficiencies identified in the ruling. Although not required by the Judge’s ruling, portions of the Traffic and Circulation analysis have been revised to: (1) Show the effect of using the trip generation rates shown in the most recent edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual. (2) Show the effect of the inclusion of the over 300 projects that cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts. As a result, Section 4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability, Section 6.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were also revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis. Thus, the approach used to identify GHG impacts in the 2015 Final EIR, the use of capped and uncapped emissions, was not found to be deficient with regards to CEQA in Judge Waters ruling. The approach used in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to analyze the significance of GHG emissions, having once been litigated, is not subject to challenge. Judge Waters’ judgement on this issue is being appealed. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comment 1-B2-9: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. Additionally, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, for a discussion of how the project complies with the Scoping Plan goals. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32.

Response to Comment 1-B2-10: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. Topical Response A provides an overview of AB 32 and the Cap-and-Trade Program; how it applies to the consideration of Project GHG emissions and its effect on the State’s efforts to reduce its GHG emissions. The graphs presented by the AG could be applicable to any project that was previously vacant. Figure 5 in the AG’s letter identifies the graph with projected reduction targets from 1990 levels. Executive Order S-3-5 requires an 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions from 1990 levels, resulting in a downward trending graph. The GHG emissions from the Project graph identify an upward trending graph as emissions from the Project are generally new emissions as the Project would be built on generally vacant land. Thus, these graphs don’t necessarily show that the Project conflicts with the state’s ability to achieve the state climate goals. If graphs alone were used to show if a project conflicted with the state’s climate goals, then no new project that had any increase in emissions would ever get approved. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not fail to evaluate the Project’s consistency with state and regional goals, requirements, plans, and policies to reduce GHGs just because the trajectory of the two graphs are in opposition to each other. Furthermore, Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies, Table 4.7-12: Analysis of Additional Measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, Table 4.7-13: Consistency with City General Plan Air Quality Policies, and Table 4.7-14: Consistency with City Climate Action Strategy in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assess the projects consistency with these policies. In order to ensure that the WLC complies with and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32, all PDF and Mitigation Measures identified in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shall be implemented. Thus, the Project’s consistency with state and regional plans was analyzed per CEQA requirements.

Refer to Topical Response B, which discusses the Project’s compliance with the Scoping Plan and the State’s attainment goals. AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, while SB 32 has a target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Pursuant to the requirements in AB 32, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in 2008, which contains a variety of strategies to reduce the State’s emissions. The First Update to the Scoping Plan was approved in 2014 and the Second Update was approved in 2017 following the passage of SB 32. As described in Section 4.7.2.2 – State Regulations/Standards, AB 398[footnoteRef:69] extended California’s Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030 and the program is adopted as a core strategy in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update for meeting the state’s GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2030. Each version of CARB’s Scoping Plan, including the recent 2017 Scoping Plan Update, explains, on the basis of extensive modeling and analysis, that the Cap-and-Trade Program is not intended to address project-level impacts and does not do so. However, with respect to project-level GHG reduction actions and thresholds for individual development projects, the 2017 Scoping Plan Update indicates, beyond plan-level goals and actions, local governments can also support climate action when considering discretionary approvals and entitlements of individual projects through CEQA. Absent conformity with an adequate geographically-specific GHG reduction plan as described in the regulatory section of Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, CARB recommends that projects incorporate design features and GHG reduction measures, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG emissions. Achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, is an appropriate overall objective for new development.[footnoteRef:70] As discussed above, the Project incorporates project design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings (Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B and 4.7.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to achieve as close to zero net uncapped emissions for the project with incorporation of solar to meet CARB’s requirements of the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan. Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses A and B. [69: 	Section 1 of AB 398, which remains in effect until 1/1/31 states the Legislature’s intent to extend the Cap-and-Trade Program to 12/31/30 (Health & Safety Code 38501(i)). Section 2 of AB 398, which becomes effective on 1/1/31, states the Legislature’s intent that CARB design effective GHG emissions with no termination date (Health & Safety 38501(k)). Health & Safety 38551(b) states it’s the Legislature’s intent that reduction in GHG emissions continue beyond 2020.]  [70: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The strategy for achieving California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target. Available online at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf.] 


With regard to a flaw with the GHG analysis because the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR declines to fully analyze or mitigate emissions from fuel and electricity demand that the project will cause, the majority of the project’s emissions, on the ground that CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Program “covers” the project’s emissions, refer to Topical Response A which explains why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s impact analysis approach separating project emissions into capped and uncapped emissions as outlined in the Cap-and-Trade Program is acceptable and was upheld by the court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017).

The WLC project is a logistics facility and thus would increase vehicle miles travelled (VMTs) and electricity use. Although the WLC cannot reduce VMT significantly, it has reduced its reliance on electricity through the use of on-site solar. The WLC is required to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Due to the limitations that current Moreno Valley Utility (MVU) rules (see Topical Response E) impose on solar photovoltaic (PV) capacity, Phase 1 buildings can each provide 300 kilowatts (kW) of PV (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each provide 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, Project mitigation measures require the project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces, resulting in net zero-energy office buildings. Some mitigation measures, such as zero- or near zero-emission technology and utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the Project due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), are not available at this time. Thus, the WLC will incorporate the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to further reduce emissions from the project that are along the line of zero emission technology mitigation measures requested by CARB. The City has not ignored its CEQA obligations and does not improperly obscure the Projects GHG impacts by exempting them from CEQA analysis.

Response to Comment 1-B2-11: As stated in Response to Comment 1-B2-4, long-term operational emissions occur over the life of the Project (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-21). Table 4.7-5 depicts total emissions estimates for the Project construction and operations, although it does not account for PDFs (described in Section 4.17.5, Energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) that improve building energy efficiency and maximize the use of on-site renewable energy, nor do they account for the Project’s mitigation measures. Table 4.7-5 shows a summary of AB 32/SB 32 capped and uncapped project emissions (unmitigated) for each year between 2020 and buildout (see Topical Response A for a discussion of how Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project and refer to Topical Response B, which discusses the Project’s compliance with the Scoping Plan and the State’s attainment goals. ). Buildout emissions would then continue to occur for the lifetime of the Project. As shown in the table, the uncapped emissions in the year 2026 and after are over the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does address that emissions would occur, and what those emissions would be, over the life of the Project. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change and Sustainability cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 6.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, operational or long-term emissions occur over the life of the Project. Mobile emissions were calculated using emission factors for the actual years assessed (2020 through 2064). The motor vehicle and truck year-by-year emissions use emission factors corresponding to each year analyzed. For emissions in years post-2050, the 2050 emission factors were used. This is due to EMFAC2017 only projecting emission factors through 2050. CARB has designed a California Cap-and-Trade Program that is enforceable and meets the requirements of AB 32 and SB 32. The program began on January 1, 2012, placing GHG emissions limits on capped sectors (e.g., electricity generation, petroleum refining, cement production, and large industrial facilities that emit more than 25,000 MT CO2e per year), and enforcing compliance obligations beginning with 2013 emissions. Vehicle fuels were placed under the cap in 2015, and with the passage of AB 398[footnoteRef:71], the program was recently extended through 2030. The Health and Safety Code §38510 makes CARB responsible for regulating sources of GHG emissions and that §39500 makes CARB responsible for regulating emissions from vehicles. CARB was the one who decided that fuel suppliers are required to account for, and mitigate, for fuels that they produce when the fuels are combusted.[footnoteRef:72] The Cap-and-Trade Program allocates emissions permits across covered entities in each sector. As shown in Section 4.7.6.1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project’s unmitigated uncapped emissions of approximately 22,974 MTCO2e per year are over the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e per year. However, the mitigated emissions are below the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year for the Project’s entire lifetime, beginning with construction in 2020 through 2064. The maximum annual mitigated uncapped emissions for the Project’s lifetime occur at buildout (2035) and total 8,563 MTCO2e. After 2035, emissions remain below the 10,000 MTCO2e threshold and incrementally decrease for the remainder of the Project’s lifetime. [71: 	Section 1 of AB 398, which remains in effect until 1/1/31 states the Legislature’s intent to extend the Cap-and-Trade Program to 12/31/30 (Health & Safety Code 38501(i)). Section 2 of AB 398, which becomes effective on 1/1/31, states the Legislature’s intent that CARB design effective GHG emissions with no termination date (Health & Safety 38501(k)). Health & Safety 38551(b) states it’s the Legislature’s intent that reduction in GHG emissions continue beyond 2020.]  [72: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Facts About: Information for Entities That take Delivery of Fuel for Fuels Phased into the Cap-and-Trade Program Beginning on January 1, 2015. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/guidance/faq_fuel_purchasers.pdf.] 


With regard to the GHG cumulative impact analysis (Section 6.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), GHG emissions were estimated for each of the 359 cumulative projects by making land use assumptions for each of the identified cumulative project based on project specific information contained in associated documents, the City of Moreno Valley General Plan, and/or the SCAG RTP/SCS 2040 regional population and employment forecasts for all areas outside of the City of Moreno Valley. Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated during preparation of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, 66 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of project information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16) (see Section 4.3, Errata – Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Therefore, 284 potentially cumulative projects are located within the Basin that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Estimated construction GHG emissions were amortized over 30 years. Of the 359 projects analyzed, 95 projects exceeded their given threshold and 189 projects were below threshold. Given that the unmitigated project and 95 of the cumulative projects are over threshold, impacts would be potentially significant and cumulatively considerable. Given that the Project would have a potentially significant impact to GHG emissions prior to the application of mitigation, this Project’s contribution to cumulative impact is considered to be considerable prior to mitigation. The Project’s mitigated uncapped emissions total 8,563 MTCO2e at buildout in 2035, would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year, and would be less than significant. As shown in Table 6.7-2 (pages 6.7-15 – 6.7-29 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), it is estimated that 95 projects would exceed the applicable numeric threshold, contributing to a potentially significant cumulative impact. When considered with the other projects’ significant impacts, the Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact given that the project would generate uncapped emissions that are less than the 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold.

Section 4.7.6.2, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assesses the WLCs consistency with applicable federal, state, regional and local GHG reduction strategies and concludes that the Project would comply with all mandatory reduction strategies such as water conservation, energy efficiency, solid waste reduction, and efficiency measures related to transportation and motor vehicles. In addition, the project would go beyond energy conservation measures and exceed minimum compliance with 2019 Title 24 requirements. Additionally, the Project would contribute to further reductions by exceeding minimum compliance with Title 24 requirements by approximately 16 percent at full buildout, incorporating an alternative fuel service station, and supporting infrastructure to accommodate future electric vehicle populations. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. It would be speculative to assume that all 359 listed cumulative projects would be consistent with all applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to the reduction of GHG emissions. Therefore, it is possible that any of the cumulative projects are inconsistent with any plans, policies, and regulations and would result in a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the cumulative impact would be potentially significant. However, because the project’s impact would be less than significant with mitigation, the project is not contributing to cumulatively considerable impacts. As the Project does not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts in regard to GHG emissions nor conflict with applicable GHG reduction measures, the Project would not interfere with the State’s ability to comply with 2050 climate goals.

Response to Comment 1-B2-12: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, including additional mitigation measures, for the approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

In response to using all widely available commercially viable zero-emission technology, utilizing zero-emission technology trucks is an effective strategy at reducing tailpipe PM emissions. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:73] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet.) Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability. [73: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:74] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:75] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:76] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.[footnoteRef:77] BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson.[footnoteRef:78] Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.[footnoteRef:79] See also recent article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). [74: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [75: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [76: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf]  [77: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments]  [78: 	Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/]  [79: 	Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/] 


The WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling station that will open prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 25,000,000 square feet of logistics warehousing to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3-6.3C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). In addition, future development will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. Additionally, based on the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Project Design Features will be incorporated to provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). WLC is required to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces (refer to Topical Response E for the MVU limitations placed on solar). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Some of the mitigation measures suggested by the CARB, zero- or near zero-emission technology, are not available at this time, such as utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the project due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and readily available zero-emission fleets of medium- and heavy-duty trucks (Refer to response B1-4 for detailed discussion of ZEV availability and solar power. Thus, WLC will incorporate the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17.5, to further reduce emissions from the Project that are along the line of the zero emission technology mitigation measures. However, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintaining their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project required under various project design features and mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks, Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, and rooftop solar. The City has investigated the use of nonzero- and zero-emission technologies in the transportation and electricity portions and has incorporated those that are practicable and feasible.

Response to Comment 1-B2-13: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

Response to Comment 1-B2-14: As presented in Response to Comment 1-B2-5, the Project would be protective of health risks for environmental justice communities, including those from criteria and toxic air pollutants and diesel PM. The cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation of the WLC as evidenced in the HRA and Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The WLC has adopted all feasible and practicable zero- and near zero-emission technology mitigation measures to reduce impacts associated with trucking and electricity usage as described above under Response to Comments 1-B2-12 and 1-B2-13, all of which are protective of impacts to environmental justice communities. Regarding exemption of Project GHG emissions from a CEQA significance analysis because of the Cap-and-Trade Program and its effect on the State’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions through adoption of mitigation measures refer to Topical Response A.

Response to Comment 1-B2-15: Regarding exemption of Project GHG emissions from a CEQA significance analysis because of the Cap-and-Trade Program and its effect on the State’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions refer to Topical Response A. Response to Comment 1-B2-2 through 1-B2-14 address additional concerns. brought forth in the letter. Additionally, this Project would be protective of health risks for environmental justice communities as presented in Response to Comment 1-B2-5.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-B3: Govenor's Office of Planning & Research

Response to Comment 1-B3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-B3-2: This is an attachment of the State Clearinghouse Data Base details for the Revised Sections of the FEIR document. No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The City has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.
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Comment Letters Received from Regional Agencies include the following:

		1-C1: South Coast Air Quality Management District
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-C-1: South Coast Air Quality Management District

[bookmark: _Hlk16165225]Response to Comment 1-C1-1: The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) acknowledges that it has received the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) and requests that all appendices and technical documents related to air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and health risk files be provided. The City of Moreno Valley forwarded the technical documents and modeling files to SCAQMD. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment.

Response to Comment 1-C1-2: The SCAQMD acknowledges that the files asked for in Response to Comment 1-C1-1 have been provided. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment.

Response to Comment 1-C1-3: The SCAQMD acknowledges that the files asked for in Response to Comment 1-C1-1 were received by SCAQMD. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment.




[bookmark: _Toc38030169](1-D) Letters from County Departments/Agencies

No comment letters were received from county departments or agencies.




[bookmark: _Toc38030170](1-E) Letters from Local Agencies/City Departments

Comment Letters Received from Local Agencies/City Departments include the following:

		1-E1: Moreno Valley Unified School District
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-E1: Moreno Valley Unified School District

Response to Comment 1-E1-1: The Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD) appreciates how the City addressed the MVUSD’s comments on the previous Draft EIR. The MVUSD also requested the City to keep them informed of the Project’s progress. No specific comment on the contents of the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR is provided. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)




[bookmark: _Toc38030171](1-F) Letters from Community/Conservation Groups

Comment Letters Received from Community/Conservation Groups include the following:

		1-F1: Center for Biological Diversity



		1-F2: Earthjustice



		1-F3: Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley



		1-F4: Friends of Riverside’s Hills and Richard Block



		1-F5: Blum | Collins



		1-F6: Sierra Club



		1-F7: Wittwer Parkin LLP



		1-F8: California Clean Energy Committee
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F1: Arunda Prabhala, Center for Biological Diversity

Response to Comment 1-F1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-F1-2: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F1-3 through 1-F1-7 for a response to the individual concerns brought up in the letter.

Response to Comment 1-F1-3: The trial court ruling stated, “All references to CDFW Conservation Buffer Area should be removed and the potential environmental impacts on biological resources and habitats should be re-analyzed without any consideration of said buffer area.” Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

The 2018 RSFEIR addresses and incorporates the information required in the ruling. First, it removed all references to the “CDFW Buffer Area,” 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-1. Second, it provided a new biological resource assessment to determine the Project’s biological resources and habitats, both within the WLC site and the SJWA. See Biological Resources Technical Memorandum (Revised) and DBESP, Appendix B in the 2018 RSFEIR. Third, in addition to the 250-foot development set back from the SJWA's northern border and the 150-foot additional building set back (400 feet total), WLC Specific Plan Section 2.5.3 provided appropriate mitigation (based in the new assessment), so that all significant impacts were reduced to less than significant (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-74, 4.4-77, 4.4-82).

Response to Comment 1-F1-4: The 2018 RSFEIR states “it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, will have potentially significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from Project air pollution, including diesel truck exhaust” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). Similarly, the 2018 RSFEIR states that “Local wildlife (i.e., within the SJWA) may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic air contaminants from truck exhaust as the WLC project builds out” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). The northern portion of the SJWA, south of the WLC Specific Plan area, has been used historically for agricultural purposes, and may be used by foraging birds, with a portion of this area currently containing non-native grassland with predominantly non-native or invasive species. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA will be reduced somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., very little to the south), based on data from the Project air quality study provided in Appendix D of the 2015 Final EIR (MBA 2012). However, some diesel will still be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, including particulates, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). In addition, the 2018 RSFEIR acknowledges that “particulate deposition may occur within approximately 1,000 feet of truck activities within the project, which would extend part way into the northern portion of the SJWA” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72).

Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant impacts on humans. Although the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health effects from diesel pollution may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel impacts on wildlife. Potential health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, but in general, health effects from diesel exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory function, reduced heart function or longevity, decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased incidence of cancer and other mutagenic or teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, reduction in overall biodiversity, reproductive failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most commonly attributed to food loss and reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There are relatively few examples of higher animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity or gaseous air pollution. However, a number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals and other pollutants in their systems from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and ultrafine particulate matter, black or elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like phenanthrene, metallic ashes, gases like nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and crotonaldehyde, volatile organic compounds like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). One of the research limitations is that some health effects from these pollutants take a long time, in some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit themselves. These pollutant species can also be emitted from a variety of sources in complex urban environments so it can be difficult to trace individual sources of the air pollutants. In the case of this Project, air pollutant emissions potentially affecting wildlife would predominantly be the result of new warehouse uses within the Project Site. Research suggests that wildlife may be more susceptible to air pollutant impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration rates, smaller lung capacities, ingestion of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher metabolic rates, etc., although some factors like shorter natural lifespans would reduce the duration of exposure over time. For these reasons and for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals within the SJWA would be at least as susceptible to health effects from air pollution, including diesel exhaust, as humans.

Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA would be minimized somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., very little to the south), based on data from the project air quality study (MBA 2012). However, some diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions would be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent. There is little academic or scientific research on the specific impacts of diesel PM emissions on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific setbacks for wildlife protection areas from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel PM emissions. Most available research is too limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or the species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts of one pollutant on one species). Based on available scientific data, it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, could result in potentially significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from diesel truck exhaust.

To assess the significance of the impacts to wildlife from the increase in diesel PM, the results of the Health Risk Assessment (HRA), conducted for the Project, to assess the human health risk was utilized to assess the risk to animals (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). An HRA was conducted for the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants, but primarily diesel PM and total organic gases (TOG). The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operational scenarios of the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Since on-site and offsite human sensitive receptors would experience a less than significant health risk impact with incorporation of mitigation, the potential health risk impact to wildlife within the SJWA, which is located farther away than the nearest human sensitive receptors at 250 feet to the south of the proposed development area, would also be less than significant (2018 RSFEIR at page 4.4-73). No further response is required and Section 4.4 Biological Resources has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 1-F1-5: As discussed on page 4.4-78 of the 2018 RSFEIR, no burrowing owls were identified within the Project’s proposed area of disturbance; however, because suitable habitat is present within the WLC site for the burrowing owl, and because the species is highly mobile, a potential exists that, at some future date prior to Project development, this species may be present in the WLC development sites. This is a potentially significant impact requiring mitigation. The Project design features as well as the mitigation measures would reduce impacts to burrowing owl and other avian species to less than significant and the Project would be consistent with the MSHCP, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) as well as the California Fish and Game Code (Section 3503), all of which protect against direct or indirect impacts to nesting or migratory birds. The Project design features to reduce potential impacts include the 250-foot development setback, the additional 150-foot building setback (total 400 feet), and the soundwall along the southern boundary of the WLC site. The mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts include Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.3A, 4.4.6.3B, 4.4.6.3C, 4.4.6.3D, 4.4.6.3K, and 4.1.6.4A (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-79, 4.4-80, 4.4-82, and 4.4-74) The MSHCP requires that pre-construction surveys be completed in areas of suitable habitat no more than 30 days prior to any grading or ground disturbing activities within the WLC site. If burrowing owls are present during the breeding season, construction activity shall maintain a 500-foot buffer area around any active nest/burrow until it has been determined that the nest/burrow is no longer active and all juveniles have fledged the nest/burrow (MM 4.4.6.3D, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-80). IF active burrowing owl burrows are detected outside the breeding season and owls are not nesting or are in the process of nesting, active and/or passive relocation may be conducted following consultation with the CDFW (MM 4.4.6.3D, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-80). A relocation plan approved by the appropriate resource agencies must be prepared prior to any active or passive relocation. If other nesting birds are found during the pre-construction surveys, a 300-foot buffer zone will be required around the nest where no vegetation disturbance will be permitted (MM 4.4.6.3A, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-79). This buffer zone should be expanded to 500 feet for raptor and listed species such as hawks or coastal California gnatcatcher (MM 4.4.6.3A, 2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-79). Since impacts to burrowing owls and other avian species are less than significant with the above mitigation measures, the Project’s 250-foot setback from the border with the SJWA does not need to be increased. The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. The Project does not defer mitigation by relying on pre-construction surveys, which are a common practice, that will be done within 30 days of construction to detect the presence of burrowing owls and other avian species.

The reference to Richardson and Miller 1997 (Richardson, Cray T. and Clinton K. Miller 1997, Recommendations for protecting raptors from human disturbance: a review, Wildlife Society Bulletin 25(3): 634-638) regarding nest buffers for raptor species, specifically golden eagle, ranges from 200 meters (656 feet) to 1,600 meters (5,249 feet). However, the 2018 RSFEIR states “No suitable nesting habitat for golden eagle, white-tailed kite or peregrine falcon occurs within the area due to historic agricultural activities, regular disking of the site, and dominance of sparse, non-native low-quality vegetation” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-29). Because suitable nesting habitat is not present for either the golden eagle or white-tailed kite, the nesting buffer zones required by Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-79 and 4.4-80) are sufficient to protect nesting birds that could be expected on the WLC or the northern portion of the SJWA. Similarly, the peregrine falcon has a low potential to nest within the WLC as only marginal nesting habitat is present, which is located at the periphery of the WLC site. Should nesting peregrine falcon be discovered onsite, the species will be adequately protected if discovered to nest onsite by the required buffer zones of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A. Since impacts to golden eagles, white-tailed kites, and peregrine falcons are less than significant with the above mitigation measure, the Project’s 250-foot setback from the border with the SJWA does not need to be increased.

Response to Comment 1-F1-6: The 2018 RSFEIR analyzes impacts on wildlife in the SJWA and concludes that impacts from the Project would be less than significant with the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures and proposed Project design features. This is further described in Response to Comment 1-F1-3 above. Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3F (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-81) requires the preparation of a Biological Resource Management Plan (BRMP) for the 250-foot development setback area that will identify vegetation management requirements for control of invasive plants, and the planting and maintaining of trees to provide roosting and nesting opportunities for raptors and other birds. The BRMP will be reviewed and approved by the City and the SJWA manager, and implementation of the BRMP will be supervised by a qualified biologist. Preparation of the BRMP is not needed until such time that Planning Areas 10 and 12, the closest areas to the SJWA, will be developed after discretionary approval by the City (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-81). The BRMP is at the programmatic level and will be developed and approved, prior to any design of projects in WLC Planning Areas 10 and 12, and all projects within the WLC Planning Areas 10 and 12 would need to implement it. Since the BRMP would be implemented at the programmatic level it would not result in disjointed and contradictory planning regarding the 250-foot setback which will reduce impacts to the SJWA.

The 250-foot development setback is one of the design features that lessens impacts on the SJWA and would be located between the north boundary of the SJWA and the south boundary of development within the WLC. As discussed in Section 4.4.1.15, Other Issues, a. Setbacks, on page 4.4-49 of the 2018 RSFEIR, “typical setbacks to protect wildlife from human presence (though not warehousing) ranges from 50 to 500 feet, but 200–250 feet appears adequate for the most sensitive species.”[footnoteRef:80] In addition to the 250-foot development setback, the WLC Project includes a 150-foot building setback resulting in a total setback of 400 feet. The MSHCP and adopted guidelines of the USFWS and CDFW include a setback of 200 feet or more from nesting birds during construction activities and no grading or heavy equipment activity shall take place within at least 250 feet of an active nest during the breeding season and 160 feet during the non-breeding season. Furthermore, the WLC Project includes a minimum 11-foot high solid walls along the southern boundary of the WLC site that would further reduce potential urban/wildlands interface impacts. As discussed in Section 4.4.6.1 of the 2018 RSFEIR, construction and operational noise levels would result in less than significant impacts with the implementation of the two setback areas and proposed solid wall along the SJWA boundary (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-68). Because the programmatic project features would reduce potential interface issues between the WLC site and the SJWA, no further expansion of the setback area along the boundary with the SJWA is required. [80: 	McElfish, J., Kihslinger, R., and Nichols, S., 2008. Setting Buffer Sizes for Wetlands. Available online: http://staging.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/archive/documents/Doc_456.pdf] 


Response to Comment 1-F1-7: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals and why the 2018 RSFEIR complies with statutory requirements, case law, and Judge Water’s ruling. The commenter states that they join in the concerns raised by Earth Justice and others regarding the 2018 RSFEIR, in particular the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) and air quality analysis. However, they don’t state what those inadequacies are, so for a discussion regarding concerns brought up in the Earth Justice letter, refer to Response to Comments 1-F2-1 through 1-F2-8.

Response to Comment 1-F1-8: This was Attachment A - the Judgment Granting Petitions for a Peremptory Writ of Mandate to the letter. No further response is required for this attachment because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were provided within this comment.

Response to Comment F1-9: This was Exhibit A – Ruling on peremptory Writ of Mandate to the letter and not a comment. No further response is required for this attachment because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were provided within this comment.

Response to Comment F1-10: This was Exhibit 2 - “Recommendations for protecting raptors from human disturbance: a review” to the letter. No further response is required for this attachment because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were provided within this comment.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F2: Adrian Martinez, Earthjustice

Response to Comment 1-F2-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

[bookmark: _Hlk29656764]Response to Comment 1-F2-2: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

In additional, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F2-3: The 2018 RSFEIR serves as a draft EIR, and it addresses the deficiencies identified by the trial court and those sections of the 2015 Final EIR that involved data resulting from the correction of the 2015 Final EIR (see Response to Comment 1-F2-2). Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. As stated above in Response to Comment 1-F2-2, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, released in December 2019, includes updated Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy analysis utilizing the newly approved EMFAC2017 emission factors by the US EPA. The title of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the word “Draft” to avoid any misunderstanding by the public that the document is part of the Draft EIR. Response to Comments on both the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be included in this 2020 Response to Comments Document which is one of the components of the Revised Final EIR for this project.

Response to Comment 1-F2-4: The comment purports to summarize CEQA provisions and CEQA court decisions that relate to recirculation, but the CEQA statutes and guidelines set forth the accurate language of those provisions and the court decisions themselves constitute applicable legal authority. For example, the comment references Section 15088.5(a)of the CEQA Guidelines, but misstates the definition of “significant new information” that triggers the requirement to recirculate. Only “new information” that is “significant” triggers the requirement to recirculate under CEQA.

The trial court’s judgment identified five deficiencies that occurred within the 2015 Final EIR. Lead agencies responsible for EIRs which are found to be deficient and remanded to the lead agency for correction frequently will prepare and circulate just the portions of an EIR found to be deficient, adding additional portions as called for (Ballona Wetlands Trust v. City of Los Angeles, 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 463-464 (2011)). This procedure is explicitly allowed by CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(c). The City of Moreno Valley acted in compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(d) because they provided notice to the public of the 2018 RSFEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15087 and conducted consultation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15086. As a result, the City of Moreno Valley’s 2018 RSFEIR was circulated to the public and comments on the 2018 RSFEIR were solicited, as per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f)(2) (2018 RSFEIR page 2-7). Other issues that were either not presented in the CEQA litigation challenging the adequacy of the 2015 Final EIR, or if presented, were rejected by the trial court, may not be raised as challenges to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR as they are not “significant new information” that would trigger recirculation under CEQA (Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

See also Responses to Comments 1-F2-3 and 1-F2-4 regarding the 2018 RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 1-F2-5: The GHG analysis, presented in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, quantifies GHG emissions, assesses the contribution of the projects emissions to the effects of climate change, locally and cumulatively, applies the project’s GHG emissions against a significance threshold to determine impacts, proposes mitigation measures to lessen project impacts, and analyzes the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. It also assessed the project’s consistency with the State’s long-term climate goals or strategies. Therefore, the GHG analysis presented in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR meets CEQA’s Guidelines as outlined in §15064.4, Determining the Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas Emissions.[footnoteRef:81] [81: 	California Code of Regulations Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15064.4, as amended on December 28, 2018. Available online: http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/2018_CEQA_FINAL_TEXT_122818.pdf] 


Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed nor does it obfuscate the full impacts from the Project. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. As discussed in Topical Response A, CARB is the only authority that can regulate vehicle emissions standards in California. As such the Cap-and-Trade Program, as overseen by CARB, can be applied to the Project’s vehicle emissions as the analysis appropriately states that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are therefore not required to be analyzed at an individual project level. Topical Response A also demonstrates that the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology complies with CEQA and why GHG emissions associated with the combustion of fossil fuels, including transportation fuels, which is a direct result of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA. As such, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. Furthermore, the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology does not ignore CEQA’s substantive mandate as the 2015 Final EIR evaluated alternatives and provides feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) for GHG emissions to less than significant.

In regard to Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures may include, “the potential siting, orientation, and design to minimize energy consumption, including transportation energy”, as discussed in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17 and in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). The Project will seek to minimize energy consumption, through the incorporation of project design features (PDFs) (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.19-24 – 4.17- and energy conservation measures (ECMs), which will exceed Title 24 requirements by approximately 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-1). As the Project would be a logistics center with approximately 40.4 million square feet of high-cube logistics and 200,000 square feet of warehousing-related uses classified as light logistics, the Project’s primary source of GHG emissions would be from transportation fuel combustion, which is directly a result of the Project’s VMT. With respect to transportation fuel demand projections, the WLC’s estimated operational transportation fuel demand is provided in Table 4.17-7 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-33). The Project would represent between 0.002 to 0.003 percent of the County gasoline use and between 0.009 to 0.012 percent of the County diesel use (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-35).

The comment states that Appendix F’s listed mitigation measure -- “the potential siting, orientation, and design to minimize energy consumption, including transportation energy” -- would be “rendered utterly nugatory” under the approach to GHG emissions of the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR because the “siting of facilities in a manner to reduce fuel consumption (i.e. reduce VMT) would be irrelevant for mitigating GHG emissions.” With respect to siting, the 2015 Final EIR did evaluate potential Alternative Sites and determined that “there are no feasible alternative sites in the surrounding or nearby jurisdictions that could support the proposed project …” (2015 Final EIR, p. 6-39.) The Alternatives section also evaluated a Reduced Density Alternative (Alternative 1), along with two Mixed Use Alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3), each of which considered changes in GHG emissions. In addition, the comment characterizes “transportation energy” as reducing VMT, but Appendix F, Transportation Energy Technical Study, does not define “transportation energy” in this narrow manner.

A Transportation Energy Technical Study was conducted to compare feasible, cost-effective options for integrating the use of renewable energy and improving the overall energy performance of transportation operations associated with the WLC and is included as Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The Project would also include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code. As presented in Section 4.17, the WLC project would result in the efficient use of operational transportation fuel consistent with State and City goals. As such the Project would support statewide efforts to improve transportation energy efficiency and reduce fossil fuel consumption by private automobiles by incorporating feasible measures into the Project design (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-32). In conjunction with California’s stringent vehicle efficiency standards, operation of the WLC would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of transportation fuel (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-36). As discussed, the Project would implement feasible mitigation measures designed to minimize energy consumption, including transportation energy, and thus the Project did not ignore CEQA Guidelines Appendix F. Additionally, the comment identifies no new significant impacts over those disclosed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Finally, refer to Topical Response A, the Use of Cap-and-Trade, in regard to the Cap-and-Trade program as a whole.

Response to Comment 1-F2-6: Refer to Topical Response A and Response to Comment 1-F2-5 above, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies, Table 4.7-12: Analysis of Additional Measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, Table 4.7-13: Consistency with City General Plan Air Quality Policies, and Table 4.7-14: Consistency with City Climate Action Strategy in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assess the Project’s consistency with these policies. In order to ensure that the WLC complies with and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32, all Project Design Features (PDF) (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.17-19 – 4.17-24) and Mitigation Measures (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-24 – 4.7-25) identified in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shall be implemented. As discussed in Section 4.7.4 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the SCAQMD developed its significance thresholds based on consistency with California Executive Order S-3-05. As shown in Impact 4.7.6.1, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the project’s GHG emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s industrial significance threshold. However, with mitigation implemented, the Project would be reduced to levels less than 10,000 MTCO2e and, therefore, the project would not conflict with Executive Order S-3-05. Furthermore, Cap-and-Trade does move emissions towards the 2050 goal. If Cap-and-Trade is not utilized beyond 2030 to achieve 2050 goals, some equivalent measure will need to be in place to 1) maintain the Cap-and-Trade reductions achieved prior to 2030 and 2) achieve 80% reduction by 2050. In other words, the comment tries to use S-3-05 as a weapon, but in fact, S-3-05 is a defense, as it demonstrates that the State is prepared to take action (Cap-and-Trade or other measures) to achieve 80% reduction. Thus, the Project’s consistency with state and regional plans was analyzed per CEQA requirements and found to be less than significant (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-40).

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was discussed in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as follows. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the RTP demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB. The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and transportation demands (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-14). The regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary local efforts that support the goals of SB 375, as evidenced by several Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects and various county transportation improvements (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-14). The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth in high-quality transit areas and other opportunity areas in existing main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity for transit-oriented development (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-14). This overall land use development pattern supports and complements the proposed transportation network, which emphasizes system preservation, active transportation, and transportation demand management measures. The RTP/SCS exceeds its greenhouse gas emission-reduction targets set by CARB by achieving an 8 percent reduction by 2020, an 18 percent reduction by 2035, and a 21 percent reduction by 2040 compared to the 2005 level on a per capita basis. The RTP also includes an appendix on Goods Movement, which describes a process to develop and deploy needed technologies for improving efficiency of goods movement, along with key action steps for public sector agencies to help move the region to that objective (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-15). The 2016 RTP/SCS establishes near zero- and zero-emission technologies as a priority, and also sets the regional path forward towards improving the goods movement system (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.7-15). As shown, the RTP was discussed and the Project’s compliance with the RTP was analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Along the lines of implementing zero emission technologies mitigation that other commenters have asked for in their previous letters, Judge Sharon Waters’ Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (See Topical Comment C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals), required the WLC to provide a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower GHG project emissions. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report. An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. This project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility for securing additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types of sustainable energy supply for the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.17-25 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, formerly MM 4.16.4.6.1C in the 2018 RSFEIR) (refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar limits placed on the project). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity, Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Some of the mitigation measures requested by CARB in their previous letters, such as zero- or near zero-emission technology and utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the Project, are not feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums or not commercially available at this time as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, WLC will incorporate the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to reduce emissions from the Project that are in support of the zero emission technology mitigation measures requested by CARB, which may become available at some undetermined future date. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44 in the 2015 Final EIR).

Additionally, to reduce air quality impacts and in response to utilizing zero-emission technology, the Project has committed to reduce idling to 3 minutes or less in any one-hour period ; engines will be turned off when not in use; tenant fleets shall be in compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks, including but not limited to CARB’s Heavy Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation; information will be provided to tenants on alternative fuel technologies and the availability of such fuels in the area of the WLC; all yard trucks will be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel; off-road engines will utilize Tier 4 engines or greater; on-road engines will meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards (yard trucks); any diesel truck entering the WLC facility will meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative; and all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or any non-diesel fuel (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Additionally, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public which will be placed a minimum of 1000 feet from any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site zoned sensitive uses (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) which will reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. Furthermore, refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited unless it can be demonstrated that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Any such proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). However, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations.

Response to Comment 1-F2-7: The air quality analysis can be found in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The analysis does not mislead the public or decisions makers about the impacts from the Project. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors. The latest approved EPA EMFAC2017 emission factors were utilized in this analysis to better represent pollution emissions form larger vehicles. The 2015 Final EIR utilized EMFAC2014 which represented lower emissions estimates from larger vehicles. To assess risks to nearby sensitive receptors, a health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer (WLC being the largest diesel magnet source), contrary to what was found by the Health Effects Institute (HEI) study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the HEI finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk.

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated maximum incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk.

Additionally, the HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from north of the project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm Springs, and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated health impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus operation scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 2.5 miles away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full project operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an approximate distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one million. Some receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. Because project-generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from the project site, the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be less than those presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network will be the greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway would be near the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one million threshold with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor as residents. This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker receptors and may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 4.3- 6 is to identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of combined construction and operation.

In response to the comment about the County of Riverside getting an F for ozone and PM pollution, Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 (diesel PM) resulting from the project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:82] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. [82: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


Although the WLC project would include a large amount of diesel trucks, as discussed above, the cancer risk HRA’s for construction and operation and operation of the WLC and the ozone and PM2.5 health effects study, concluded that Project impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures.

Response to Comment 1-F2-8: The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis contained in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR utilized EMFAC2017, the latest emissions model, in the calculation of Project emissions. The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis in the 2018 RSFEIR used EMFAC2014, but these sections were replaced with the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas section in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which was redone after the USEPA approved EMFAC2017.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F3: Tom Paulek/Susan Nash, Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley

Response to Comment 1-F3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-F3-2: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-F3-3: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Court Ruling on the 2015 Final EIR voided the 2015 Final EIR certification, as certain parts of the 2015 Final EIR were found to be deficient and thus needed revision. The City agrees that the 2015 Final EIR certification be set aside based on the non-compliance findings determined by the Court Ruling and that a writ ordered the City to set aside the certification of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR was prepared to correct the deficiencies identified in the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, the 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were found to be in compliance with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public administrative record.

Response to Comment 1-F3-4: Refer to Response 1-F1-3 above for further discussion, and to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. It is acknowledged that one purpose of the 2018 RSFEIR was to amend the text to ensure that the “buffer” concept was eliminated and not considered, and the 2018 RSFEIR does not consider or evaluate any part of the SJWA as a buffer area. Instead, the 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.4 Biological Resources evaluated whether or not the WLC project would have potentially significant impacts on biological resources, inclusive of those found within the SJWA. The 2018 RSFEIR re-analyzed the potential project impacts on biological resources and habitats without any consideration of said former SJWA buffer area.

The 2018 RSFEIR does not fail to identify significant impacts to public wildlife resources, nor does it avoid or fail to analyze impacts on wildlife resources. As discussed on page 4.4-61, “development that will be near the SJWA may cause significant impacts to species within the SJWA, which will require mitigation that may include a fair share contribution toward safety improvements along Gilman Springs Road.” In regard to endangered/threatened species, Section 4.4.61, Endangered and Threatened Species, discusses special-status plant and animal species that have the potential to occur within the general vicinity of the WLC site, 17 plant and animal species are designated as endangered or threatened (Table 4.4-6); one of these, the Coastal gnatcatcher, was observed but none of the other species are believed to be present on the WLC site, although listed birds may utilize the SJWA on a seasonal basis.

Project impacts were analyzed in detail within the 2018 RSFEIR, Sections 4.4.5, Less Than Significant Impacts, and 4.4.6, Significant Impacts (pages 4.4-58 through 4.4-82). As stated on page 4.4-61, “potential indirect impacts to avian and other biological resources within the SJWA will be reduced to less than significant levels by the requirements of a 250-foot on-site setback in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A. Project design features and associated setbacks, previously described, will reduce project impacts to adjacent biological resources to less than significant levels.” According to available research, presented in Section 4.4.1.15. in the 2018 RSFEIR, a 250-foot development setback is adequate for a project-SJWA separation and is supported by a compilation of available academic and scientific literature and studies on wildlife impacts from diesel emissions, and also the distance established in nesting bird surveys for setbacks from human activity. In addition, the Specific Plan Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1A requires solid walls along the 250-foot development setback where are truck activity areas adjacent, which will help provide an additional buffer from building lighting and noise and effectively mitigate potential direct and indirect impacts on the SJWA. In addition to the 250-foot development setback and solid walls, the WLC Project includes a 150-foot building setback resulting in a total setback of 400 feet that would further reduce potential impacts on wildlife within the SJWA area. Regarding impacts to threatened and endangered species, the coastal California gnatcatcher was detected on the WLC site for which mitigation is included in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.3A in the 2018 RSFEIR.

To minimize impacts to listed species, the WLC specific plan provides a number of Project design features to address the interface between the WLC and SJWA including the following to create an interface area that is sensitive to the unique relationship between the Project and the SJWA.

The 250-foot development setback is one of the design features that lessens impacts on the SJWA. As discussed in Section 4.4.1.15.a, Other Issues, a. Setbacks on page 4.4-49 of the 2018 RSFEIR, “typical setbacks to protect wildlife from human presence (though not warehousing) ranges from 50 to 500 feet, but 200–250 feet appears adequate for the most sensitive species.[footnoteRef:83] In addition to the 250-foot development setback, the WLC Project includes a 150-foot building setback resulting in a total setback of 400 feet. Furthermore, the WLC Project includes a minimum 11-foot high solid walls along the southern boundary of the WLC site that would further reduce potential urban/wildlands interface impacts. As discussed in Section 4.4.6.1 of the 2018 RSFEIR, construction and operational noise levels would result in less than significant impacts with the implementation of the two setback areas and proposed solid wall along the SJWA boundary (RDEIR at page 4.4-68). Because the project features would reduce potential interface issues between the WLC site and the SJWA, no further expansion of the setback area along the boundary with the SJWA is required [83: 	McElfish, J., Kihslinger, R., and Nichols, S., 2008. Setting Buffer Sizes for Wetlands. Available online: http://staging.ecosystemmarketplace.com/wp-content/uploads/archive/documents/Doc_456.pdf] 


Setbacks: Establishes a 250-foot wide development setback from the southernmost property line along the SJWA boundary, and an additional 150-foot building setback from the development setback to help minimize potential impacts on biological resources of the SJWA (WLC Specific Plan Section 2.2.3.f.4, Exhibit 4-16).

Architecture and Building Restrictions: Requires ground- and roof-mounted equipment to be screened from off-site view (WLC Specific Plan Section 5.3.15).

Landscaping Restrictions: Provides “Special Edge Treatment Areas” in terms of adjacent uses, including the SJWA and Gilman Springs Road (WLC Specific Plan Section 2.5.3, Exhibit 2-1 and Section 2.5.4, Exhibit 2-3).

Off-Site Lighting: All lighting in the vicinity of SJWA shall be designed to confine all direct light rays to the project site and preclude the visibility of direct light rays from the wildlife area (WLC Specific Plan Section 4.3). The project would also comply with the City’s new Dark Sky Lighting Ordinance, which reduces spillover light to 0.25 foot-candles at five feet from the adjacent property lines.

As discussed in Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, overall, project impacts on wildlife are determined to be less than significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-B through 4.4.6.3A-K).

The alternative analysis was presented in Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the 2015 Final EIR,[footnoteRef:84] which is part of the Public Record. The judge’s ruling did not find the Alternatives section deficient, thus there was no need to recirculate this portion of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR was prepared to correct the deficiencies identified in the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, the 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were found to be in compliance with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public administrative record. [84: 	City of Moreno Valley, 2015. World Logistics Center Project Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report, Volume 3 – Final Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No. 2012021045, May.] 


Response to Comment 1-F3-5: It is acknowledged that the City of Moreno Valley is signatory to both the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (SKR HCP) and the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). As stated on page 4.4-54 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) focusing on the long-term conservation of species and their habitats in western Riverside County. The MSHCP serves as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of Federal Endangered Species Act as well as the Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the State of California. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) also issued the NCCP Approval and Take Authorization for the MSHCP. As long as adherence to the policies and requirements of the MSHCP is maintained, participants in the MSHCP, which include the County of Riverside and fourteen cities (including the City of Moreno Valley), are allowed to authorize “incidental take” of plant and wildlife species of concern. The Implementing Agreement authorized the "take of 146 species covered by the MSHCP (termed “covered species”), including state and federally listed species, as well as other identified sensitive species." The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CDFW have authority to regulate the Take of Threatened, Endangered, and rare Species. Under the MSHCP, the USFWS and CDFW can grant “Take Authorization” for otherwise lawful actions—such as public and private development that may incidentally Take or harm individual species or their habitat outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area—in exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservation Area. With regard to the SKRHCP (Section 4.4.5.2 of the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-60), the WLC site is within the SKR HCP fee area. The long-term SKR HCP provides Take Authorization for the SKR within its boundaries. The core reserves established by the SKR HCP will be managed as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area consistent with the provisions of the SKR HCP. Focused surveys for Stephens’ kangaroo rat will not be required for this project because the project lies within the SKR Fee Area; therefore, no requirements under the SKR HCP other than payment of a local fair share mitigation fee to acquire additional SKR conservation lands are required. Pertaining to the MSHCP (Section 4.4.5.2 of the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-60 and 4.4-61), the MSHCP and its Implementation Agreement contain a fee mitigation program pursuant to which local agencies collect development impact fees and remit such fees to the Riverside Conservation Authority (RCA). These fees are in turn used to acquire lands that are suitable for habitat preservation for species covered by the MSHCP. Payment of the local MSHCP mitigation fee will be required of the project prior to the issuance of building permits. The MSHCP provides that payment of the fee completely mitigates a project’s environmental impacts. Additionally, as required by the October 17, 2014 JPR, the WLC Project must implement the guidelines contained in MSHCP Section 6.1.4 related to controlling adverse effects for development adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, of which there are seven specific conditions. Thus, since the WLC would comply with SKR HCP and MSHCP requirements, Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts.

The mandatory findings of significance were evaluated for threatened and endangered species including the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species. Project impacts pertaining to the mandatory findings of significance were analyzed in detail within the 2018 RSFEIR, Sections 4.4.5, Less Than Significant Impacts (pages 4.4-58 – 4.4-64, and 4.4.6, Significant Impacts (pages 4.4-64 through 4.4-82). As discussed above in Response to Comment 1-F3-5, endangered and threatened special status species impacts were determined to be less than significant with the implementation of recommended mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-B through 4.4.6.3A-K).

Cumulative impacts on Biological Resources are analyzed in 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4 (pages 6.4-1 through 6.4-33). The cumulative impact geographic area for biological resources is the MSHCP area, which also includes the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). Refer to Figure 6.4-1 (2018 RSFEIR page 6.4-3) and Table 6.4-1 (2018 RSFEIR pages 6.4-5 – 6.4-23 for projects that could potentially result in a cumulative impact to the SJWA that are located within the biological resources cumulative impact area. The Project and the other cumulative projects fall within the jurisdiction of the MSHCP. As shown, there are very few cumulative projects that would directly affect the SJWA. RC-1 and RC-5. The northern portion of the SJWA Area is designated as Agriculture in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Management Plan and the existing use is fallow agricultural land. As such, sensitive species associated with the SJWA are located in the central and southern portion of the wildlife area, over one-mile south of the WLC project boundary and farther away from the identified cumulative projects. The impacts conclusion in the 2018 RSFEIR is “… there are no unmitigated project-specific significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources identified in the FEIR” (2018 RSFEIR, page 6.4-2) with incorporation of recommended mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-B through 4.4.6.3A-K). Similar to the project, each of these identified cumulative projects are required to mitigate impacts to biological resources including the MSHCP and the SJWA. A review of available CEQA documents in the identified biological resources cumulative project area indicates that these identified projects mitigate impacts to biological resources through a combination of project design features, mitigation measures and payment of MSHCP fees (2018 RSFEIR page 6.4-23).

Response to Comment 1-F3-6: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F4: Friends of Riverside’s Hills and Richard Block

Response to Comment 1-F4-1: World Logistic Center traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Air Quality impacts were evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, and Noise impacts were assessed in Section 4.12 of the 2018 RSFEIR. A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) in Appendix F in the 2018 RSFEIR, was conducted for the Project which identified specific near-term and longer-term circulation improvements that would be required to mitigate Project impacts and maintain acceptable peak hour and daily levels of service (LOS) on surface streets and freeways affected by the project. As part of the TIA, impacts to freeways were analyzed with regard to LOS. As indicated in the analysis, many of the freeway segments along SR-60 and I-215 would be impacted as discussed in Section 4.15.6 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The WLC project would increase the density of traffic in the area, with most of the area operating at a degraded level of service. Therefore, traffic impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable for roads and intersections, and on all freeway mainline, weaving, and ramp facilities because those roads, intersections, and freeways are not within the City’s jurisdiction as discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 RSFEIR. However, payment of fair share mitigation fees is required for the improvements not within the City of Moreno Valley and those jurisdictions that have established fair share mitigation programs (see mitigation measure 4.7.15.4E and 4.7.15.4F). In addition, payment is also required for the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) as set forth in Municipal Code Chapter 3.44 (See Mitigation Measure 4.7.15.4D on page 4.4-63 of the 2018 RSFEIR).

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors within the project area. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis which includes using trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. As discussed in Table 4.3-29 in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum unmitigated incremental increase in cancer risk along SR 60 for a 30-year exposure, beginning after the full buildout of the WLC Project, is 34 people per million people and the mitigated incremental increase in cancer risk, as shown in Table 4.3-29 is 9.5 people per million people, below the 10 people per million people SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold. Table 4.3-26 in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identifies that the maximum cancer risk for a 30-year exposure beginning at project construction (construction and operation) at any area in the modelling domain is a total of 66.8 people per million prior to mitigation which is considered significant. After the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E and 4.3.6.5A, the cancer risk at any area within the modeling domain is a total of 9.1 people per million people as shown in Table 4.3-28. Thus, although the Project would increase traffic in the area, the chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Project air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, even with incorporation of mitigation. However, this is a programmatic EIR, and there will be subsequent environmental evaluations as the Project is built out. Thus, it is possible that other mitigation measures, such as zero-emission technologies, could become available at a later date, due to real-world circumstances, and could be incorporated into the subsequent environmental documents at that time to reduce air quality impacts. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44). Nonetheless, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

With regard to noise, the 2018 RSFEIR analyzed potential noise impacts resulting from construction and operation of the WLC project in Section 4.12. As stated on page 4.12-36 of the 2018 RSFEIR, 89 freeway segments were analyzed in the noise analysis. The traffic noise study area included the main travel routes between the Project and neighboring cities of Riverside, Perris, Beaumont, San Jacinto, and Redlands. The study area extended west to the nearest ramps on SR-91 and as far south as the I-215 ramps at Redlands Avenue in Perris. The study area for freeways was selected to encompass the freeway routes radiating from the Project site to the north, south, east, and west. As provided in Appendix C of Appendix D (Noise and Vibration Technical Report), there were 6 freeway segments along the portions of SR 60 that is shared with I-215. Based on a review of the noise levels generated during the peak hour periods, the 2018 plus full project buildout scenario compared to the existing conditions scenario would result in peak hour noise levels increasing 0.6 to 0.7 dBA CNEL. This increase in noise level would be less than significant because the increase would be less than 1.5 dB threshold that would need to occur to result in a substantial noise increase.

Response to Comment 1-F4-2: Information regarding present peak hour volumes and peak hour volumes with Project traffic generation can be found in Section 4.15, Transportation and Traffic, and Appendix F, Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Technical Report. The section and appendix looked at traffic along the portion of I-215 that overlaps with SR-60. The TIA analyzed six individual freeway segments that are along this portion of the I-215 and SR-60, the segment between Martin Luther King Boulevard and Central Avenue, identified in the TIA as segment F-24, was reviewed to answer the commenter’s questions. The existing conditions for this segment of freeway (I-215 and SR-60) are shown in Table 15 of the traffic study located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. The existing peak-hour volumes in this section are as follows:

I-215 Freeway from Martin Luther King Boulevard to Central Avenue -Segment F-24

Westbound: AM Peak Hour: 7,050 vehicles, PM peak Hour: 6,885 vehicles

Eastbound: AM Peak Hour: 9,400 vehicles, PM peak Hour: 9,400 vehicles

Per the Highway Capacity Manual, freeways are evaluated based on density—not delay. The highest density (see Table 15 in Appendix F) is 59.2 and 33.3 vehicles-per-mile for eastbound in the AM and westbound in the AM, respectively.

As explained in Section 4D on pages 93 through 97 of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), the effect of adding a large employment center in an area with a poor jobs/housing balance is that some Riverside County residents who might otherwise have driven to jobs in the coastal counties would choose to work at the proposed Project instead. Some residents of Jurupa Valley, Ontario, and Chino would choose to reverse-commute to the proposed Project rather than drive to jobs in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. As shown in Figures 33 and 34 on page 95 of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) traffic model predicts that the proposed Project would reduce car traffic in the peak direction of travel in this section of freeway. The Project’s effects on total volumes in this section of freeway are shown in Table 37 on page 169 of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR). The existing conditions and existing plus Project conditions for this segment are also shown on Table 4.15-32 on page 4.15-83 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The Existing Plus Project Conditions is compared to the Existing Conditions to derive the change in existing traffic volumes. A breakdown of the total volumes between cars and trucks are shown below for this segment. From a traffic perspective, the proposed Project would increase the density of traffic during the morning peak hour in the eastbound direction and during the evening peak hour in the westbound direction. This increase in density is derived when comparing the existing conditions and existing plus Project conditions on Table 4.15-32 on page 4.15-83 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Because this segment of the SR-60/I-215 is currently operating at a degraded level of service, an increase in the density of traffic would result in a significant traffic impact as shown on Table 4.15-32 on page 4.15-83 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Table 2, of the TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) provides the derivation of trip generation rates for high-cube warehouses; passenger vehicles account for 69 percent, 2- to 4- axle trucks make up 15 percent with the remaining 16 percent being 5+ axle trucks. The project would change traffic volumes as follows:

		Direction

		Vehicle Type

		Traffic Volume Change
during AM Peak Hour

		Traffic Volume Change
during PM Peak Hour



		Eastbound

		Cars

		259

		-331



		

		Trucks

		212

		181



		

		Total

		471

		-150



		Westbound

		Cars

		-440

		-170



		

		Trucks

		260

		285



		

		Total

		-180

		115







Regarding the cut-through traffic that the commenter is describing that utilizes Watkins Drive, Blaine Street and others, this is an existing condition stemming from existing commuting patterns. The traffic study used the best available traffic model (Riverside County Transportation and Analysis Model [RIVTAM] as discussed on pages 36 and 37 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) to forecast how the Project would change commute patterns, including diversion of traffic due to congestion. Any commute traffic to/from the proposed Project using Watkins Avenue would travel south on Watkins Drive in the morning and turn left onto I-215/SR-60 using the eastbound on-ramp at the Central Avenue Interchange (Intersection 77) and return in the evening using the westbound off-ramp (Intersection 78). Comparing the volumes for these two movements in the Existing Condition and Existing Plus Project Condition (TIA Figures 12-I and 41-I respectively) shows that the proposed Project will add 42 vehicles to the southbound left-turn onto the on-ramp in the morning and 8 vehicles to the westbound right turn in the evening. The Project would not have a significant impact at either intersection (see Table 35 on page 162 for the AM Peak Hour and page 165 for the PM Peak Hour). Thus, this commute pattern was studied in the 2018 RSFEIR.

With respect to the increase in air pollutants that stop and go traffic would cause due to increased idling times, health risks associated with the WLC project truck emissions were analyzed in the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) Section 4.3 and Appendix A to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and are represented as the increase in incremental cancer risk associated with exposure to diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) emissions from project construction and operations and project operations. These diesel PM emissions arise from both exhaust and idling of diesel trucks while operating on and near the Project site. A HRA was conducted for the WLC to allow decision makers to see the acute and chronic non-cancer health risk impacts as well as the cancer-related health risk impacts of the WLC project. See Response to Comment 1-F4-1 above, for a further discussion of the incremental health risks associated with the Project. As shown on Figure 4.3-5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-75, cancer risk during construction and operation of the WLC around the I-215 and SR 60 interchange would be approximately 2 in one million with mitigation. As depicted on Figure 4.3-6 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-76, cancer risk during operation of the WLC around the I-215 and SR 60 interchange would be approximately 5 in one million with mitigation. Both of these are below the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold of 10 in one million.

As discussed on page 4.3-64 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the diesel PM impact results in a chronic non-cancer hazard index (HI) of 0.14 which is less than the SCAQMD’s significance level of 1.0 and therefore, less than significant. Also discussed on page 4.3-64 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the acute non-cancer HI which was determined for a worst-case condition that assumed the project would be constructed between 2020 and 2034 and full operation starts in 2035. Based on this information, the maximum acute non-cancer HI found at any receptor within the model domain prior to mitigation was 0.07 during any year of project construction and operation which is less than the SCAQMD’s non-cancer HI threshold of 1.0 and therefore is less than significant without mitigation. Thus, the potential for short-term acute and chronic exposure from toxic air contaminant emissions are considered to be less than significant.

The cancer-related health risk impacts were assessed consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminant (diesel PM10 exhaust), the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, and what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-26). The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the project site. Table 4.3-26, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, presents the unmitigated estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure scenario that starts from the beginning of Project construction (Construction + Operation HRA), which used updated construction and operational emissions values. The results are provided separately for Project construction diesel PM emissions, operational diesel PM emissions, and the total Project diesel PM emissions prior to the application of emission mitigation. Table 4.3-27 shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year residential exposure scenario that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA), which used the 2035 emission levels to represent the emissions for 2035 to 2064. As shown in Table 4.3-26 and 4.3-27, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. With mitigation incorporated, the cancer risks are substantially lower, and the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold would not be exceeded at any of the onsite or offsite receptors within the study area. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the requirement of Tier 4 construction equipment (see Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A). With implementation of mitigation measures, local communities would not face undue pollution from this Project in regard to cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and there will be subsequent environmental evaluations as the Project is built out. Each subsequent development with the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. As demonstrated above and discussed in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project (that includes truck idling) to sensitive receptors were evaluated along with incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors due to truck idling.

With regard to noise, refer to Response to Comment 1-F4-1 above.

Response to Comment 1-F4-3: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F4-2, commute traffic associated with the Project is estimated to add 42 vehicles during the morning peak hour traveling south on Watkins Drive in the morning to the southbound left-turn onto the I-215 on-ramp and 8 vehicles during the evening peak hour exiting I-215 at Central Avenue and traveling north on Watkins. Based on a review of the existing and existing plus Project buildout peak hour traffic volumes traveling to and from the I-215 at Central Avenue, the Project traffic would add approximately 9 percent additional peak hour trips on Watkins Drive in the morning and approximately 4 percent additional peak hour trips to Watkins Drive in the evening. Based on a review of the I-215/SR-60 and Central Avenue on- and off-ramps (Intersection 77 and 78), the Project would not exceed the City of Riverside the level of service standard (LOS D), and therefore, would not have a significant impact at either ramp intersection (see Table 35 on page 162 for the AM Peak Hour and page 165 for the PM Peak Hour).

From a noise perspective, traffic volumes would need to double to generate an increase of 3 dB. An increase of 5 dB is considered substantial and significant. The Project’s increase in trips along Watkins Drive could increase noise levels; however, this increase would be nominal and less than a 3 dB increase because the increase would be substantially less than doubling the existing traffic volumes.

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed air quality impacts from the WLC which included the area of the University of California Riverside Campus. As noted in Response to Comment 1-F4-2, above, the HRA found that the estimated maximum cancer risk anywhere in the model domain (which encompasses the University of California Riverside Campus) is less than the 10 in a million threshold with implementation of mitigation, therefore, the impact would be less than significant. However, implementation of the WLC project would exceed applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOx. Despite the implementation of mitigation measures, emissions associated with the Project cannot be reduced below the applicable thresholds and would remain significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 1-F4-4: Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, analyzed impacts to flora and fauna from the WLC project. As part of the analysis, the WLC site was assessed to determine consistency with the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) focusing on conservation of species and their associated habitats in western Riverside County. The Box Springs Mountain Park is not close to where Project construction would occur. The change in vegetation in the Box Springs Mountains is the result of many factors, air pollution being one factor. One of the greatest factors in the change in the Box Spring Mountains has been the frequent wildfires that have altered much of the native vegetation from a shrubland to a non-native grassland according to Minnich and Dezzani (Minnich, Richard A. and Raymond J. Dezzani, 1998, Historical Decline of Coastal Sage Scrub in Riverside-Perris Plan, California, Western Birds 29: 366-391). However, as stated in the 2018 RSFEIR, potential impacts related to MSHCP consistency will be less than significant.

Section 4.4 also discusses the effects of pollution impacts on plants and animals. Nitrogen deposition is the term used to describe nitrogen-based pollutants that are deposited as a result of emissions from future project related activities. The pollutants are typically in the form of nitrogen oxide (NOx) and ammonia (NH3)-derived pollutants, primarily nitric acid (HNO3) (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-62). Although there are many types of nitrogen-based pollutants resulting from project-related emissions, HNO3 is typically the easiest to measure and is used in determining nitrogen deposition rates. Mechanisms by which nitrogen deposition can lead to impacts on sensitive species include (1) direct toxicity, (2) changes in species composition among native plants, and (3) enhancement of invasive species (Fenn et al. 2003; Weiss 2006a). Direct toxicity refers to impacts associated with direct contact with the nitrogen pollutants. There is no scientific documentation that links direct toxicity to impacts associated with sensitive plant and wildlife species. Therefore, the effect of direct toxicity is considered speculative. An increase in nitrogen deposition does not inhibit the growth of native plants, but promotes the rapid growth of non-native invasive species that could out-compete native plants for available water and nutrients. If the increase of non-native plant species is detrimental to the growth of native plants, the result may be a conversion from a native plant community to a non-native plant community. This change in habitat is only considered a significant impact if that change occurs in suitable habitat for a federally threatened or endangered species within USFWS-designated critical habitat. The WLC will consist of mobile, non-point pollution sources (diesel trucks), which will result in a highly random dispersion of emissions that will occur in a broad, regional fashion (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-63). Because of the way in which nitrogen is generated by the WLC project, its overall patterns for dispersion, and the multi-variant parameters that would need to be taken into consideration for such an analysis, there is no established scientific basis or standards to study the effects of nitrogen dispersion for non-point pollution sources; hence, project-specific conclusions or mitigation would be overly speculative for the purposes of the 2018 RSFEIR.

Local wildlife may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic air contaminants from truck exhaust as the WLC project builds out. New development will produce significant amounts of diesel-related air pollutants that will be released into the atmosphere, including gases and particles of various sizes. Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant impacts on humans. Although the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health effects from diesel pollution may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel impacts on wildlife. Potential health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, (1) but in general health effects from air pollution/diesel exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory function, (2) reduced heart function or longevity, decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased incidence of cancer and other mutagenic or teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, reduction in overall biodiversity, reproductive failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most commonly attributed to food loss and reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There are relatively few examples of higher animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity or gaseous air pollution. However, a number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals and other pollutants in their systems from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and ultrafine particulate matter, black or elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like phenanthrene, metallic ashes, gases like nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and crotonaldehyde, volatile organic compounds like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. One of the research limitations is that some health effects from these pollutants take a long time, in some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit themselves. These pollutant species can also be emitted from other sources, so in complex urban environments, it can be difficult to trace individual sources of air pollution. In this case, air quality is species would predominantly be the result of new warehouse uses within the project. Research suggests that wildlife may be more susceptible to air pollutant impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration rates, smaller lung capacities, ingestion of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher metabolic rates, etc., although some factors like shorter lifespans would reduce the length of exposure over time. For these reasons and for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals within the area would be at least as susceptible to health effects from air pollution, including diesel exhaust, as humans.

In addition to pollutants associated with diesel trucks, passenger vehicles produce additional air pollutants including carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, particulates, etc. These pollutants will also have indirect impacts on wildlife resources in the area. Two impacts of most concern would be ozone degradation (e.g., plants having an unusual dry or “burned” look) and the deposition of additional nitrogen, both of which can disrupt plant growth cycles. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife could occur as a result of diesel and other project-related air pollutants, including gases and particulates, from trucks and passenger vehicles. There appears to be little academic or scientific research on the specific impacts of diesel air pollutant emissions on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific setbacks for wildlife protection areas from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel pollution. Most available research is too limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or the species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts of one pollutant on one species. To assess the significance of the impacts to wildlife from the increase in air pollution, primarily diesel PM, the results of the HRA conducted for the project to assess the human health risk was utilized to assess the risk to animals. As discussed above in Response to Comment 1-F4-2, an HRA was conducted for the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which focused on estimating the health risks from diesel PM. The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Thus, based on available information, the effects of emissions on wildlife and vegetation in the Box Springs Mountains is less than significant. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC with regard to diesel PM and other pollutants to humans, which is also used for wildlife and plants.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F5: Gary Ho, Blum | Collins

Response to Comment 1-F5-1: No specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were provided in this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-F5-2: No specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis were provided in this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-F5-3: The purpose of the document was to recirculate the sections of the 2015 Final EIR document that were revised. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c) allows the lead agency to recirculate the chapters or portions of the EIR that have been modified. By recirculating on those portions of the document that have been revised allowed the public to focus on their review on only the portions of the document that have changed. The recirculation of only the revised sections of the 2015 Final EIR is appropriate. Furthermore, the title of the new document was Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR); in compliance with the CEQA Guidelines.

The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

Response to Comment 1-F5-4: The 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Response to Comments was available to the public for review prior to the City of Moreno Valley taking action on the project in 2015.

The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

Response to Comment 1-F5-5: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

As for the references to the CO hotspot analysis, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the analysis of CO hotspots in Section 4.3.5.2 because the odor issue that was addressed in Section 4.3.5.1 of the 2015 Final EIR and did not require revisions in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The cumulative discussion of CO hotspots is included in Section 6.3.3.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As discussed in Section 6.3.3.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, CO hotspots associated with the WLC Project would be less than significant which is a similar finding as discussed in the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 2.

Appendices to the 2015 Final EIR included: Appendix A: Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP), NOP Mailing List; Appendix B: NOP Response Letters, and Public Scoping Meeting Materials; Appendix C: Agricultural Resources; Appendix D: Air Quality/Health Risk/Greenhouse Gases; Appendix E: Biological Resources; Appendix F: Cultural and Paleontological Resources; Appendix G: Geotechnical Constraints; Appendix H: Specific Plan and Project Information; Appendix I: Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Appendix J: Hydrology and Water Quality; Appendix K: Noise; Appendix L: Traffic; Appendix M: Water Resources; Appendix N: Utilities; Appendix O: Economic-Fiscal Studies; and Appendix P: Preparer Résumés.

The 2018 RSFEIR includes updated appendices for the following areas (these appendices replace those in the 2015 Final EIR): Appendix A: Air Quality/GHG and Health Risk Assessment Technical Report; Appendix B: Biological Resources Technical Memorandum and DBESP; Appendix C: Hydrology/Water Quality Technical Memorandum; Appendix D: Noise Analysis Technical Report; Appendix E: Renewable Energy Technical Report; and Appendix F: Traffic Impact Assessment Technical Report.

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR included the following updated appendices (which replace those in the 2018 RSFEIR): Appendix A: Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas/Health Risk Assessment Technical Report and Appendix E: Energy.

Response to Comment 1-F5-6: Chapter 3, Project Description in the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identifies that the WLC project is planned over a period of 15 years, from 2020 through 2034. However, the phasing used in the air quality analysis did not exactly match the phasing described in the Project Description in the 2018 RSFEIR. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fixed the phasing discrepancy between the Project Description and the Air Quality analysis. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR states that Phase 1 of the WLC project would be completed by 2024 and occupied by 2025 and would contain approximately 50 percent of development or approximately 20.3 million square feet of logistics warehouse uses. Phase 2 is anticipated to be completed by 2034 and fully occupied by 2035 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 3-2). As stated in the Project Description (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 3-2) Project phasing predictions are conceptual. Actual amount and timing of development will be dependent upon numerous factors, many of which are outside the control of the City or the developer, including interest by building users, private developers and local, regional, and national economic conditions. These and other factors will ultimately determine the location and rate at which development within the project area occurs. Additionally, the assumptions for each environmental issue do not need to be the same if a separate set of assumptions are estimating potential worst-case effects of the WLC project which is the case for air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and the health risk assessment.

For the traffic analysis, as stated in the Traffic Impact Analysis Report, Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR (page 1) and Section 4.15 (2018 RSFEIR, page 4.15-2), the interim year analysis, 2025, shows the Project when it is approximately half built out. 2025 was selected for the interim year based on SCAG’s projection that 222 million square feet of logistics warehouses would be built in the region between 2016 and 2025, and the assumption that the WLC would attract approximately 10 percent of the regional total (around 22 million square feet; 2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-6). Thus, Table 4.15-11 (2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-28) shows that 2025 would have a buildout of 21.45 million square feet which is approximately 52.8 percent. Again, this value is close to the 50 percent estimated in the Project description and as stated above was specifically chosen by the TIA as it’s based on SCAG projections for the region and represents the worst-case for traffic impacts for 2025, and generally follows the assumptions of the Project description.

Response to Comment 1-F5-7: The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analysis contained in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR utilized EMFAC2017, the latest emissions model, in the calculation of Project emissions.

Response to Comment 1-F5-8: As noted in Response to Comment 1-F5-6, the air quality phasing was changed to match that in the project description and shows that project construction would occur over a 15-year period with full project buildout in 2035 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The analysis of the CO hotspots (Section 4.3.5.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Localized Construction and Operational Impacts (Section 4.3.6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and Impacts to Sensitive Receptors (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) now rely on the assumption that full project buildout will occur in 2035, the same assumptions as the Project Description.

Response to Comment 1-F5-9: The air quality analysis was redone in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR due to the approval of EMFAC2017 by the USEPA. As a result, compared to the 2018 RSFEIR, construction emissions analyzed assume a more average approach to construction phasing and duration and the completion of Phase 1 by December 31, 2024 and the completion of Phase 2 by December 31, 2034. This results in greater consistency with the assumed Project buildout and occupancy schedule with Phase 1 operational in 2025 and Phase 2 operational in 2035. On-road mobile emissions for both construction and operations reflect updated emissions factors using EMFAC2017. The use of EMFAC2017 results in the inclusion of natural gas heavy-duty trucks. Additionally, an early operational year (2035) has been assumed for full Project buildout as opposed to 2040 in the 2018 RSFEIR, resulting in less efficient vehicles. To provide a conservative air quality analysis, construction was assumed to be completed over a 15-year period that provides for phase overlap and the use of less efficient construction equipment. For mass grading, each planning area was assumed to be graded separately over a total of approximately 13 years to reflect a realistic grading plan. The estimated construction equipment and phasing schedule is identified in Table 3.1 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The revised CalEEMod runs and on-road construction emissions, which were calculated separate from CalEEMod using EMFAC2017 emission factors, are also located in Appendix A. Construction assumptions are located in Appendix A.1 of the Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas/Health Risk Assessment Technical Report, which is located behind Appendix C CO Hot Spot Output in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Although no longer relevant, because the Air Quality analysis in the 2018 RSFEIR has been redone in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the CalEEMod construction emissions reflected in Attachment 2 of this comment letter incorrectly assumed that the construction equipment was an average number of equipment to be used during the Building Phase. The equipment identified for the Building Phase was a worst-case assumption, which means all equipment was assumed to run all day with no mitigation accounted for, so that emissions that would occur during construction activities during the Building Phase could be represented or over represented. Additionally, Attachment 2 only showed the outputs for Plots 2 and 4, however the CalEEMod outputs for the other plots were also included in Appendix A of the 2018 RSFEIR. The outputs in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR include all plots and included overlap in the construction of plots and with operations. As a result, the construction emissions identified in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR would be considered a worst-case representation of the potential construction emissions during each phase of construction. Also, refer to Response to Comment 1-F5-6 which discusses Project phasing.

Response to Comment 1-F5-10: Appendix A includes the complete CalEEMod 2016.3.2 runs for the WLC project. CalEEMod allows you to export the files to Excel where you can format them to fit your document. The files have been formatted for inclusion in the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report (Appendix A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and the header with the page numbers was not included after the first page to take up less space in the document. However, all the pages of the CalEEMod runs are included for review in Appendix A, as well as all assumptions used, and any changes made to the default CalEEMod numbers. Since the complete CalEEMod runs for the WLC project were included in the technical appendices, the commenter should have been able to make a thorough review. Additionally, the commenter mixed up the CalEEMod outputs and called them the EMFAC 2016.3.2 within the comment. Since there is no such thing as “EMFAC 2016.3.2”, construction modeling outputs, those have not been included in the Appendix, but the full CalEEMod2016.3.2 runs are included.

Response to Comment 1-F5-11: After reviewing the outputs for CT-EMFAC2014 and Caline4 models in the 2018 RSFEIR, it was noted that some of the outputs had 2050 in the title when it should have been 2040, this was a clerical error and did not affect the numbers run which were based on 2040 numbers. However, this error was fixed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which utilized the years 2025 as Phase 1 operations and 2035 as full buildout operations to better match the Project Description and also utilized EMFAC2017 emission factors as EMFAC2017 was recently approved by the EPA. CT-EMFAC and CALINE4 model documentation used for the revised analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is provided in Appendix A. Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the direct model outputs generated by both models and provides all the data necessary to conduct a thorough review. CT-EMFAC and CALINE modeling was conducted for future analysis years 2025 and 2035 as provided in the documentation in Appendix A. Modeling was conducted for these future analysis years to estimate emissions generated in the buildout year of Phase 1 (2025) and the full buildout of the World Logistics Project (2035).

In regard to CALINE4 model outputs based on CT-EMFAC2017 emission factors for 2025 and 2035, CALINE’s underlying information on emission factors is based on the CARB’s EMFAC2017 on-road emissions model and MSAT speciation factors developed by CARB and the USEPA. The emission processes modeled by CT-EMFAC2017 include:

Running exhaust – pollutants emitted from the tailpipe while vehicles are traveling

Idling exhaust – pollutants emitted from the tailpipe while vehicles are idling

Running losses – evaporative emissions that occur during vehicle operation

Tire/brake wear – particulate matter emissions from tire and brake wear as a result of use

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR usedEMFAC2017 emission factors for multiple vehicle classes and technology groups (various types of gasoline- or diesel-powered cars, trucks, buses, and other vehicles). CT-EMFAC2017 uses EMFAC2017 emission factors output (e.g., gram-per-mile running exhaust emission factors from the EMFAC2017 “Project-Level Assessment” run type) and calculates fleet-average emission factors based on EMFAC2017 assumptions concerning the mix of various vehicle classes operating in a given area. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR used the appropriately approved USEPA EMFAC model. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F2-8 regarding The World Logistics Center (WLC or Project) 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discussion on the emission analysis.

With regard to the mix widths used in the CALINE4 model for the intersection of Alessandro and Chicago, there are two through lanes for the northbound, eastbound, and westbound lanes. However, those approach lanes also have separate right-hand turn lanes that are also accounted for in the calculation for mixing width used for the CALINE4 modeling. Additionally, the southbound through lanes both approaching and departing Chicago are composed of three lanes. Thus, the 17.1-meter mixing width was correct and did not underestimate CO concentrations. Regarding the receptors for the Alessandro and Chicago intersection, the mixing width provided in the link configuration is taking into consideration those right turns, that are approximately 3 meters in width. Therefore, the placement of the receptors in the CALINE4 model is at the edge of the buffer, rather than away from the buffer. With regard to not treating the intersection of Alessandro and Chicago as below grade, as defined in the CALINE4 User’s guide, “For all link types except bridges, Link Height represents the height of the link above the surrounding terrain. Ground level is defined as 0 meters or feet.” At grade was chosen for this specific intersection due to the location of the receptors on the sidewalks directly adjacent to the roadways. If receivers were placed the farther away from the intersection, within areas where the terrain is slightly higher in elevation than the intersection, than a more appropriate Link Height would have been selected. As it stands the height of the receivers’ locations are within 2 meters of the modeled intersection.

As demonstrated, the site characteristics, vehicle lane configurations, receptor locations, mixing widths, emission factors and other modeling parameters were carefully considered for each intersection for the CALINE4 model. Since there are no deficiencies in the analysis, the modeling parameters do not need to be updated and the CALINE4 runs do not need to be redone, and thus, there is no underestimation of CO hotspot concentrations.

Response to Comment 1-F5-12: The cumulative analysis for air quality was based on the limits set forth in the cumulative traffic analysis, which encompassed 359 projects,[footnoteRef:85] of which approximately 173 environmental documents were available for review. However, not all environmental documents contained quantified emissions. Therefore, emissions were calculated for all of the identified cumulative projects based on available project size, information, and standard methodologies. These are listed in Table 6.3-1, Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the cumulative project emissions are summarized in Table 6.3-2 and 6.3-3, for operations and construction, respectively. As discussed in 6.3.1 Project Impact Findings, page 6.3-1 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the cumulative air quality impacts found to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation were 1) conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, 2) result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is nonattainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors), and 3) expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Cumulative air quality impacts were found to be less than significant related to whether emissions would result in violations of any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation and related to the creation of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. [85: 	The Judge’s February 8, 2018 ruling found the FEIR cumulative impacts section deficient; “[t]he FEIR should include consideration of recently constructed and proposed large warehouse projects in the summary of projects method, and should analyze whether individually significant impacts may be cumulative considerable.” The RSFEIR revised cumulative impact section included the recently constructed large warehouse projects and other projects, including industrial, 360359 in all, even though it wasn’t required.] 


Based on the SCAQMD recommendations for analyzing cumulative air quality impacts, which primarily uses project findings to analyze cumulative impacts, these findings are expected as the Project itself results in numerous significant and unavoidable impacts. Since the Project itself has numerous significant and unavoidable impacts, adding the emissions from the cumulative projects (as summarized in Section 6.3 and detailed in Appendix A.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) to those of the Project would still result in emissions exceeding significance thresholds which would result in the same significant and unavoidable impact. In regard to the CO hotspots cumulative analysis, none of the 162 documents reviewed had CO hot spot impacts, thus no exceedance of significance thresholds was estimated, and impacts are less than significant. Thus, the estimating of vehicle trips or emissions for the cumulative projects would not alter the analysis or conclusions presented in Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F6: George Hague, Sierra Club

Response to Comment 1-F6-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-F6-2: The 2018 RSFEIR includes a detailed explanation of the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR at pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F6-3: Section 6.0 in the 2018 RSFEIR is a new Chapter in the 2018 RSFEIR which evaluates the cumulative impacts of the Project in response to the court ruling on the petition for a Writ of Mandate. Each of the environmental issues evaluated in Section 4.0 with regard to Project impacts were evaluated for cumulative impacts in Section 6.0 (see 2018 RSFEIR Sections 6.1 through 6.17 and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Sections 6.3 Air Quality, 6.7 Greenhouse Gas, and 6.17 Energy).

Response to Comment 1-F6-4: Figure 12, Existing Sensitive Receptors, located in Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the location of the on-site and nearest off-site existing sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project for air quality, GHG, and health risk. For air quality, sensitive receptors include residences, schools, medical offices, convalescent facilities, and similar uses but not soundwalls. Thus, the soundwalls would not be located on this figure as they are not an air quality sensitive receptor. This figure in no way represents that impacts were only estimated for the Project site itself and no other areas.

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors from diesel trucks. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR which includes using trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. Compared to the 2015 Final EIR, construction emissions analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assume later construction years and therefore newer, more efficient equipment. This resulted in reduced construction emissions. As reflected in the TIA, use of the most recent edition of the ITE Trip General Manual resulted in fewer average daily trips than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR (2018 RSFEIR page 4.3-1). A lower trip rate coupled with lower regional VMT analyzed in the TIA and the later operational year assumption resulted in reduced mobile emissions when compared to those in the 2015 Final EIR. Additionally, the later operational year resulted in the inclusion of a greater number of electric vehicles in the operational assumptions. Due to these factors, the construction and operational analyses in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR entirely replaced the analyses included in the 2015 Final EIR, and no further comparison is required.

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute (HEI) finding that NTDE does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk.

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the increase in lifetime (30-year exposure) cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project, including risks from diesel trucks, to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant.

As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk. Air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, but as stated previously, this is a programmatic EIR and there will be subsequent environmental evaluations as the Project is implemented. Thus, it is possible that as zero-emission technologies become available at a later date, due to real-world circumstances, they can be incorporated into future subsequent environmental documents at that time, as the technology becomes more readily available. Figure 26, which the comment refers to is from the HRA and depicts the Incremental Project Cancer Risk – With Mitigation (30 Years of Full Operation), which shows that impacts were analyzed at more places than just the project site. At sensitive receptors farther away, impacts would be less than those that are closer. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors along with incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

[bookmark: _Hlk36627410][bookmark: _Hlk36627470][bookmark: _Hlk36627482]In response to the comment about ozone and particulate pollution, Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:86] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020%for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. [86: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


Traffic noise impacts would be reduced in some areas by the use of soundwalls. This would reduce traffic noise to sensitive receptors in the area. However, the soundwall would not be impacted by pollution drifting over the walls and is not a sensitive receptor in terms of air quality (see first paragraph). Noise barriers, or soundwalls, also reduce traffic-related pollutants and protect the public from air pollution. Researchers have found that noise barriers can reduce pollution by more than 50 percent within 50 meters from the barrier to about 30 percent as far as 300 meters from the barrier.[footnoteRef:87] Cumulative impacts for the WLC are presented in Section 6.0 in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Cumulative projects are depicted on Figure 6.0 Cumulative Projects Index Map and in greater detail on Figure 6.0 Cumulative Projects Map page 1 of 9 through 9 of 9. However, there is not a map that depicts where all the project impacts would occur. Each environmental discipline presents Project impacts in different ways some via tables, maps, figures, etc. [87: 	Isakov, V. AND R. Baldauf. Influence of Noise Barriers on Near-Road and On-Road Air Quality: Results from Phoenix. A&WMA Grand Canyon Chapter, Phoenix, AZ, October 23, 2015. Available online: https://cfpub.epa.gov/si/si_public_record_report.cfm?dirEntryId=317291&Lab=NERL] 


Response to Comment 1-F6-5: Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-4 for a discussion on impacts from truck pollution on sensitive receptors in the area. With regard to school children, the 2018 RSFEIR specifically analyzed cancer risk to school children (page 4.3-78 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). After the application of the mitigation, the maximum cancer risk occurred at Bear Valley Elementary School would be less than 3 people per one million people for the construction + operation and operational scenarios. Therefore, impacts at schools are less than the 10 in one million significance threshold and are less than significant.

As stated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the HRA has been conducted to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC Project with the assumption that NTDE cause cancer, contrary to what was found in the HEI study (page 4.3-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Recent studies, such as the HEI study, clearly demonstrates that the application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated the health impacts of diesel exhaust page 4.3-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Additionally, the HRA utilizes the 2015 OEHHA guidance “Current Guidance” which produces much more conservative estimates of cancer risks from toxic air contaminant exposures than the “Former OEHHA Guidance.” As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4, an HRA was conducted for the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from diesel PM. The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction + operation and operations of the WLC. Thus, air monitoring is not necessary. As demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC with regard to diesel PM to sensitive receptors along with incorporating feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts.

Response to Comment 1-F6-6: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4, Figure 12, Existing Sensitive Receptors, located in Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the on-site and nearest off-site existing human sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project for air quality, GHG, and health risk, not for biological resources. Per current OEHHA Guidelines,[footnoteRef:88] sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, day care centers, work-sites, and similar uses. Thus, the SJWA would not be located on this figure as it is not considered a HRA sensitive receptor per this determination. [88: 	Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, page 1-3. Available online: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. Accessed on December 25, 2019.] 


Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, discusses the effects of pollution impacts on plants and animals in the SJWA area. It also analyzes impacts to threatened and endangered species. Potential indirect impacts to avian and other biological resources within the SJWA will be reduced to less than significant levels by the project design features (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-66) which include architecture and building restrictions, landscape restrictions, off-site lighting, and setbacks, and Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-73 – 4.4-74). The 2018 RSFEIR analysis found that 17 plant and animal species within the WLC site are designated as endangered or threatened by the State and/or Federal authorities (Table 4.4-6 in the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-65). Air pollution resulting from diesel trucks and passenger vehicles produce particulates, diesel particulate matter, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides, etc. These pollutants would have indirect impacts on wildlife resources within the SJWA. The most concerning are ozone degradation and deposition of nitrogen. No standards for impacts to wildlife have been established. However, the AQMP includes analysis of air pollution effects on humans and animals and has based their standards to be protective of both. Thus, health risks from diesel PM can be obtained from the health risk assessment (HRA) conducted for humans for this Project. The HRA found the cancer risk to be less than significant. Thus, based upon available information, the effect of emissions on wildlife is less than significant (Refer to F1-4 and F4-4 for more information regarding pollutant’s effect on wildlife and plants).

Response to Comment 1-F6-7: Impacts to wildlife species covered by both the Federal and California Endangered Species Acts are analyzed in Section 4.4.6.1, Endangered and Threatened Species of the 2018 RSFEIR (pages 4.4-64 to 4.4-74). Impacts from lighting, water quality, construction and operational noise are discussed. For potential lighting impacts, the Specific Plan requires that streetlights, parking lot lighting, and other project-related illumination sources be positioned, directed, and shielded to avoid “direct light spill” into MSHCP conservation areas including those contained within Existing Core H to the south of the WLC site, and Proposed Core 3 (Section 6.1.1, of the MSHCP, Proposed Core 3) to the east of the WLC site. In addition, the WLC will comply with the new night lighting guidelines in the City’s Municipal Code Section 9.08.100, which limits off-site impacts to 0.25 foot-candles per square meter. Lighting installed according to the design elements within the WLC Specific Plan as discussed above will be consistent with Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP which requires “night lighting shall be directed away from the MSHCP Conservation Area to protect species within the MSHCP Conservation Area from direct night lighting. Shielding shall be incorporated in project designs to ensure ambient lighting in the MSHCP Conservation Area is not increased.” Project adherence to Specific Plan design guidelines and municipal restrictions will ensure that Project night lighting increases will not result in significant indirect lighting impacts on native wildlife within the SJWA. The Specific Plan design guidelines include a development setback of 250 feet, an additional building setback of 150 feet, an 11-foot high solid wall, orientation of lighting downward so that no direct rays extend up into the sky or onto adjacent properties, and high-pressure sodium or low-emitting diodes (LEDs) as discussed on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR. The municipal restrictions are contained in the City’s Municipal Code (Section 9.08.100 Lighting), which states that any outdoor lighting associated with nonresidential uses shall be shielded and directed away from the surrounding residential uses (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Such lighting shall not exceed one-quarter (0.25) foot-candle at property lines and shall not blink, flash, oscillate, or be of unusually high intensity or brightness (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Lighting in parking areas and drive aisles must be at least 1.0-foot candle and cannot exceed a maximum of 8.0-foot candles (Section 9.08.100 C.4.a). These municipal restrictions are also discussed on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR.

Any construction noise-related impacts would be temporary in nature and generally limited to construction of Phase 2 facilities along the southern boundary of the WLC site. The recent noise studies by ESA (2018) Appendix D of the 2018 RSFEIR conclude that construction noise levels would not exceed the 60 dB informal standard, that is used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for wildlife noise impacts, within the SJWA. The highest construction noise level is projected to be 52 dB at the SJWA boundary with the incorporation of the Specific Plan’s 250-foot setback, and therefore, would be less than the 60 dB USFWS noise standard, and thus impacts would be less than significant. For operational noise impacts, page 4.4-68 of the 2018 RSFEIR states “with implementation of the two setback areas [the 250-foot minimum development setback and an additional 150-foot building setback along the southern boundary of the WLC site] (total 400 feet) and proposed [11-foot high] solid walls along the SJWA boundary, the anticipated increase in noise from the project site will not have a significant impact on wildlife and would not require mitigation.” Table 4.4-7 on page 4.4-67 of the 2018 RSFEIR identifies that the combined noise levels from the implementation of the proposed warehousing and ambient noise levels would increase existing ambient noise levels of 40.8 dB Leq for daytime and 35.8 dB Leq for nighttime to a maximum noise level of 46.2 dBA Leq during the daytime and 45.2 dBA Leq during the nighttime. Based on these estimated construction and operational noise levels, it is reasonable to conclude that increased noise from human activity (Project construction, traffic on local roads, loading and unloading of trucks, etc.) related to the Project will not have significant impacts on local wildlife in the SJWA area, based on available research. Additionally, animals within the SJWA haven’t been shown to be harmed by the noises from the SDG&E and SCG facilities which are surrounded by the SJWA.

To combat potential water quality impacts to wildlife, development plans for the WLC project will include Water Quality best management practices (BMPs). These BMPs include vegetated earthen channels, storm drain stenciling, street sweeping, and education. Detention basins will be designed to filter potential toxics from storm water. These BMP facilities would be part of the runoff management and water quality facilities identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B on page 4.4-74 of the 2018 RSFEIR and implemented as part of the storm water pollution prevention measures for the Project, in accordance with all appropriate National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit requirements. These BMPs would be consistent with Section 6.1.4, Drainage, of the MSHCP that requires measures to be put in place to avoid discharge of untreated surface water runoff from developed and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation Area. Project adherence to these BMPs, including the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B, will result in a less than significant impact to wildlife species, including threatened and endangered species.

It should be noted that the only Federal or State listed Endangered or Threatened species observed to be present on the Project site is the coastal California gnatcatcher, a species that receives protection under the provisions of the MSHCP, as indicated in Table 4.4-6, Endangered/Threatened Species Within the WLC site (page 4.4-65 of the 2018 RSFEIR).

In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F6-8: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4, an HRA was conducted for the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants. Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation (Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, and 4.3.6.5A) (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-72) for construction and operation and operation of the WLC (see Response to Comment 1-F6-4, above). As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-6 above, no standards for impacts to wildlife have been established. However, the AQMP includes analysis of air pollution effects on humans and animals and has based their standards to be protective of both. Thus, health risks for animals, including pets, can be obtained from the HRA conducted for humans for this Project. As discussed above in Response to Comment 1-F6-4, the HRA found the cancer risk to be less than significant. Therefore, based upon available information, the effect of emissions on wildlife and pets is less than significant with mitigation (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-74).

Response to Comment 1-F6-9: Air pollution impacts were addressed in the HRA for the Project, refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-4, above. As discussed above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation of the WLC. The comment also asks what roads would be improved or extended. This information can be found in Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation and in Appendix F, Traffic Impact Analysis Technical Report of the 2018 RSFEIR. The comment also states that the map of existing sensitive receptors is lacking homes of many families that live within 1,500 feet. The map the commenter referring to is addressed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4 and only shows the nearest sensitive receptors as they would have the highest air quality impacts. Sensitive receptors located farther away are not included on the map as impacts at these receptors would be less than those at the closest receptors and thus, also less than significant. Cumulative impacts for all environmental impact areas were addressed in Section 6.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

[bookmark: _Hlk36627637][bookmark: _Hlk36627617][bookmark: _Hlk36627603][bookmark: _Hlk36627590][bookmark: _Hlk36627574]Response to Comment 1-F6-10: The figure the commenter referred to is addressed in Response to Comment 1-F6-4 and only shows the on-site and nearest off-site sensitive receptors as they would have the highest air quality impacts. Sensitive receptors located farther away are not included on the map, but impacts for those receptors were still addressed in the analysis. Air pollution impacts were addressed in the HRA for the Project, refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-4, above. As discussed above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community, including employees at the San Diego Gas facility, would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation of the WLC (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Health effects caused by toxic air contaminants are discussed in Table 4.3-4, pages 4.3-15- 4.3-17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. With regard to diesel pollution, diesel PM and ozone were addressed in Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:89] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. As shown in the study, diesel PM from the Project would cause minimal health effects in the community in relation to background incidences. [89: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in Sections 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. A cumulative HRA was conducted which assessed the regional cumulative impact of the 359 identified cumulative projects in addition to the WLC project. The air dispersion models included 99 grid area sources covering an area of 2,475 square kilometers to represent the onsite and surface street emissions of all cumulative projects, and 63 freeway mainline segments for warehouse projects in the region that may overlap with the traffic routes of the Project. The modeled freeway segments extended from North Palm Springs to Long Beach in the east-west direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in the north-south direction, roughly an area of 3,500 square miles radiating from the cumulative project sites to the north, south, east, and west. The analysis covered major portions of the following freeways from North Palm Springs to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach: Interstate 10, State Route 60, State Route 91, Interstate 215, and Interstate 710. As stated in Section 6.3.3.7, Impacts to Sensitive Receptors, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the cumulative HRA included emissions from both the Project and the 359 cumulative projects, the cancer risks and CHIs calculated are the cumulative health risk values that will be compared to the selected cumulative HRA threshold. The thirty-year exposure to cumulative construction and operations results in a cancer risk of 139.8 in one million at the maximum exposed receptor and thirty-year cumulative operations would result in a cancer risk of 171.5 in one million at the maximum exposed receptor. Thus, cancer risk impacts at the maximum exposed project receptor, for both construction and operation and operation are above the cumulative cancer threshold of 10 in a million with and without mitigation. Therefore, the construction and operation of cumulative projects in addition to the Project (with mitigation incorporated) is expected to have a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. Cumulative cancer risks were estimated at the geographical center (centroid) of census tracts that are within the study area of the cumulative HRA. For the 70-year exposure duration with the inclusion of the Current OEHHA Guidance without consideration of the results of the HEI ACERS Study, the cancer burden is estimated to be 72.2 for construction and operations and 90.3 for full operations, out of a population of about 10.8 million individuals that were conservatively estimated to have a cancer risk of 1 in a million or more for the 359 cumulative projects. This is compared to the Project cancer burden impact, estimated at approximately 0.47. The SCAQMD has established a threshold for cancer burden of 0.5. Because the SCAQMD’s cancer burden significance threshold is exceeded with and without mitigation for the 359 cumulative projects, the cumulative cancer burden impact is expected to be significant and unavoidable. The non-cancer HI value at each of the modeled receptor locations are less than SCAQMD cumulative threshold of 3.0and is expected to have a less than significant cumulative impact.

Cumulative Health Effects are discussed in Section 6.3.3.8 Cumulative Health Effects, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As shown on Tables 6.3-9 and 6.3-10, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and Ozone health effects associated with cumulative projects (including the unmitigated Project). Potential PM2.5-related health effects associated with increases in ambient air concentrations estimated from cumulative Projects (including the unmitigated Project) include asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0015%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0009%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.0002%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0005%), mortality (0.0014%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.00042% for all age groups). Potential ozone-related health effects associated with increases in ambient air concentrations estimated from cumulative Projects (including the unmitigated Project) include respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00017%), mortality (0.00008%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.0014% for all age groups). When taken into context, the small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. Per the reference in the comment to growth inducing impacts, the growth inducement analysis in the 2015 Final EIR wasn’t found to be inadequate at trial and, therefore, did not need to be revised.

[bookmark: _Hlk29848361]Response to Comment 1-F6-11: The requirement for construction vehicles to utilize 2010 or newer engines will be included in bid documents and as stated in Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Construction equipment maintenance records (including the emissions control tier of the equipment) shall be kept on site during construction and shall be available for inspection by the City of Moreno Valley. The requirement for yard trucks on the site and diesel trucks entering the facility are included in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. This will be enforced through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance efforts and If they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. This is a common mitigation measure and truck fleets are accustomed to having the documents available for inspection. Thus, the requirement to utilize 2010 or newer engines to reduce impacts is an enforceable mitigation measure under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F6-12: As outlined in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases and Global Climate Change in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, impacts from greenhouse gases are less than significant with mitigation (MM’s 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, and 4.1.6.1D, pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-28) and thus other mitigation measures are not required. Since this is a programmatic EIR and subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.[footnoteRef:90] However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.[footnoteRef:91]. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. [90: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)]  [91: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)] 


Response to Comment 1-F6-13: In regard to the USEPA website article on climate change impacts and public health and welfare, Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR addressed all of the items brought up in this passage. No specific comment on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR is provided.

Response to Comment 1-F6-14: In regard to the USEPA website article on climate change impacts and public health and welfare, Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR addressed all of the items brought up in this passage. No specific comment on the contents of the 2019 RSFEIR is provided.

Response to Comment 1-F6-15: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis.

CEQA doesn’t require a section on environmental justice. In accordance with Government Code Section 65302(h)(2), the City will be required to either adopt an Environmental Justice Element or integrate environmental justice policies and goals into the elements of their General Plan upon adoption or the next revision of two or more elements concurrently. The City recently initiated a comprehensive General Plan update which is projected to be completed in the summer of 2021. Although the City has not established environmental justice policies or goals, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes a discussion of health impacts. As discussed above under Response to Comment 1-F6-4, an HRA was conducted and cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Thus, the WLC is protective of health risks for environmental justice communities as the HRA shows.

Response to Comment 1-F6-16: Figure 16 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix A shows the average cancer risk in the Project area as determined by the SCAQMD MATES-IV study. This figure does not change with traffic or additional cumulative projects. This SCAQMD study was completed in 2012. Figure 17 shows the changes in air toxics simulated risk from 2005 to 2012. Nearly all areas of the South Coast Air Basin experienced decreased cancer risk during the time period from MATES-III, 2005, to MATES-IV, 2012. The Project area also experienced a decrease in cancer risk of between 100 and 400 in one million from the years 2005 to 2012. Thus, Figure 17 in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR represents a change in time and does not need to be updated. There has not been a new MATES study since MATES-IV.

Response to Comment 1-F6-17: Potential mitigation that could reduce emissions to close to or below the SCAQMD significance thresholds would be the implementation of zero or near-zero emissions technologies. In Judge Sharon Waters Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and Project approvals), a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower Project emissions, was found to be missing in the EIR. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). The WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling station that would open prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 25,000,000 square feet of logistics warehousing to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel is required (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which would reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. In addition, future development will comply with regulated vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. Additionally, based on the RETR (Appendix E of the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Project Design Features will be incorporated to provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance, which will also reduce Project emissions. WLC is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that would be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D page 4.7-28 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). At a minimum, the Project would install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. As discussed, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes feasible mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce emissions and impacts to the greatest extent possible. Potential mitigation measures utilizing all or a substantial number of zero- or near zero-emission technologies for medium-duty and heavy-duty truck fleets are not feasible at this time as discussed below and in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Additionally, a mitigation measure utilizing 100 percent solar power to provide all the power to the Project is not feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in Topical Response E and the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Additionally, to reduce air quality impacts and in response to utilizing zero-emission technology, the Project requires the reduction of idling to 3 minutes or less in any one-hour period; engines will be turned off when not in use; tenant fleets shall be in compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks, including but not limited to CARB’s Heavy Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation; information will be provided to tenants on alternative fuel technologies and the availability of such fuels in the area of the WLC; all yard trucks will be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel; off-road engines will utilize Tier 4 engines or greater; on-road engines will meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards (yard trucks); any diesel truck entering the WLC facility will meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative; and all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or any non-diesel fuel (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Low-emission and zero-emission technologies are required for onsite equipment, as stated in Specific Plan Section 12.3: “The use of diesel-powered service yard vehicles (yard goats, etc.) is prohibited at all times within the Specific Plan area. Pallet jacks, forklifts, and other onsite equipment used during building operation (indoors or outdoors) shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or other non-diesel fuel.”

Additionally, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public which will be placed a minimum of 1,000 feet from any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site zoned sensitive uses (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) which will reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. Furthermore, refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited unless it can be demonstrated that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Any such proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). However, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations.

The WLC is not a utilities provider and therefore is not subject to Senate Bill 100 (see Topical Response E). However, in support of utilizing renewable energy for the Project, an engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the Project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. The Project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility to secure additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR)). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project is required to comply in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types of sustainable energy supply for the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.17-25 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, formerly MM 4.16.4.6.1C in the 2018 RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RETR. Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR also includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Thus, due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity, solar panels are only being installed on the structure roofs and not the parking lots.

Each subsequent development with the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards.

Response to Comment 1-F6-18: As discussed above under Response to Comment 1-F6-4, an HRA was conducted for the Project and determined that cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer health risk impacts to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for both construction + operation and operation of the WLC (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, the WLC would not result in health risk impacts that exceed the established SCAQMD significance thresholds and would not generate significant health risks to families in the Project area. Additionally, as discussed in Response to Comment 1-F6-17, WLC is committed to reducing emissions to the extent feasible based on current available technology.

The type of EIR that has been prepared for the WLC project is a Programmatic EIR that analyzes the environmental impacts and required mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Each subsequent development with the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards.

Response to Comment 1-F6-19: Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, discusses the effects of pollution impacts on plants and animals in the SJWA area. Nitrogen deposition is the term used to describe nitrogen-based pollutants that are deposited as a result of emissions from future Project related activities. The pollutants are typically in the form of nitrogen oxide (NOx) and ammonia (NH3)-derived pollutants, primarily nitric acid (HNO3). Although there are many types of nitrogen-based pollutants resulting from project-related emissions, HNO3 is typically the easiest to measure and is used in determining nitrogen deposition rates. Nitrogen deposition can potentially lead to impacts on sensitive species through (1) direct toxicity, (2) changes in species composition among native plants, and (3) enhancement of invasive species (Fenn et al. 2003; Weiss 2006a). However, there is no scientific documented evidence that links direct toxicity to impacts associated with sensitive plant and wildlife species; thus, direct toxicity is not considered a significant impact (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-62). An increase in nitrogen deposition does not inhibit the growth of native plants but promotes the rapid growth of non-native invasive species that could out-compete native plants for available water and nutrients. If the increase of non-native plant species is detrimental to the growth of native plants, the result may be a conversion from a native plant community to a non-native plant community. This change in habitat is only considered a significant impact if that change occurs in suitable habitat for a federally threatened or endangered species within USFWS-designated critical habitat. The WLC will consist of mobile, non-point pollution sources (diesel trucks), which will result in a highly random dispersion of emissions that will occur in a broad, regional fashion. Because of the way in which nitrogen is generated by the WLC project, its overall patterns for dispersion, and the multi-variant parameters that would need to be taken into consideration for such an analysis, and since there is no established scientific basis or standards to study the effects of nitrogen dispersion for non-point pollution sources; Project-specific conclusions or mitigation would be overly speculative for the purposes of this 2018 RSFEIR.

Local wildlife (i.e., within the SJWA) may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic air contaminants from truck exhaust as the WLC project builds out. New development will produce significant amounts of diesel-related air pollutants that will be released into the atmosphere, including gases and particles of various sizes. Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant impacts on humans. Although the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health effects from diesel pollution may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel impacts on wildlife. Potential health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, but in general, health effects from air pollution/diesel exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory function, reduced heart function or longevity, decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased incidence of cancer and other mutagenic or teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, reduction in overall biodiversity, reproductive failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most commonly attributed to food loss and reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There are relatively few examples of higher animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity or gaseous air pollution. However, a number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals and other pollutants in their systems from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and ultrafine particulate matter, black or elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like phenanthrene, metallic ashes, gases like nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and crotonaldehyde, volatile organic compounds like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). One of the research limitations is that some health effects from these pollutants take a long time, in some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit themselves. These pollutant species can also be emitted from a variety of other sources in complex urban environments so it can be difficult to trace individual sources of the air pollutants. In the case of this Project, air pollutant emissions potentially affecting wildlife would predominantly be the result of new warehouse uses within the Project Site. Research suggests that wildlife may be more susceptible to air pollutant impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration rates, smaller lung capacities, ingestion of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher metabolic rates, etc., although some factors like shorter natural lifespans would reduce the duration of exposure over time. For these reasons and for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals within the SJWA would be at least as susceptible to health effects from air pollution, including diesel exhaust, as humans.

In addition to pollutants associated with diesel trucks, passenger vehicles generate air pollutant emissions including carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, particulates, etc. These pollutants will also have indirect impacts on wildlife resources of the SJWA. Two impacts of most concern would be ozone degradation (e.g., plants having an unusual dry or “burned” look) and the deposition of additional nitrogen, both of which can disrupt plant growth cycles. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA would be minimized somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., very little to the south), based on data from the project air quality study (MBA 2012). However, some diesel and other Project-related air pollutants would be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, including gaseous and PM emissions, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent. There is little academic or scientific research on the specific impacts of diesel and gaseous air pollutant emissions on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific setbacks for wildlife protection areas from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel and gaseous pollutant emissions. Most available research is too limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or the species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts of one pollutant on one species). The northern portion of the SJWA, south of the WLC Specific Plan area, has been used historically for agricultural purposes, and may be used by foraging birds, with a portion of this area currently containing non-native grassland with predominantly non-native or invasive species. Based on available scientific data, it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, could have potentially significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from project air pollution, including diesel truck exhaust.

To assess the significance of these potentially significant impacts to wildlife from the increase in air pollutant emissions from the Project, primarily diesel PM, the results of the HRA conducted for the Project to assess the human health risk was utilized to evaluate the risk to animals (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). An HRA was conducted for the WLC in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants, but primarily diesel PM and ROG. The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operational scenarios of the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Since on-site and offsite human sensitive receptors would experience a less than significant health risk impact with incorporation of mitigation, the potential health risk impact to wildlife within the SJWA, which is located farther away than the nearest human sensitive receptors at 250 feet to the south of the proposed development area, would also be less than significant (2018 RSFEIR at page 4.4-73). Thus, based on available information, the effects of emissions on wildlife in the SJWA is less than significant. As demonstrated, the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC with regard to diesel PM and other pollutants to wildlife and plants, as well as employees and visitors in the SJWA.

Response to Comment 1-F6-20: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F6-21: This is an email correspondence from the Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, to the City providing comments on the 2018 RSFEIR. The City is confirming that they received the comments and have reviewed the comments. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Responses to Comment1- F6-22 through 1-F6-36: These comments refer to an earlier emailed version of Letter 1-F6 that was received. The latter 1-F6 letter included additional information that was not contained in the previous letter, specifically for comments 1-F6-8, 1-F6-16, 1-F6-19, and the first part of 1-F6-20. Therefore, the latter 1-F6 Letter was answered in Responses to Comments 1-F6-1 through 1-F6-21, above, and the earlier letter which includes comments 1-F6-22 through 1-F6-36, were all addressed in the responses above.

Response to Comment 1-F6-37: This Sierra Club requests to be updated on all meetings and documents related to the WLC project. This comment will be forwarded for review by the decision makers. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F7: Nicholas Whipps, Wittwer Parkin LLP for Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters

Response to Comment 1-F7-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-F7-2: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The general Plan amendment, the Specific Plan and the zone change were approved through the initiative process in November, 2015. The use of the initiative process was upheld at trial in 2016 and was not appealed so that these three land use approvals are no longer required. Instead, they are part of the existing baseline. The Revised Final EIR will analyze all impacts resulting from the construction and operation of the WLC which is the “project” under CEQA Guidelines §15378.

Response to Comment 1-F7-3: The development agreement for the World Logistics Center was described as one of the discretionary approvals being considered in the 2015 Final EIR. (2015 Final EIR, page 3-114.) It was initially approved by Moreno Valley’s City Council in August, 2015. (2018 RSFEIR, page 2-1.) The approval of the development agreement was vacated and then reapproved by the City Council in November, 2015, in response to an initiative submitted by Moreno Valley’s voters. (2018 RSFEIR page 2-1.) The Council’s November, 2015, actions were upheld, and a petition for writ of mandate denied, in a judgment entered in September, 2016. The judgment was reversed in August, 2018, in a case entitled Center for Community Action & Environmental Justice, 26 Cal.App.5th 689 (2018), and the trial court was ordered to issue a writ commanding the Council to set aside its actions approving the development agreement. The Court of Appeal’s decision came after the 2018 RSFEIR had been prepared and circulated. The Revised Final EIR will reflect that the Council will consider the approval of the development agreement, together with the approval of the parcel map, based on the information contained in the Revised Final EIR. The environmental effects addressed in the Revised Final EIR adequately addresses the potential environmental impacts associated with the approval of the parcel map and the development agreement.

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F7-4: CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project… An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.” In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the Alternatives Section evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives in light of Project objectives, which in this case are creating a regional logistics campus, improving the City’s jobs/housing balance and providing financial benefits to the City, and provides a comparative analysis of the environmental impacts for each alternative with respect to the Project.

Alternatives to the Proposed Project were evaluated in the Draft EIR and included two No Project alternatives and four Project Alternatives as follows: No Project/No Development; No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative; Alternative 1: Reduced Density; Alternative 2: Mixed Use Alternative; Alternative 3: Mixed Use B Alternative; and Alternative Sites. Alternatives considered and rejected because they could not accomplish the basic objectives of the Project were all residential use alternatives and the mixed-use alternatives. Table 6.S in the Draft EIR is a comparison of Alternative to the Proposed Project regarding impacts. Based on the analysis in this Section 6.0 and the summary contained in Table 6.S, Alternative 1 – Reduced Density is the only alternative that reduces traffic, air quality, and related impacts by reducing the square footage of warehousing by 30 percent and has been deemed the environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project. However, Alternative 1 would still result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts. Furthermore, none of the alternatives achieves the objectives of the Project to nearly the same degree as the proposed project as shown in Table 6.T. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the City evaluated Project alternatives, including a reduced density alternative. However, since the reduced density alternative did not meet all or most of the Project objectives, the City has determined to proceed with the proposed project.

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The City followed the court judgment to correct the five deficiencies identified by the trial court in the 2015 Final EIR. The five deficiencies include (1) Energy Impacts, (2) Biological Impacts, (3) Noise Impacts, (4) Agricultural Impacts, and (5) Cumulative Impacts (refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.). The Alternatives Section was not identified by the court as deficient. A similar comment was provided as Comment F8-107 in the 2015 Final EIR, Response to Comments. The Response to Comment 1-F8-107 explained that the alternatives analysis in the 2015 Final EIR does in fact represent a reasonable range of alternatives, including a reduced density alternative and several with reduced impacts. However, those alternatives were evaluated in light of Project objectives, which in this case are to create a regional logistics campus, improving the City’s jobs/housing balance and providing financial benefits to the City.

Response to Comment 1-F7-5: Refer to Response to Comment 1-F7-4, above, for a discussion of Alternatives, and their analysis, for the WLC project. Although reducing the size of the Project as a mitigation measure could potentially result in a reduction in air pollutant emissions, such a mitigation measure would require a substantial reduction in size and scale of the Project to reduce the air quality impacts to less than significant levels. To get the reduction in Project impacts to less than significant, the Project objectives would not be met and the Project would not provide sufficient benefits with respect to the City’s jobs/housing balance and financial benefits that would render the Project not viable. Thus, a reduced intensity alternative was considered by the City.

In regard to installing solar panels, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR) conducted an engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that this Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. As a result of this analysis, Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Thus, due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity, solar panels are being installed on the structure roofs, which will meet the maximum demand of solar allowed at this time.

Response to Comment 1-F7-6: A CEQA document must provide sufficient information and analysis to allow decision makers the ability to make informed decisions. The City has prepared the 2018 RSFEIR with sufficient information for the City’s decision makers to make an informed decision. The 2018 RSFEIR provides accurate statements regarding the potential for special-status and narrow endemic plant species such as Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), thread-lived brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) and smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis), to occur and that project-level surveys for the three special-status plant species must occur. These three species are all Criteria Area Sensitive Plant Species (CASPSs). within the project site. The 2018 RSFEIR Table 4.4-2, Sensitive Plant Species in the WLC site (pages 4.4-16 through 4.4-19) provides accurate information regarding the potential for these species to occur. Specifically, for thread-lived brodiaea, the Table 4.4-2 states that the species is not likely to occur because “No clay soils or vernal pools occur in the WLC site. Recorded approximately 5 miles south of the WLC site (CNDDB 2012)”. For smooth tarplant, the Table 4.4-2 entry states that the species is not likely to occur because “No alkali soils occur in the WLC site. Recorded approximately 3 miles west of the WLC site (CNDDB 2012)”. For Coulter’s goldfields, Tables 4.4-2 concludes that the species is not likely to occur because “No alkali soils, marshes, or vernal pools occur in the WLC site. Observed approximately 2 miles south of WLC site (CNDDB 2012).”

The Project limits are within MSHCP Survey Area 10 of the Narrow Endemic Plant Species’ (NEPSs) and MSHCP Survey Area 9 of the CASPSs for plant species. The MSHCP requires that a habitat site assessment (HSA) be conducted for all proposed developments within NEPS and CASPS survey areas (MSHCP Section 6.1.3). The HSA for most NEPS and CASPS plants must be done during a normal rainfall year and/rainy season. If it is determined during the HSA that suitable soils and/or growing conditions are present on site to support identified NEPS species, a focused plant survey is required during the plant species blooming period.

Habitat suitability of the site for NEPS and CASPS species is detailed in the General Biological Resources and MSHCP Compliance Report (Appendix E). None of the species analyzed in the NEPS or CASPS areas are anticipated to occur on the WLC site and none were observed during 2018 rare plant surveys (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-79). The implementation of the WLC project would not affect the habitat or result in a direct impact for any special status plant species, and therefore, no mitigation measures for relocation of special status plant species are included in the 2018 RSFEIR. The focused special-status plant species surveys were conducted in 2018. The results of those surveys are described in the 2018 RSFEIR in Appendix B.

Response to Comment 1-F7-7: The 2018 RSFEIR did consider potential impacts on Fully Protected Species, specifically the golden eagle, white-tailed kite, and peregrine falcon. The 2018 RSFEIR Table 4.4-3: Sensitive Wildlife Species in the WLC site (pages 4.4-21 through 4.4-28) states that the golden eagle has a low potential to occur because “The WLC site contains open flat area that is considered marginally suitable foraging habitat, but not suitable nesting habitat. Recorded approximately 1 mile south of the WLC site.” The 2018 RSFEIR states the white-tailed kite was observed in 2018 foraging within the Project site, which contains suitable foraging habitat but no suitable habitat for nesting is present. The 2018 RSFEIR states that peregrine falcon has a low potential to occur because “The WLC site contains marginal nesting habitat. Known to occur in the San Jacinto Valley but not recorded within 7 miles of the site (CNDDB 2012).” The 2018 RSFEIR states that “No suitable nesting habitat for golden eagle, white-tailed kite or peregrine falcon occurs within the area due to historic agricultural activities, regular disking of the site, and dominance of sparse, non-native low-quality vegetation. However, agricultural land does represent marginal quality foraging habitat within the WLC project site and adjacent SJWA” (page 4.4-29). The 2018 RSFEIR concludes that “California State fully protected wildlife species are not likely to occur in the WLC site, and there is no impact to California State fully protected wildlife species” (page 4.4-30).

Response to Comment 1-F7-8: Regarding traffic impacts on wildlife, page 4.4-66 of the 2018 RSFEIR acknowledges that “some local wildlife will be injured or killed by the additional vehicles and trucks on SR-60, Gilman Springs Road, Redlands Boulevard.” However, the “WLC site along the west side of Gilman Springs Road will be separated from the roadway by fencing or walls as appropriate; this will help restrict human access to Gilman Springs Road and native areas along the east side of the roadway and may incrementally reduce roadkill along Gilman Springs Road” (page 4.4-67). The 2018 RSFEIR acknowledges that roadkill from vehicle traffic on Gilman Springs Road will occur but the impacts will be less than significant “as long as the County coordinates with the Resource Conservation Agency and takes wildlife movement between Core H and proposed Core 3 into account when designing and improving Gilman Springs Road” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-67).

Response to Comment 1-F7-9: The Cumulative Impacts are discussed in 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.0 Cumulative Impact. Specific to Biological Resources, 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4, Biological Resources, provides a detail analysis of cumulative impacts, which does not rely on the project-specific impacts to determine whether or not there will be cumulatively considerable impacts resulting from the WLC project and the other related-359 projects.

Cumulative impacts on Biological Resources are analyzed in 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4 (pages 6.4-1 through 6.4-33). The impacts conclusion in the 2018 RSFEIR is “… there are no unmitigated project-specific significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources identified in the FEIR” (2018 RSFEIR, page 6.4-2) with incorporation of recommended mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5.2A-B, and 4.4.6.1A-B through 4.4.6.3A-K). The 2018 RSFEIR Section 6.4 cumulative impact discussion includes discussion of impacts on SJWA (refer to Figures 6.4-1 [page 6.4-3] and 6.4-2 [page 6.4-4] for projects that could potentially result in a cumulative impact to the SJWA). The identified cumulative projects mitigate impacts to biological resources to less than significance through a combination of Project design features, mitigation measures and payment of MSHCP fees. Special-status species associated with the SJWA are primarily located in the central and southern portion of the wildlife area, over one-mile south of the WLC project boundary and farther away from the identified cumulative projects. The conclusion in regard to cumulative biological resource impacts is, “… when considered in addition to the anticipated impacts of other projects in the cumulative scenario, the project’s incremental contribution to impacts to biological resources would not be cumulatively considerable, and cumulative impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.” (2018 RSFEIR page 6.4-23).

Response to Comment 1-F7-10: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on Section 4.6 of the 2015 Final EIR. The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in the analysis of geology issues and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). The fault splays are located in the general vicinity of the eastern portion of the project site. The issue regarding seismically-induced failure relates to secondary seismic effects such as settlement, subsidence and liquefaction. The Project site’s conditions, that include relatively dense alluvial and dense sedimentary bedrock materials at depth as well as groundwater levels at depths of greater than 100 feet, are such that less than significant effects associated with these secondary effects would result. The 2015 Final EIR included an analysis of fault rupture effects and ground shaking impacts on pages 4.6-16 through 4.6-20 of the 2015 Final EIR. Furthermore, it should be noted that CEQA need not address impacts, such as seismic activities, on a project, pursuant to California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369, 385-388 (2015). In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F7-11: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, and Response to Comment 1-F6-15 for a discussion of why the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not mischaracterize 1) the scope of the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to a CEQA analysis. Furthermore, the project does include feasible mitigation measures provided on pages 4.7-27 – 30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which will reduce total project emissions below 10,000 MTCO2e for the entirety of the Project’s presumed lifetime (2020 – 2064). Table 4.7-8 (see page 4.7-34 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) shows the year-by-year lifetime emissions for the Project and demonstrates how mitigation measures reduce impacts to less than significant when compared to unmitigated year-by-year emissions in Table 4.7-6. Since the implemented mitigation reduces impacts to less than significant, no further mitigation is necessary i.e. carbon offsets.

Regarding the baseline greenhouse gas emissions for the Project, all Project emissions were analyzed as new emissions. No existing emissions at the site were assumed so as to provide a conservative analysis of impacts (page 4.3-62 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Project consistency with greenhouse gas reduction plans, policies, regulations, and strategies was evaluated in Tables 4.7-11, 4.7-12, 4.7-13, and 4.7-14 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. With implementation of applicable strategies/measures, Project design features, and mitigation measures, the Project’s impacts would be less than significant. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Responses A and B.

As part of the GHG cumulative analysis a review of available environmental documents for projects within the Project vicinity was conducted. Approximately 359 projects have been identified in the vicinity of the Project and are listed in Table 6.7-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Out of those 359 projects, approximately 173 environmental documents were available. All 173 were reviewed to identify quantitative emissions for construction and operation of the respective projects; however, not all environmental documents contained emissions for construction and operation. Emissions from all of the identified cumulative projects were calculated based on available information and methodologies. Detailed research was conducted to identify as much information on the remaining projects that did not have environmental documents with construction and operational emissions available. However, complete project descriptions, detailed construction schedules, and any operational efficiencies were not available for every single project within the cumulative analysis limits. Therefore, with the information that was accumulated, modeling was conducted, utilizing CalEEMod and EMFAC2017 default factors, to estimate construction and operational emissions generated from these cumulative projects. The same methodologies used to calculate air quality emissions were also used to calculate GHG emissions, see Section 6.3.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The cumulative analysis of the identified project GHG emissions and climate change was based on standard methodologies and available information available at the time the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, was prepared. Of the 359 projects analyzed, 95 projects exceeded their given threshold, 255 projects were below threshold, and sufficient project information to calculate emission was not available for 9 projects (see Section 4.3, Errata – Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Given that the unmitigated project and 95 of the cumulative projects are over threshold, impacts would be potentially significant and cumulatively considerable. With incorporation of mitigation measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.1C, and 4.7.1D in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable, since the Project GHG emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year, when considered with the other Projects’ significant impacts (page 6.7-14 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Response to Comment 1-F7-12: The analysis of the hazards and hazardous materials within the 2015 Final EIR was not found to be deficient and Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials was not revised in the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

With respect to hazardous materials and associated management plans, as stated in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the 2015 Final EIR, the County of Riverside Community Health Agency is the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) with responsibility for the City of Moreno Valley. All business that handle more than a specified amount of hazardous materials or extremely hazardous materials are required to submit a Hazardous Materials Business Emergency Plan (HMBEP). The HMBEP must include an inventory of the hazardous materials used in the facility, and emergency response plans and procedures to be used in the event of a significant or threatened significant release of a hazardous material. The HMBEP must also include the Material Safety Data Sheet for each hazardous and potentially hazardous substance used. The Material Safety Data Sheets summarize the physical and chemical properties of the substances and their health impacts. The plan also requires immediate notification to all appropriate agencies and personnel of a release, identification of local emergency medical assistance appropriate for potential accident scenarios, contact information of all company emergency coordinators of the business, a listing and location of emergency equipment at the business, an evacuation plan, and a training program for business personnel. The City adequately analyzed potential impacts arising from exposure to hazardous materials as validated by the court’s judgement. Additionally, Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F7-13: The 2015 Final EIR (Volume 3), Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, was not revised in the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

According to the 2015 FEIR ([age 4.8-21), the project site does not lie within a mapped high fire hazard area. However, the Badlands lie directly east of the project area and are considered a high fire hazard area. The Project does not require mitigation measures to address wildfire impacts because the Project includes the dedication of a new 1.5-acre urban fire station site and in accordance with the City of Moreno Valley’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) requirements, funding for the construction of the fire station would be provided. The construction of a fire station within the Project boundary would adhere to all State and local fire and building codes. Additionally, development would conform to Fire and Building Code regulations. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts related to wildland fires. Additionally, Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F7-14: The 2018 RSFEIR, Section 6.8 provides a detailed cumulative analysis for each of the hazards and hazardous materials thresholds. As discussed in the 2018 RSFEIR, Section 6.8, the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative wildfire hazard impacts would be less than cumulatively significant. Additionally, Section 6.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F7-15: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in the analysis of Land Use and so may not be challenged again as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation. The only Project approvals being sought are the development agreement and the financing parcel map. The General Plan was amended in November 2015 and represents the current planning for the Project and is the current baseline for Project analysis. Additionally, Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F7-16: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in the analysis of regional growth projections and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). Each of the SCAG plans and policies were evaluated and the City determined that the proposed WLC Project would be consistent with these plans and policies as discussed in Section 4.10.5.2 of the 2015 Final EIR. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. Additionally, Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it was not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F7-17: The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in the analysis of the MSHCP and so may not be challenged again. Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018). In accordance with the MSHCP and its Implementation Agreement, a fee mitigation program pursuant to which local agencies, including the City of Moreno Valley, collect development impact fees that are in turn used to acquire lands that are suitable for habitat preservation for species covered by the MSHCP. As stated on page 4.4-63 of the 2018 RSFEIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B would reduce potential direct and indirect impacts to biological resources covered by the MSHCP to less than significant, and Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A, 4.4.6.1B, 4.4.6.2B, 4.4.5.2A and 4.4.5.2B would further reduce the less than significant impacts related to MSHCP consistency. In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F7-18: Page 6.10-16 of the 2018 RSFEIR concludes that the cumulative effects of the Project in combination with other cumulative projects would result in a significant physical division of the established residences. This discussion further states that the Project’s contribution to this significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. The 2018 RSFEIR concluded that there was no effective means of reducing this significant impact (2018 RSFEIR, page 6.10-17).

Response to Comment 1-F7-19: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.12.5.2A in Section 4.12 of the 2018 RSFEIR, when processing future individual buildings under the WLCSP, as part of the City’s approval process, the City shall require the Applicant to take the following three actions for each building prior to approval of discretionary permits for individual plot plans for the requested development:

Action 1: Perform a building-specific noise study to ensure that the assumptions set forth in the 2018 RSFEIR remain valid. These procedures used to conduct these noise analyses shall be consistent with the noise analysis conducted in the 2018 RSFEIR and shall be used to impose building-specific mitigation on the individually proposed buildings.

Action 2: If the building-specific analyses identify that the proposed development triggers the need for mitigation from the proposed building, including all preceding developments in the World Logistics Center site, the Applicant shall implement the appropriate level of mitigation, identified in the 2018 RSFEIR to reduce the identified impacts to comply with the Moreno Valley Municipal Code, which sets maximum sound levels reaching residential uses at 60 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (8:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.) and 55 dBA Leq during nighttime hours (10:01 p.m. – 7:59 a.m.). Prior to implementing the mitigation, the Applicant shall send letters by registered mail to all property owners and non-owner occupants of properties that would benefit from the proposed mitigation asking them to provide a position either in favor of or in opposition to the proposed noise abatement mitigation within 45 days. Each property shall be entitled to one vote on behalf of owners and one vote per dwelling on behalf of non-owner occupants. If more than 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement, the abatement will not be considered reasonable. Additionally, for noise abatement to be located on private property, 100% of owners of property upon which the abatement is to be placed must support the proposed abatement. In the case of proposed noise abatement on private property, no response from a property owner, after three attempts by registered mail, is considered a no vote. At the completion of the vote at the end of the 45-day period, the Applicant shall provide the tentative results of the vote to all property owners by registered mail. During the next 15 calendar days following the date of the mailing, property owners may change their vote. Following the 15-day period, the results of the vote will be finalized and made public.

Action 3: Upon consent from benefited receptors and property owners, the Applicant shall post a bond for the cost of the construction of the necessary mitigation as estimated by the City Engineer to ensure completion of the mitigation. The certificate of occupancy permits shall be issued upon posting of the bond or demonstration that 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement or, if the abatement is located on private property, any property owners oppose the abatement.

The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.12-43 – 4.12-45). Thus, this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure. Additionally, Section 4.12, Noise, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR; as it is not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F7-20: With respect to the mechanism to collect the funds for SR-60 improvements, these improvements are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City of Moreno Valley. Because the proposed WLC would be implemented over several years, the City would request information from Caltrans at the time that individual buildings are proposed to determine if there is a funding mechanism for a required SR-60 improvement. If there is a funding mechanism, the City would collect the applicant’s fair share toward the improvement. Because the SR-60 improvements are not within the City of Moreno Valley’s jurisdiction, the City could not ensure the improvements are implemented and, as a result, was required to find that the potential impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

By state law, a project is only required to mitigate its fair share of impacts.[footnoteRef:92] If the project’s fair share is less than 100% then the remaining funds need to come from another source. The project is not obliged to provide its portion of funding for an improvement unless a source for the remaining portion has been identified. [92: 	The Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) Program applies to those jurisdictions in Western Riverside County that have adopted and are implementing the TUMF Program Ordinance. The TUMF Program has been developed pursuant and consistent with authority provided in the requirements of California Government Code Chapter 5 Section 66000-66008 Fees for Development Projects also known as California Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600 or the Mitigation Fee Act), which governs assessment of development impact fees in California.] 


Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4E refers to improvements that are outside the City of Moreno Valley and thus beyond the direct control of either the City of Moreno Valley or the developer. The City of Moreno Valley cannot compel another jurisdiction to find additional funding for improvements; all it can do is ask for cooperation and collect the project’s fair share for any improvements where counterpart funding is available.

Response to Comment 1-F7-21: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in the analysis of Utilities and Public Services and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). The discussion of potential impacts on police is located in Section 4.14.1.5 of the FIER. As discussed on page 4.14-5 of the 2015 Final EIR, states that the City collects fees from developers to offset police-related service impacts associated with new development. The WLC would be designed and operated per applicable standards required by the City for new development in regard to public safety. Additionally, the WLC is consistent with the City General Plan policies and Municipal Code requirements relative to police services. Thus, impacts related to police service, including the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, are less than significant (2015 Final EIR, page 4.14-7). Fire protection impacts are discussed in Section 4.14.2 of the 2015 Final EIR. As discussed on page 4.14-11 of the 2015 Final EIR, states that the City collects fees from developers to offset fire-related service impacts associated with new development. The WLC would be designed and operated per applicable standards required by the City for new development in regard to fire protection. Additionally, Section 2.2.6 of the WLC Specific Plan indicates a future 1.5-acre urban fire station site will be dedicated to the City to help offset increased fire service needs. The WLC is consistent with the City General Plan policies and Municipal Code requirements relative to fire protection services. Thus, impacts related to fire protection service, including the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, are less than significant (2018 RSFEIR page 4.14-11). The 2015 Final EIR discusses school impacts in Section 4.14.3, Schools. As discussed on page 4.14-15 of the 2015 Final EIR, the school districts collect fees from developers to offset school service impacts associated with new development. The WLC is an industrial project and not a residential project that would have a direct impact on school services by accommodating additional residents within the City. The WLC is consistent with the City General Plan policies and Municipal Code requirements relative to school services. Thus, impacts related to school services, including the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, are less than significant (2018 RSFEIR page 4.14-16). Recreational facilities impacts are discussed in Section 4.14.4 of the 2015 Final EIR. As discussed on page 4.14-23 of the 2015 Final EIR, the WLC Specific Plan proposes a General Plan Amendment to the Master Plan of Trails to reduce the extent of trail systems in the area to reflect the change from a residential neighborhood (Moreno Highlands) to a non-residential neighborhood (WLC). Trail linkages are provided in the WLC Project to extend existing trail routes from the western edge of the project to the east, providing for future linkages to Gilman Springs road, to the Lake Perris State Recreation Area, and to the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Implementation of these new trails and the General Plan Amendment will allow the project to be consistent with the City’s General Plan policies relative to trails. As discussed on page 4.14-25 of the 2015 Final EIR, the City collects fees from developers to offset recreational service impacts associated with new development. As stated on page 4.14-25, The WLC would not create any substantial demands on recreational facilities. It would not create a new demand on existing park facilities nor would it require an expansion of existing parks or the construction of new park; thus, the project would have a less than significant impact on recreational resources.

Section 4.14, Public Services and Facilities, has not been recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required by CEQA. In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-F7-22: As stated on page 6.16-46 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the proposed Project would not cause or contribute to a cumulatively significant impact on wastewater infrastructure because the proposed Project would not combine with the demands of other Projects in the cumulative scenario to require the expansion of existing infrastructure. The 2018 RSFEIR further states that the Project would require only connections to existing infrastructure. Potential significant environmental impacts associated with such construction include air quality, traffic, biological resources, cultural resources, noise, hydrology, water quality, and other impacts as identified and analyzed in Chapters 4.0 and 6.0 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. None of those sections identified construction or operation of the Project’s new or expanded wastewater infrastructure as resulting in significant impacts apart from those already analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR.

Response to Comment 1-F7-23: This comment is not on the 2018 RSFEIR, but on the 2015 Final EIR. The judgment in the CEQA litigation lawsuit challenging the 2015 Final EIR did not find any deficiencies in the analysis of Wastewater Treatment Services and so may not be challenged again (Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)). The discussion of potential impacts on wastewater treatment facilities is provided in Section 4.16.2.5.2 of the 2015 Final EIR. As discussed on page 4.16-29 of the 2015 Final EIR, the current capacity of the Moreno Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility (MVRWRF) is 16 million gallons per day (mgd) and the existing average inflow is approximately 11.2 mgd. As discussed on page 4.16-29 of the 2015 Final EIR, the proposed WLC project would generate 0.82 mgd which represents approximately 18.2 percent of the remaining capacity of the existing MVRWRF. As stated in the discussion, there was a planned expansion at this facility to increase capacity from 16 mgd to 18 mgd in December 2013. The ultimate expansion of the facility is planned to increase capacity to 41 mgd. Due to the availability of treatment capacity and based on the approximate 15-year buildout of the WLC, the Project’s indirect and direct impacts on the existing treatment facilities would be less than significant. In addition, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, has not been recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F7-24: As requested, Southwest Carpenters will be provided notification of all CEQA actions and notices of public hearings including notices of determinations concerning the WLC project. No further response is required as no specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-F8: California Clean Energy Committee

Response to Comment 1-F8-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The comment is noted and will be presented to the decision makers for their review and consideration.

Response to Comment 1-F8-2: The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR include a detailed explanation of the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review (2018 RSFEIR, pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7 and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, at pages 2-3 through 2-6 and pages 2-8 and 2-9). Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and Project approvals. Refer to Response to Comments 1-F8-3 through 1-F8-23, below.

Response to Comment 1-F8-3: Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR), in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contains an analysis of the Project’s overall energy needs “demand-side” (Section 4 Demand Side Energy Analysis pages 9 – 11) and ways the Project’s energy needs could be reduced through energy efficiency technologies “supply-side” (Section 5 Supply-Side Energy Strategy pages 12 – 25) strategies which included energy efficiency concerns. Based on the distribution centers that currently exist within the Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU) service territory, the energy analysis assumes a worst-case emissions evaluation by assuming that about 11 percent of the WLC buildings will feature air-conditioned warehouses; even though the WLC Project would not include refrigerated warehouses. The energy conservation measures (ECMs) for the WLC were based on maximizing environmental protections in the most cost-effective manner practical and address internal loads, such as lighting and equipment, as well as the energy required to provide heating, cooling, and domestic hot water. The RETR determined, through comparison with other systems, including district energy, that for the office space the recommended system is underfloor air distribution coupled with water-cooled variable refrigerant flow (VRF) technology that is served by a shared water loop which allows for sharing of energy among zones, such that if one zone requires heating while another requires cooling, energy can be transferred between zones resulting in built-in energy recovery (Section 4.1 Recommended Measures in the RETR). If additional cooling is needed during extremely warm weather, a cooling tower provides supplemental heat rejection to the atmosphere. Air-conditioned warehouse spaces shall be served by displacement ventilation whereby conditioned air is delivered at low velocity from air diffusers near floor level. Cooling of supply air is achieved via direct evaporative cooling sections that deliver sufficiently cool air at required warehouse conditions for most hours during the typical weather year. During hours that evaporative cooling doesn’t meet the cooling load or doesn’t maintain acceptable relative humidity in the warehouse, VRF systems are utilized for supplemental space cooling. The shared water loop of the warehouse VRF systems is connected to an air-to-water heat pump to provide supplemental cooling via heat rejection to the atmosphere. When heating requirements exceed the heat recovered within the shared water loop by the VRF units, supplemental heat for the water loop is extracted from the atmosphere by the same air-to-water heat pump running in reverse. Because all heating and cooling in the buildings is provided by direct evaporative cooling and heat pumps, utilizing electricity, natural gas is not required, which allows the WLC to eliminate on-site fossil fuel combustion that would normally be associated with service water and space heating. Additionally, in all electric buildings there is not a need for natural gas distribution infrastructure. As discussed, the HVAC system would not be roof-top HVAC units. The underfloor air distribution coupled with water-cooled VRF technology system is much more energy efficient and cost-effective than the typical warehouse configuration.

The RETR discussed benefits of district energy distribution for supplying heating and cooling while achieving GHG and energy use reductions (Section 5.1 of the RTER). However, the benefits of district energy are best realized by dense development with a large building diversity that have varying loads. The WLC will have comparable buildings with similar loads, thereby reducing the potential for capital savings to be unlocked by a district energy system’s ability to exploit high demand diversity on the customer side. While there are no technical constraints to district energy, most warehouses are unconditioned and so the distance between air-conditioned spaces in the WLC makes the cost of installing a district energy distribution system prohibitively expensive. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discussed district energy in Section 5.1 of the RTER (page 14); however, district energy was not recommended for further investigation due to cost considerations and the required combustion of fuels to run the system which would exacerbate the already untenable local air quality. Furthermore, since the California electricity grid features so much renewable clean energy and getting cleaner every year, on-site electricity generation such as district energy utilizing fuel cells energized by natural gas, would produce more GHG emissions and require more overall energy consumptions when compared to receiving all required energy from the grid. As shown, the conclusion to not utilize district energy is not speculative or unsupported. The Project would not utilize roof top HVAC as the comment suggests, but would utilize an energy efficient and cost-effective system that reduces GHG emissions by not burning natural gas.

Response to Comment 1-F8-4: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed project energy usage by developing a prototype building energy model for California Title 24 building energy standard-compliant air-conditioned and unconditioned warehouse buildings (the full analysis can be found in the RETR, Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The model contained detailed information about building construction, lighting systems and controls, HVAC systems and controls, and office equipment. The modeling analysis acknowledges that lighting and equipment is responsible for a substantial portion of the energy consumption even in air-conditioned warehouse buildings. The analysis accounted for the electrical vehicle demand which is expected to contribute significantly to the overall WLC electricity demand consumption. To further reduce energy consumption, the RTER evaluated a wide range of ECM to identify feasible measures for reducing building energy consumption and related emissions beyond Title 24 energy code. The ECMs, contained in Table 5: ECM Descriptions in the RETR, address internal loads, such as lighting and equipment, as well as the energy required to provide heating, cooling and domestic hot water. The ECMs and the HVAC systems described in Response to Comment 1-F8-3, above, reduce energy consumed by the various equipment that the buildings will contain and delivers energy performance that exceeds minimal compliance with current Title 24 requirements by approximately 16 to 17 percent (RTER page xii). Additionally, the WLC will include rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) systems sized, at a minimum, to offset the power demands of office space contained in the building. The Project will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU), which is currently defined as one-half the minimum electrical demand a building experiences during daytime hours. Thus, solar would provide more than 100 percent of the office energy needs. Furthermore, the Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy usage:

Accommodate the use of alternative means of transportation including, public transportation (bus), charging stations for electric cars, carpooling, and bicycles to encourage more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels;

Support alternative fuel use through the provision of an on-site alternative fueling site to encourage more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels;

Construct sidewalks and a multiuse trail for pedestrian circulation to encourage non-automotive transportation and reduce transportation fuel consumption;

Promote the riding of bicycles, through the provision of bike racks/storage, showers and changing rooms to encourage non-automotive transportation and reduce transportation fuel consumption;

Design streets to accommodate bus service – Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) does not currently operate any routes in the immediate vicinity of the WLC. RTA will determine if and when bus service will be provided.

Install outdoor electric outlets to accommodate the use of electrical property maintenance equipment (Section 12.4 of the WLCSP) to encourage more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of maintenance equipment fuels;

Use recycled building material to the extent feasible to reduce energy required for producing building materials from raw materials;

Use local sources of building materials to the extent feasible, which reduces transportation fuel demand;

Support waste management reduction identified in AB 341 to increase recycling and reduce energy required for producing materials from raw materials;

Develop waste management plan and a comprehensive recycling and management program to divert at least 50 percent of waste from landfill, including storage and collection of recyclables, building and material reuse, and careful construction waste management to increase recycling and reduce energy required for producing materials from raw materials;

Reduced water uses for landscape irrigation, which reduces electricity for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water;

Street designs that harvest and channel runoff into landscape areas instead of storm drains, which reduces electricity for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water;

Incorporate on-site storm water capture and infiltration within landscape areas and minimize the use of impervious paved surfaces throughout the project to provide for groundwater recharge and increase groundwater supplies, which reduces electricity for the supply and conveyance of water supplied from non-local sources;

Provide for the use of roof-mounted solar systems or other alternative power systems to increase renewable energy supplies and reduce grid-supplied electricity;

Implement design and construction techniques will be employed to reduce the heat island effect, including the use of materials that have a low solar reflectance index such as white roofs and light-pavements to reduce building energy demand for cooling;

High performance glazing, overhangs, and landscaping to capture and control natural daylight to reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating;

Use of atriums, skylights and internal courtyards to provide additional daylighting and reduce building energy demand for lighting;

Incorporate the use of passive heating and cooling into the design or modification of the high-cube warehouse development (e.g., white building colors and roof insulation to minimize heat gain, and landscaping to help shade buildings) to reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating;

Install advanced irrigation systems, drought-tolerant plants, the use of mulch, recycled and other permissible alternative sources of water, and turfless plantings with decorative hardscape materials such as rock and other materials that do not require potable water sources to reduce electricity demand for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water.

Provide optimal vertical fenestration construction to maximize light and energy efficiency.

The above project design features would encourage non-automotive forms of transportation and use of electric and alternative-fueled vehicles instead of gasoline-fueled and diesel-fueled vehicles, which provides for more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels; increase recycling and reduce energy required for producing materials from raw materials; provide for groundwater recharge and increase groundwater supplies, which reduces electricity for the supply and conveyance of water supplied from non-local sources; reduce water demand, which reduced electricity demand for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water; reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating; and increase renewable energy supplies and reduce grid-supplied electricity.

In addition to the PDFs regarding energy conservation and renewable energy, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the following mitigation measures for other environmental impacts that reduce potential impacts of the WLC project.

Air Quality Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A (construction fuel) would require that construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower be USEPA Tier 4 emissions compliant and limits on-site idling of all diesel-powered construction equipment, delivery vehicles, and delivery trucks to three minutes in any one hour.

AQ Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (long haul trucks). Require model year 2010 medium-heavy duty and heavy-heavy duty trucks or later.

AQ Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A: Includes several measures related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities and infrastructure, electric vehicle infrastructure, and ridesharing as conditions to any Plot Plan approval within the WLC site.

Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.1.6.1A would reduce outdoor water usage which in turn reduces energy use associated with the conveyance of that water.

Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.1.6.1B would reduce interior water usage, including low flow fittings, fixtures and equipment.

Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.1.6.1C would allow reclaimed water to be used for irrigation.

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A (waste diversion). Recycling and composting availability and reduce operational waste by at least 50 percent before 2020 and 75 percent after 2020.

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1B (Previously Included as Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.4.6.1A for building energy). Each application for a building permit shall include energy calculations to demonstrate compliance with California Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6).

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1C (Previously Included as Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.4.6.1B building energy). Prior to the issuance of any building permits within the WLC site, each Project developer shall submit energy calculations used to demonstrate compliance with the performance approach to the California Energy Efficiency Standards, for each new structure.

Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D (Previously Included as Utilities Mitigation Measure 4.16.4.6.1C building energy; now modified). Prior to the issuance of a building permit, new development shall demonstrate that each building has implemented the following:

Install solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses in each warehouse building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting to their grid, whichever is greater;

Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is more stringent; and

Require the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” (LEED) for the buildings constructed at the World Logistics Center based on Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified standards in effect at the time of project approval (which would meet the Energy Star Certification[footnoteRef:93]). [93: 	According to the United States Green Building Council (USGBC), Energy Star often helps users achieve LEED certification. As an early adopter of energy performance standards, Energy Star helped pave the way for the development of the USGBC’s LEED certification upon meeting certain levels of energy efficiency, among other measures. In fact, LEED uses the Energy Star system to empower property owners and occupants with the tools they need to meet these requirements and earn additional credits. Energy Star gives users the tools they need to reach a higher level of building energy performance, therefore, positioning them closer to the standards required for LEED certification. Reference: Blackwelder, A., 2017. United States Green Building Council, Energy Star and LEED work together for private-sector energy efficiency, April 27.Available online: https://www.usgbc.org/articles/energy-star-and-leed-work-together-privatesector-energy-efficiency] 


In regard to the warehouse equipment, while some electrical equipment does exist, it does not exist for all operational requirements. However, all onsite equipment available in non-diesel technologies will be utilized for the WLC project. The type of EIR that has been prepared for the WLC project is a Programmatic EIR that analyzes the environmental impacts and required mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Each subsequent development within the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their specific operational needs will require in terms of exact equipment specifications. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards in place. As shown, the Project incorporates numerous PDFs and mitigation measures, implemented by the City, to reduce energy impacts and criteria and greenhouse gas emissions during warehouse operations.

Response to Comment 1-F8-5: As shown in Response to Comment 1-F8-4, as a PDF, the project would require that all development within the WLC provide enclosures or compactors for trash and recyclable materials which would facilitate energy efficiency in meeting the requirement to divert 75 percent of solid waste from the landfill. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1A contains the following requirements to reduce solid waste and increase waste diversion efficiency from construction and operation of project development:

a) Prior to January 1, 2020, divert a minimum of 50 percent of landfill waste generated by operation of the project. After January 1, 2020, development shall divert a minimum of 75 percent of landfill waste. In January of each calendar year after project approval the developer and/or Property Owners Association shall certify the percentage of landfill waste diverted on an annual basis.

b) Prior to January 1, 2020, recycle and/or salvage at least 50 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris. After January 1, 2020, recycle and/or salvage at least 75 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris. In January of each calendar year after project approval the developer and/or Property Owners Association shall certify the percentage of landfill waste diverted on an annual basis.

Develop and implement a construction waste management plan that, at a minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal and whether the materials will be sorted on-site or co-mingled. Calculations can be done by weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout.

c) The applicant shall submit a Recyclables Collection and Loading Area Plan for construction related materials prior to issuance of a building permit with the Building Division and for operational aspects of the project prior to the issuance of the occupancy permit to the Public Works Department. The plan shall conform to the Riverside County Waste Management Department’s Design Guidelines for Recyclable Collection and Loading Areas.

d) Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, the recyclables collection and loading area shall be constructed in compliance with the Recyclables Collection and Loading Area plan.

e) Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, documentation shall be provided to the City confirming that recycling is available for each building.

f) Within six months after occupancy of a building, the City shall confirm that all tenants have recycling procedures set in place to recycle all items that are recyclable, including but not limited to paper, cardboard, glass, plastics, and metals.

g) The property owner shall advise all tenants of the availability of community recycling and composting services.

h) Existing on-site street material shall be recycled for new project streets to the extent feasible.

Since the WLC will ensure that 75 percent of their waste will be diverted from the landfill in 2020 to comply with regulations and ensure efficient waste disposal, there is no need for an onsite recycling center. The WLC Project is not like Hewlett-Packard, in that it is not processing goods for one single manufacturer or company. A recycling facility is not practicable as it would not be feasible to take in the products from the broad variety of industries that would use the WLC and collect enough material for an onsite recycling facility. Furthermore, the WLC Specific Plan does not identify a recycling center as a permitted land use under Section 2.2.2 and was not an issue raised in the original CEQA Litigation. Therefore, the issue cannot be raised now and is covered under Topical Response C. As shown above, the WLC will is committed to recycling materials as energy efficient as possible and will provide areas and plans for collection.

Response to Comment 1-F8-6: As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the RETR conducted a supply-side analysis of the various types of sustainable energy available for the WLC (Section 5 Supply-Side Energy Strategy pages 12 – 25). The WLC commits to meet the annual energy requirements of all office spaces with PV, thereby effectively achieving net-zero energy office operations.[footnoteRef:94] Since each individual WLC building is expected to feature about 60,000 square feet of office space, this is the equivalent of fifteen 60,000 square-foot office buildings at WLC achieving net-zero energy consumption by 2025 (RETR, page 16). The entire state of California has about 30 net-zero energy office buildings in operation, under construction, or publicly committed as of 2016.[footnoteRef:95] Thus, the WLC Specific Plan will grow California’s net-zero energy office population by about 50% by 2025. At full WLC build-out there will be the equivalent of twenty-seven 60,000 square-foot office buildings achieving net-zero energy status (RETR, page 16, Draft Recirculated RSFEIR page 4.17-31). The RTER estimates that the offices in each typical WLC building will consume about 474,120 kWh/yr and experience peak electric demand of about 280 kW. The maximum allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 1 (300 kW) will generate about 512,275 kWh/yr at the WLC location (RETR, page xi). The maximum allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 2 (800 kW) will generate about 1,366,400 kWh/yr (RETR, page 16). Thus, in all cases, the maximum allowed PV capacities are sufficient in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 to satisfy 100% of the office energy needs, thereby meeting the net-zero energy objective for WLC office space. Thus, the City has shown that it will achieve net-zero energy status for all WLC office space. [94: 	When buildings are constructed, they will comply with the latest Uniform Building Code and will achieve energy efficiency of 10 percent better than 2008 Title 24 code or the most current code at the time of construction, whichever is more efficient.]  [95:  New Buildings Institute. 2016 List of Zero Net Energy Buildings. Available online at: https://newbuildings.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/GTZ_2016_List.pdf] 


Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU) is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and Topical Response E. A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. Thus, due to the MVU solar sizing limits, PV solar generation would be utilized for the Project and there would be no excess solar generation for battery storage, renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, chilled water storage, or the sale of excess power generation to MVU or other utilities for their renewable portfolio content requirements. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure[footnoteRef:96] is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. The outcome of the WLC supply-side analysis is that this Project is committed to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of PV (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective net-zero energy status for the offices. However, due to the highly speculative nature of the electric vehicle penetration in Phase 2, Project mitigation measures require the project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof to cover future electric usage. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. As exhibited, the WLC would achieve net-zero energy status for the offices in each building and include the design for future solar capability to proactively embrace all-electric design standards which would make the WLC net zero-ready and position it to comply with future net-zero regulations. The WLC does implement feasible renewable energy resources and does not have an adverse impact on energy resources. [96: 	Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity.] 


Response to Comment 1-F8-7: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-F8-4 above, to analyze Project energy usage, the RTER developed a prototype building energy model for California Title 24 building energy standard-compliant air-conditioned and unconditioned warehouse buildings (referred to as the baseline building). The analysis accounted for the electrical vehicle demand, which is expected to contribute significantly to the WLC electricity demand consumption. To further reduce energy consumption, the RTER evaluated a wide range of Energy Conservation Measures (ECM) to identify feasible measures for reducing building energy consumption and related emissions beyond Title 24 energy code. The ECMs, contained in Table 5: ECM Descriptions in the RETR, address internal loads, such as lighting and equipment, as well as the energy required to provide heating, cooling and domestic hot water. The ECMs and the HVAC systems, described in Response to Comment 1-F8-3 above, reduce energy consumed by the various equipment that the buildings will contain and delivers energy performance that exceeds minimal compliance with current Title 24 requirements by approximately 16 to 17 percent. The Project building model which includes the recommended ECM package would have a 16 to 17 percent reduction when compared to the baseline model (i.e., the Title 24-compliant model). Thus, the 16 to 17 percent reduction in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is based on a comparison to one baseline standard and is not inconsistently based on a comparison to two different standards. The ECM package will be part of the Project design and is included in the 2018 RSFEIR under Project Design Features. Since they are Project Design Features that are implemented into the Project to reduce impacts, they do not have to be adopted as mitigation measures, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.444(a)(1)(A.

Response to Comment 1-F8-8: The use of microgrids was evaluated in the RTER (Appendix E to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), but as indicated in the comment, electricity distribution regulations preclude delivery of electric power across rights-of-way belonging to any entity besides the utility. Furthermore, MVU is currently precluded from owning/operating generation assets (RTER page 14). Finally, the extra expense of the specialized microgrid equipment causes microgrid economics to favor high-density collections of buildings, such as urban districts and campuses. The layout of the WLC and MVU restriction only accommodate small clusters of buildings, perhaps two or three buildings. At this scale, a microgrid is impractical. Thus, the use of microgrids was analyzed and found to be not viable per the screening criteria matrix. Having a third party own the microgrid is also not viable as only MVU can supply power to the site per regulations as outlined in the RTER (page 14). Even if MVU would allow WLC to construct a microgrid and tie into their system under SB 1339, as discussed in the RTER, the scale and layout of the WLC would make a microgrid impractical. Currently the state of California does not allow private microgrids systems to cross public rights of way to serve individual property owners (California Public Utilities Code Section 218). All of the streets within the WLC will be public. Thus, an electric microgrid is infeasible under the current regulations. Additionally, MVU doesn’t allow any excess energy to be generated and/or stored onsite in batteries, chilled water, or as renewable hydrogen (RETR page 17). Storage of excess energy in different ways was also discussed in the RTER (page 17). The RTER thoroughly discussed microgrids and why they aren’t appropriate for the WLC project. The WLC project is utilizing renewable energy in the use of PV to the extent feasible as discussed above in Response to Comment 1-F8-6. Refer to Topical Response E for solar generation limits imposed by MVU.

Response to Comment 1-F8-9: The use of ground source heat pumps was evaluated in the RTER and the pros and cons of the system were discussed (RTER page 15). Thus, the use of ground source heat pumps was analyzed and found to be viable per the screening criteria matrix. However, ground source heat pumps were ultimately not recommended for the WLC due to building space cooling requirements being much greater than the space heating needs, which would cause the geo-exchange field to grow increasingly warmer over time. This, in turn, would degrade ground source heat pump performance in providing building space cooling. For this reason, VRF reversible heat pumps were recommended for the offices and air-conditioned warehouses. VRF also creates a possible pathway for WLC to eventually offer buildings with the potential to be powered by 100 percent renewable energy.

Response to Comment 1-F8-10: As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RTER, and in Response to Comments 1-F8-4, 1-F8-6, and 1-F8-10, above, onsite solar is scalable and a foundational component of WLCs sustainable energy strategy. However, the amount of solar able to be produced is limited by MVU to one-half the minimum electrical demand a building experiences during daytime hours (see Topical Response E). The WLC commits to meeting the annual energy requirements of all office spaces with PV, thereby effectively achieving net-zero energy office operations. Project design features require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof to cover future electric usage. Since the structural integrity of the roof will be upgraded to accommodate future solar installation, the electric distribution system would also be designed for the use of future solar installations (See page 4.17-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Although more solar generating capacity is potentially available at the Project, current MVU regulations, as discussed in Response to Comment 1-F8-6, do not allow for the additional capacity. AS stated on page 4.17-12 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, MVU previously offered a solar net energy metering program to their customers, but in MVU’s latest Electric Rates Schedule for Net Energy Metering, adopted April 17, 2018, this schedule is closed to new applicants effective April 2018. Furthermore, per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. Thus, it is not feasible at this time to require that additional solar generation be required since it cannot be used, saved on or off-site, or sold (see RTER, Appendix E to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). With respect to the energy resource loading order, the Project is committed to utilizing renewable resources and electricity where feasible over the burning of fossil fuels and the buildings have been designed, with incorporation of PDF’s, to reduce energy usage by 16 to 17 percent beyond compliance with Title 24 and reinforced roofs for future solar generation (RTER pages 16 and 17). Therefore, the WLC does not create a significant and adverse energy impact as it does not conflict with the loading order since it does not rely on fossil fuels first and when fossil fuel usage is required, clean fossil fuels (compressed natural gas, liquid hydrogen, etc.) are utilized.

Response to Comment 1-F8-11: As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, RTER, and in Response to Comments 1-F8-4, 1-F8-6, and 1-F8-10, above, onsite solar is scalable and a foundational component of WLCs sustainable energy strategy. The Project would utilize solar to provide all of the electricity needs of the WLC office buildings creating a net-zero energy demand. However, due to the highly speculative nature of the electric vehicle penetration in Phase 2, Project design features require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof to cover future electric usage. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Since the mitigation measures requires the structural integrity of the roof be upgraded to accommodate future solar installation, the electric distribution system would also be designed for the use of future solar installations (See page 4.17-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The WLC is committed to embracing all-electric design standards which would make the WLC net zero-ready and position it to comply with future net-zero regulations, which primarily includes the use of future solar. Thus, a unifying plan is being developed and will be designed to utilize solar throughout the Project site, both initial and future solar generation. Additionally, since this is a Programmatic EIR, it analyzes the environmental impacts and requires mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their specific operational needs will require in terms of exact equipment specifications. Each subsequent development within the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards in place. However, when future solar is required or allowed under new or modified regulations, they can become a condition of approval under future CEQA documents. Therefore, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is not misleading and there are no penalties associated with delaying the solar installation as the Project would utilize the maximum amount of solar allowed to be generated under current regulations, but the buildings would be made ready to allow future solar generation when that option becomes available.

Response to Comment 1-F8-12: The renewable portfolio standards are discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and apply to public utility corporations, so they would apply to MVU (see page 4.7-7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Currently MVU gets 17 percent of its energy resources from renewable resources, primarily wind and solar[footnoteRef:97] with plans to increase renewable resources in their power mix to comply with SB 100. As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sustainability, the Project is not part of the State’s power generation grid, but rather would install solar PV panels on Project roofs pursuant to Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1D, which would reduce the Project’s electricity related emissions by approximately 5 percent. Additionally, the Project’s building energy will not require natural gas and would instead use only electricity. Therefore, the WLC would directly benefit from the progressively cleaner energy supplied by MVU under the SB 100 mandate. The requirement to meet SB 100 requirements lies with MVU and not the Project since this regulation is not applicable to the WLC (see Topical Response E for further discussion). Thus, the Project does not conflict with the public policies adopted in SB 100, there are no Project impacts associated with SB 100 and no mitigation is required. [97: 	City of Moreno Valley, Moreno Valley Utility. Available online at: http://www.moval.org/mvu/pdfs/power-content.pdf] 


Response to Comment 1-F8-13: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER, as well as Response to Comments 1-F8-4, 1-F8-6, and 1-F8-10 discuss how the office buildings will be powered by solar and they would be net zero-energy buildings. As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER, natural gas would not be required in the buildings as all heating and cooling is provided via direct evaporative cooling and heat pumps, eliminating on-site fossil fuel combustion associated with service water and space heating and the natural gas distribution infrastructure associated with it. However, the Project would still utilize natural gas as yard trucks will be powered by natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel and all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or non-diesel fuel. Additionally, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public. Baseline natural gas use is presented as a point of comparison to the Project’s all-electric building energy design and Project design was not changed during the analysis and environmental impacts were not minimized. The Project does not unnecessarily rely on fossil fuels in the form of natural gas as shown above. Thus, the Project would not have a significant and adverse impact on energy and the impact does not need to be mitigated before the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR can be adopted.

Response to Comment 1-F8-14: Response to Comment 1-F8-12, above, discusses how MVU is subject to SB 100 requirements but the Project is not (also see Topical Response E). The requirement to meet SB 100 lies with MVU and not the Project since this regulation is not applicable to the WLC. Additionally, the transmission system utilized by MVU is an existing environmental condition and speculative changes to the system are not required to be analyzed under CEQA, especially since the Project would not worsen the condition of MVUs reliance on transmission resources. MVU has the obligation to meet the requirements of SB 100. In order to meet these requirements, MVU may have to greatly increase its import of renewable content to procure large quantities of qualified renewables using the long-distance electric transmission system and the impacts that may entail are beyond the scope of the Project. CEQA does not require that public agencies analyze the impact an existing environmental condition might have on a project’s future users or residents, according to California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369. An agency must analyze how environmental conditions might adversely affect a project’s residents or users only where the project itself might worsen existing environmental hazards in a way that will adversely affect them. Thus, the fact that MVU currently obtains 17 percent of its overall energy mix from renewable resources is an existing environmental condition, and it is not the responsibility of the Project to ensure that MVU meets the 100 percent requirements of SB 100 by 2045.

The comment also states that failure to implement the full solar resources at the WLC site will contribute to transmission system congestion making it difficult and costly for utilities to access remote renewable content. The WLC is generating as much solar PV as possible under the MVU current rules and moratoriums (refer to Topical Response E for further discussion). Since this project falls within MVU’s service territory, it is the serving utilities responsibility to secure additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE), if required. WLC has provided all of the current information to MVU for its use in evaluating what additional power requirements it will need to serve the Project. MVU will work with SCE to do a complete and thorough review of SCE’s systems in order to properly serve MVU’s needs. As stated on page 4.17-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, it is reasonable to assume that MVU’s existing and planned electricity supplies could support the project’s electricity demand calculated for the Project + Low EV Penetration (Scenario A) and the Project + Medium EV Penetration (Scenario B) by 2025. Any determination of MVU’s need for additional capacity beyond what is planned would be speculative and depend on the cumulative demand within MVU’s service area. The Project is utilizing the maximum amount of solar allowed from MVU to have net-zero energy office buildings. Although, the WLC site may represent the opportunity to develop a substantial local renewable resource to assist MVU in meeting SB 100 requirements, it is not a CEQA requirement and does not need to be analyzed. Thus, the Project does not conflict with the public policies adopted in SB 100, there are no Project impacts associated with SB 100, and no mitigation is required.

Response to Comment 1-F8-15: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the RETR looked at electrical generation and energy storage systems (RETR, page 17). The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software, IES. Typical high-cube warehouses use the majority of their energy during the middle of the day when the company is operating and tends to use much less at night when everyone has gone home. This is the opposite of most residential uses and thus the solar energy demand “duck curve” would not be a problem as the Project’s energy demand would be opposite that of the “duck curve.” Guided by the characteristics of the Skechers warehouse, adjacent to the WLC site, detailed digital models of a prototypical building with conditioned warehouse space and a prototypical building with unconditioned warehouse space were constructed. Both prototypes feature conditioned office space. These IES models were driven with long-term average hourly Moreno Valley weather data to simulate expected WLC energy usage. The IES model-projected energy usage has been rigorously validated using historical energy usage data provided by MVU (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). In this validation exercise, actual energy usage data of twelve similar logistics operations within the utility’s service territory was evaluated to validate assumptions regarding the projected energy demands for the Project. Once the IES models were validated against actual historical data, they were modified to reflect features making them minimally compliant with the Title 24 energy code. The Title 24-compliant prototypes were then further modified to incorporate the energy conservation measures to which the project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. As shown, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR evaluated the energy requirements of the project and considered average hourly temperatures in Moreno Valley to simulate expected WLC energy usage. MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects. A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure[footnoteRef:98] is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. The 2018 RSFEIR thoroughly analyzed the use of solar and potential storage via batteries and other methods (RETR page 17). Thus, there is no significant adverse impact which should be analyzed, or mitigated, since the solar generation supply to the Project is the maximum allowed under current MVU regulations and will make the WLC office buildings net zero-energy compliant. Per CEQA, the Project must be evaluated based on existing rules as any future changes to rules would be speculative. Further, the City cannot impose a condition on MVU to change its rules, including the rate structure, as it cannot control MVU’s discretion throughout the project process because MVU rules changes would follow separate and independent processes. The WLC is abiding by current MVU rules with respect to amount of solar PV it can currently produce. See Response to Comment 1-B2-14 and Topical Response E to see the Project compliance with SB 100. [98: 	Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity.] 


Response to Comment 1-F8-16: The WLC energy usage projections are not inadequate nor is the conclusion incorrect. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER evaluated the energy requirements for transportation activities to, from, and on the WLC site using the projected number of trips and the estimated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per trip (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-14) although the court ruling only required an analysis of renewable energy (See Topical Response C). Trips included employee trips, vendor and delivery trips, truck trips hauling goods to and from the site, and off-road mobile equipment needed for cargo/material handling (forklifts, etc.). The estimated fuel economy for on-road vehicles was based on fuel consumption factors from the CARB EMFAC2017 emissions model. The energy assessment is consistent with the modeling approach used for the air quality and GHG analysis and is consistent with general CEQA standards. However, to quantify the increased electricity use and decreased fuel use associated with a higher fleet percentage of electric vehicles due to California’s 2016 Mobile Source Strategy, three scenarios were developed: low, medium, and high electric vehicle penetration which were based on what can be reasonably expected for zero emission vehicle technology. The RETR compared feasible, cost-effective options for integrating the use of renewable energy and improving the overall energy performance of transportation operations by looking at a wide range of fuel and vehicle options, across all vehicle classes and assessed feasibility based on applicability to the project, relative cost, commercial readiness, funding availability, policy and regulatory support, potential industry partners, and other factors (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-24).

The RETR found that zero emission vehicle technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. Zero emission vehicles encompass a range of technologies including battery electric vehicles (BEVs), hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs), plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs), and range extended electric vehicles (REEVs) that utilize a fuel cell as an additional energy source. As outlined in the RETR and summarized in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, commercialization of passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly. A significant population of passenger electric vehicles is expected at the site by Phase 1 (2025) and that number will increase substantially by full buildout of the project (2035), representing a potential significant demand for on-site charging. The study also found that development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. Although it is speculative to state what the regional fleet mix will be as each phase of the project is completed, and the adoption of zero electric vehicles by WLC employees and customers will be beyond the direct control of the WLC, all EV types should be anticipated in planning for the onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The analysis indicates that the low electric vehicle penetration scenario would use approximately 14 percent less electricity than the 2025 baseline scenario and approximately 16 percent less electricity than the 2035 baseline scenario (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-26). Although the medium electric vehicle scenario would use more electricity than the low electric vehicle scenario, the net electrical demand on MVU would still be 11 percent less than the 2025 baseline scenario and it would be 12 percent more than the 2035 baseline scenario due to the much higher electric vehicle penetration rates for light duty passenger cars consistent with the 2016 Mobile Source Strategy (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-26). For the high electric vehicle scenario, total electrical demand driven by populations of electric vehicle trucks would exceed total electrical demand in both the 2025 and 2035 baseline scenarios. However, a substantial reduction in the use of liquid transportation fuels (diesel and gasoline) would also be expected to occur under this scenario as more vehicles and trucks utilize electricity for power instead of gas or diesel. Replacing VMT powered by the combustion of diesel and gasoline fuels with EV-generated VMT, especially as electricity becomes less GHG-intensive under the State’s RPS, has the added advantage of reducing the emission of harmful air pollutants such as particulate matter nitrogen oxide associated with fuel combustion. (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-29). Additionally, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses that the Project would accommodate alternative forms of transportation through the construction of sidewalks, providing bike racks and showers, and designing streets to accommodate bus service or other rideshare transportation options. Compliance with current building codes would include the installation of required electric vehicle charging stations. Furthermore, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public.

Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pages. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available.

Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:99] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:100] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:101] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets. BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson. This is a landmark achievement as the largest Class 8 electric truck deployment in North America. Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021. Automakers are expanding their electric vehicles to heavy duty trucks. However, the extent of commercial availability of such trucks as the WLC begins operations is unknown. Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. [99: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [100: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [101: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf] 


As discussed above and in Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, operation of the Project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of electricity, would not cause a need for additional capacity regionally or locally, and would not affect electricity resources to the extent that electricity demand can reasonably be projected and assessed (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.17-31).

Response to Comment 1-F8-17: The WLC is not energy inefficient because it is a single use design (logistics center) versus a multi-use design (mixed-use development) which would provide housing for employees. As discussed in the DEIR, Moreno Valley has a relatively low jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.54 compared to the overall regional ratio of 1.14 (i.e., 1.14 jobs for each 1 housing unit) (Draft EIR, page 2-24). SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan encourages “bedroom” communities (i.e., those with more housing than jobs, such as Moreno Valley) to encourage jobs growth instead of housing growth, which will eventually help balance these factors across the region and help reduce commuter traffic (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). These plans forecast that the City’s ratio of jobs to housing will increase in the future but will still be less than 1.0 (estimated 0.89 by 2035), compared to a projected ratio of 1.14 for the County and 1.29 for the entire SCAG area (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). The City’s jobs/housing ratio is expected to still be less than 1.0 by 2035, but to achieve that ratio, the City would need to attract over 34,000 jobs in the next 20 years, compared to attracting 17,000 new houses during that same period. A low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances that residents of Moreno Valley must drive to and from work. An economic study of the project[footnoteRef:102] concluded that the proposed WLC project could generate approximately 25,000 new on-site jobs within the City (2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-31). In addition to the projected on-site job creation, the study estimates the proposed WLC project could generate new off-site jobs (i.e., indirect/induced employment) in all industries of the economy. [footnoteRef:103] The study also estimated that an additional 7,583 indirect/induced jobs could be created in the County, of which 3,792 jobs were projected to be within the City as a result of project implementation.[footnoteRef:104] [102: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11.]  [103: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11]  [104: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11] 


Thus, although the Project is a single-use design, it would bring many jobs to the City, which has a shortage of jobs, and would result in less commuter travel for WLC employees. The Project is a logistics center, not a mixed-use development, and does not result in adverse energy impacts because it is a single-use development. The Project’s transportation analysis did use the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) formulas for calculating VMTs from the Project. Additionally, as outlined above in Response to Comments 1-F8-1 through 1-F8-16, the Project has been designed to be as energy efficient as currently and feasibly possible given MVU constraints. Furthermore, placing housing within close proximity to a logistics center would bring a wide range of different environmental impacts, primarily health. In addition, the WLC Specific Plan does not allow residential uses within the WLC (see WLC Specific Plan §§2.1-2.1).

Response to Comment 1-F8-18: The WLC is not transportation energy inefficient as it requires Project features that reduce barriers to electric vehicles. As stated, in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A (g) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, a minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks shall be provided at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Only sufficient sizing of conduit and service capacity to install Level 2 EVSE or greater are required to be installed at the time of construction. The RETR assumes that the six percent EVSE charging locations would be operational by the time the Project is fully operational, as they are included in the electricity usage for the baseline scenario. Additionally, the project is committed to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public (MM 4.3.6.3C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, the Project design does include deployment of electric vehicle supply equipment for recharging electric vehicles and plug-in hybrids and the design is also consistent with SB 350 and the Charge Ahead California Initiative as it provides both EVSE charging locations and an alternative fuels station available to the public.

Response to Comment 1-F8-19: The Project will be required to meet the minimum code requirements of the City of Moreno Valley in regard to parking requirements and as discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project incorporates the following measures to encourage alternate modes of transportation and reduce single occupancy vehicle trips:

a) All tenants shall be required to participate in the Riverside County’s Rideshare Program.

b) Storage lockers shall be provided in each building for a minimum of three percent of the full-time equivalent employees based on a ratio of 0.50 employees per 1,000 square feet of building area. Lockers shall be located in proximity to required bicycle storage facilities.

c) Class II bike lanes shall be incorporated into the design for all project streets.

d) The project shall incorporate pedestrian pathways between on-site uses.

e) Site design and building placement shall provide pedestrian connections between internal and external facilities.

f) The project shall provide pedestrian connections to residential uses within 0.25 mile from the project site.

g) A minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks shall be provided at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Sizing of conduit and service capacity at the time of construction shall be sufficient to install Level 2 Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) or greater.

h) Each building shall provide indoor and/or outdoor bicycle storage space consistent with the City Municipal Code and the California Green Building Standards Code. Each building shall provide a minimum of two shower and changing facilities for employees.

i) Each building shall provide preferred and designated parking for any combination of low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to the number identified in California Green Standards Building Code Section 5.106.5.2 or the Moreno Valley Municipal Code whichever requires the higher number of carpool/vanpool stalls.

j) The following information shall be provided to tenants; onsite electric vehicle charging locations and instructions, bicycle parking, shower facilities, transit availability and the schedules, telecommunicating benefits, alternative work schedule benefits, and energy efficiency.

Additionally, the WLC Specific Plan requires that mass transit features, such as bus stops, be incorporated into the project based on consultation with the Riverside Transit Agency. The Project meets the standards provided in the City Municipal Code and the California Building Standards Code regarding parking requirements. There is nothing in the Codes that require the developer to pay the employee a parking cash-out option. Further, if the WLC did not provide the parking required under Code, that would be a significant impact under CEQA. Although the Project does not have a parking cash-out program, it does encourage employees to utilize alternate modes of transportation (See MM 4.3.6.4A). The Project design is not energy inefficient because it provides parking for employees and not a cash-out program.

Response to Comment 1-F8-20: The Project is committing to reducing single-occupant vehicles, as discussed in Response to Comment 1-F8-19, and as discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, which incorporates many measures to encourage alternate modes of transportation and reduce single occupancy vehicle trips including requiring all tenants to participate in the Riverside County’s Rideshare Program. Since the Project does require that tenants participate in the Riverside County Rideshare Program and includes numerous other measures, identified above in Response to Comment 1-F8-19, to reduce single-occupancy vehicles, the Project is not transportation energy inefficient. In Addition, transportation energy efficiency was not one of the areas ruled as deficient by Judge Waters and therefore meets commuter transportation demands (Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR and process, content and project approvals).

Response to Comment 1-F8-21: The potential for utilizing rail was analyzed in the 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation pages 4.15-33 through 35, but was found to not be a viable option for reducing the traffic impacts of the WLC. This conclusion is based on several factors, including the physical constraints to bringing rail service to the WLC site, the cost of cargo movement by rail relative to movement by truck, capacity constraints in the rail system that the WLC branch line would tie into, and the minimal effect that rail service would have even if all other factors could be overcome. The WLC site is not currently served by rail. The rail lines nearest the site are the Union Pacific Yuma Line (single-track in this area), the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s San Jacinto Branch Line (single-track, currently inactive), and the BNSF double-track line through the City of Riverside. There are four general alignment possibilities for a branch line to the WLC. Each alignment is inherent with significant problems as follows:

Western Alignment – Alignments running from the BNSF line in Riverside to the WLC, an approximate distance of 15 miles, would have to run through built-up areas of the Cities of Riverside and Moreno Valley. The cost of acquiring right-of-way through these areas, and the impacts to the community (noise, traffic disruption, safety, division of the community, etc.) render such alignments unviable. Moreover, trains using the at-grade rail crossings in the City of Riverside already impose substantial delays on road traffic. In fact, in recent years the City of Riverside has sued the ports over the issue of traffic impacts from additional trains passing through the city. Adding more crossings and more trains would exacerbate this problem.

Southern Alignment – It would be possible to avoid densely populated and built-out areas by connecting to the San Jacinto Branch Line south of March Air Reserve Base. However, the only way to avoid established communities would be to pass along the northern portion of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area. The alignment, approximately 10 miles in length, would be a major impact as it would require constructing and operating a rail line along the slopes of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area and potentially the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. There would also be traffic impacts at road crossings, potential grade issues, and grade separated crossings needed for drainage channels and I-215. The impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of removing WLC trucks from the freeways.

Northern Alignment – The shortest alignment to an existing rail line is to the north in the vicinity of Redlands Boulevard and connecting to the UP Yuma line near the intersection of Redlands Boulevard and San Timoteo Canyon Road, approximately five miles from the project site. This alignment would require extensive ROW acquisition, encounter very serious grade issues that would increase the length of track needed, result in environmental impacts on the Badlands, and require a grade separated crossing of SR-60. The impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of removing WLC trucks from the freeways.

Eastern Alignment – The final possibility would be to connect to the UP Yuma line along an alignment parallel to SR-60. This alignment would connect to the existing rail network near the Morongo Golf Club at Tukwet Canyon, approximately five miles to the east of the WLC site. The eastern alignment would be affected by the same drawbacks as the northern alignment, with the addition of the need to construct a bridge over San Timoteo Creek.

As can be seen from the discussion above, providing rail service to the WLC along any of the possible alignments would in itself create serious environmental impacts. In addition to the environmental impacts, the loading and unloading of rail requires special equipment and handling and can only be performed at specialized places, which significantly adds to the cost of shipping goods by rail. The actual movement of goods by rail is more energy-efficient and less expensive than movement by truck. However, this combination of relatively high fixed costs at each end of a trip with low variable costs for the distance traveled means rail can be a less expensive way to ship cargo than truck, but only if the shipping distance is sufficiently long, more than 500 miles. Therefore, even if a rail line was built from the WLC to the Ports of Los Angeles or Long Beach, a distance of 70 miles, shipping by rail would be far more expensive than by truck, which would make it uneconomical.

Furthermore, there are serious capacity constraints in the rail network in the Los Angeles Basin. Both BNSF and UP rail operations are already capacity-constrained on the lines between the ports and western Riverside County. Rail service would not significantly reduce traffic either, since rail is only economical for trips over 500 miles. As shown, the Project did consider and analyze using rail, but found that bringing rail service to the site would be very costly, result in serious environmental impacts, create major disruption to existing communities, and take many years to design, acquire right-of-way, and construct. Thus, the EIR identified and discussed the significant adverse impacts that could occur with implementing transportation by rail and they were shown to be worse than the utilization of trucks as analyzed in the EIR. In Addition, transportation energy efficiency was not one of the areas ruled as deficient by Judge Waters and therefore meets commuter transportation demands (Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR and process, content and project approvals). Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation, has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 1-F8-22: As CARB’s ongoing multi-year planning effort on the Sustainable Freight Plan to lay out pathways to get to a zero-emission freight sector demonstrates, there are no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks available and as CARB’s progress report on heavy-duty technology and fuels assessment states zero- and non-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:105] [105: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet.) Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability.

According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:106] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:107] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:108] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.[footnoteRef:109] BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson.[footnoteRef:110] Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.[footnoteRef:111] See also recent article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). [106: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [107: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [108: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf]  [109: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments]  [110: 	Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/]  [111: 	Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/] 


Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. As electric heavy-duty trucks become commercially available, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. In addition, the WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling station that would open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which would reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. In addition, future development will comply with regulated vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval.

Along the lines of implementing zero emission technologies mitigation that CARB asked for in their previous letters, in Judge Sharon Waters’ Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February, 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley (See Topical Comment C for more information on the Writ), the WLC was tasked with providing a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower GHG project emissions. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. The project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility to secure additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types of sustainable energy supply for this the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that this the Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity, Phase 1 buildings can each feature no more than 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces (see Topical Response E for a discussion of MVU’s solar limitation placed on the project). Additional feasible Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Thus, WLC will incorporate the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to further reduce emissions from the Project.

Response to Comment 1-F8-23: This is a restatement of what the body of the letter stated. Thus, all these issues are addressed in Response to Comments 1-F8-1 through 1-F8-22.

Response to Comment 1-F8-24: This lists the Appendices used in the drafting of the letter, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The comment is noted and will be presented to the decision makers for their review and consideration.

Response to Comment 1-F8-25: Attached to the letter is a Petition for Energy Efficient Design World Logistics Center Draft EIR signed by 22 people, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The comment is noted and will be presented to the decision makers for their review and consideration.




[bookmark: _Toc38030172](1-G) Letters from Private Individuals

The following are responses to “G” comments from the general public. These responses are organized as follows:

Responses to comments on the 2018 RSFEIR where the comment letter requires one or more specific responses. For these comments, each comment letter is followed by a response to the comment letter (refer to each individual comment letter to see bracketed comments).

Comments indicating general support, general opposition, or otherwise not raising substantive environmental issues and therefore not warranting a specific response. These general comments are located in Attachment D of this Response to Comments Document. A general response to these general comments follows the response provided to Letter 1-G284. The discussion that precedes the general response identifies the number of each general comment to which the general response is applicable. 

Comment Letters Received from private individuals include the following:

		1-G1: Aaron Mariscal

		1-G16: Alva Arguetta

		1-G31: Benjamin Mariscal



		1-G2: Abigail Hermosillo

		1-G17: Ana Cisneros

		1-G32: Bertha Garcia



		1-G3: Adela Esprada

		1-G18: Ana Villuverde

		1-G33: Bertha Lozano



		1-G4: Adriana Reza

		1-G19: Andrea Chouinard

		1-G34: Betty Magana



		1-G5: Aj Ballesteros

		1-G20: Angel Guiterrez

		1-G35: Betty Ochoa



		1-G6: Alejandro and Georgina Briseno

		1-G21: Angela Quinones

		1-G36: Blanca Kalderon



		1-G7: Alenjandro Robles

		1-G22: Anthony Magana

		1-G37: Brandon Carn



		1-G8: Alex Farfan

		1-G23: Antonio Reza Jr.

		1-G38: Brenda Galicia



		1-G9: Alexa Escutia

		1-G24: Arturro Ibarra

		1-G39: Brenda Rios



		1-G10: Alfredo Garcia

		1-G25: Aureliano Martinez

		1-G40: Bricia Salazar



		1-G11: Alicia Espinosa

		1-G26: Beatriz Garcia

		1-G41: Carlos Chavez



		1-G12: Alicia Wright

		1-G27: Beatriz Vega

		1-G42: Carlos Reza



		1-G13: Alma Flores

		1-G28: Belia Sahogun

		1-G43: Carolina Escutia



		1-G14: Alma Gonzales

		1-G29: Benita Palominos

		1-G44: Carolina Rodriguez



		1-G15: Alma Ramirez

		1-G30: Benjamin Hernandez

		1-G45: Celia Corona



		1-G46: Cecilia Najar

		1-G70: Eleuterio Carrillo

		1-G94: Georgina Vasquez



		1-G47: Cecilia Serrano

		1-G71: Elisa Garcia

		1-G95: George Price



		1-G48: Charles Turkowski

		1-G72: Eluvia Amador

		1-G96: Gloria Corona



		1-G49: Christian Villanueva

		1-G73: Enrique Lizarraga

		1-G97: Gonzalo Flores



		1-G50: Christopher Baca

		1-G74: Erica Medel

		1-G98: Griselda Cabrera



		1-G51: Christopher Mauldin

		1-G75: Esteban Salinas

		1-G99: Graciela Gallegos



		1-G52: Clara Bautista

		1-G76: Euduro Wuence

		1-G100: Griselda Serrano



		1-G53: Claudia Ibarra

		1-G77: Eullalia Pedro

		1-G101: Guadalupe Andrade



		1-G54: Cole Brockman

		1-G78: Eunice Kong

		1-G102: Guadalupe Marquez



		1-G55: Concepcion Areas

		1-G79: Fabian Reyes

		1-G103: Guillermo Patino



		1-G56: Conrado Lansang

		1-G80: Fabiana Nicolas

		1-G104: Guillermo Reza



		1-G57: Consuelo Capulin

		1-G81: Fabiana Rafael

		1-G105: Guillermo Siordia



		1-G58: Consuelo Siordia

		1-G82: Fernando Moreno

		1-G106: Inez Gonzalez



		1-G59: Corinne Orozco

		1-G83: Francisco Serrano

		1-G107: Irene Sims



		1-G60: Darleen Reza

		1-G84: Francisco Vega

		1-G108: Irese Carpenter



		1-G61: Delfina Polanco

		1-G85: Frank Huddlestone

		1-G109: Iris Pedroza



		1-G62: Dolores Rojas

		1-G86: Frank Wright

		1-G110: Irma Mendez



		1-G63: Donovan Saadiq

		1-G87: Gabriel Mariscal

		1-G111: Irma Roman



		1-G64: Dora Capolino

		1-G88: Gabriel Nieves

		1-G112: Isabel Amavizca



		1-G65: Ed Von Nordeck

		1-G89: Gabriela Negrete

		1-G113: Isaias Gonzalez



		1-G66: Edgard Espin

		1-G90: Gary Klinn

		1-G114: Israel Carrillo



		1-G67: Eduardo Corona

		1-G91: Gaspar Fernandez

		1-G115: Israel Flores



		1-G68: Eduardo Hernandez

		1-G92: Gema Garcia

		1-G118: Jan Jugas



		1-G69: Elena Contreras

		1-G93: Gemma Arrate

		1-G119: Javier 



		1-G120: Jerry Mercado

		1-G144: Juan Razo

		1-G168: Lily Quinones



		1-G121 Jerry Mercado

		1-G145: Julia Anguiano

		1-G169: Lindsay Robinson



		1-G122: Jesse Molina

		1-G146: Julissa Wuence

		1-G170: Lindsay Robinson



		1-G123: Jesus Hernandez

		1-G147: Karen Flores

		1-G171: Lorenzo Tello



		1-G124: Jesus Salas

		1-G148: Karen Jakpor

		1-G172: Luis Baldenegro



		1-G125: Joe Fernandez

		1-G149: Karina Verdugo

		1-G173: Luis Buenrostro



		1-G126: Joel Estrada

		1-G150: Kathleen Dale

		1-G174: Luis Saldaña



		1-G127: John Peikert

		1-G151: Kathleen Dale

		1-G175: Luz Maria Naranjo



		1-G128: John Serrano

		1-G152: Kathy Kulsick

		1-G176: Lydia Vaula



		1-G129: John Sims

		1-G153: Keith Howerton

		1-G177: Marina Smiley 



		1-G130: Jonah Villegas

		1-G154: Kennedy Sanchez 

		1-G178: Magy Velazquez



		1-G131: Jose Arvizu

		1-G155: Keri A. Then

		1-G179: Manuel Arredondo



		1-G132: Jose Galicia

		1-G156: Kevin Mesa 

		1-G180: Manuel Garcia



		1-G133: Jose Garcia

		1-G157: Kirk Hansen

		1-G181: Manuel Rodriguez



		1-G134: Jose Lopez

		1-G158: Dolores Jempson

		1-G182: Manuel Patino



		1-G135: Jose Mariscal

		1-G159: Laura Manjarrez

		1-G183: Marco Areas



		1-G136: Jose Valenzuela

		1-G160: Laura Robinson

		1-G184: Marco A. Rojo



		1-G137: Josefina Gregory

		1-G161: Leanna Gonzalez

		1-G185: Margaret Martin



		1-G138: Josefina Valenzuela

		1-G162: Laura Sixtos

		1-G186: Maria Baldenegro



		1-G139: Josephine Villegas

		1-G163: Leo Castañeda

		1-G187: Maria Barragan



		1-G140: Joshua Bonilla

		1-G164: Leon A. Enderica

		1-G188: Maria Carrillo



		1-G141: Joshua Mariscal

		1-G165: Leticia Mata

		1-G189: Maria Corral



		1-G142: Juan Hernandez

		1-G166: Lila A. Smith

		1-G190: Maria Cruz



		1-G143: Juan Palominos

		1-G167: Liliana Perez de Aceves

		1-G191: Maria De Los Angeles Ponce



		1-G192: Maria del Loerra Lopez 

		1-G215: Mr. & Mrs. Marvin Niles

		G-238: Owen Christian



		1-G193: Maria Diaz 

		1-G216: Mayori Ovalles 

		G-239: Pablo Hermosillo



		1-G194: Maria Raquel Escebedo

		1-G217: Mathis Moore

		G-240: Pablo Hermosillo Sr.



		1-G195: Maria Galaza

		1-G218: Maura Garcia

		G-241: Pablo Ramirez



		1-G196: Maria Guerrero

		1-G219: Mauricio Lopez

		G-242: Patricia Gonzalez



		1-G197: Maria Gutierrez

		1-G220: Miguel Gutierrez

		1-G243: Paul Roman



		1-G198: Maria Isabel Ramirez

		1-G221: Miguel Naranjo

		1-G244: Pearlie Mae Sims



		1-G199: Maria R. Jacobo

		1-G222: Milton Martinez

		1-G245: Petra Avina



		1-G200: Maria Lara

		1-G223: Moises Leanos

		1-G246: Petra Olazabal



		1-G201: Maria Lopez

		1-G224: Monica Esparza

		1-G247: Coil Hagar Vasquez



		1-G202: Maria Mereyman

		1-G225: Morena Mesa 

		1-G248: Ponciano Garcia



		1-G203: Maria Nieves

		G-226: Myles Caldwell

		1-G249: Porfirio Guerrero



		1-G204: Maria Seans

		G-227: Nahum Serrano

		1-G250: Ramon Aguado



		1-G205: Maria A. Saldaña

		G-228: Nelly Menjivar

		1-G251: Ramon Gallegos



		1-G206: Maria G. Torres

		G-229: Nigdia Jimenez

		1-G252: Ramon Mendez



		1-G207: Mariana Gissel Sanchez Escobedo

		G-230: Norma Preciado

		1-G253: Ramon Rios



		1-G208: Mario Ochoa

		G-231: Norma Roman

		1-G254: Ramon Rios Sr.



		1-G209: Marjorie Lloyd

		G-232: Obdulia Cisneros

		1-G255: Raquel Carrillo



		1-G210: Martha Munoz

		G-233: Olegario Rojas

		1-G256: Refugio Navarro



		1-G211: Martha Rodriguez

		G-234: Olga Arvizu

		1-G257: Regina Lynn



		1-G212: Marta A. Torres

		G-235: Olga Reza

		1-G258: Rhonda Turkowski



		1-G213: Martha Villanueva

		G-236: Olivia Gonzalez

		1-G259: Reina Ayala



		1-G214: Martina Delgado Lares

		G-237: Otana Jakpor

		1-G260: Robert Beard



		1-G261: Robert Doss

		1-G285: Sheila Espinoza-Sanford

		



		1-G262: Robert Then

		1-G286: Silvia Callente

		



		1-G263: Robert Vavela

		1-G287: Silvia Delgado

		



		1-G264: Roberto Cabrera

		1-G288: Socorro Gamez

		



		1-G265: Rodolfo Hernandez

		1-G289: Socorro Gutierrez 

		



		1-G266: Rogelio Bautista 

		1-G290: Stephany Avila

		



		1-G267: Ron Scott

		1-G291: Susan Lansang

		



		1-G268: Ronald A. Mesa

		1-G292: Susana Navarro

		



		1-G269: Ronald Mesa Jr. 

		1-G293: Teodora Garcia 

		



		1-G270: Ronald Sims

		1-G294: Thomas Turkowski III

		



		1-G271: Rosa Garcia

		1-G295: Uvaldo Robles Tello

		



		1-G272: Rosa Martinez

		1-G296: Vicente Mora Barrera

		



		1-G273: Rosa Maria Quintero

		1-G297: Violeta G. Perez

		



		1-G274: Rosalba A. Rojo

		1-G298: Virginia Cuatlayotl

		



		1-G275: Rosie Mariscal

		1-G299: Walter Rodriguez

		



		1-G276: Roxana C. Melara

		1-G300: Yuliana G. Bolaina 

		



		1-G277: Ruben Avila

		1-G301: Bonnie Thresher

		



		1-G278: Ruben Muñoz

		

		



		1-G279: Rubi Hernandez

		

		



		1-G280: Sandra Reyes

		

		



		1-G281: Santiago Rodriguez Avalos

		

		



		1-G282: Sarah Niña G. Perez 

		

		



		1-G283: Sergio Gonzalez

		

		



		1-G284: Shaunte M. Gonzales 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G5: AJ Ballesteros

Response to Comment 1-G5-1: Related to social justice issues associated with the WLC project, the court order did not direct the City of Moreno Valley to evaluate environmental justice issues. Impacts of the proposed project related to the court order were evaluated in the 2018 RSFEIR, and this comment did not raise new or additional significant environmental issues (State CEQA Guidelines §15088 (c)). Also refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. Nonetheless, environmental justice considerations are incorporated into the 2016 AQMP (p. 4.3-12) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR states that the “project would comply with all applicable rules and regulations enacted as part of the 2016 AQMP, including transportation control measures from the 2016 RTP/SCS” (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-37).

In addition, local air quality is addressed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G11: Alicia Espinosa

Response to Comment 1-G11-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G37: Brandon Carn

Response to Comment 1-G37-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The trial court’s judgment identified five deficiencies that occurred within the 2015 Final EIR. EIRs which are found to be deficient and remanded to the lead agency for correction frequently will prepare and circulate just the portions of an EIR found to be deficient, adding additional portions as called for (Ballona Wetlands Trust v. City of Los Angeles, 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 463-464 (2011)). This procedure is explicitly allowed by CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(c) and the City of Moreno Valley was consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(d) because they provided notice to the public of the 2018 RSFEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15087 and consultation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15086 which the City followed. As a result, the City of Moreno Valley’s 2018 RSFEIR was circulated to the public and comments on the 2018 RSFEIR were solicited, as per CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(f)(2), further alerting readers focus on the information provided in the 2018 RSFEIR (page 2-7). Other issues that were either not presented in the CEQA litigation challenging the adequacy of the 2015 Final EIR, or if presented, were rejected by the trial court in either event, may not be raised as challenges to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR (The Inland Oversight Committee v. City of San Bernardino, 17 Cal. App. 5th 771, 779-780 (2018)).

Response to Comment 1-G37-2: As discussed in the 2018 RSFEIR on pages 4.15-122 through 4.15-125, impacts as well as required improvements to SR-60 are discussed. There is a detailed discussion of the potential improvements, the feasibility of implementing the improvement, and the potential funding for the improvements along SR-60. The Project’s fair share by freeway segment is shown in Appendix F on Table 77, and the Project’s fair share for SR-60 ranges between 1.0% and 10.2%. For various required SR-60 improvements, there are no specific Caltrans funding mechanisms at this time; however, the City will require the developer to pay a fair-share contribution toward the improvements as a condition of approval if a fair share program is established. See Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4F. Although a fair-share contribution is identified, the City cannot ensure that Caltrans would provide the improvement. Therefore, the 2018 RSFEIR determined that the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

As for Moreno Valley streets, Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4C requires the Applicant to construct and fully fund all necessary road improvements within the City The developer would be responsible for upgrades to Alessandro Boulevard and Cactus Avenue within the Project site. Table 20 and Figures 19 and 20 in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR show the proposed improvements to these road sections.

Regarding funding for repairs to streets located outside the Project site, routine road maintenance is a long-term recurring expense that is part of the City’s existing street maintenance program.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G50: Christopher Baca

Response to Comment 1-G50-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.
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Page 2




RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G52: Clara Bautista

Response to Comment 1-G52-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR. To reduce impacts to freeways, Mitigation Measures 4.15.7.4E and 4.15.7.4F requires the Applicant to contribute its fair share of the cost of needed improvements such as additional freeway lanes as long as Caltrans has established a fair share contribution program. There are no specific Caltrans funding mechanisms available at this time; however, the City will require the developer to pay a fair share contribution toward improvement as a condition of approval if a fair share program is established. As for schools, the Applicant will be required to pay school impact fees to the Moreno Valley Unified School District and the San Jacinto Unified School District for providing new school facilities as discussed on page 4.14-16 of the 2015 Final EIR (Volume 2).
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G63: Donovan Saadiq

Response to Comment 1-G63-1: As shown on Table 4.15-14 in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the Project would result at full build-out in a total of 15,138 average daily trips of medium and heavy trucks which is a subset of the total Project trips of 58,800 average daily trips of all vehicle types. As discussed in the 2018 RSFEIR on pages 4.15-122 through 4.15-125, impacts as well as required improvements to SR-60 are discussed. There is a detailed discussion of the potential improvements, the feasibility of implementing the improvement, and the potential funding for the improvements along SR-60. The Project’s fair share by freeway segment is shown in Appendix F on Table 77, and the Project’s fair share for SR-60 ranges between 1.0 percent and 10.2 percent. For various required SR-60 improvements, there are no specific Caltrans funding mechanisms at this time; however, the City will require the developer to pay a fair-share contribution toward the improvements as a condition of approval if a fair share program is established. See Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4F. Although a fair-share contribution is identified, the City cannot ensure that Caltrans would provide the improvement. Therefore, the 2018 RSFEIR determined that the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.

Regarding truck infrastructure, the Project includes a logistics support use on the Project site that is intended to provide alternative fueling services for onsite users, additional fueling stop locations, transmission shops, and truck stops are not included as part of the Project.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G65: Ed Von Nordeck

Response to Comment 1-G65-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G65-2: Regarding the transportation of goods to the WLC Project site, the percentages of daily truck trips by type of truck trip (i.e., internal, external, intermodal, port-related and secondary port trips as defined on pages 76 and 77 of the Traffic Impact Assessment [TIA] in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) that currently occur to and from Riverside County are provided on Table 18 on page 77 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. Truck traffic associated with the WLC and other logistics centers is expected to follow this general pattern of distribution. Port-related trips account for less than one percent of truck traffic to and from Riverside County.

Response to Comment 1-G65-3: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G65-2, truck trips to the WLC site are included in the traffic distribution identified in Figure 37 on page 97 of Appendix F (Traffic Impact Assessment) of the 2018 RSFEIR. As for UPS and FedEx deliveries, these are considered as part of the truck trip percentages identified in Table 18 of Appendix F (Traffic Impact Assessment) of the 2018 RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 1-G65-4: Regarding new traffic lanes and access ramps, these project improvements are discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the Project’s contribution to cumulative improvements is discussed in Section 6.15.3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Sections 4.15.7 and 6.15.3 identify numerous roadway improvements as well as access ramp improvements that would be required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. See the Response to Comment 1-G37-2 concerning payment for these improvements.

Response to Comment 1-G65-5: Local air quality is evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G37-2, routine road maintenance is a long-term recurring expense that is part of the City’s existing street maintenance program. The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G90: Gary Klinn

Response to Comment 1-G90-1: The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has monitoring stations that monitor ambient air quality throughout the South Coast Air Basin including Moreno Valley. Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identifies the concentration levels of pollutants in the Moreno Valley area compared to the state and federal ambient air quality standards. As shown, the concentrations of ozone have exceeded the state and federal standards for multiple days. The concentrations of coarse particulates referred to as PM10 have exceeded the state standards for multiple days and for recent years. The concentrations of fine particulates referred to as PM2.5 have exceeded the federal ambient air quality standard for multiple days and the state and federal standards in recent years.

Construction and operation of the Project would generate emissions of ozone precursors (volatile organic compounds [VOC] and nitrogen oxides [NOX]), PM10, and PM2.5. Project-related diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) emissions are included within the analysis as PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. As discussed on pages 4.3-31 through 4.3-34, Project emissions are compared to significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD. As shown on Table 4.3-25 on page 4.3-63 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2E for construction activities and the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3A through 4.3.6.3F for operational activities would reduce Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. However, even with the implementation of the mitigation measures, Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would exceed the significance thresholds set by SCAQMD during most of the 15-year buildout of the Project and at full buildout operations. Cancer risk (see HRA in Appendix A.1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and non-cancer risk impacts (see Ramboll health effects analysis in Appendix A.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) from the Project’s diesel PM emissions were evaluated and would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds, resulting in a less than significant health risk impact with implementation of mitigation measures.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G95: George Price

Response to Comment 1-G95-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Regarding the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, the 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.4 Biological Resources replaced the 2015 Final EIR Section 4.4 in its entirety. The 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.4 states on page 4.4-1 that “the text has been amended to ensure that the “buffer” concept was eliminated and not considered, and this document does not consider or evaluate any part of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) as a buffer area”. In addition, biological resource assessments were updated in 2018 to document any changes to the results from the previous surveys conducted by Michael Brandman Associates (MBA). See Appendix B to the 2018 RSFEIR Biological Resources Technical Memorandum (Revised) and DBESP. With respect to the Writ, See Topical Responses Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G118: Jan Jugas

Response to Comment 1-G118-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and Project approvals. The Revised Final EIR, the 2015 Final EIR, the 2018 RSFEIR and the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be used by the City of Moreno Valley City Council to deliberate whether to approve or not approve the proposed Development Agreement and the Parcel Map. It will also be used in connection with the approval of plot plans or other discretionary approvals in the future.

Response to Comment 1-G118-2: The operation of the proposed Project would occur 24 hours per day. According to Table 4.15-14 in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR, there are a total of 15,138 average daily trips from medium and heavy trucks associated with the Project. Additional trips are associated with passenger vehicles and light trucks. As shown in Figure 37 on page 97 of the Traffic Impact Assessment within Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, 0% of the truck traffic associated with the WLC Project would travel to or from southwest of the Project site in the vicinity of Moreno Beach Drive and Cactus Avenue. Also shown on Figure 37, approximately 82% of the truck trips that would travel west or east along SR-60 east of Redlands Boulevard. Potential impacts on the freeways, including SR-60, are discussed in Section 4.15.6.5 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Mitigation measures and the level of impact after mitigation are discussed in Sections 4.15.7.4 and 4.15.7.5, respectively in the 2018 RSFEIR.

As for safety, Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR (page 4.15-49) provides an evaluation of potential safety impacts resulting from potential conflicts between Project traffic and local schools. The conclusion is that Project passenger cars and trucks would not create unsafe conflicts with pedestrians.




Letter 1G120/G121: Jerry Mercado 11:58am and 12:21pm

Page 120-1




Letter 1G120/121

Page 120-2




Letter 1G120/121

Page 120-3




Letter 1G120/121

Page 120-4




Letter 1G120/121

Page 121-1




Letter 1G120/121

Page 121-2




Letter 1G120/121

Page 121-3




Letter 1G120/121

Page 121-4




RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G120 and 1-G121: Jerry Mercado 11:58am and 12:21pm

Response to Comments 1-G120-1 and 1-G121-1: The CARB Drayage Truck Regulations are described in Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The purpose of the regulation is to reduce emissions and public exposure to diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and other air contaminants by setting emission standards for in-use, heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles that transport cargo to and from California’s ports and intermodal rail facilities.[footnoteRef:112] The regulation requires an accelerated introduction of “clean trucks” into the statewide truck fleet resulting in substantially lower diesel emissions. The regulation states that starting January 1, 2023, drayage trucks are subject to the provisions of Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2025, which requires that all not otherwise exempt in-use on-road diesel vehicles, including drayage trucks, have a 2010 model year emissions equivalent engine. The regulation does not state anything about having a signage requirement. Thus, there is no drayage signage requirement that would be necessary for a Certificate of Occupancy and was not included in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B as a Certificate of Occupancy Requirement. However, the drayage requirement is an ongoing requirement and is included in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B on pages 4.3-53 and 4.3-54 under the “On an Ongoing Basis” portion of the measure in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as outlined below[footnoteRef:113]: [112: 	California Code of Regulations, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Division 3, title 13, section 2027, Drayage Truck Regulations, 2011. Available online at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-179310568.1519193875]  [113: 	Additions to part k) of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B are shown with underline text.] 


k) All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.

l) All diesel trucks entering logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. Facility operators shall maintain a log of all trucks entering the facility to document that the truck usage meets these emission standards. This log shall be available for inspection by City staff at all time.

Response to Comments 1-G120-2 and 1-G121-2: Per the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A(d) requires the 3-minute idling time in any one hour on-site and will be verified by the City through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-42). Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance efforts and If they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP.

Response to Comments 1-G120-3 and 1-G121-3: The 2010 engine standard was specified because it complies with the CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation and Drayage Truck Regulations. As stated in the regulation, by January 1, 2023, all diesel trucks need to have 2010 model year engines.[footnoteRef:114] The POLB and POLA “Clean Truck Program” is discussed on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The “Clean Truck Program” commenced on October 1, 2018 and states that any new trucks registered in the Port Drayage Truck Registry (PDTR) must be model year 2014 or newer. Drayage trucks registered in the PDTR prior to October 1, 2018, that are current on their annual registration fees as of September 30, 2018 and are compliant with state law may continue to operate at the POLB and POLA.[footnoteRef:115] Thus, current trucks that are currently registered in the PDTR do not need to be 2014 compliant but do need to be 2010 compliant if diesel fueled as specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. Since the WLC would utilize truck fleets from other companies, all fleets will have to meet CARB requirements, as specified in the CCRs, and those fleets that have trucks that would go to the POLB and the POLA would have to meet their more stringent “Clean Truck Program” requirements. Therefore, CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation which requires 2010 compliant engines is the requirement for the WLC since most truck fleets will have all their current trucks registered in the PDTR. As the fleets acquire new trucks, those would be required to be 2014 compliant in accordance with the “Clean Truck Program” if they intend to go to the ports; however, if they don’t go to the ports, they would only need to be 2010 compliant. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR chose the 2010 model year required by the CARB Truck and Bus Regulation instead of the 2014 model year referenced in the “Clean Truck Program.” [114: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Truck and Bus Regulation Compliance Requirement Overview. Last Updated June 18, 2019. Available online at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/fsregsum.pdf]  [115: 	Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, 2018. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, September. Available online at: http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=14684] 


Response to Comments 1-G120-4 and 1-G121-4: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does give an overview of the Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES) which looked at 2007 compliant engines equipped with a diesel particulate filter versus pre-model year 2007 engines and concludes that “The HEI study clearly demonstrates that the application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated health impacts of diesel exhaust” (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-19). This study was again discussed on page 4.3-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, where it stated, “the importance of this study is that diesel PM emissions from new technology diesel engines does not cause any increase in the risk of lung cancer or other significant adverse health effects in study animals that, in fact are more sensitive to toxics exposures than humans.” Previous studies directed at studying the effects of diesel PM on health were based on exposure studies that date 15 to 20 years ago when diesel emissions were significantly higher than the New-Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE). This study was also sponsored or reviewed by the US Environmental Protection Agency, CARB, US Department of Energy, and the US Federal Highway Administration in conjunction with the manufacturers of emissions control equipment. This study was discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is the most recent study looking at NTDE effects and did not fall under the five deficient areas listed in the Writ of Mandate (Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Court Ruling and Writ of Mandate).

However, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not solely rely on this study to determine health effects resulting from the WLC. A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that NTDE causes cancer, contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant HRA was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions and associated health risk reductions from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of TACs, the rate of inhalation of TACs, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute (HEI) finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk.

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project construction (Construction + Operational HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk for those sensitive receptors located within the Project boundary to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold for those as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant.

As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of feasible mitigation for the construction plus operational and the operational scenarios of the WLC.

Response to Comments 1-G120-5 and 1-G121-5: As discussed on page 4.3-53 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3A through 4.3.6.3F would reduce operational emissions of criteria pollutants associated with the Project. However, implementation of the WLC project would exceed applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOx. Despite the implementation of feasible mitigation measures, emissions associated with the Project cannot be reduced below the applicable thresholds. Operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through implementation of mitigation measures and Project Design Features. Operational emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses.[footnoteRef:116] There are no further feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s emission of criteria pollutants to below SCAQMD thresholds so potential air quality impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. [116: 	Unless refrigerated warehouses could be shown to be less than significant in future environmental documents.] 


Potential mitigation that could reduce emissions to close to or below the SCAQMD significance thresholds would be implementation of zero or near-zero emissions technologies. In Judge Sharon Waters Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate, RIC1510967, February 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley, the court required a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies. In response to this ruling, the 2018 RSFEIR presented an analysis of potential zero and near-zero technologies in Appendix E of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). The WLC is required to provide an alternative fueling station that would open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3.6.3C on page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which would reduce diesel emissions from the Project as truck fleets switch to non-diesel alternatives in the future. In addition, future development will comply with regulated vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. Additionally, based on the RETR (Appendix E of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), Project Design Features will be incorporated to provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance which will also reduce Project emissions. WLC is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that would be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C, page 4.16-42 of the 2015 Final EIR). At a minimum, the Project would install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces (see Topical Response E for a discussion on the limits of solar allowed by MVU). As discussed, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes feasible mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce emissions and impacts to the greatest extent possible. Potential mitigation measures utilizing all or a substantial number of zero- or near-zero-emission technologies for medium-duty and heavy-duty truck fleets are not feasible at this time as discussed below and in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Additionally, a mitigation measure utilizing 100 percent solar power to provide all the power to the Project is not feasible due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

[bookmark: _Hlk36654766]The Transportation Energy Technical Study, Appendix E, found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:117] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available. [117: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


[bookmark: _Hlk36656743]Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:118] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:119] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:120] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets. BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson. This is a landmark achievement as the largest Class 8 electric truck deployment in North America. Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021. Automakers are expanding their electric vehicles to heavy duty trucks; however, the extent of commercial availability of such trucks as the WLC begins operations is unknown. Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. [118: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [119: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [120: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf] 


[bookmark: _Hlk36656857]As electric heavy-duty trucks become commercially available, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. Since this is a programmatic EIR, subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.[footnoteRef:121] However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.[footnoteRef:122] Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. [121: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)]  [122: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)] 


As discussed on page 4.3-61 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project’s developers entered into a settlement agreement with the SCAQMD on October 21, 2016 which requires the payment to SCAQMD of an Air Quality Improvement Fee of 64 cents per square foot for each building as the Project is constructed. Funds may be used by SCAQMD for any purpose to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin although the SCAQMD has indicated that the funds will be used “to develop mitigation efforts focused on reducing emissions in the areas affected by the warehouse project.”[footnoteRef:123] One possible use might be that individual or fleet truck owners servicing the Project could be offered a financial incentive to purchase a near-zero or zero-emission truck model, similar to the Carl Moyer Program. This type of program has been an effective tool for more than 19 years in speeding the transition of heavy-duty trucks and other equipment to cleaner models. In the 2017 Reporting Cycle for the Carl Moyer Program (Funding Years 8-19), $87,373,480 was funded for “On-Road” vehicles by the SCAQMD for a reduction of 6,265 tons of NOX and ROG emissions, and a reduction of 145.3 tons of PM emissions, with an average cost effectiveness of $11,612. Using those costs and resulting reductions in emissions, the $26,000,000 Air Quality Improvement Fee could result in a reduction of 1,864 tons of NOX and ROG emissions, and a PM reduction of 43 tons of PM emissions. Therefore, with the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee through the 2016 settlement, the Project’s net contribution to regional air quality would be further reduced. Because the use of the funds will be determined by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board and because it is not yet known how the Board will allocate the funds, no credit in emissions has been taken by the Project. Additionally, the SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment P). [123: 	SCAQMD press released October, 21, 2016, announcing the settlement.] 


The EIR prepared for the WLC project is a Programmatic EIR that analyzes the environmental impacts and requires mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Each subsequent increment will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their specific operational needs will require in terms of exact equipment specifications. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards in place.

Response to Comments 1-G120-6 and 1-G121-6: The 5-minute idling time refers to idling at the WLC site; the CARB Truck and Bus Regulation specifically states that idling in traffic is not subject to the regulation. Health risks associated with the WLC project truck emissions were analyzed in the HRA, which followed the risk assessment methodologies of the SCAQMD and the OEHHA (see Response to Comment 1-G120-4 above). As discussed above under Response to Comment 1-G120-4, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community from construction and operation and operation of the WLC would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-72). Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.3-79 – 4.3-82) and cancer risk impacts. Air quality impacts would be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily ozone precursors and PM. But as stated previously, given that the EIR prepared for the WLC project is a Programmatic EIR, there will be subsequent environmental review documents, as triggered by CEQA, for implementing projects as they are proposed for buildout. Each subsequent development with the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards.

As it is unknown who the tenants of the WLC will be at this time, a mitigation measure, similar to the Port of Long Beach, that limits deliveries and pickups to appointment times is not reasonable nor feasible as future tenant-specific operating schedules or operational requirements are not known. Nonetheless, as demonstrated, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risk impacts of the WLC Project to sensitive receptors due to truck idling.

Response to Comment 1-G120-7: Based on substantial evidence collected by ITE and presented in the 2017 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual and in the 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis, the data from these two sources were appropriately used in the current analysis of the WLC traffic impacts. As discussed in Section 4.15.3.2 on page 4.15-29 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the 10th Edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual was used for trip generation rates and directionality (percent of vehicles entering and leaving the site) while the percentage of vehicles in each vehicle class was taken from the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. A combination of sources was required because the Trip Generation Manual reported the directional split but not the vehicle mix while High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis reported the vehicle mix but not the directional split. The commenter states that the method used to calculate truck trips by taking an average using the total warehouse space in Riverside County grossly underestimates truck trips. However, as discussed above, the method the commenter discusses was not used to calculate truck trips. Additionally, the formula provided by the commenters example to calculate truck tips to the Port assumes that all truck trips from the WLC would go to the Port, which is also not the case. As stated, the analysis utilized the findings of a highly respected neutral party, ITE, which utilized counts at 107 high-cube warehouse sites to come up with the rates presented in their 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. The results were incorporated into the 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual in a new land use code (Code 154) and the SCAQMD has indicated its acceptance of these results on its website.[footnoteRef:124] Additionally, traffic counts for the Skechers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR. [124: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District. High Cube Warehouse Trip Rate Study for Air Quality Analysis. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/high-cube-warehouse] 


Response to Comment 1-G120-8: The 2018 RSFEIR was sent out for public review in July 2018. Subsequent to the circulation of the 2018 RSFEIR, the Notice of Preparation for the Meridian Business – Phase K4 (K4 Warehouse and Cactus Channel Improvements Project) was distributed to the public and interested agencies such as the City of Moreno Valley on November 19, 2018. On April 18, 2019, the Draft EIR for the K4 Warehouse and Cactus Channel Improvements Project was circulated for public review. Because the NOP was sent out after the distribution of the 2018 RSFEIR, no environmental document was available for review as stated in Table 6.0-2 of the 2018 RSFEIR.

However, air quality cumulative emissions and traffic impacts from the 359 projects in the cumulative project area are analyzed in Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Table 6.3-1, Air Quality Cumulative Projects Summary, lists the projects considered in the quantitative cumulative emissions calculations (pages 6.3-4 through 6.3-12 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). This includes Project ID M-7, Meridian Business Park – Phase K4, with an indicated land use category of Warehouse/Logistics operations.

Cumulative daily operational emissions for these projects (including Project M-7, Meridian Business – Phase K4) are summarized in Table 3.6-2 (pages 6.3-13 through 6.3-22 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and include on-road vehicle emissions based on cumulative project daily trips calculated from each project’s size and land use type. Construction emissions for identified cumulative projects that had not been constructed as of November 2019 (including Project M-7) that could potentially undergo construction during the project’s 15-year construction period are included in Table 3.6-3 Cumulative Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (page 6.3-22 through 6.3-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Detailed emissions of the listed cumulative projects are provided in Appendix A.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Both operational and construction emission calculations are based on standard methods utilizing information specific to each cumulative project’s size (building square footage or number of dwelling units) and land use type.

With respect to traffic, cumulative traffic impacts are evaluated in the revised traffic study contained in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR and summarized in Section 6.15.3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Additionally, as part of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, potential cumulative traffic impacts were reviewed and found not to change the cumulative impact and therefore, weren’t addressed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G122: Jesse Molina

Response to Comment 1-G122-1: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G148: Karen Jakpor

Response to Comment 1-G148-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G148-2: A TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, was prepared for the Project that fully analyzed the impacts to local and regional traffic on surface streets and freeways potential affected by the project. The TIA analyzed traffic impacts to local schools and found that the Project would pose little safety risk with the safety features that were already present on roads near schools. With buildout of the proposed Project, WLC trucks that travel from the region would use the freeway system as the most direct route to the Project but could use other truck routes or approved routes such as Van Buren Boulevard in the City of Riverside. WLC trucks that use Van Buren Boulevard could originate or have a destination within areas along Van Buren Boulevard. No substantial amount of truck traffic is expected to travel along Van Buren Boulevard as there is no direct route from the Project site connecting to Van Buren Boulevard. Additionally, there are many deterrents for trucks using Van Buren Boulevard as a truck route from the Project to the 91 freeway including grade conditions in excess of 2% slope, rolling and mountainous terrain, and multiple signalized intersections creating longer delays.

Response to Comment 1-G148-3: With respect to disclosure of the air quality improvements within the region (i.e., Riverside and San Bernardino Counties), pages 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provided a background of the air quality conditions over the past two decades. This background was not intended to provide justification for Project approval, but to disclose information. As stated on Table 4.3-2 on page 4.3-7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the pollutants within the South Coast Air Basin that are in non-attainment of the State standards are ozone (1-hour and 8-hour), PM10, and PM 2.5. In addition, the pollutants that are in non-attainment of the federal standards are ozone (8-hour), PM10, and PM2.5.

Response to Comment 1-G148-4: A screenshot from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) AQ2IS database was provided and shows that the South Coast Air Basin has violated the national 8-hour ozone standard every day from June 1, 2018 through September 6, 2018. Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides air quality data including the number of days of ozone exceedances at the Riverside-Rubidoux air monitoring station for each year from 2014 to 2017. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided.

Response to Comment 1-G148-5: Air quality impacts were fully evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The air quality findings identify significant and unavoidable impacts in Table 4.3-31 on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

With respect to cancer health risk impacts, as shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction and operation would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk for those sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, cancer risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant.

Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:125] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects information is provided as information to the public and decision makers to provide an understanding regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project emissions across the Southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (00.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects show and increase in respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the existing background incidences, the health effects from other criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes to the public and decision makers. [125: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


Response to Comment 1-G148-6: As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1 Regional Air Quality Improvements on pages 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the latest State of the Air Report,[footnoteRef:126] addresses that the air quality in the Basin has significantly improved in terms of both pollution levels and high pollution days over the past three decades. Riverside County’s average number of unhealthy ozone days dropped from 203 days per year in the initial 2000 State of the Air Report to 122 in the 2017 State of the Air Report and San Bernardino County’s number of unhealthy ozone days dropped from 230 in 2000 to 142 in 2017. Both counties have seen dramatic reduction in particle pollution since the initial State of the Air Report in 2000. While the 2017 State of the Air Report shows a slight uptick in the number of unhealthy particle pollution for both counties since the 2016 report, it is important to note that pollution levels measured in this latter report were affected by fluctuations in weather conditions. Thus, the screenshot presented in Response to Comment 1-G148-4 above could also be affected by fluctuations in weather conditions. [126: 	American Lung Association, 2017. State of the Air Report. Available at: https://www.lung.org/assets/documents/healthy-air/state-of-the-air/state-of-the-air-2017.pdf] 


Nonetheless, the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) outlines a comprehensive control strategy that meets the requirements for expeditious progress towards an attainment date for the five National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). As discussed in Section 4.3.6.1 Air Quality Management Plan Consistency, page 4.3-36 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Project could violate an air quality standard, and therefore, could contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Thus, Project emissions could cumulatively contribute to an exceedance of a pollutant for which the Basin is in nonattainment (ozone, PM10 and PM2.5) at a monitoring station within the Basin which would not be consistent with the AQMP. Although the WLC project is consistent with policies, rules, and regulations identified in the AQMP’s and the State Implementation Plans to achieve attainment of NAAQS, the WLC project could impede AQMP attainment because its construction and operational emissions exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds, so the Project is considered to be inconsistent with the AQMP. Despite the implementation of mitigation measures, the WLC project would exceed applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOx. In the absence of further feasible mitigation to reduce the WLC project’s criteria pollutant emissions to below SCAQMD thresholds, potential air quality impacts are significant and unavoidable. Although the WLC air quality impacts are significant and unavoidable and could hinder attainment of the NAAQS, it is just one of the many factors the City will review and deliberate when making an informed decision on the WLC project.

Response to Comment 1-G148-7: SB 375 is discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, under Section 4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability. SB 375 sets regional GHG emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. Local governments can directly influence both the siting and design of new residential and commercial developments in a way that reduces GHG emissions associated with vehicle travel. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB. The SCS outlines the plan for integrating the transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern that responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and transportation demands. The regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary local efforts that support the goals of SB 375, as evidenced by several Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects and various county transportation improvements. The SCS focuses the majority of new housing and job growth solely as those that will be provided and operation of the WLC, in high-quality transit areas and other opportunity areas in existing main streets, downtowns, and commercial corridors, resulting in an improved jobs-housing balance and more opportunity for transit-oriented development. This overall land use development pattern supports and complements the proposed transportation network, which emphasizes system preservation, active transportation, and transportation demand management measures. The RTP/SCS exceeds its greenhouse gas emission-reduction targets set by the CARB by achieving an 8 percent reduction by 2020, an 18 percent reduction by 2035, and a 21 percent reduction by 2040 compared to the 2005 level on a per capita basis. The RTP also includes an appendix on Goods Movement, which describes a process to develop and deploy needed technologies for improving efficiency of goods movement, along with key action steps for public sector agencies to help move the region to that objective. SCAG recognizes Southern California’s role as the nation’s epicenter for distribution and logistics and acknowledges that logistics in the region will see continued growth. The 2016 RTP/SCS identifies near zero- and zero-emission technologies as a priority and establishes the regional path forward towards improving the goods movement system. Additionally, the 2016 RTP/SCS discusses State programs such as the Heavy Truck and Bus Rule, that requires all heavy-duty vehicles to have model year 2010 or newer engines by 2023. Programs such as this would apply to the Project and ensure “smart” growth in the logistics industry as a whole.

A comparison of the WLC project design features and mitigation measures with the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) / Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is presented below. The WLC supports many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their vision.

Integrating strategies for land use and transportation: The WLC supports this concept by bringing jobs to a job poor city, which will allow the residents to live closer to where they work, provide greater opportunities for biking and walking. The Project will provide ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses and ridesharing for commute trip reduction, allow for more sustainable growth, and results in a reduction of vehicle miles travelled (VMT).

Striving for Sustainability: The WLC supports this theme by using resources efficiently by being one of the most sustainable developments of its kind. The WLC’s innovative environmental design, water and energy conservation strategies as well as its utilization of the cleanest diesel technology available, solar, and alternative fuels will ensure the utmost in environmental compatibility. The Project will provide ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction.

Leveraging Technology: The WLC will be required to provide an alternative fueling station that will be open during the first phase of development to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3.6.3C, page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Future development will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. All operational equipment will utilize non-diesel technologies and will use electric when available. The following Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs), as outlined in Figure 10 of the RETR, include the following categories which will exceed minimal compliance with current Title 24 requirements by 12 -16 percent depending on building characteristics: (1) envelope, (2) exterior loads, (3) internal equipment loads, (4) lighting, (5) daylighting, and (6) HVAC. The WLC is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.7-28 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The use of Photovoltaic (PV) in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices (2018 RSFEIR page 4.17-27).

Supporting commerce, economic growth and opportunity: The WLC supports this theme by providing jobs closer to existing housing in a city that has an extremely low job to housing ratio which will reduce VMT and provide revenue to the City. The Project also builds high-tech logistics facilities that will promote the smooth flow of goods with a goal of utilizing the latest technology to reduce emissions and provide easier access to jobs. Keeping people working close to home will allow them to have a better work life environment and thrive. The Project will provide ridesharing information to employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction (MM 4.3.6.4A page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Promoting the links among public health, environmental protection and economic opportunity: The WLC places a priority on public health and reducing Project emissions for better air quality. As stated above, the Project will implement many measures to reduce emissions related to utilizing cleaner burning diesel, alternative fueled trucks and equipment, solar, etc. The WLC also is required to provide the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks, Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, idling restrictions to three minutes in one-hour, and electrical hookups for equipment (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project is also required to provide accessibility to transit, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian access within and to communities within 0.25 miles to promote a more active lifestyle (MM 4.3.6.4A on page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

As demonstrated above, if the City of Moreno Valley approves the WLC project, it would fulfill its obligation under SB 375 for “smart growth.” Additionally, as demonstrated in Section 4.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, impacts from greenhouse gas emissions are less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures.

[bookmark: _Hlk29656818]Response to Comment 1-G148-8: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

Response to Comment 1-G148-9: Cleaner trucks are required by the CARB Drayage Truck Regulations which are described in Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.3-13 and 4.3-14. The purpose of the regulation is to reduce emissions and public exposure to diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and other air contaminants by setting emission standards for in-use, heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles that transport cargo to and from California’s ports and intermodal rail facilities.[footnoteRef:127] The regulation requires an accelerated introduction of “clean trucks” into the statewide truck fleet resulting in substantially lower diesel emissions. The regulation states that drayage trucks are subject to the provisions of Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2025, which requires that all not otherwise exempt in-use on-road diesel vehicles, including drayage trucks, have a 2010 model year emissions equivalent engine by January 1, 2023. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B[footnoteRef:128] on pages 4.3-53 and 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR state: [127: 	California Code of Regulations, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Division 3, title 13, section 2027, Drayage Truck Regulations, 2011. Available online at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/finalregdrayage.pdf?_ga=2.62323116.1294289326.1562780625-179310568.1519193875]  [128: 	Additions to park k) of the mitigation measure are shown in underlined text.] 


k) All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.

l) All diesel trucks entering logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. Facility operators shall maintain a log of all trucks entering the facility to document that the truck usage meets these emission standards. This log shall be available for inspection by City staff at all time.

Operational Truck Idling discussed on page 4.3-22 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR states that each truck was assumed to idle for 5 minutes or less in any one hour consistent with the California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic Control Measure that limits such idling to 5 minutes and requirements specified in the World Logistics Center Specific Plan. Although Project mitigation limits idling per truck to 3 minutes in any one hour (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B, construction, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), this reduction in emissions has not been accounted for in the Project emissions to provide a worst-case analysis.

Per the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the 2010 engine requirement and 3-minute idling time will be verified by the City through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance efforts and If they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. Thus, this is a legitimate mitigation measure to reduce impacts, and it is an enforceable mitigation measure under CEQA.

Refer to Response to Comments 1-G120-2 and 1-G121-2 and 1-F6-11 for additional discussion regarding enforcement of mitigation measures for the use of cleaner trucks and idling restrictions.

Response to Comment 1-G148-10: A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared for the WLC project in compliance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code states: “…the [lead] agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the Project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment… [and the program] shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation.” The City of Moreno Valley is the Lead Agency for the WLC project. The MMRP will identify the mitigation measures prescribed in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to reduce the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and monitored, the enforcement agency, and the verification/approval party and the penalty for non-compliance. Assignment of responsibility for implementation of mitigation measures may be enforced through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. CEQA does not require an outside agency to investigate and enforce compliance with mitigation measures, but all mitigation measures are fully enforceable as described above through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. The MMRP was part of the 2015 Final EIR, Volume 1, Section 3.0. The 2015 MMRP will be revised and included in this Response to Comments Document as Chapter 5.0 based on revisions provided in the 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The revised MMRP will be part of the resolution certifying the adequacy of the Revised Final EIR and will be dealt with in the new resolution.

Response to Comment 1-G148-11: The forecasts for truck traffic to and from the WLC are presented in Section 4C of the TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. As described in Section 2A of the TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, the trip generation rates for high-cube warehouses were estimated using survey data from a 2016 report entitled High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. This report was prepared by the Institute of Transportation Engineers with the support of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the agency responsible for regulating air pollution in the Los Angeles and Inland Empire region. As stated in Section 2A of the TIA, SCAQMD has indicated its acceptance of these rates, “Staff recommends truck trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for high cube warehouse projects located in SCAQMD.”

The passenger car and truck trips derived by the methodology in the TIA was used for determining trip generation rates as explained above were used to evaluate air quality and health risk impacts as discussed in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The air quality and health risk evaluations were based on South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) assessment methodologies and significance thresholds as discussed in Section 4.3.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Refer to Response 1-G120-7 for additional discussion.

Response to Comment 1-G148-12 Since 2015, the October 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis (Report) was completed. This Report is a major trip generation study for high-cube warehouses which is the predominant form of land use within the WLC Project. As described in Section 2A of the TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, survey data from the Report was used. This Report was prepared by the Institute of Transportation Engineers with the support of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the agency responsible for regulating air pollution in the Los Angeles and Inland Empire region. As reported in Section 2A of the TIA located in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, SCAQMD has indicated its acceptance of these lower rates, “Draft final results for the Warehouse Truck Trip Study were completed and were lower than SCAQMD recommended truck trip rates in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Staff recommends truck trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for high cube warehouse projects located in SCAQMD.”

Based on substantial evidence collected by ITE and presented in the 2017 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual and in the 2016 High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis, the data from these two sources were appropriately used in the current analysis of the WLC traffic impacts. As discussed in Section 4.15.3.2 on page 4.15-29 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the 10th Edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual was used for trip generation rates and directionality (percent of vehicles entering and leaving the site) while the percentage of vehicles in each vehicle class was taken from the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. A combination of sources was required because the Trip Generation Manual reported the directional split but not the vehicle mix while High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis reported the vehicle mix but not the directional mix. Additionally, traffic counts for the Skechers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR.

Please note that the 2014 TIA located in Appendix L of the Revised DEIR was prepared prior to the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis which was published in 2016.

Response to Comment 1-G148-13: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G148-12. The traffic forecast in the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR used the best data currently available, including warehouse surveys taken more recently than the 2007 article cited by the commenter. The air quality analysis, Section 4.3 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, is likewise based on the current best available data and methodologies. The analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is more accurate than what would come from the 2006 paper because the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR used more recent data and because the analysis was specific to the WLC rather than the generic analysis in the cited paper. The air quality and health risk assessment were based on the traffic forecast that used the more recent data and therefore, the assessments in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are appropriate.

[bookmark: _Hlk36627659][bookmark: _Hlk36627774]Response to Comment 1-G148-14: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G148-12 and 1-G148-13 regarding truck traffic estimates. As for the costs from increases in morbidity and mortality, Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the health effects from exposure to increased ozone and PM2.5 levels resulting from construction and operation of the Project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:129] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects information is provided as information to the public and decision makers to provide an understanding regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project emissions across the Southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects show and increase in respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the existing background incidences, the health effects from other criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes to the public and decision makers. Additionally, economic impacts aren’t treated as CEQA impacts per CEQA Guidelines §15131(a).[footnoteRef:130] [129: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).]  [130: 	Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.] 


Response to Comment 1-G148-15: Related to the comment on sensitive receptors, an acute and chronic health risk analysis was prepared to determine the increased risk for non-cancer health and a health risk assessment for increased cancer risks was prepared. Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operational HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of a lifetime incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated increase in cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.63A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, and 4.3.6.5A. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk for those sensitive receptors to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30, page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant.

Response to Comment 1-G148-16: Regarding the environmental issues that were re-evaluated within the 2018 RSFEIR, the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the WLC Project are identified in Table 1.1 of the 2018 RSFEIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15093, a lead agency can approve a project that has significant and unavoidable impacts if the lead agency adopts a statement of overriding considerations. Prior to adopting the statement of overriding considerations, CEQA Guidelines §15093 (a) requires the decision-making agency (i.e., City of Moreno Valley) to balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide and statewide environmental benefits, of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks. These overriding considerations are required to be approved prior to the City approving the Project.

Response to Comment 1-G148-17: Regarding the jobs associated with the WLC project, Section 4.13 of the 2015 Final EIR (Volume 2) estimates that the Project will generate approximately 20,300 new employment opportunities as stated on page 4.13-14. The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G151: Kathleen Dale

Response to Comment 1-G151-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088 (a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.

Response to Comment 1-G151-2: In November 2015, the City Council in response to petitions submitted to it for the General Plan Amendment, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Development Agreement, vacated approvals for those entitlements granted in August, and then readopted the GPA, the Zone Change, the WLC Specific Plan and the Development Agreement. Parcel Map 36547 was not part of the initiative process and is not currently approved. The WLC Specific Plan entitles 40.6 million square feet of logistics and associated infrastructure land uses on the 2,610-acre WLC project site. In February 2016, lawsuits were filed challenging the use of the initiative process to adopt the Development Agreement. The trial judge rejected the challenges. However, in August 2018, the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division One, reversed the trial court judgment, holding that the initiative process could not be used to adopt the Development Agreement, and directed the trial court to issue a writ of mandate ordering the City to vacate its November, 2015, approval of the Development Agreement. Section 3.7.3 of the FEIR also identifies various actions by others that are needed for development of the WLC project, such as maps, plot plans, and the development agreement. As discussed in Section 3.7.2 on page 3-119, of the FEIR, each building developed within the WLC site will be subject to a discretionary Plot Plan process described in Section 11 of the Specific Plan. It should be noted that the petitioners challenged the use of a program EIR through CEQA litigation, the challenge was rejected by the trial court, and that rejection hasn’t been appealed.

This Response to Comments Document along with the Final RSFEIR consisting of the combination of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the 2018 RSFEIR, as well as the 2015 Final EIR which will constitute the Revised Final EIR will be used by the City to deliberate the approval or denial of the construction and operation of the WLC Project. Various approvals have already been granted; the General Plan Amendment, rezoning, and Specific Plan, as stated above, and are included as a baseline for the Project in the 2018 RSFEIR. CEQA §15088.5 (a) states a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. Thus, the court order which found sections of the 2015 Final EIR deficient and ordered them revised constituted “new information” under CEQA and “triggered” a recirculation of the 2015 Final EIR, the 2018 RSFEIR. Therefore, the basis for the 2018 RSFEIR was the revised sections prepared to correct the deficiencies found by the court.

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-G151-3: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G151-2 for a discussion on the initiative regarding the General Plan Amendment, zone change and specific plan approvals. The 2018 RSFEIR does not retrospectively assess an approved project. CEQA §15378 (a) states that “Project means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment …” Thus, the WLC Project has to be evaluated in its entirety and has chosen to do this in a Programmatic EIR. Development of the WLC Specific Plan is the project, as defined by CEQA, and the project that was analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR and 2018 RSFEIR. Approval of the General Plan amendment, specific plan and zone change were used as a baseline in the environmental analysis. As stated above in Response to Comment 1-G151-2, the 2018 RSFEIR was required by CEQA as new information became available which had to be recirculated for public comment.

Response to Comment 1-G151-4: The initiatives that were approved provided approval of certain land use entitlements, however, other discretionary approvals including the development agreement and tentative parcel map are still required to be approved by the City of Moreno Valley (refer to Response to Comment 1-G151-3, above). The comment states that there is “no basis for the Revised EIR sections”, but CEQA provides for the preparation of additional environmental documents to address deficiencies identified by courts or under circumstances as described in the CEQA statutes and regulations. Other statements in the comment do not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G151-5: The law allows the City to appeal the judgment, which it has done. See Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District Division Two, Case No. E071184. The City will respond to the trial court’s order as determined by the outcome of the appeal. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comment 1-G151-6: The writ did not void the entire EIR, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G151-2, above, the 2018 RSFEIR complied with the writ and recirculated the sections of the 2015 Final EIR that the judge found to be deficient.

Response to Comment 1-G151-7: Although these questions do not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, answers have been provided below.

1.	ESA was approved by City staff on a project specific basis to provide the environmental documentation for the WLC project.

2.	The effective date of the contract between Highland Fairview and ESA for preparation of the Revised Sections is February 22, 2018.

3.	The first draft Revised Sections document was submitted to City staff for review in June 2018.

4.	Legal review of the Revised Sections documents for the City were conducted by the City Attorney and Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP.

5.	The Revised Sections document was approved for public release on July 25, 2018.

6.	The City has/has not incurred any costs to date in conjunction with the 2018 RSFEIR that have not been reimbursed by the applicant.

7.	The City did not contract with any consultants to fulfill the City’s independent review obligation.

8.	The City provided copies of the 2018 RSFEIR to designated City officials and staff in accordance with Section 9.4.C of the City’s Rules and Procedures for the implementation of CEQA on July 25, 2018.

Response to Comment 1-G151-8: This comment provides attachments to their Comment Letter and does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G152: Kathy Kulsick

Response to Comment 1-G152-1: Related to traffic and pollution, Section 4.3 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and Section 4.15 (2018 RSFEIR) provides a discussion of both increases in air emissions and traffic volumes along roadways and freeways and at intersections. The other statements in the comment do not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G155: Keri Then

Response to Comment 1-G155-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G155-2: Construction of the WLC Project is expected to be approximately 15 years as discussed in Section 3.3.13 of the 2018 RSFEIR and Section 3.4.13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The mitigation measures provided in Sections 4 and 6 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are required to be implemented with the development of the WLC Project. These mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts; however, as discussed in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, there are significant and unavoidable impacts associated with aesthetics, air quality, land use and planning, noise, and traffic.

Response to Comment 1-G155-3: Regarding every business within the WLC site meeting future wage, worker benefit, and labor hour laws, each business will be required to comply with state and federal labor laws. This comment does not raise any environmental issues associated with the proposed project, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G155-4: The evaluation provided in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was for carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots and not carbon dioxide (CO2) hotspots. As discussed in Section 4.3.5.2 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the significance of localized project impacts under CEQA depends on whether ambient CO levels in the vicinity of the project are above or below the State and Federal CO standards. As discussed in Section 4.3.5.2, the proposed WLC Project would generate less than significant long-term microscale (CO Hotspot) emissions. The CO concentration for the year 2025 and the year 2035 as shown in Table 4.3-6 and 4.3-7, respectively, would not exceed the State or Federal CO concentration standards. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required related to CO hotspots.

As for viewsheds, the 2018 RSFEIR identified that the analysis in the 2015 Final EIR has not changed. As discussed in Section 4.1.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR, the proposed WLC project would significantly impact one or more viewsheds (scenic vistas), notably views of the Badlands, Mount Russell and the Mount Russell Range, and Mystic Lake/San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Mitigation measures 4.1.6.1A through 4.1.6.1D of the 2015 Final EIR are provided; however, there would still be a significant and unavoidable impact on scenic vistas due to the fundamental change in public views for residents within and surrounding the project site, for travelers on SR-60, Gilman Springs Road, Theodore Street and Redlands Boulevard. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

As for light pollution, the 2018 RSFEIR identified that the analysis in the 2015 Final EIR has not changed. As discussed in Section 4.1.6.4 of the 2015 Final EIR, the proposed WLC Project would result in potential significant lighting impacts. However, Mitigation Measure 4.1.6.4A in the 2015 Final EIR is provided to meet or exceed the City’s standards regarding light impacts. After the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1.6.4A, the Project’s lighting impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

Response to Comment 1-G155-5: In Judge Sharon Waters Ruling on Peremptory Writ of Mandate RIC1510967, February 8, 2018, Paulek, et al. v. City of Moreno Valley, a comparison of feasible, cost-effective renewable energy technologies in the Energy Impact analysis, which could potentially result in lower GHG Project emissions, was requested (refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and Project approvals). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the Project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. The Project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU’s responsibility to secure additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project is required to comply in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The analysis also evaluated the benefits of various types of sustainable energy supply for the Project. The results of the WLC supply-side analysis indicate that the Project is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to offset the power requirements within the Project (Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D on page 4.17-28 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A detailed solar analysis is included in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). Due to the limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity (see Topical Response E), Phase 1 buildings can each feature 300 kilowatts (kW) of photovoltaic (PV) (one-half the 600-kW minimum daytime electric load) and Phase 2 buildings can each feature 800 kW. At these PV system sizes, a total of 4.5 megawatts (MW) of PV capacity would exist at WLC at the end of Phase 1 and a total of 14.1 MW of PV capacity would exist at WLC at full build-out. MVU regulations do not allow for the additional capacity and the Project does not have jurisdiction over the MVU to require changes to MVU regulations to allow for solar generating power in excess of that allowed under current regulations. Thus, it is not feasible to require the additional solar generation. The use of PV in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, mitigation measures require the Project to upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces. Additional feasible Project Design Features to reduce energy usage were added as part of the Project in 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17, Energy, 4.17.5 Project Design Features. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible.

A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option.

However, to reduce air quality impacts, all yard trucks will be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel; off-road engines will utilize Tier 4 engines or greater; on-road engines will meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards (yard trucks); any diesel truck entering the WLC facility will meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative; and all standby emergency generators shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or any non-diesel fuel (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

See topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Nonetheless, the WLC is committing to additional measures including a publicly accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public which will be placed a minimum of 1,000 feet from any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site zoned sensitive uses (MM 4.3.6.3C, page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Other mitigation measures are not available at this time, such as utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the Project due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Response to Comment 1-G155-6: As discussed in Section 4.4 on page 4.4-64 of the 2018 RSFEIR, development of the Project would not adversely affect wildlife movement in the area and would not fragment habitat or adversely affect wildlife movement through the surrounding area because the WLC site contains limited vegetation cover and minimal resource value for wildlife moving between habitat blocks. Because Project impacts to future wildlife migration patterns would be less than significant, no mitigation measures are required.

Response to Comment 1-G155-7: The removal of human remains, if discovered, was not an issue that was updated in the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under CEQA. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. However, as stated in the 2015 Final EIR in Section 4.5 on page 4.5-17, there is a possibility that ground-disturbing activities during construction may uncover buried human remains. However, there are current state laws that are required to be followed that would reduce potential impacts to buried human remains to less than significant.

Response to Comment 1-G155-8: The Juan Bautista de Anza Trail was not an issue that was updated in the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under CEQA. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The WLC Project would result in a potential significant impact on the historic Juan Bautista de Anza trail in the Project area. As a result, Mitigation Measure 4.5.6.2B on page 4.5-27 of the 2015 Final EIR included the installation of a historical marker acknowledging the passing of Juan Bautista de Anza through the area during his exploration of California. Implementation of this mitigation measures was found to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Response to Comment 1-G155-9: Seismic induced failures as well as geology and soils were not issues that were updated in the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. As provided in Mitigation Measure 4.6.6.1C on page 4.6-19 of the 2015 Final EIR, as each development proposal is brought forward to the City and prior to approval of grading permits, the City will be required to review and approve plans confirming that the project has been designed to withstand anticipated ground shaking and other geotechnical and soil constraints such as settlement. The implementation of this measure would reduce potential significant impacts to less than significant. Furthermore, it should be noted that CEQA need not address impacts, such as seismic activities, on a project, pursuant to California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal. 4th 369, 385-388 (2015).

Response to Comment 1-G155-10: The improvement in the City’s jobs to housing balance was not updated in the 2018 RSFEIR because it was not required under CEQA. See topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. Section 4.13.5 in the 2015 Final EIR provides a discussion and supports the determination that the WLC project would improve the jobs housing balance within the City. Additionally, Appendix O to the 2015 Final EIR analyzes the WLC’s job generation.

Response to Comment 1-G155-11: The issue regarding physical division of an established community was not updated in the 2018 RSFEIR as it was not required under CEQA. See topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. Section 4.10.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR states that because the proposed WLC Project is located at the edge of the community, its development could not physically divide the community, and no impact would occur relative to residences near the southwest corner of the site. However, Section 4.10.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR states that because seven existing rural residences are located on the Project site, the WLC Project could physically divide the existing community and could represent a significant land use impact. As further discussed in Section 4.10.6.1 of the 2015 Final EIR, there is no effective mitigation available to protect or separate these existing residences from future warehousing buildings and operations. Therefore, potential impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 1-G155-12: No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided within this comment. However, if an owner’s property falls within the area triggered by a building-specific noise study, the owner would receive the letter outlining the proposed noise mitigation measure, and the owner would have time to vote on the proposed mitigation.

Response to Comment 1-G155-13: The disposition of all comments provided on the environmental documentation are part of the record, including the comments provided in this letter.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G157: Kirk Hansen

Response to Comment 1-G157-1: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, the Lead Agency (City of Moreno Valley) is required to provide the public a notice of availability of draft EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. As for property taxes and special assessment for new schools, these issues do not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) However, there are no special assessments being charged by the Project for schools. In fact, the Applicant will be required to pay school impact fees to the Moreno Valley Unified School District and the San Jacinto Unified School District for providing new school facilities as discussed on page 4.14-16 of the 2015 Final EIR (Volume 2).
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G166: Lila Smith

Response to Comment 1-G166-1: The 2018 RSFEIR explains in detail the reasons for the 2018 RSFEIR, its format, the process for its preparation and its availability for public review. (2018 RSFEIR pages 2-1 through 2-4 and pages 2-6 and 2-7.) Thus, the public and responsible agencies were fully informed of the process being followed to comply with the trial court’s judgment and writ. CEQA is not concerned with the name given to an environmental document; instead, the question is whether the document is sufficiently informative (Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of San Francisco, 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1047-1050 (2014)). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided. The 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR. (2018 RSFEIR page 1-3) and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was also circulated for public review and comment for 45 days and served the purpose of a draft EIR (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 2-8). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. 2019 The Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

Response to Comment 1-G166-2: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-G166-3: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. State CEQA Guidelines §15088 (a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.

Response to Comment 1-G166-4: The TIA (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) was revised based on an October 2016 report entitled High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis[footnoteRef:131] which was jointly sponsored by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), a leading environmental agency for Riverside County, and the National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAIOP), representing developers, and conducted by a highly respected neutral party, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The 2016 ITE study found that on average high-cube transload and short-term storage warehouses, the type of warehouse proposed for the WLC, generate fewer trips than had been assumed in the previous TIA for every analysis period (24 percent fewer in the AM peak period, 14 percent fewer in the PM peak hour, and 15 percent fewer on a daily basis). However, the volume of truck trips being generated in off-peak periods was higher than had previously been assumed. These results have been incorporated into the 2017 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual in a new land use code (Code 154) (2018 RSFEIR Appendix F page 29). SCAQMD has indicated its acceptance of these results.[footnoteRef:132] Based on the substantial evidence collected by ITE and presented in the 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual and in High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis, the data from these two sources were used in the current analysis of WLC traffic impacts. Specifically, the trip generation rates and directionality (percent of vehicle entering and leaving the site) were taken from the 10th edition of Trip Generation Manual, while the percentage of vehicles in each vehicle class was taken from High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis. A combination of sources was required because the Trip Generation Manual reported the directional split but not the vehicle mix while the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis reported the vehicle mix but not the directional mix. Thus, the revised TIA has a reduction of 15 percent daily trips based on the 2016 ITE study which specifically investigated high-cube warehouse vehicle trip generation (2018 RSFEIR Appendix F page 29). Based on this new data, the air quality and greenhouse gas impacts were analyzed. As indicated in Section 4.3 Air Quality of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the majority of air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable and the impacts addressed in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas, Climate Change, and Sustainability of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR, Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44). [131: 	Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2016. High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis, October. Available online at: https://www.ite.org/pub/?id=a3e6679a%2De3a8%2Dbf38%2D7f29%2D2961becdd498]  [132: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2016. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/high-cube-warehouse] 


Response to Comment 1-G166-5: The Court Ruling on the 2015 Final EIR found that only certain parts of the 2015 Final EIR were found to be deficient and thus needed revision. The City agrees that the 2015 Final EIR certification will be set aside based on the non-compliance findings determined by the Court Ruling and that a writ ordered the City to set aside the certification of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR was prepared to correct the deficiencies identified in the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, the 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were found to be in compliance with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public administrative record. For additional discussion refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.




Letter 1G170: Karen Jakpor

Page 1




Letter 1G170

Page 2




RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G170: Lindsey Robinson

Response to Comment 1-G170-1: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G170-2: The Court Ruling on the 2015 Final EIR found that only certain parts of the 2015 Final EIR were found to be deficient and thus needed revision. The City agrees that the 2015 Final EIR certification will be set aside based on the non-compliance findings determined by the Court Ruling and that a writ ordered the City to set aside the certification of the 2015 Final EIR. The 2018 RSFEIR was prepared to correct the 2015 Final EIR under the February ruling. Thus, the 2018 RSFEIR was circulated for public comment and those portions of the 2015 Final EIR that were found to be in compliance with CEQA by the Court were not re-circulated but are part of the public administrative record. For additional discussion, refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-G170-3: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G170-4: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the 2018 RSFEIR identified that the land use entitlements associated with the WLC Project were in place including the General Plan, Zoning, and Specific Plan as well as a request for annexation and a development agreement. Land approvals were adopted through the initiative process in November, 2015, and upheld by the trial court in 2016, and not appealed. In August 2018, the approval of the development agreement was reversed. Therefore, Parcel Map 36457 and the Development Agreement will be deliberated by the City of Moreno Valley City Council with the 2018 RSFEIR.

The City did research existing land uses for jobs comparisons, as discussed in the DEIR, Moreno Valley has a relatively low jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.54 compared to the overall regional ratio of 1.14 (i.e., 1.14 jobs for each 1 housing unit) (Draft EIR, page 2-24). SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan encourages “bedroom” communities (i.e., those with more housing than jobs, such as Moreno Valley) to encourage jobs growth instead of housing growth, which will eventually help balance these factors across the region and help reduce commuter traffic (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). These plans forecast that the City’s ratio of jobs to housing will increase in the future but will still be less than 1.0 (estimated 0.89 by 2035), compared to a projected ratio of 1.14 for the County and 1.29 for the entire SCAG area (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). The City’s jobs/housing ratio is expected to still be less than 1.0 by 2035, but to achieve that ratio, the City would need to attract over 34,000 jobs in the next 20 years, compared to attracting 17,000 new houses during that same period. A low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances that residents of Moreno Valley must drive to and from work. An economic study of the project[footnoteRef:133] concluded that the proposed WLC project could generate approximately 25,000 new on-site jobs within the City (2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-31). In addition to the projected on-site job creation, the study estimates the proposed WLC project could generate new off-site jobs (i.e., indirect/induced employment) in all industries of the economy.[footnoteRef:134] The study also estimated that an additional 7,583 indirect/induced jobs could be created in the County, of which 3,792 jobs were projected to be within the City as a result of project implementation.[footnoteRef:135] [133: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11.]  [134: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11]  [135: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11] 


Response to Comment 1-G170-5: The 910 acres of San Jacinto Wildlife Area and Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan area was described as a “buffer zone” in the environmental analysis within the 2015 Final EIR. The Court Ruling required that references to the “buffer zone” be removed and a re-analysis be provided. The 2018 RSFEIR removed these references and provided a re-analysis. No specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR were provided, and thus no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-G170-6: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-G170-7: The air quality and traffic associated with the Project are addressed in Sections 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR, respectively. Mitigation measures are provided in both of these sections to reduce air emissions and provide traffic improvements to lessen potential impacts. As discussed in both of these sections, potential impacts would remain significant after the implementation of the mitigation measures. The reference to 15percent fewer trips is discussed on page 4.15-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. This discussion clarified the use of a trip generation study for high-cube warehouses prepared in October 2016 as well as a new edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual which was completed after the preparation of the 2015 Final EIR. See the discussion on page 4.15-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. These were used to more accurately identify trips associated with warehouses. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR, Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44).

Response to Comment 1-G170-8: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G170-9: As discussed in Section 4.15 on pages 4.15-129 through 4.15-131, various mitigation measures to reduce traffic impacts and fix City roads would be required as specific development proposals are submitted within the WLC Project site.

Response to Comment 1-G170-10: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-G170-11: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-G170-12: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-G170-13: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-G170-14: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

Response to Comment 1-G170-15: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G177: Marina and Allan Smiley, Andrew and Constance Guillen, and Edward Brassfield

Response to Comment 1-G177-1: The comment does not raise specific objections to the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-G177-2: The revised air quality analysis prepared for the WLC Project is provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and includes an evaluation of emissions from truck traffic and automobile trips identified in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. Figure 37 of the TIA identifies that 0 percent of the truck traffic would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site while Figure 32 shows 29 percent of the automobile traffic would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site. Based on the 40,598 daily passenger vehicle trips for full buildout shown in Table 23 of the TIA, approximately 11,773 daily passenger vehicle trips would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site using Cactus Avenue in 2040. Based on a review of Figure 12 on page 50 of the TIA, 909 AM peak hour trips and 833 PM peak hour trips occur under the Existing scenario at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection and Figure 45 on page 285 of the TIA, 2,010 AM peak hour trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection. Therefore, the peak hour trips under the 2040 scenario increase the existing peak hour volumes by approximately 121 percent in the AM and 197 percent in the PM. During the 2025 Plus Phase 1 scenario when approximately 50% of the WLC Project is built out, the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would exceed the level of service standard and require the installation of a signal and the addition of one eastbound left turn lane and one westbound left turn lane (TIA, Table 50, page 235).

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project evaluates congestion-related vehicle emissions at intersections and along roadway segments in the project vicinity that would result in potential local CO “hot spot” impacts. As discussed on pages 4.3-34 through 4.3-36 of Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the primary mobile source pollutant of local concern is CO, which is a direct function of vehicle travel speeds and idling time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. CO transport is extremely limited; it disperses rapidly with distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions. However, under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations proximate to a congested roadway or intersection may reach unhealthful levels affecting local sensitive receptors (residents, schoolchildren, etc.). High CO concentrations are typically associated with roadways or intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service or with very high traffic volumes. In areas with high ambient background CO concentrations, modeling is recommended to determine a project’s effect on local CO levels. The 2,010 AM peak hour trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would be less than the peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-7, Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Intersections, 2035, in Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Therefore, because the peak hour trips at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would be less than the peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-7, CO hotspot concentrations would be less than the concentrations that would occur at the intersections shown in Table 4.3-7. Therefore, CO hotspot impacts at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would not exceed the CO hotspot significance threshold and impacts would be less than significant, and less than the impacts disclosed in Table 4.3-7.

Furthermore, note that the Project will prohibit truck traffic from using Cactus Avenue to limit noise and air quality impacts on residential neighborhoods. Thus, the houses overlooking Avalon Avenue and Alicante Avenue would be less impacted by Project vehicle emissions than shown in Table 4.3-7 and the vehicle emission impacts would be less than significant.

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project also includes a health risk assessment (HRA) provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The HRA addressed the existing residents that would experience the worst-case health risk impacts in the Project vicinity. These existing residents are located on the WLC site. These residents would be exposed to a greater amount of emissions from construction and operational activities due to their proximity to the proposed structures compared to residents adjacent to the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy intersection. Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operational HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. As a result, a separate air quality report would not be needed for the residents near the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy intersection.

Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:136] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects information is provided as information to the public and decision makers to provide an understanding regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project emissions across the Southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects show and increase in respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the existing background incidences, the health effects from other criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes to the public and decision makers. [136: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


Response to Comment 1-G177-3: Regarding health risks of residents along Avalon Avenue and Alicante Avenue, refer to Response to Comment 1-G177-2, above.

Response to Comment 1-G177-4: Plans to extend Cactus Avenue in a 4-lane northward curve predate any proposals for the WLC Project, as can be seen from this General Plan map dated January 2005 (Note that the map is for the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan, the predecessor of the WLC Specific Plan).

As shown in Table 34 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, Cactus Ave. is expected to have 13,375 trips per day with full buildout of the WLC. The Moreno Valley General Plan designates Cactus Avenue as an arterial and the forecasted traffic can easily be accommodated by this class of road (Level of Service would be “A” in the Plus Project condition, as shown in Table 34 of the TIA). The stop sign at Cactus Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive and Redlands Boulevard will be replaced with a traffic signal as a mitigation measure (see Table 64 of the TIA) which will reduce delay, queuing, and noise at this intersection.

Note that the Project will prohibit truck traffic from using Cactus Avenue to limit noise and air quality impacts on residential neighborhoods.

[image: cid:image001.png@01D54870.307E0580]

Response to Comment 1-G177-5: Regarding toxic emissions from Project vehicles, a revised Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project and included within Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G177-2 above, and shown in Table 4.3-5 (page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) the HRA has specific breathing and exposure rates for children and the elderly which were utilized in accordance with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) guidelines. This area was covered under the HRA, and health related impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation.

Response to Comment 1-G177-6: As identified in Response to Comment 1-G177-2, 0 percent truck trips would occur to and from southwest of the WLC Project site because the Project will prohibit trucks from using Cactus Avenue. Therefore, emissions at this intersection would occur from the automobile trips anticipated at this intersection. Refer to Response to Comment 1-G177-2 for a discussion of health impacts associated with the Project.

Response to Comment 1-G177-7: Regarding the health impacts from Project vehicles, a revised HRA was prepared as discussed in Response to Comments 1-G177-2 and 1-G177-5. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G177-4 above, adequate capacity at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would be provided once the Project-funded traffic signal is installed. As shown in Table 64 in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, with a signal at Cactus Avenue/Redlands Boulevard, delays at the intersection will be mitigated sufficiently, to LOS B in the morning peak hour and LOS C in the evening, that drivers would have little incentive to seek a cut-through route on Alicante Avenue.

Response to Comment 1-G177-8: As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G177-2, the health risks in the Project vicinity were addressed in the revised HRA located in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Letter 1G185: Margaret Martin
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G185: Margaret Martin

Response to Comment 1-G185-1: Regarding the removal of plant and animals with the implementation of the WLC project, Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR included the evaluation of potential impacts to plants and animals. As stated on page 4.4-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR, there are eleven (11) plant communities/vegetation types that occur within the project survey area: extensive agriculture (e.g., dry-land farming), non-native grassland, urban/developed, disturbed, Riversidean sage scrub, mule fat scrub, non-vegetated channel, open water, ornamental, southern willow scrub, and northern mixed chaparral. A complete list of observed wildlife species on the WLC site is included in Appendix B of the 2018 RSFEIR and the sensitive plant species on the WLC is listed on Table 4.4-2 on pages 4.4-16 through 4.4-19 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The sensitive wildlife species on the WLC site are provided on Table 4.4-3 on pages 4.4-21 through 4.4-28. The 2018 RSFEIR provided an adequate analysis of the potential impacts to plants and animals in Sections 4.4.5 and 4.4.6. Section 4.4.6 also provided mitigation measures to reduce potential significant impacts on plant and animal species.
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G237: Otana Jakpor

Response to Comment 1-G237-1: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G237-2: A revised air quality evaluation was prepared which included a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to evaluate impacts to sensitive receptors, including local school receptors based on current Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) guidance. Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR show the unmitigated incremental Project cancer risk for construction and operation and operations and Figures 4.3-5 and 4.3-6 show the mitigated incremental Project cancer risk. As discussed on page 4.3-78 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, with the application of mitigation measures, the maximum incremental increase in cancer risk would be approximately 3 in one million at Bear Valley Elementary school for both the construction and operation and operational scenarios, which is less than the SCAQMD’s significance threshold. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis which includes using trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts.

The HRA analysis was based on the 2018 traffic scenario because it has the highest certainty regarding pre-project conditions. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. The health risk calculation methodology in this HRA is consistent with SCAQMD Health Risk Assessment Guidance (SCAQMD, 2016) and the current OEHHA guidance set forth in the 2015 OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminant (diesel PM10 exhaust), the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operational HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the increase in total health risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA. Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of Mitigation Measures 4.1.6.1A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.63A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, and 4.3.6.5A. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30, page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant.

Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the predicted incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:137] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. The SCAQMD and the City have not adopted significance thresholds for evaluating health effects from criteria pollutants. Thus, the health effects information is provided as information to the public and decision makers to provide an understanding regarding the Project’s air pollutant emissions and the potential changes to health effects incidences. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated Project emissions across the Southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone. Potential Mitigated Project PM2.5-related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.002% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects show and increase in respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal when compared to the existing background incidences, the health effects from other criteria pollutants that are of lesser concern in the region would be even smaller. As such, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes to the public and decision makers. [137: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G262: Robert Then

Response to Comment 1-G262-1: The increased traffic, air pollution and other negative impacts to the Moreno Valley environment resulting from the WLC Project are addressed in the 2018 RSFEIR. The traffic impacts are addressed in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR and air quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Other impacts of the WLC Project are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.17 and Section 6.1 through 6.17 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. No specific comments on the contents of the 2018 RSFEIR are provided, and therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 1-G262-2: As shown on Table 23 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, the Project would generate approximately 58,800 vehicle trips. The 15% reduction in daily trips is identified in Section 4.15 on page 4.15-3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. This 15% reduction is compared to the trip generation that was identified in the 2015 Final EIR. The reduction occurred due to more current trip generation data that resulted in a decrease in project trip factors as discussed on page 29 of the TIA. Also refer to Response to Comment 1-G120-7 and to Comment 1-G148-11. Furthermore, the traffic count for the Sketchers warehouse substantiates the accuracy of the newer traffic generation factors used in the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (2015 Final EIR Table 4.15L, page 4.15-44).

Response to Comment 1-G262-3: Refer to Response to Comment 1-G262-2 regarding the number of trips expected to be generated by the Project. The comment’s characterization of truck traffic does not accurately describe the project’s traffic impacts. Traffic impacts are adequately addressed in Sections 4.15 and 6.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The proposed increase in traffic was used to determined potential air quality impacts that are adequately addressed in Sections 4.3 and 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 1-G262-4: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed. State CEQA Guidelines §15088 (a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues. CEQA §15093 (b) requires that when a lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in a final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record. As per CEQA requirements, the City will file a statement of overriding considerations, prior to project approval, which will outline why the project should be approved in light of its environmental effects.

Response to Comment 1-G262-5: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G267: Ron Harrison Scott

Response to Comment 1-G267-1: As discussed on page 3-1 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the WLC project is planned to be developed over a period of fifteen years generally from 2020 to 2034. However, CEQA §15378 (a) states that “Project means the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment …” Thus, the WLC Project has to be evaluated in its entirety and has chosen to do this in a Programmatic EIR, as the WLC realizes that the project will be built in phases. Since this is a programmatic EIR, each site-specific development proposal on the WLC site will be submitted to the City, the City then must determine whether the environmental effects of the proposal are within the levels of environmental effects analyzed in this programmatic EIR. If they are within the levels approved, the proposal may be approved. If they are not within the limits, additional CEQA documentation would be required. Section 3.7.3 of the 2015 Final EIR also identifies various actions by others that are needed for development of the WLC project, maps, plot plans, and the development agreement. As discussed in Section 3.7.2 on page 3-119, of the 2015 Final EIR, each building developed within the WLC site will be subject to a discretionary Plot Plan process described in Section 11 of the Specific Plan. It should be noted that the petitioners challenged the use of a program EIR through CEQA litigation, the challenge was rejected by the trial court, and that rejection hasn’t been appealed. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G267-2: The proposed WLC Project is not planned to be constructed all in one year. As discussed on page 3-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the WLC project is planned to be developed over a period of fifteen years from 2020 to 2034. Therefore, construction would occur over an extended period of time. Because the number of construction employees was not an issue found to be deficient by the court, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not address the number of construction employees. Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. page 4.13-12 of the 2015 Final EIR (Volume 2) acknowledged that construction of the WLC project would create short-term construction jobs, and these jobs are anticipated to be filled by workers who reside in the Project area (i.e., within the region). Appendix O of the 2015 Final EIR analyzes the WLC’s job generation. The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 1-G267-3: The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 RSFEIR, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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RESPONSES TO LETTER 1-G284: Shaunte Gonzales Wilder

Response to Comment 1-G284-1: Regarding additional travel lanes, these Project improvements are discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 RSFEIR and the Project’s contribution to cumulative improvements is discussed in Section 6.15.3 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Sections 4.15.7 and 6.15.3 identify numerous roadway improvements that would be required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

Regarding truck infrastructure, the Project includes a logistics support use on the Project site that is intended to provide alternative fueling services for onsite users. Additional fueling stop locations, transmission shops, and truck stops are not included as part of the Project.

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the 2018 RSFEIR, the proposed WLC Project is projected to be built out by the year 2035. page 4.15-31 in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR provides an anticipated passenger vehicle traffic distribution which includes future employees of the proposed WLC project. As identified, 44 percent of the daily passenger vehicle traffic would be to/from the west on SR-60. At this time, a specific number of employees who would reside in the City of Moreno Valley is not known. As for guaranteeing employment positions for City of Moreno Valley residents, Appendix O of the 2015 Final EIR analyzes the WLC’s job generation, some of which may go to City residents. In addition, the 2018 RSFEIR discusses all aspects of the Project’s air quality impacts in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, with job estimates based in the latest available information.




Responses to General Comments

The following response applies to the Group G Comment Letters (see Attachment D) listed as follows:1-4,6-10,12-36, 38-49, 51, 53-62, 64, 65-1, 66-89, 9194, 96-117, 119, 123-147, 149-150, 153-154, 156, 158-165, 167-169, 171-176, 178-184, 186-236, 238-261, 263-266, 268-283, 285301.

The comment does not raise any environmental issues or address the adequacy of the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR), and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

[bookmark: _Toc37943168][bookmark: _Toc38030173]Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR

Following includes the comment letters that were received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Each comment letter includes an alphanumeric identifier and each comment within each letter includes a numeric identifier within the right margin of the letter. Responses to each comment letter follow the corresponding letter. The references to the 2015 Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that was prepared in May 2015. References to the Final EIR or Revised Final EIR are to the compiled Final EIR that consists of this Response to Comments Document, the draft EIRs (2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), and the 2015 Final EIR.




[bookmark: _Toc38030174](2-A) Letters from Federal Agencies/Tribal Groups

No comment letters were received from Federal Agencies or Tribal groups.




[bookmark: _Toc38030175](2-B) Letters from State Agencies

Comment Letters Received from State Agencies include the following:

		2-B1: California Air Resources Board
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[bookmark: _Toc37943170]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-B1: California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Response to Comment 2-B1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-B1-2: The City received the comment letter submitted on the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final Environmental Impact Report (2018 RSFEIR) and responses to that comment letter are included in the Final RSFEIR. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a discussion of why dividing the Project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions into capped and uncapped emissions and then analyzing impacts meets the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements and is not a mischaracterization of the Cap-and-Trade Program. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comments for the September 7, 2018 letter can be found under Responses to Letter 1-B1, Response to Comments 1-B1-1 through 1-B1-22, Response to Comments 1-B1-23 through 1-B1-36 are the original responses to CARB’s April 16, 2013 comment letter on the 2013 Draft EIR (Letter B5), and Response to Comments 1-B1-37 through 1-B1-47 are the original responses to CARB’s June 8, 2015 comment letter on the 2015 Final EIR, dated June 10, 2015.

Response to Comment 2-B1-3: The mention of mitigation measures 4.7.6.1E-1 and 4.7.6.1E-2, on pages 4.7-20, 6.7-14, and 6.7-20 was a typographical error and will be changed in the Final RSFEIR as shown below.

The last paragraph on page 4.7-19, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed to add the first sentence of the first paragraph on page 4.7-20 in the Final RSFEIR follows:

Table 4.7-4 shows project emissions separated into capped and uncapped sectors, as defined by California’s cap-and-trade program. California’s cap-and-trade program is enforceable and meets the requirements of AB 32 and SB 32. The program began on January 1, 2012, placing GHG emissions limits on capped sectors (e.g., electricity generation, petroleum refining, cement production, and large industrial facilities that emit more than 25,000 MT CO2e per year), and enforcing compliance obligations beginning with 2013 emissions. Vehicle fuels were placed under the cap in 2015, and with the passage of AB 398, the program was extended through 2030. The Cap-and-Trade Program allocates emissions permits across covered entities in each sector. This regulatory conclusion is therefore directly applicable to the WLC project because VMT is by far the largest source of project GHG emissions.

The first paragraph on page 4.7-20, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be deleted in the Final RSFEIR as follows:

This regulatory conclusion is therefore directly applicable to the WLC project because VMT is by far the largest source of project GHG emissions. The analysis considers both the inclusion and exclusion of capped emissions, notably with the inclusion of mitigation measure 4.7.6.1E-1 and 4.7.6.1E-2 in Section 4.7.6, below. The applicable mitigation measure taken relies on the outcome of Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184, in the Fourth District Court of Appeal, Second Division.

The third paragraph on page 6.7-14, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed in the Final RSFEIR as follows:

Mitigation Measures: As identified in Section 4.7.6.1, Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, and 4.7.6.1D, and 4.7.6.1E.1 or 4.7.6.1E.2 are required to reduce solid waste and greenhouse gas emissions from construction and operation of project development to less than significant impacts, and the purchase of credits to offset emissions and reach net-zero GHG emissions.

The second to last paragraph on page 6.7-30, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed in the Final RSFEIR as follows:

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of previously referenced Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.4A, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, 4.7.6.1D, 4.7.6.1E, 4.16.1.6.1A, 4.16.1.6.1B, and 4.16.1.6.1C will help reduce project-related GHG emissions and therefore make it more consistent with GHG reduction plans, policies, and/or regulations

Response to Comment 2-B1-4: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, for a discussion of why dividing the Project’s GHG emissions into capped and uncapped emissions and then analyzing impacts meets the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements and is not a mischaracterization of the Cap-and-Trade Program. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

As discussed in the Response to Comments for the September 7, 2018 letter, which can be found under Responses to Letter 1-B1, Response to Comments 1-B1-1 through 1-B1-22, there are no deficiencies in the GHG, air quality, and cumulative environmental analysis prepared for the WLC project. Therefore, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not need to be revised and recirculated.’




[bookmark: _Toc37943171][bookmark: _Toc38030176](2-C) Letters from Regional Agencies

Comment Letters Received from Regional Agencies include the following:

		2-C1: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
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[bookmark: _Toc37943172]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-C1: The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD)

Response to Comment 2-C1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-C1-2: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C).

However, it is understood that MWD owns and operates the Inland Feeder pipeline within the proposed Project area that runs north-south beneath Theodore Street and turns east-west adjacent to Eucalyptus Avenue. MWD will be allowed to maintain its rights-of-way and will have unobstructed access to facilities in order to make repairs when required. Activities that could subject the pipelines or structures to excessive vehicle, impact, or vibratory loads would not occur. Design plans will be submitted to the MWD, prior to construction, for review and written approval to ensure consistency with MWD’s applicable rights.




[bookmark: _Toc37943173][bookmark: _Toc38030177](2-D) Letters from County Departments/Agencies

Comment Letters Received from County Departments/Agencies include the following:

		2-D1: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District








Letter 2-D1: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District

Page 1




Page 2




Page 3




[bookmark: _Toc37943174]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-D1: Riverside County Flood Control District and Water Conservation District

Response to Comment 2-D1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-D1-2: This is a general comment regarding what the responsibilities of the District are regarding District Master Plan facilities, other regional flood control and drainage facilities, and the District Drainage Plan fees. Additionally, the District states it has not reviewed the proposed Project in detail and its comments do not imply approval or endorsement. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-D1-3: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). However, the City will let the District know if it wants them to take ownership of the facilities (lines D, E, E1 thru E6, E10, F and F-2). Facilities will be constructed to District standards and it is understood that a District plan check and inspection, including District fees, will be required for District acceptance.

Response to Comment 2-D1-4: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The City understands that the District will consider taking ownership of the proposed channels, storm drains, 36 inches or larger in diameter, or other facilities that are considered regional in nature and/or a logical extension of the Moreno Master Drainage Plan. If the City decides that it wants the District to take over ownership, it will let the District know in writing. All facilities will be constructed to District standards and it is understood that a District plan check and inspection, including District fees, will be required for District acceptance.

Response to Comment 2-D1-5: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The Project will create additional impervious surfaces and will pay applicable drainage fees to the Flood Control District prior to the issuance of grading or building permits.

Response to Comment 2-D1-6: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The project shall obtain an encroachment permit for any construction related activities occurring within the District right-of-way or facilities.

Response to Comment 2-D1-7: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). The project will require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit from the State Water Resources Control Board and the City will ensure that it obtains one prior to the issuance of grading or building permits.

Response to Comment 2-D1-8: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). As stated on page 3-49 of the 2015 FEIR, based on the latest Flood Insurance Rate Maps published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Project site is not located within a 100-year floodplain.

Response to Comment 2-D1-9: With the recirculation of an EIR, CEQA provides that the agency need only respond to comments that relate to portions of the document that were revised and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5). The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR did not include the recirculation of Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems, and CEQA does not require responses to the comments set forth in this comment letter. Additionally, the Judge’s ruling on the 2015 Final EIR did not find a deficiency in the Utilities and Service Systems analysis (refer to Topical Response C). As stated on page 4.4-49 of the 2018 RSFEIR, there are two drainage features (Drainage 12 and 15) that have been determined to be jurisdictional waters of the U.S. under Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, and are likely subject to United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction. However, as indicated in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.2A (page 4.4-76), prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the applicant shall secure a jurisdictional determination from the USACE and confirm with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and California Department of Fish and Game if drainage features mapped on the property to be developed are subject to jurisdictional authority. If the features are subject to regulatory protection, the applicant shall secure permit approvals with the appropriate agencies prior to initiation of construction.


[bookmark: _Toc37943175][bookmark: _Toc38030178](2-E) Letters from Local Agencies/City Departments

Comment Letters Received from Local Agencies/City Departments include the following:

		2-E1: March Joint Powers Authority



		2-E2: Moreno Valley Unified School District



		2-E3: City of Riverside



		2-E4: Eastern Municipal Water District








Letter 2-E1: March Joint Powers Authority
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[bookmark: _Toc37943176]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E1: March Joint Powers Authority

Response to Comment 2-E1-1: The March Joint Powers Authority reviewed the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and have no comments at this time. No further response is required because no specific comments on the contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)




[bookmark: _Toc37943177]Letter 2-E2: Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943178]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E2: Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD)

Response to Comment 2-E2-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-E2-2: The Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD) appreciates how the City addressed the MVUSD’s comments on the previous Draft EIRs. The MVUSD also requested the City to keep them informed of the Project’s progress. No specific comment on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is provided. No further response is required because no specific comments on the adequacy or contents of the environmental analysis was provided in this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)




[bookmark: _Toc37943179]Letter 2-E3: City of Riverside
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[bookmark: _Toc37943180]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E3: City of Riverside

Response to Comment 2-E3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and specific comments are addressed in responses below (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-E3-2: The commenter is specifically questioning the changes in PM10 emissions generated from truck traffic for the WLC. Project trip generation as estimated in the 2018 RSFEIR utilizes trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition). As reflected in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), use of the most recent edition of the ITE Trip General Manual resulted in fewer average daily trips than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR. In addition, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR utilized the latest EPA-approved EMFAC2017 vehicle emissions model to calculate mobile emissions as opposed to the previous version, EMFAC2014, used to calculate emissions for the 2015 FEIR. For heavy duty vehicles, the vehicle emission factors for NOX and particulate matter (PM) increased under EMFAC2017 as compared to EMFAC2014.[footnoteRef:138] In short, the higher emission factor for PM10 in EMFAC2017 resulted in a higher total PM10 even though the number of trips decreased. Due to the update to trip generation rates and vehicle emissions factors, the emissions presented in the 2015 FEIR are to be replaced by emissions presented in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and are not comparable. [138: 	California Air Resources Board. EMFAC2017 Volume III – Technical Documentation. July 20, 2018. Available online at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2017-volume-iii-technical-documentation.pdf. Accessed March 20, 2020] 


Response to Comment 2-E3-3: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)




[bookmark: _Toc37943181]Letter 2-E4: Eastern Municipal Water District
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[bookmark: _Toc37943182]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-E4: Eastern Municipal Water District

[bookmark: _Hlk35009080]Response to Comment 2-E4-1: The Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) provided a comment that referred to a letter that EMWD submitted to the City of Moreno Valley on June 10, 2015, one day prior to the Planning Commission’s June 11, 2015 hearing on the WLC Project. The EMWD 2015 comment indicated that a Master Plan of Services had not yet been completed for the Project, and offered text changes to the Final EIR for consistency in discussing the water and sewer facilities. Given the timing of the comment, a memorandum responding to the EMWD comment letter was first issued on July 13, 2015 and then reissued on August 5, 2015 prior to the certification of the Final EIR by the Moreno Valley City Council in August 2015. The response stated “There is no ‘final design’ at this time as there are no specific building locations or sizes proposed. Highland Fairview will obtain a Master Plan of Services prior to commencing final design.” The EMWD letter and a response to the EMWD letter were provided to the Moreno Valley City Council during their deliberation on the adequacy of the Final EIR.

EMWD’s 2015 comments proposed text changes to the 2015 FEIR regarding water and wastewater facilities both in the project impacts section of the FEIR (Section 4.16) and in the cumulative impacts section of the FEIR (Section 6.16). While the FEIR’s analysis of project impacts to water and wastewater facilities in Section 4.16 was upheld by the court as discussed in Topical Response C, cumulative impacts were identified as a deficiency in the court ruling. The 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (2018 RSFEIR) addressed cumulative water and wastewater impacts associated with the implementation of the WLC Project.

The EMWD identified two proposed revisions to the cumulative wastewater infrastructure that are applicable to the analysis provided in Section 6.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of the 2018 RSFEIR. The first sentence of the second paragraph under the Cumulative Impact Analysis under Section 6.16.3.5 of the Final RSFEIR is revised as follows:

The proposed project would not require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment infrastructure:, and is only required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect to existing infrastructure connections to existing infrastructure would be required by the project.

In addition, the first and second sentences of the second paragraph under Cumulative Impact Analysis under Section 6.16.3.6 of the Final RSFEIR is revised as follows:

The proposed project would not cause or contribute to a cumulatively significant impact on wastewater infrastructure because the proposed project would not combine with the demands of other projects in the cumulative scenario to require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment infrastructure, and is only required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect to existing infrastructure. The project would require only connections to existing infrastructure.

In any case, the developer will comply with all of the mitigation measures with respect to water distribution facilities and will comply with the rules and regulations of the EMWD in the construction of the operation of the WLC Project.

The above revisions to the text of the cumulative analysis provides clarification and does not affect the less than significant impact determination.

[bookmark: _Toc37943183][bookmark: _Toc38030179](2-F) Letters from Community/Conservation Groups

Comment Letters Received from Community/Conservation Groups include the following:

		2-F1: Blum | Collins



		2-F2: Sierra Club



		2-F3: Earthjustice



		2-F4: Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley



		2-F5: Residents for a Livable Moreno Valley








Letter 2-F1: Hannah Bentley, Blum | Collins
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[bookmark: _Toc37943184]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F1: Hannah Bentley, Blum | Collins

Response to Comment 2-F1-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed. (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-F1-2: No specific comment on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is provided in this comment. The comment refers to the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (2018 RSFEIR), in footnote 1, asserting that it was not circulated as a “draft” document as required under CEQA. However, the 2018 RSFEIR was a draft document prepared in compliance with CEQA, and the City’s Notice of Availability for the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR advised the public of the public review period and the comment deadline.[footnoteRef:139] Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Court Ruling, and Writ of Mandate. The comment also provides an accurate summary of the Project’s square footage and land use. No further response is required (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) [139: 	City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Notice of Availability Revised Sections of the Final EIR (SCH #2012021045). Available online: http://www.moval.org/cdd/pdfs/projects/wlc/FEIR-Revision2018/WLC-FEIR-Notice.pdf] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-3: The comment refers to Section 4.3.1.1 Existing Setting, specifically 4.3.1.1 Regional Air Improvements (pages 4.3-2 – 4.3-3), which discusses how ozone has improved in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) since 1992, and 4.3.1.2 Local Air Quality, which provides ambient air quality conditions in the Project area as measured by the closest air quality monitoring station to the Project site (Riverside-Rubidoux station). Measured air quality, as compared to the State and Federal standards for criteria air pollutants (pages 4.3-3 – 4.3-8), which is also included in Table 4.3-3. The statements are not misleading or out of date as the commenter suggests. Table 4.3-3 is intended to include the most up-to-date air quality measurement data at the closest location to the Project site. The most recent ozone data, provided by the California Air Resources Board (CARB),[footnoteRef:140] will be included in Table 4.3-3 as shown below. Although both statements relate to ozone, the regional statement discusses the 2017 State of the Air Report, compiled by the American Lung Association, which reports that the Basin has significantly improved in terms of both pollution levels and high pollution days over the past three decades. Then it discusses that Riverside and San Bernardino Counties have seen a reduction in the number of unhealthy ozone days and a dramatic reduction in particle pollution since the initial State of the Air Report in 2000. Both ozone and particulate matter (PM) are important because the Basin is non-attainment for ozone, 1-hour and 8-hour, PM10, and PM2.5. The information presented was the most up to date information available to the public during the preparation of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and was included in the document to provide background and trends of regional air quality. [140: 	CARB, 2019. iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html. Accessed March 18, 2020] 


Table 4.3-3 (page 4.3-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) provides the ambient air quality measurements for the Riverside-Rubidoux monitoring station, the closest station to the Project site, for the last four years of record for which data has been made available to the public. As shown in the table, there was a slight increase in the number of days which exceed the Federal 8-hour ozone standard, there was a decrease of 2 days from 2014 to 2015 and an increase of 8 days from 2015 to 2016 and an increase of 11 days from 2016 to 2017. The reason for the large increase between 2016 and 2017 was due to the fires in California in 2017, which was one of the worst fire seasons in state history. The newest air quality data shows that there was a decrease of 24 ozone days from 2017 to 2018, for a total of 34 days.[footnoteRef:141] [141: 	CARB, 2019. iADAM: Air Quality Data Statistics. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html. Accessed March 18, 2020] 


On page 4.3-8, Table 4.3-3 has an error under the Ozone portion, in the sixth column, 12th row. The number 84 should be 58. The corrected number will be changed and 2018 data included in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

		

Table 4.3-3:	Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity



		Pollutant

		Standard

		2014

		2015

		2016

		2017

		2018



		…



		Ozone (O3)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.141

		0.132

		0.142

		0.145

		0.123



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.09 ppm

		29

		31

		33

		ND

		22



		Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.105

		0.106

		0.105

		0.118
0.119

		0.101



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.070 ppm

		69

		59

		71

		ND

		57



		

		Federal: > 0.075 ppm

		41

		39

		47

		84
58

		34



		…







Although Table 4.3-3 shows exceedances of ozone locally, it does not mean that the overall trend in the basin is incorrect or misleading or that it is out of date. Even though there are local areas where the federal ozone standards have been exceeded, the overall trend is that these pollutants have been reduced Basin wide.

Response to Comment 2-F1-4: As discussed in Response to Comment 2-F1-3, Table 4.3-3 does indeed disclose the number of days that the federal and/or state standard was exceeded for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. Section 4.3.6.6, Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions (pages 4.3-79 – 4.3-82), estimated health effects from ozone and PM2.5 associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project. The health effects evaluation completed combines spatially and temporally allocated emissions, photochemical grid modeling, and application of concentration-health response functions (through the BenMAP program) to quantify health effects from incremental ozone and fine particulate matter concentrations resulting from the Project. While the Friant Ranch decision [Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502] notes the Project’s impact on the days of nonattainment per year is one example of how the analysis could have been framed to adequately inform the public, it acknowledges there are several ways in which this can be done, but that the lead agency has the discretion on what type of analysis to provide. The study did not calculate the additional number of days of nonattainment, so there is no undisclosed information on the number of nonattainment days (if any) attributable to the Project. The health effects evaluation completed here provides information on the possible adverse health effects associated with the Project, which provides more meaningful information than the number of days of nonattainment.

Response to Comment 2-F1-5: The discussions of RECLAIM, with regard to the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), and SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule occur under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The discussion of RECLAIM was specific to the 2012 AQMP as one of the ways it will reduce PM2.5 emissions. RECLAIM is aimed at reducing NOx and SOx emissions from stationary sources, which also leads to a reduction in PM2.5 emissions. This discussion does not state, nor was it implied, that RECLAIM would specifically reduce PM2.5 emissions from the Project since it is not a stationary source. Additionally, the SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule for warehouses was added to this section because it would support the 2016 AQMP in meeting the 8-hour ozone standards’ (80 ppb and 75 ppb) attainment dates. This rule is aimed at reducing NOx emissions from indirect sources, which again would reduce PM2.5 emissions. However, again, this discussion does not state, that the proposed Indirect Source Rule would reduce PM2.5 emissions specifically from the Project. It states that if the proposed rule is approved, it would reduce air quality emissions beyond those calculated in this analysis. For a further discussion on the Indirect Source Rule see Topical Response D.

Response to Comment 2-F1-6: The discussion of 2012 AQMP mobile source implementation measures occurs under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. The 2012 AQMP contained mobile source implementation measures for deployment of zero and near-zero emission on-road heavy-duty vehicles, locomotives, and cargo handling equipment. The on-road mobile source measures included the following financed primarily through funding mechanisms: accelerated penetration of partial zero-emission and zero-emission vehicles, light-heavy, and medium-heavy duty vehicles; accelerated retirement of older light-, medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles; and further emission reductions from heavy-duty vehicles serving near-dock rail yards through the requirement that cargo containers be moved between the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to rail yards with zero-emission technologies. The 2012 mobile source implementation measures are statewide measures specific to the 2012 AQMP as one of the ways emission reduction will be realized to meet federal and state standards.

CARB’s Fiscal Year 2019-20 Funding Plan for Clean Transportation Incentives for Low Carbon Transportation and the Air Quality Improvement Plan represents $533 million in clean transportation investments. The proposed Funding Plan states: “The Low Carbon Transportation program is the only program in CARB’s portfolio and one of the only programs in the State, available to support the demonstration, pilot, and early market deployment of emerging and zero-emission technologies.” (Funding Plan, p. ii.) The proposed project allocations include $303 million for “Vehicle Purchase Incentives and Clean Mobility Projects” and $230 million for “Heavy-Duty Vehicle and Off-Road Equipment Investment.” Further details are provided in the Funding Plan and its appendices.

Response to Comment 2-F1-7: The discussion of 2012 AQMP mobile source implementation measures occurs under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The 2012 AQMP contained mobile source implementation measures for off-road mobile sources which included the following: extension of Surplus Off-Road Opt-In for NOx provision for construction/industrial equipment; further reduce emissions by using Tier 4 locomotives in the Basin; further reduce emissions from ocean-going marine vessels while at berth; and emission reductions from ocean-going marine vessels. The 2012 mobile source implementation measures are statewide measures specific to the 2012 AQMP as one of the ways emission reductions will be realized to meet federal and state standards.

Response to Comment 2-F1-8: The discussion of the 2012 AQMP and its reliance upon the South Coast Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012 2035 Regional Transportation Program/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) occurs under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. Under Section 4.3.6.1, Air Quality Management Plan Consistency (page 4.3-38), the analysis states that although the Project complies with all applicable rules and regulations as identified in the AQMPs and State Implementation Plans (SIPs), the WLC could impede AQMP attainment because its construction and operation emissions exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and is therefore considered to be inconsistent with the AQMP.

Response to Comment 2-F1-9: The comment refers to the 2016 AQMP and states that the City and the applicant make no effort to mitigate the impacts of vehicular pollution attributable to the WLC. To the contrary, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluates the Project’s air quality impacts and imposes feasible mitigation measures to reduce the effects of the Project. Overall, without mitigation, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower than those without mitigation. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation of the WLC (operation HRA) would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC.

[bookmark: _Hlk36658346]Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. PM2.5 best represents diesel PM. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. With mitigation, the potential health effects from PM2.5 show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). With mitigation, potential 0zone-related health effects due to the project, increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups) over background health incidence. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes.

The health studies are conservative and based on the assumption that diesel trucks cause significant health impacts, contrary to the HEI study which analyzed 2007-compliant diesel engines and found that the application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines “showed few exposure-related biologic effects” and any such exposure to NO2 “is being substantially further reduced in 2010-compliant engines.” (HEI, p.4.) Furthermore, only 2010-compliant diesel trucks will be allowed to service the WLC per mitigation measures 4.3.6.2A h) (page 4.3-32, construction on-road haul trucks) and 4.3.6.3 b) (page 4.3-53, trucks servicing the WLC when operational).

Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-85 for a discussion on environmental justice issues. Utilizing zero-emission technology trucks is an effective strategy at reducing tailpipe PM emissions. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:142] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/advanced-clean-trucks-fact-sheet.) Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty trucks are not currently commercial availability. [142: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


According to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:143] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:144] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:145] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.[footnoteRef:146] BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson.[footnoteRef:147] Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.[footnoteRef:148] See also recent article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). [143: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [144: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [145: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf]  [146: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments]  [147: 	Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/]  [148: 	Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/] 


Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under mitigation measures 4.3.6.2A and 4.3.6.3B to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations.

Response to Comment 2-F1-10: This comment is directed solely at the SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule (ISR). The commenter states specifically what they think the ISR should contain and what should be mandatory instead of voluntary. Proposed voluntary and regulatory measures are discussed below.

As a proposed voluntary measure, SCAQMD would administer a CEQA air quality mitigation fund for warehouse projects to opt into. Funds would be used to reduce project emissions by funding financial incentives for fleet owners to purchase clean trucks. Although such a fund has not been established, the Settlement Agreement between SCAQMD and the City required that the WLC Project pay an Air Quality Improvement Fee to the SCAQMD of approximately $26,000,000. The Air Quality Improvement Fee is to be used by SCAQMD “for any purpose that will improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin”; which will help to improve air quality for those within the project area through emissions reductions. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan/State’s Attainment Goals, for more detail regarding the Settlement Agreement and its provisions. Because it is unknown at this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD through the use of the $26,000,000 that will result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume that any particular improvement will take place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft recirculated RSFEIR do not include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might occur as a result of the settlement and the payment of the money. Additionally, the SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment P).

Another voluntary measure noted in the comment is updated guidance for siting and operations, and the commenter opines that any such guidance for siting and operations would not be followed. While SCAQMD does not have the local land use authority, local jurisdictions would be encouraged to consider such guidance when making land use decisions such as updating the General Plan land use plan and/or zoning map. For example, the City of Moreno Valley General Plan incorporates the following policies:

2.5.2	Locate manufacturing and industrial uses to avoid adverse impacts on surrounding land uses.

2.5.3	Screen manufacturing and industrial uses where necessary to reduce glare, noise, dust, vibrations and unsightly views.

2.5.4	Design industrial developments to discourage access through residential areas.

6.7.4	Locate heavy industrial and extraction facilities away from residential areas and sensitive receptors.

With regard to the proposed voluntary measure to develop fueling/charging infrastructure, raceways for truck and TRU charging will be provided at each loading dock, and the WLC will accommodate Zero-Emission vehicle technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates (page 4.17-24 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project would also include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging stations pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code.

As for the proposed voluntary measure to establish green delivery options, it is acknowledged that voluntary plan-based approaches may not be feasible for warehouse uses.[footnoteRef:149] [149: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2018. Board Meeting March 2, 2018. Potential Strategies for Facility-Based Mobile Source Measures Adopted in 2016 AQMP. Available online: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2018/2018-mar2-032.pdf?sfvrsn=7] 


With respect to the proposed mandatory measures being considered by SCAQMD, the project would ensure that construction fleets and truck fleets would be cleaner than required by CARB regulations through mitigation measures detailed in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) requires all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) to be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. Operational mitigation measures, listed below (page 4.3-53 and 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) have been implemented to ensure that the operational emissions, related to the fleet, are reduced and limited to the extent feasible. Operational mitigation includes, but is not limited to, use of on-site equipment powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel and have emissions standards meet or exceed Tier 4 Interim or greater or off-road equipment and 2010 engine emission standards for on-road vehicles, and all diesel trucks shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards, and limit on-site idling to 3 minutes (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B).

With regard to zero-emission trucks, in 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:150] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available. [150: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


As demonstrated above, the project incorporates measures that would reduce emissions, consistent with proposed Indirect Source Rule measures. Therefore, regardless of if and when the Indirect Source Rule is adopted, the project is doing its fair share in advancing the emission reduction goals of SCAQMD.

Response to Comment 2-F1-11: The discussion on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is purely descriptive of what the proposed SCAQMD ISR may contain. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR takes no credit for any reduction in pollutants that may occur when, and if, the ISR is adopted. Refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of the Indirect Source Rule. It is unknown at this time when the rule will be proposed and approved, but it could be proposed as early as 2020. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3F (page 4.3-54) states that the Project will comply with the proposed rule for any warehouse constructed if/when the rule goes into effect.

Because project-related emissions are projected to exceed applicable mass emissions thresholds for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of SOX, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes the following Mitigation Measures: 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2C, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.2E, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, 4.3.6.3F, 4.3.6.4A, and 4.3.6.5A to reduce emissions from warehousing operations. Construction and operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through implementation of mitigation measures and Project Design Features. As stated on the SCAQMD website, “as part of this working group [Warehouse Distribution Center Working Group], South Coast AQMD staff is working closely with industry, local governments, and the community to develop a comprehensive framework …”[footnoteRef:151] for a proposed rule to benefit everyone involved. [151: 	South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2019. Warehouse Distribution Centers Working Group webpage. Available online:  https://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/facility-based-mobile-source-measures/warehs-distr-wkng-grp. Accessed on February 13, 2020.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-12: The discussion of Diesel Regulations, including the Clean Truck Program, CARB Drayage Truck Regulation, and the CARB statewide Truck and Bus Regulations occurs under Section 4.3.2.2 Regional Regulations, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As stated on page 4.3-13, these regulatory programs will require an accelerated introduction of “clean trucks” into the statewide truck fleet that will result in lower diesel emissions during the 2008 to 2020 timeframe. The CARB Drayage Truck Regulations requires all drayage trucks that transport cargo to or from California’s ports and intermodal trip yards be registered in the Drayage Truck Registry, meet 2010 emission standards by 2022 for all trucks, and that the truck driver provide required information to enforcement personnel when requested.[footnoteRef:152] (In comparison, the WLC Project requires that all diesel trucks entering the site must meet or exceed 2010 emission standards, a requirement imposed now, not in 2022.) The CARB Statewide Truck and Bus Regulations require heavy-duty diesel vehicles to reduce toxic air contaminants (TACs) emissions from their exhaust. By January 1, 2023, nearly all trucks and buses will be required to have 2010 or newer model year engines to reduce PM and NOx emissions. Starting in 2020, only vehicles compliant with this regulation will be registered by the California Department of Motor Vehicles.[footnoteRef:153] [152: 	California Air Resources Board, 2012. California’s Drayage Truck Regulation, California Code of Regulations Title 13, Section 2027, Summarized Version for Truck Owners. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onroad/porttruck/arbdoc/sumreg.pdf. Accessed on February 13, 2020.]  [153: 	California Air Resources Board, 2020. Truck and Bus Regulation. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/truck-and-bus-regulation. Accessed on February 13, 2020.] 


Further, on March 10, 2020, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach adopted a Clean Truck Fund Rate to be charged to beneficial cargo owners for loaded heavy duty container trucks to enter or exit the ports’ terminals, with rebates for trucks with CARB-certified low NOx engines or better. (Economic Study for the Clean Truck Fund Rate, p. 1.) The added cost is expected to help incentivize the transition of drayage trucks operating at the ports to cleaner equipment.

Appendix F, Traffic Impact Assessment, of the 2018 RSFEIR, Section F, Truck Trips to Ports (pages 366 – 370) discusses the volume of truck traffic between the WLC and the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach were estimated using three different methods, all based on data provided by regional planning agencies, with the highest of the forecasts used for the analysis. The three methods were: (1) the RIVTAM model which predicted 82 truck trips per day, (2) based on Port Truck Study which predicted 261 truck trips per day, and (3) based on Truck Flows from Riverside County which predicted 125 truck trips per day. The analysis showed that a reasonable estimate of truck traffic between WLC and the ports would be in the range of 82 – 261 truck trips per day. The highest figure of 261 truck trips was used in the analysis as a reasonable worst-case scenario because it resulted in the greatest number of vehicle miles. Thus, since there would be 261 trucks trips between the Ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach and the WLC, the above regulations are applicable.

Response to Comment 2-F1-13: The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses MATES IV cancer risk on page 4.3-17. Additionally, a more detailed discussion is provided in Appendix A-1, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report, to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, which states “the basin-wide population weighted cancer risk is 357 per million based on averages at fixed monitoring sites estimated during the MATES IV study.” As displayed in Figure 16, the estimated risk within the project vicinity is within the 401 – 500 and 501-800 range. As displayed in Figure 17, nearly all areas of the Basin experienced decreases in cancer risk during the time period from MATES III, 2005, to MATES IV, 2012, and the project area experienced a decrease in cancer risk of between 100 and 400 in one million. Due to the regional scale of project impacts, the weighted average risk based on MATES IV data was calculated and discussed in Appendix A-1. Thus, background cancer risks were provided from SCAQMD’s MATES IV study. As discussed below, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed the health-related effects and cancer risk from TACs resulting from the Project on WLC’s census tract and even those sensitive receptors that lie along SR-60.

With regard to health effects, EPA’s BenMAP tool, as opposed to OEHHA’s CalEnviroscreen 3, was chosen to to conduct the project’s health effects analysis. As stated in the OEHHA factsheet[footnoteRef:154], CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a mapping tool that can be used to identify California communities (by census tract) that are most affected by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen score measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others and is not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the comment is consistent with the results of CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. The BenMAP tool utilizes background health statistics[footnoteRef:155] which would have incorporated the increased cardiovascular disease rate for the area in the background incidents, thus this data set was not excluded. [154: 	https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf]  [155: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in Section 6.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. A cumulative HRA was conducted which assessed the regional cumulative impact of the 359 identified cumulative projects in addition to the WLC project. The air dispersion models included 99 grid area sources covering an area of 2,475 square kilometers to represent the onsite and surface street emissions of all cumulative projects, and 63 freeway mainline segments for warehouse projects in the region that may overlap with the traffic routes of the Project. The modeled freeway segments extended from North Palm Springs to Long Beach in the east-west direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in the north-south direction, roughly an area of 3,500 square miles radiating from the cumulative project sites to the north, south, east, and west. The analysis covered major portions of the following freeways from North Palm Springs to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach: Interstate 10, State Route 60, State Route 91, Interstate 215, and Interstate 710. As stated in Section 6.3.3.7, Impacts to Sensitive Receptors, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the cumulative HRA included emissions from both the Project and the 359 cumulative projects, the cancer risks and chronic hazard index (HI) calculated are the cumulative health risk values that will be compared to the selected cumulative HRA threshold. The thirty-year exposure to cumulative construction and operations results in a cancer risk of 139.8 in one million at the maximum exposed receptor and thirty-year cumulative operations would result in a cancer risk of 171.5 in one million at the maximum exposed receptor. Thus, cancer risk impacts at the maximum exposed project receptor, for both construction and operation and operation are above the cumulative cancer threshold of 10 in a million with and without mitigation. Therefore, the construction and operation of cumulative projects in addition to the Project (with mitigation incorporated) is expected to have a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact. Cumulative cancer risks were estimated at the geographical center (centroid) of census tracts that are within the study area of the cumulative HRA. For the 70-year exposure duration with the inclusion of the Current OEHHA Guidance, without consideration of the results of the HEI ACES Study, the cancer burden is estimated to be 72.2 for construction and operations and 90.3 for full operations, out of a population of about 10.8 million individuals that were conservatively estimated to have a cancer risk of 1 in a million or more for the 359 cumulative projects. This is compared to the Project cancer burden impact, estimated at approximately 0.47. The SCAQMD has established a threshold for cancer burden of 0.5. Because the SCAQMD’s cancer burden significance threshold is exceeded with and without mitigation for the 359 cumulative projects, the cumulative cancer burden impact is expected to be significant and unavoidable. The non-cancer HI value at each of the modeled receptor locations are less than SCAQMD cumulative threshold of 3.0 and is expected to have a less than significant cumulative impact.

Cumulative Health Effects are discussed in Section 6.3.3.8 Cumulative Health Effects, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As shown on Tables 6.3-9 and 6.3-10 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the estimated annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 (which best represents diesel PM) and ozone health effects associated with cumulative projects (including the unmitigated Project). Potential Increases of PM2.5-related health effects above background, associated with increases in ambient air concentrations estimated from cumulative Projects (including the unmitigated Project), include asthma-related emergency room visits (0.16%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.09%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.02%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.09%), mortality (0.14%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.07% for all age groups). Potential ozone-related health effects shown as an increase over background, associated with increases in ambient air concentrations estimated from cumulative Projects (including the unmitigated Project), include respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.02%), mortality (0.01%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.07%for all age groups). Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes only.

As evidenced above, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR included recently constructed and proposed large warehouse projects, as well as other projects, in its cumulative analysis, which included analysis of diesel PM, to determine if the project contributed to cumulatively significant impacts, as required by the trial court’s ruling on the petitions for writ of mandate, and no further analysis is required.

Response to Comment 2-F1-14: The HEI study was discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to indicate that newer model diesel engines are cleaner than the older model engines and result in less health effects than the older engines. However, the construction and operational HRA’s and health effects study conducted for the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, both project and cumulative, did not rely on the findings of the HEI study in the analysis (page 4.3-24). Shrader-Frechette (2016)[footnoteRef:156] disagrees with the findings in the HEI study mainly due to the HEI study not counting diesel PM as a known human carcinogen[footnoteRef:157] and conducting the studies using NO2 and mass and not diesel exhaust, which is more harmful than NO2. Additionally, the comment states that the HEI study exhibited representativeness errors, using only the healthiest animals, too-small sample sizes, and non-lifetime exposures, which makes the studies result inconclusive about diesel harm. However, the HEI study combines four studies, each of which was rigorously peer reviewed by HEI’s review panel, an independent panel of distinguished scientists, whose comments are included in the report. Further, the “overall effort has been guided by an ACES Steering Committee consisting of representative from HEI and CRC [Coordinating Research Council], along with the U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. EPA, engine manufacturers, the petroleum industry, CARB, emission control manufacturers, the National Resources Defense Council and others.” (HEI, p. xii.) The HEI study analyzed 2007-compliant diesel engines and found that the application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines “showed few exposure-related biologic effects” and any such exposure to NO2 “is being substantially further reduced in 2010-compliant engines.” (HEI, p. 4.) Nonetheless, the project health risk assessment is conservative and based on the assumption that diesel trucks cause significant health impacts, despite the findings of the HEI study. Therefore, the commenter’s position, i.e. disagreement with the results of the study and potential design flaws in the HEI study, is irrelevant, as the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s analysis of cancer and health effect risks did not depend on the results of the HEI study. Additionally, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines §15151, “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.” [156: 	Shrader-Frechette K, McQuestion, C., 2016 “Special-Interest Science” Harms Diesel-Polluted Communities Like East Los Angeles. J Community Med Public Health Care 3: 016. Available online: http://www.heraldopenaccess.us/openaccess/special-interest-science-harms-diesel-polluted-communities-like-east-los-angeles. Accessed February 20, 2020]  [157: 	In 2012, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), part of the World Health Organization (WHO) named diesel exhaust as a known human carcinogen and called for tighter regulations. Europe passed new regulations, but the US government denied that diesel exhaust was a know human carcinogen because the scientific data was “uncertain”, primarily because of the HEI study.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-15: The assertion that HRAs are conservative by design did not influence the performance of the project level and cumulative HRAs, results of which are presented in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The OEHHA guidelines[footnoteRef:158] state an HRA includes a comprehensive analysis of the dispersion of hazardous substances in the environment, their potential for human exposure, and a quantitative assessment of both individual and population-wide health risks associated with those levels of exposure. The output of the air dispersion modeling analysis includes a receptor field of ground level concentrations of the pollutant in ambient air, which can be used to estimate an inhaled or ingested dose. Additionally, the assumptions used in these guidelines are designed to err on the side of health protection in order to avoid underestimation of risk to the public. The HRAs were performed in accordance with state and local guidance. [158: 	Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, pages 1-3 and 1-6. Available online: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. Accessed February 20, 2020.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-16: The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) for the Project (located in Appendix F of the 2018 Revised Sections of the FEIR [RSFEIR]) calculated vehicle miles travelled (VMT) with and without the Project, demonstrating that construction of the WLC will lead to reduced commute times and VMT. As discussed in the DEIR, Moreno Valley has a low jobs-to-housing ratio of 0.54 compared to the overall regional ratio of 1.14 (i.e., 0.54 jobs for each 1 housing unit) (Draft EIR, page 2-24). SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan encourages “bedroom” communities (i.e., those with more housing than jobs, such as Moreno Valley) to encourage jobs growth instead of housing growth, which will eventually help balance these factors across the region and help reduce commuter traffic (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). These plans forecast that the City’s ratio of jobs to housing will increase in the future but will still be less than 1.0 (estimated 0.89 by 2035), compared to a projected ratio of 1.14 for the County and 1.29 for the entire SCAG area (2018 RSFEIR page 2-29). The City’s jobs/housing ratio is expected to still be less than 1.0 by 2035, but to achieve that ratio, the City would need to attract over 34,000 jobs in the next 20 years, compared to attracting 17,000 new houses during that same period. A low jobs/housing ratio results in longer distances that residents of Moreno Valley must drive to and from work. An economic study of the project[footnoteRef:159] concluded that the WLC could generate approximately 25,000 new on-site jobs within the City (2018 RSFEIR page 4.15-31). In addition to the projected on-site job creation, the study estimates the WLC could generate new off-site jobs (i.e., indirect/induced employment) in all industries of the economy.[footnoteRef:160] The study also estimated that an additional 7,583 indirect/induced jobs could be created in the County, of which 3,792 jobs were projected to be within the City as a result of project implementation.[footnoteRef:161] As stated in the TIA (page 93, Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), approximately 80 percent of the vehicles entering or leaving warehouse sites are passenger cars, mostly used for commute trips by employees of the warehouses. The WLC would create much needed local jobs, which would affect commute patterns in the area by reducing VMT because people would work closer to where they live. Thus, the TIA provides VMT attributable to the WLC on the net effect the Project has on regional automobile travel. As discussed above these are valid reasons for the assumptions in the TIA (Table 102) that support the reduced VMT utilized in the Project analyses. [159: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11.]  [160: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11]  [161: 	David Taussig & Associates, Inc., 2012. Fiscal and Economic Impact Study World Logistics Center Moreno Valley, California. October 11] 


With respect to the declaration from former Moreno Valley mayor, Thomas Owings, served as Mayor from January 2013 to June 2014. During this time, he states that qualified workers were not available in the City of Moreno Valley or the surrounding communities and that residents were lacking in basic reading, writing, and computer skills and could not be employed, thus the logistics centers had to hire workers farther away. Former Mayor Thomas Owings states that the TIA net effect scenario is not credible due to what he observed during his time as mayor. Substantial growth has occurred in Moreno Valley’s logistics industry since Mr. Owings’ tenure concluded in 2014. Many companies have selected a new corporate location and several have elected to expand locally. Following is an update that demonstrates Moreno Valley’s growth in facilities and employment:

		Company

		Facility Size
SF Declaration

		Facility Size Year 2020
(sq. ft.)

		Employment
Year 2020



		Amazon

		1,000,000

		2,019,320

		7,500



		Skechers USA

		1,800,000

		2,937,155

		1,200



		Harbor Freight

		2,000,000

		2,574,216

		788



		Ross Dress for Less

		1,600,000

		3,449,281

		2,400



		Aldi Foods

		800,000

		800,430

		181



		Walgreens

		685,000

		685,000

		600



		Iherb.com

		365,000

		400,935

		No rpt.



		Corporate Additions



		United Natural Foods

		—

		613,174

		700



		Deckers Outdoor

		800,000

		1,539,604

		700



		Floor & Décor

		—

		1,103,003

		788



		Lowe’s Home Improvement

		756,340

		2,144,550

		No rpt.



		Procter & Gamble

		—

		1,500,000

		603



		Keeco Bedding

		—

		1,351,763

		600



		Solaris Paper

		—

		779,233

		200



		Source: City of Moreno Valley, Economic Development Department







As demonstrated above, Moreno Valley has experienced substantial growth in the logistics field, much of it from existing corporate citizens who would be knowledgeable about inadequate labor resources and would select other sites if the assertion was accurate. Existing companies continues to expand in Moreno Valley (Harbor Freight Tools, Deckers, Lowes, Ross, Amazon, Skechers USA). Human Resource representatives of these large firms would be knowledgeable about inadequate labor resources and would advise their real estate counterparts to select other sites if shallow labor pool is an issue. In 2009, the City created the Moreno Valley Employment Resource Center (ERC) to help residents struggling in the Great Recession to access jobs and increase their job readiness skills. During that time the City’s unemployment reached a high of 17.5% in July of 2010, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Today the City has reached an unemployment rate that is often on par or below that of the County’s at 3.7% as of December 2019 (BLS).

The City operates the Employment Resource Center (ERC) as a service to corporate citizens that also encourages local hiring, not as an economic concession. Aldi representatives have not cited lack of quality workers and has retained a majority of the existing workers since initial opening. Additionally, since opening in Moreno Valley, Skechers has continued to expand and now reports a workforce of 1,200 employees.

Current demographics by Environics Analytics (run 02/25/20) indicate that the Estimated Civilian Employed Workforce Aged 16+ within just 30 minutes’ drive of the World Logistics Center is 645,675, of which 190,789 workers are employed in blue collar professions. The map below graphically represents the 30-minute drive. Logistics employers in Moreno Valley find an ample workforce and Moreno Valley encourages local hiring by providing complimentary workforce recruitment services.

[image: ]

Because of the seasonal shifts in retail consumption, it is a common practice for logistics facilities to utilize temporary employment agencies to bolster their permanent workforce. In addition, some companies contract with third party logistics firms (“3PLs) that operate distribution centers on behalf of the retailers. As a result, these retailers have very few direct employees in their facilities as a majority of the permanent and seasonal labor is hired by and managed by the 3PL.

The situation served to further motivate City leaders to enhance resources and programs offered by Moreno Valley’s ERC. Using the ERC’s complimentary employee recruitment services, the City has witnessed companies converting positions from 3PL contract workforce to direct hires such as P&G. Though ERC workforce development services are available to all individuals who walk through the door, City residents are the main beneficiaries of this trend as they naturally form the largest contingent of ERC clients.

The City regularly meets with Moreno Valley employers both large and small, and conducted over 100 business visits last year to discuss matters relevant to businesses including City programs and workforce development.

In 2015, the City created the Hire MoVal program which incentivizes employers to hire locally with utility rate incentives and hiring assistance, like job fairs and email job postings, available at the Moreno valley Employment Resource Center. The program has grown to include a Hire A Vet component and a Hire A Grad incentive that provides $1,000 to employers for hiring recent grads and vets.

The City works with the following education and workforce development partners to prepare residents for the job skills needed:

a) Moreno Valley College

b) California Baptist University

c) University of California, Riverside

d) Moreno Valley Unified School District – Adult School

e) Riverside County Workforce Development Board and America’s Job Centers

f) Moreno Valley Youth Opportunity Center (YOC)

The City, in conjunction with workforce and educational partners, facilitates access to the following programs and services:

a) Basic Skills classes through Moreno Valley College Career and Technical Education (CTE) program with regular outreach, on-site at the ERC. Certificates and programs fall under three major categories such as

1. Business and Information Technology,

2. Health, Human and Public Services and

3. Public Safety Education and Training.

b) English as a Second Language, Adult Basic Education (ABE) classes and GED in Spanish are offered in partnership with Moreno Valley Adult.

c) Basic Computer Skills and computer classes such as Microsoft (MS) Certification, Google, and Basic and Intermediate classes at Moreno Valley Adult.

d) Job preparation courses are offered on-site at the ERC through the Training Tuesdays program. Classes such as free weekly workshops on topics such as Resume Writing, Job Search, LinkedIn, and the LevelUp Certificate program which provides access to the most popular workshops in a half-day format. Moreno Valley businesses also us the ERC for job fairs and information sessions. The second Tuesday of every month is reserved for programming for veterans with classes like Social Media Cleansing and how to build your resume.

e) In addition, the City has partnered with Moreno Valley College to support students and their workforce training with programs such as MoVaLEARNS (which pays students to go to school), College Promise Initiative (which helps with first year school costs) and the iMake Innovation Center, a 4,150 square foot makerspace that provides students and the public with access to hands-on skill building like vinyl printers, laser printers/cutters, 3D printers and virtual reality and coding.

According to the Moreno Valley Unified School District (MVUSD), the graduation rate at all MVUSD high schools for the 2016-2017 academic year was 87.8 percent, 5.1 percent higher than the California average. The graduation rate has increased by 22.1 percent since the year 2010.[footnoteRef:162] [162: 	https://www.mvusd.net/apps/news/article/890606] 


Former Mayor Owings draws upon previous experience as the CEO of an auto dealership to assert that most Moreno Valley residents commute long distances for white collar jobs and that the jobs provided by the WLC would not fit the economic needs of these commuters. The writer may not recognize that large logistics facilities like those intended in the WLC often include substantial office space and require white collar employees to perform various administrative tasks. This trend is often overlooked because the office space is dwarfed by the distribution space. To provide a couple examples: the primary, 1,800,000 sq. ft. Skechers facility (which is the prototype of intended World Logistics Center logistics product) serves as the company’s West Coast Headquarters, which operates in approximately 53,000 sq. ft. of Class A office space. Similarly, Aldi Foods’ 800,430 sq. ft. distribution facility includes 50,000 sq. ft. of office space that provides corporate meeting rooms, marketing offices, test kitchens, etc.

The project is estimated to provide a total of approximately $47,502,000 in school impact mitigation fees (calculated based on a total 40,600,000 SF times the 2019 Moreno Valley School District[footnoteRef:163] development fee of 61 cents per square foot and San Jacinto Unified School District’s[footnoteRef:164] 56 cents per square foot development fee) that can be used to improve educational opportunities for students within both the Moreno Valley Unified School District and the San Jacinto Unified School District. Further, the project is estimated to contribute $6,993,000 to be used by the City to provide and enhance educational and workforce development training in the supply chain and logistics industries. [163: 	https://www.mvusd.net/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=786774&type=d&pREC_ID=1181763]  [164: 	https://www.sanjacinto.k12.ca.us/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=330831&type=d&pREC_ID=757853] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-17: Operational Truck Idling discussed on page 4.3-22 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR states that each truck was assumed to idle for 5 minutes or less in any one hour consistent with the California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic Control Measure that limits such idling to 5 minutes and requirements specified in the World Logistics Center Specific Plan. Additionally, mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B n) (page 4.3-54) would require that truck and vehicle idling shall be limited to three minutes per day, but emissions reduction from this measure has not been accounted for in the analysis to provide a worst-case. It is the practice at the majority of logistics centers in the area to implement the “drop and drag” procedure; a procedure where a truck will bring goods to the facility, and the trailer (or sea-going cargo container) will be disconnected and left on-site for the lengthy process of unloading. An empty trailer may be connected and the truck quickly departs to return to its point of origin. Conversely, an out-bound truck is usually scheduled to retrieve a delivery load only once the container/trailer is full. Thus, trucks are not on-site very long nor do they idle for extended time periods. Thus, the assumption for each truck to idle for 5 minutes per day is not unreasonable and would not be an underestimation of project emissions.

Response to Comment 2-F1-18: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A a), off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall meet United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Tier 4 off-road emissions standards. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) requires that all off-road engines in the yard trucks have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 interim or greater. A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification shall be available for inspection by the City at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. The WLC air quality and GHG analysis includes certified Tier 4 interim engines, but engines that are certified to meet or exceed the emissions ratings for USEPA Tier 4 interim engines are also allowed. Nonetheless, since the Tier 4 phase-in for construction equipment began in the 2013 to 2015-time frame, and the CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measures will be fully implemented by 2023, there should be readily available equipment available for construction of the WLC.

Response to Comment 2-F1-19: PGM stands for photochemical grid model. The last paragraph on page 4.3-82 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be changed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

There is a degree of uncertainty in these results from a combination of the uncertainty in the emissions themselves, the increase in concentration resulting from the photochemical grid model (PGM) and the uncertainty of the application of the C-R increase. All simulations of physical processes, whether ambient air concentrations, or health effects from air pollution, have a level of uncertainty associated with them, due to simplifying assumptions. The overall uncertainty is a combination of the uncertainty associated with each piece of the modeling study, in this case, the emissions quantification, the emissions model, the PGM, and BenMAP. While these results reflect a level of uncertainty, regulatory agencies, including the USEPA have judged that, even with the uncertainty in the results, the results provide sufficient information to the public to allow them to understand the potential health effects of increases or decreases in air pollution (USEPA 2012).

Response to Comment 2-F1-20: The mitigation measures to support operational emissions would be reduced in part through a requirement for 2010 trucks or later are MMs 4.3.6.3B k) and 4.3.6.3B l). Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) states that any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emissions standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 and as stated in MM 4.3.6.3B d) tenants shall maintain records on fleet equipment and vehicle engine maintenance to ensure that equipment and vehicles are maintained pursuant to manufacturer’s specifications. The records shall be maintained on site and be made available for inspection by the City. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B l) specifies that all diesel trucks entering logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. Facility operators shall maintain a log of all trucks entering the facility to document that the truck usage meets these emission standards. This log shall be available for inspection by City staff at any time. This will be enforced through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and monitoring for excess idling; the Vehicle Identification Number will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process in the City which results in compliance efforts and if they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. CEQA requires that mitigation measures be enforceable and does not mandate that any particular agency be responsible for such enforcement. As specified, the mitigation measures have enforcement mechanisms in place and are thus credible mitigation measures under CEQA.

Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C states that prior to issuance of building permits for more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan area, a publicly-accessible fueling station shall be operational within the Specific Plan area offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public, which would include trucks. As stated on page 32 of the TIA Report (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) “the project includes a fueling station and convenience store intended to serve the needs of truckers picking up or delivering cargos at the WLC site”. Thus, mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C also makes the fueling station accessible to the public, but it will still be utilized by truckers visiting the WLC site.

Mitigation measures 4.3.6.3E prohibits refrigerated warehouse space unless it can be determined that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Such environmental analysis shall be provided with any warehouse plot plan proposing refrigerated space. Any such proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). Since this is a programmatic EIR, subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.[footnoteRef:165] However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.[footnoteRef:166] As such the appropriate CEQA analysis, with mitigation, if required, would occur prior to the allowance of any refrigerated warehouse space. Refrigerated uses have not been modeled for the air quality analysis or the HRA in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As stated in Response to Comment 2-F1-13, the HRA and health risk analysis does not rely on the HEI finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust does not cause cancer. [165: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)]  [166: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-21: An agreement was reached between the applicant and the SCAQMD which states that the parties agree the applicant will pay an Air Quality Improvement Fee and in addition to the mitigation measures listed in the FIER, WLC is subject to the following additional mitigation measures; all 2010 clean diesel trucks, all Tier 4 construction equipment, and a CNG/LNG fueling facility.[footnoteRef:167] The MMs have been included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR as discussed above under Response to Comments 2-F1-18, Tier 4 equipment, and 2-F1-20, 2010 clean diesel trucks and the CNG/LNG fueling facility. The settlement states that the SCAQMD can use the Air Quality Improvement Fee for any purpose that will improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin. The agreement states that the Air Quality Improvement Fee adequately mitigates heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction and operation of the WLC. However, the Project is not claiming the Air Quality Improvement Fee as mitigation for emissions, as evidenced by the fact that there is no mention of the Air Quality Improvement Fee in the mitigation measures, and that air quality impacts from regional construction and operational emissions and localized significant thresholds are significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. [167: 	Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Riverside, 2016. Case No. RIC 1511213, Stipulation for Entry of Judgement in the Case of South Coast Air Quality Management District, Petitioner, vs. City of Moreno Valley; and DOES I-10 inclusive, Respondents, and HF Properties, a California general partnership, et al., Real Parties in Interest.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-22: As stated on page 4.17-30, the feasibility of using medium- and heavy-duty EVs for delivery of goods to or from the WLC is, to a great extent, dependent on the nature of the warehousing operations. Tying the usage of EV trucks to the availability of charging stations at the WLC is faulty. For example, many warehouses implement the “drop and drag” procedure, where a truck will bring goods to the facility, and the trailer (or sea-going cargo container) will be disconnected and left on-site for the lengthy process of unloading. An empty trailer may be connected and the truck quickly departs to return to its point of origin. Conversely, an out-bound truck is usually scheduled to retrieve a delivery load only once the container/trailer is full. Thus, trucks are not on-site long enough times to obtain a meaningful battery charge. Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR asserts that with Level 2 AC chargers, with a minimum charging rate of 19.2 kW (the highest rate currently available), it would take approximately 4 hours to fully charge a passenger vehicle with a 100kWh battery. Trucks would not stay docked at the facility for that long in most cases, and a truck battery would be larger and require more time to charge than a passenger vehicle with most charging overnight. Most of these trucks would have battery charging facilities at their place of origin or the end point as its more economical for the fleet owners who don’t want to be paying for employees sitting idle waiting for a vehicle to charge. Nonetheless, the purpose and intent of logistics support sites is to provide services including fueling facilities, which may include chargers (Section 2.2.5.1 of the Specific Plan [Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR]).

As stated on page 4.17-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, although it is speculative to state what the regional fleet mix will be as each phase of the Project is completed, and the adoption of ZEVs by WLC tenants’ employees and customers will be beyond the direct control of the WLC, all EV types should be anticipated in planning for the onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations (page 4.17-24 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which will enable the WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants, if and when demand dictates.

As discussed in Section 4.17, Energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, three electric vehicle (EV) penetration scenarios were modeled; low, medium, and high. The low EV penetration scenario reflects the current state building code, and includes charging for passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. The percentage of vehicle types and the type of fuel used was determined from the breakdown in EMFAC2017; 2.5 percent passenger vehicle EVs and 1.4 percent light truck EVs by 2025 and 4.7 percent passenger EVs and 3.7 percent light truck EVs by 2035. The medium EV penetration scenario reflects a higher EV population consistent with the goals of the 2017 Scoping Plan Update and 2016 Mobile Source Strategy, and includes passenger and light truck EVs, but no charging of medium- or heavy-duty truck EVs. It is estimated that the WLC project would be visited by a combined EV population (passenger vehicles and light trucks) of 627 EVs per day in 2025 and 4,509 EVs by 2035. The high EV scenario is the same as the medium EV scenario with respect to passenger and light truck EVs, but includes estimates for medium-duty and heavy-duty EV trucks based on CALSTART’s zero-emission transformation model. The model predicts 10 percent medium-duty EV trucks and 20 percent heavy-duty EV trucks by 2025, and by 2035, the forecasts indicate that 20 percent medium-duty and 30 percent heavy-duty trucks could be EVs. (page 4.17-18). Given that the future tenants of the WLC are not known and cannot be identified at this time, it would be speculative to assume that the high EV penetration scenario would be practicable or feasible by 2025 or by 2035. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:168] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still not commercially available. Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available. [168: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


As discussed on page 4.17-14 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, “additional analysis was required to quantify the increased electricity use and decreased fuel use associated with higher fleet penetration of electric vehicles expected with implementation of California’s 2016 Mobile Source Strategy, which is not incorporated into EMFAC2017.” As discussed on page 4.17-15 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 states that “Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.” The analysis of three EV penetration scenarios seeks to establish what is reasonably foreseeable with respect to technology advancements that may influence transportation energy use contemporaneous with development of the WLC project. Further, it is common practice in energy reports to analyze a low, medium, and high energy use scenario. It was done in the 2018 MVU IRP which analyzed and gave load forecast scenarios for a low, medium, and high EV scenario.[footnoteRef:169] Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented the high EV scenario to parallel the 2018 MVU IRP and explained that the high EV scenario would be speculative, but if this scenario occurred, it would result in less emissions and a less health risk than the modeled scenario in the HRA, because there would be less diesel trucks on the road. Given the full explanation provided in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR as to the high EV scenario, it should not have been misleading with respect to its practicality. [169: 	City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Moreno Valley Utility 2018 Integrated Resource Plan. July 20. Page 1-4. Available online: http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed February 21, 2020.] 


The CEC report[footnoteRef:170] provided by the commenter states that vehicle sales in the light heavy-duty (LHD) truck category, classes 3, 4 and 5, are about 70 percent diesel and 30 percent gasoline, and the commenter states that multiplying 30% (for gasoline trucks) by the percentage of LHD trucks yields 5% not 9% gasoline trucks and that using 9% underestimates emissions. However, as discussed in the TIA, Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR (pages 110 – 117), to quantify mobile source operational emissions, the following information was required: trip generation, vehicle fleet mix, trip length, and emission factors. Trip generation rates were derived using trip rates from the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis which were incorporated into the 10th edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. The EMFAC2017 mobile source model was used to derive a complete mix of vehicles serving the WLC and it was also used to subdivide each class by gasoline and diesel vehicles. A traffic model was used to forecast trip generation and VMTs. EMFAC2017 was also used for the emission factors. The assumption that the heavy-duty truck fleet would be made up of 89 percent diesel, 9 percent gasoline, and 3 percent natural gas, and 0 percent electric for the HRA was based on EMFAC2017. The HRAs were performed in accordance with state and local guidance. Therefore, the fact that commenters disagree with the percentage of gasoline heavy-duty trucks in 2035 (5% versus 9%) with a study that says 70 percent of light heavy-duty truck sales are diesel does not refute the logic of the use of the USEPA approved EMFAC2017 to derive the fleet mix and type of fuel used in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s analysis of cancer and health effect risks. Additionally, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines §15151, “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.” [170: 	California Energy Commission, 2018. Final Consultant Report Forecast of Medium- and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Attributes to 2030, April. Available online: https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018publications/CEC-200-2018-005/CEC-200-2018-005.pdf. Accessed February 15, 2020.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-23: Table 4.3-27 accidently showed that a cancer risk of 34 in a million along the SR-60 did not exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million. This is a typographical error. The last line of Table 4.3-27, Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, Without Mitigation, on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be changed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

		Table 4.3-27:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, Without Mitigation



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental
Increase in
Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer
Risk Significance
Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds
Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		34.0

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		34.0

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

		29.9

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk along SR 60 freeway5

		34.0

		10

		NoYes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary at 13241 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue).

3	Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue.

4	Location is to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

5	Location is south of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (2).

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







Response to Comment 2-F1-24: Mitigation Measure 4.1.6.1A is a mitigation measure under Scenic Vistas in the 2018 RSFEIR (page 1-4) and states that each Plot Plan application for development along the western, southwestern, and eastern boundaries of the project (i.e., adjacent to existing or planned residential zoned uses) shall include a minimum 250-foot setback measured from the City/County zoning boundary line and any building or truck parking/access area within the project. The setback area shall include landscaping, berms, and walls to provide visual screening between the new development and existing residential areas upon maturity of the landscaping materials. The existing olive trees along Redlands Blvd. shall remain in place as long as practical to help screen views of the project site. This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Planning Official. This mitigation measure would help improve health outcomes by increasing the distance between the project boundary and any sensitive receptors.

Response to Comment 2-F1-25: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-18 for a discussion on Tier 4 interim engines and availability of equipment. This MM would help reduce health outcomes by reducing air quality emissions, primarily PM2.5 emissions, and therefore black carbon emissions.

Response to Comment 2-F1-26: Mitigation measure 4.3.6.2B states:

“Prior to issuance of any grading permits, a Construction Staging Plan shall be submitted to and approved by the City of Moreno Valley that describes in detail the location of equipment staging areas, stockpiling/storage areas, construction parking areas, safe detours around the project construction site, as well as provide temporary traffic control (e.g., flag person) during construction-related truck hauling activities. Construction trucks shall be rerouted away from sensitive receptor areas. Trucks shall use State Route 60 using World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street), Redlands Boulevard (north of Eucalyptus Avenue), and Gilman Springs Road. In addition to its traffic safety purpose, the Construction Staging Plan can minimize traffic congestion and delays that increase idling emissions. A copy of the approved Traffic Control Plan shall be retained on site in the construction trailer.”

The route the trucks will take is explained in the mitigation measure, but will be confirmed and approved by the City in the Construction Staging Plan prior to issuance of grading permits.

[bookmark: x__ftnref2]Response to Comment 2-F1-27: The Air Quality Index (AQI) is calculated from the highest concentration measurements of 5 criteria pollutants among all the monitors within each reporting area.[footnoteRef:171] An AQI of 100 generally corresponds to the national ambient air quality standard (NAAQs) for the pollutant.[footnoteRef:172] As the project site is situated in the South Coast Air Basin, which is in nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter,[footnoteRef:173] there will be days on which the reporting area will exceed an AQI of 100 due to sources unrelated to the project site and a tremendous amount of economic activity that leads to emissions will continue to operate. [171: 	EPA. AQI Technical Assistance Document. Sep. 2018. Accessible: https://www3.epa.gov/airnow/aqi-technical-assistance-document-sept2018.pdf. Accessed March 23, 2020.]  [172: 	EPA. Air Now. AQI Basics. Accessible: https://airnow.gov/index.cfm?action=aqibasics.aqi. Accessed March 23, 2020.]  [173: 	SCAQMD. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) Attainment Status for South Coast Air Basin. Feb. 2016. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans/naaqs-caaqs-feb2016.pdf?sfvrsn=14. Accessed March 23, 2020.] 


The ambient air quality standard is not a measure to allow or disallow economic activity in a region. Under Part D, Section 172 of the Clean Air Act,[footnoteRef:174] non-attainment areas must submit to the EPA a State Implementation Plan (SIP) which would lay out approaches to reducing pollutant levels through implementation of reasonably available control measures, enforceable emission limitations, or other methods. There is no requirement for sources within the region to cease operations if the NAAQS is exceeded. As described, the AQI is a useful tool to convey general air quality conditions to the public. For a more detailed and source-specific assessment of air quality, the ambient air quality concentration of each relevant pollutant is compared directly with its federal and state air quality standards (CAAQS and NAAQS). This more detailed approach is utilized in the analysis in Section 4.3, Air Quality. [174: 	Clean Air Act Part D. https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2013-title42/html/USCODE-2013-title42-chap85-subchapI-partD-subpart1-sec7502.htm Accessed March 23, 2020.] 


The mitigation measure was structured to help address extreme situations of very poor air quality. In this way, it is appropriate to keep the mitigation measure to reference an AQI of 150 which is a good representation for those conditions. The project analyses show that cancer risk and health impacts, as calculated in the health risk assessment and health effects analysis, were less than significant. Therefore, there is no need to change Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2D from an air quality index of 150 to an air quality index of 100.

Response to Comment 2-F1-28: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A (page 4.3-52) states prior to issuance of occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLC Specific Plan, the developer shall demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads and parking lots. However, the commenter would rather the measure read access on unpaved roads should be prohibited. In either case, vehicles will be accessing the site on paved roads which would reduce air quality PM emissions as dust would not be generated from driving on unpaved roads.

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A, on page 4.3-52 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, will be changed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLSCP, the developer shall demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads and parking lots and that access on unpaved roads is prohibited.

Response to Comment 2-F1-29: Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3B n) (page 4.3-54) requires that truck and vehicle idling shall be limited to 3 minutes during operations and MM4.3.6.3B b) (page 4.3-53) necessitates that signs be prominently displayed in all dock and delivery areas advising of the following: engines shall be turned off when not in use; trucks shall not idle for more than three consecutive minutes; and the telephone number of the building facilities manager and CARB to report air quality violations. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B e) (page 4.3-53) states that tenant’s staff in charge of keeping vehicle records shall be trained/certified in diesel technologies, by attending CARB approved courses (such as the free, one-day course #512). Documentation of said training shall be maintained on-site and be available for inspection by the City. As required by mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) (page 4.3-53), all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B l) (page 4.3-53) all diesel trucks entering the logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in CCR Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. This will be enforced through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and monitoring for excess idling; the Vehicle Identification Number will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process in the City which results in compliance efforts and if they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. CEQA requires that mitigation measures be enforceable and does not mandate that any particular agency be responsible for such enforcement.

Response to Comment 2-F1-30: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C (page 4.3-54) states that prior to issuance of building permits for more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan area, a publicly-accessible fueling station shall be operational within the Specific Plan area offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public. Any fueling station shall be placed a minimum of 1,000 feet from any off-site sensitive receptors or off-site zoned sensitive uses. This facility may be established in connection with the convenience store required in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D (page 4.3-54). As stated on page 32 of the TIA Report (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR) “the project includes a fueling station and convenience store intended to serve the needs of truckers picking up or delivering cargos at the WLC site”. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C also makes the fueling station accessible to the public, but it will still be utilized by truckers visiting the WLC site. Thus, it can be assumed that trucks visiting the WLC site would use the alterative fueling station, if they use alternative fuel, which would reduce air quality emissions for a reduction in health effects.

Response to Comment 2-F1-31: The comment merely quotes Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D (page 4.3-54) without taking issue with it. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D asserts that prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan area a site shall be operational within the Specific Plan area offering food and convenience items for purchase by the motoring public. This facility may be established in connection with the fueling station required in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C. This will allow patrons to purchase merchandise if they need to while filling up the fueling station which could potentially reduce VMTs and thus, air quality emissions.

Response to Comment 2-F1-32: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-20 for a discussion about refrigerated warehouse space at the WLC.

Response to Comment 2-F1-33: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A a) (page 4.3-72), erroneously cited as mitigation measure 4.3.5.4A on the top of page 4.3-78, states the house at 30220 Dracaea Avenue shall be demolished prior to the issuance of the first grading permit for grading within the WLC and b) an air filtration system meeting ASHRSE Standard 52.2 MERV-13 standards shall be offered to the owners of the houses located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street). The developer shall offer to install the air filtration system to the owners of the two properties within two months of the certification of the Final RSFEIR. Prior to the issuance of the first grading permit within the World Logistics Center, documentation shall be provided to the City confirming that an offer to install the air filtration system has been extended to the owners of each of the two properties. The owners of the two properties shall be under no obligation to accept the offer. Each property owner shall have two years from the receipt of the offer to accept the offer. Upon acceptance of each offer, the developer shall work with each owner to ensure the air filtration system is properly installed within one year of acceptance. Of the homes requiring filters there is only one home that is not owned by Highland Fairview and for all the other homes on-site, the requirement for MERV filters is part of the development agreement. Therefore, it is appropriate to apply the MERV filters as mitigation to reduce the impact and it is not improper to model the reduction provided by MERV filters. The effectiveness of the filters is assumed to be 50 percent to account for some degree of the residents opening the windows for part of the time, which doesn’t violate SCAQMD and OEHHA rules regarding HRAs. This MM is required to ensure that significant health risk does not occur at on-site residential receptors. The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant.

The first paragraph on page 4.3-78 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR will be changed to correct the erroneous mitigation measure number from 4.3.5.4A to 4.3.6.5A (a) in the Final RSFEIR as follows:

The use of a filtration system consisting of the application of filters with a rating of ASHRSE Standard 52.2 MERV-13, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A (a)4.3.5.4.A, is sufficient to capture a significant portion of the diesel particulate matter. However, the filtration system would not remove the smallest of particles (less than approximately 0.01 to 0.2 micrometer (µm) in diameter). MERV-13 filters would, however, reduce particles in the range of 0.3 to 1 µm by up to 75 percent and particles larger than 1 µm by 90 percent (see Table 1 of the Addendum to CARB, 2013b). Based on measurement studies of the size distribution of the collected DPM, approximately 0.1 to 10 percent of the total DPM mass includes particles between 0.01 and 0.2 µm in diameter, particles between 0.3 and 1 µm in diameter comprise 70 percent of the total DPM mass, and particles above 1 µm comprise 5 to 20 percent of the total DPM mass (DieselNet.com, 2002).

Response to Comment 2-F1-34: With regard to the inclusion of raceways with wiring for truck charging extending to the loading docks, refer to Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22.

Response to Comment 2-F1-35: The comment omits specificity as to alleged lack of credibility in the project HRAs. The comment also asserts that they have located an expert on HRAs to comment on this part of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, but the expert wasn’t available prior to the deadline. The deadline for commenting on the Draft Recirculated RSFIER closed on January 31, 2020. Thus, no response is warranted at this time.

Response to Comment 2-F1-36: Table 4.3-28 (page 4.3-73 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) presents the estimated cancer risks to sensitive receptors for the 30-year exposure scenario that starts from the beginning of construction (construction and operation HRA) with mitigation. The 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway location is evaluated. However, due to its location within the lines which represent maximum risk anywhere within the modeling domain it wasn’t called out by name because the risk isn’t predicted to be as high as the risk at other locations. As shown in Table 4.3-28, the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of 10 in a million at any onsite or offsite receptors within the study area. This tables highlights the existing properties within the project boundaries, because they will have the most exposure to construction emissions.

Table 4.3-29 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure for sensitive/ residential receptors starting from the beginning of project full operation (operational HRA). This table shows the maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain, within the project boundaries, outside the project boundaries, and along the SR-60 freeway outside the project boundaries. The 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway location is evaluated in the modeling domain and is located outside the project boundary, but is owned by the WLC Project’s developer. Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) shows the estimated cancer risk for 30-year exposure scenario that starts from the beginning of project full operation in 2035 (operational HRA). As shown in the table, the estimated maximum cancer risk would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for any of the sensitive/residential onsite receptors with mitigation and the installation of MERV-13 filters. This table highlights the 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway location because it is not located on the project site and the additional mitigation measure of MERV-13 filters is needed to reduce the cancer risk to below the significance level. The HRA did not “cook the books”, this address was modeled without the filter and was shown in Table 4.3-29 as having a significant risk of 10.7 in a million. As stated in Response to Comment 2-F1-33, of the homes requiring filters there is only one home that is not owned by Highland Fairview and for all the other homes on-site, the requirement for MERV filters is part of the development agreement. Therefore, it is appropriate to apply the MERV filters as mitigation to reduce the impact. The effectiveness of the filters is assumed to be 50 percent to account for some degree of the residents opening the windows for part of the time, which doesn’t violate SCAQMD and OEHHA rules regarding HRAs. at the owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MEV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant.

Response to Comment 2-F1-37: Figure 4.3-6 (page 4.3-76) shows the incremental cancer risk with mitigation for 30 years of full operation (operational HRA). The 10 in one million cancer isopleth shows a few receptors along the SR-60 corridor, outside the project site. This is discussed on page 4.3-69 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as shown in Figure 4.3-6 (page 4.3-76), with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays all receptors as residents. The receptors in question are not sensitive residential receptors, even though they were modeled as such. The largest of the areas along the 60 freeway, adjacent to the Project site, is vacant land that belongs to a nursery. The isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker receptors and may show extraneous “false positive” exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 4.3- 6 is to identify the 10 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools or residences fall within. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of combined construction and operation.

Response to Comment 2-F1-38: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-14, for a discussion of the HEI study in the analysis.

Response to Comment 2-F1-39: As stated on page 4.3-78, the use of a filtration system consisting of the application of filters with a rating of ASHRSE Standard 52.2 MERV-13, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, is sufficient to capture a significant portion of the diesel particulate matter. MERV-13 filters are recognized to reduce particles in the range of 0.3 to 1 micrometer (µm) in diameter by up to 75 percent and particles larger than 1 µm by 90 percent (see Table 1 of the Addendum to CARB, 2013b). Based on measurement studies of the size distribution of the collected diesel PM, approximately 0.1 to 10 percent of the total diesel PM mass includes particles between 0.01 and 0.2 µm in diameter, particles between 0.3 and 1 µm in diameter comprise 70 percent of the total diesel PM mass, and particles above 1 µm comprise 5 to 20 percent of the total DPM mass (DieselNet.com, 2002). Since the cancer risk from diesel PM is calculated from the mass of diesel PM emitted, the quantity of diesel PM reduced by the action of air filters would thus equate to a reduction in cancer risk. The application of MERV-13 air filter filtration system would result in a reduction of diesel PM exposures by approximately 70 percent. Attributing an adjustment for time that windows might be open, residents would be outside, or for different compounds that result in the cancer risk would reduce the efficacy of the filters by about 20 percent, bringing the total cancer risk reduction from the filters to 50 percent. Thus, the use of the filters to bring the OEHHA-calculated risk below the SCAQMD threshold is appropriately modeled in the HRA. Health risk impacts are less than significant and no further mitigation is required. As discussed above, the use of the ASHRAE filters did not ignore the fact that filters do not trap the particles of the smallest sizes.

As stated on page 4.3-66, cancer risk estimates at school sites in the area were prepared assuming a 9-year exposure during construction and operation as well as operation at full buildout. Prior to the application of the mitigation, the maximum cancer risk is at Ridgecrest Elementary School for the construction + operational scenario and would be approximately 12.6 in a million. Similarly, the maximum cancer risk for the full operational scenario is 3.54 in one million is at Bear Valley Elementary School. Therefore, maximum impact at Ridgecrest Elementary School is greater than the 10 in one million significance threshold, prior to mitigation, and are potentially significant without mitigation. With the application of mitigation, the maximum cancer risk would be approximately 1.8 in a million at Ridgecrest Elementary School and 3.0 in one million at Bear Valley Elementary School. Both schools are below the significance threshold of 10 in one million after mitigation. The reason the Ridgecrest Elementary Schools risk dropped so much is because it is the closest school to the site and had the highest risk due to construction equipment. The risk at Bear Valley Elementary didn’t drop as much after mitigation because it is farther from the project site and wasn’t influenced by construction equipment, but is primarily influenced by truck emissions as it lies close to the SR-60 freeway.

Response to Comment 2-F1-40: This comment accurately summarizes the air quality impacts after mitigation. No further response is warranted.

Response to Comment 2-F1-41: The air quality impacts resulting from the WLC were analyzed and all feasible mitigation measures were adopted per CEQA requirements. With regard to providing electrical hookups for truck charging at all loading docks, refer to Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. Additionally, refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding the limit on the amount of solar the WLC is allowed to generate.

Response to Comment 2-F1-42: The comment mischaracterizes the analysis which evaluates the health effects from criteria air pollutants by misstating the context in which the word “minimal” was used in the analysis. Clearly no value can ever be put on human health and wellness, especially the potential loss of life which can never be characterized as minimal. The word “minimal” was not used to minimize the importance of each person’s life and each person’s health. The word minimal was used to describe the analysis results in context relative to Southern California’s overall mortality statistics. The City believes that the potential health effects from criteria air pollutants is important to understand when evaluating a project, and thus has invested the effort to represent the potential health effects from criteria air pollutants.

The analysis showed the estimated health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are much less than background incidences. It is common practice in health risk assessments to characterize health risks in comparison to relative thresholds.

In the context of a CEQA analysis, there are no adopted thresholds to assess the results of this health effects analysis. Thus, the use of “minimal” in the Health Effects report was in the context of the comparison to background health incidence rates. When considered in the context of background health incidences, the Project risks represented a very small fraction as a percentage of other risks, see chart below. There are no activities in life that do not have a risk factor associated with them. It is important to understand a project’s potential risk relative to the risk rates resulting from all other factors in Southern California.

The health effects analysis represents the best available approach to assess the potential health effects related to air emissions. The analysis includes conservative assumptions, and due to the inherent uncertainty with assessing health effects from all areas (e.g., economic factors, health behaviors, clinical care, etc.), the actual health effects solely due to the air emissions may be zero.

While the health effects analysis attempts to address specific health risks (as understood by the current available science), it is important to place these risks in context with well-known mortality risk drivers or exposures to other air-borne or water-borne contaminants that cannot be ruled out by the risk analysis.

For example, for the leading causes of death (e.g., heart disease, cancer, and lung disease) researchers have long studied the underlying risk factors since the mid-1900s. Researchers have demonstrated in the past two decades that behavioral conditions can greatly impact health and have sought to assess the contributions from various risk factors (Booske et al.,2010).[footnoteRef:175] For example, Booske et al. (2010) provided a recommended ranking scheme for various health risk factors, or health determinants, based on a review of the literature, and noted that 90% of the of these risk factors were associated with social and economic factors, health behaviors, and clinical care. In contrast, 10% or less of the risk factors were due to environmental factors, which include unsafe water, sanitation, hygiene, indoor and outdoor air pollution, lead exposure, and climate change. In fact, the authors note that based on experts’ opinions, health behaviors “had the largest and most unambiguously measurable effect on health” (pg. 3). These include smoking, diet, and exercise. Thus, the results of the health effects analysis could and should be also considered in the greater context of other risk factors. [175: 	https://www.countyhealthrankings.org/sites/default/files/differentPerspectivesForAssigningWeightsToDeterminantsOfHealth.pdf] 


In addition, an analysis by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2009[footnoteRef:176]), analyzed the relative burden of mortality and burden of disease to various risk factors reporting that various diet-related risks (e.g., physical inactivity, high blood pressure, obesity) accounted for 25% of the burden in high income countries, whereas total environmental risk factors (indoor and outdoor air pollution, water quality, lead and climate change) accounted for less than 3% of mortality and burden of disease. Importantly, the epidemiological studies on which this health effects analysis is based are unable to control for all the individual risk factors that could account for the observed statistical associations between air pollutants and health effects. This remains one of the largest sources of uncertainty. Thus, while the health correlations relied upon in this analysis suggest that health effects are due to air pollution, there remains the possibility that the combined effects of various social risk factors (e.g., income, education, and occupation) or behavioral risk factors could be influencing these results. [176: 	https://www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/GlobalHealthRisks_report_full.pdf] 


It is also helpful to place the Project-related PM2.5 mortality risks in context with other everyday mortality risks. That is, everyday activities are associated with some level of risks, including risks associated with driving a car, swimming, traveling in a train or an airplane, for example. As shown in the figure below, the Project-related risks are 10 to 100 times lower than some annual mortality risks associated with everyday activities, including motor vehicle accidents and accidental falls or drownings, and are in the same order of magnitude as some other everyday risks (e.g., plane accidents, lightning strikes). Everyday risk estimates represent 2017 national estimates and were obtained from the National Safety Council.[footnoteRef:177] We also compared these risk estimates to county-level estimates from the CDC WONDER database[footnoteRef:178] for Riverside, Orange, San Bernardino, Los Angeles, San Diego, Ventura, and Imperial Counties.[footnoteRef:179] Project-related PM2.5 mortality risks (conservatively presented for unmitigated emissions) represent the worst-case annual impacts (for year 2035), and consider populations (ages 30–99, consistent with the epidemiological study relied upon) within model grid cells with mortality impacts greater than 0.001. Overall, this comparison highlights the relative risks associated with Project-related air quality impacts when compared to other everyday risks which cause mortality. [177: 	https://injuryfacts.nsc.org/all-injuries/preventable-death-overview/odds-of-dying/data-details/]  [178: 	Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. “Underlying Cause of Death" 1999-2018 on CDC WONDER Online Database, released in 2020. Data are from the Multiple Cause of Death Files for 2018, for populations 30-99 years old. Accessed at http://wonder.cdc.gov/ucd-icd10.html]  [179: 	These counties represent the areas impacted by the Project with a mortality risk in excess of 0.001 in modeled grid cells.] 
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Annual National Mortality Risks. Source: National Safety Council

Lastly, the comments refer to the CalEnviroscreen 3 model. The CalEnviroscreen 3 model is a tool that is used to identify “California communities by census tract that are disproportionately burdened by, and vulnerable to, multiple sources of pollution.” Specifically, it is a screening model that aims at identifying potentially susceptible community groups based on 20 indicators (pollution and population characteristics) and ranks each census tract relative to other census tracts based on weighing the 20 indicators. This tool is not applicable for determining the health effects from a specific project because it lacks the ability to estimate impacts from emissions of a project on air pollution levels and it does not apply health effect functions to estimate effects from potential changes in air pollution concentrations from future project emissions. In contrast, the BenMAP tool is specifically designed to calculate health effects from changes in air pollution concentrations. Therefore, the BenMAP tool is the appropriate tool to use for assessing health effects from future Project emissions.

As shown on Table 4.3-34, the BenMAP model estimated health effects from PM2.5 attributed to the WLC, as a very small fraction in light of background incidences. The increase in mortality is 0.0044 percent over background incidents. This is a very small percentage and as such, the effect is a very small fraction in relation to background incidences. To reduce these potential health effects the project has incorporated numerous mitigation measures and project design features. It is also noteworthy that as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the health effects estimation using this method presumes that effects seen at large concentration differences can be linearly scaled down (i.e., correspond to) small increases in concentration, with no consideration of potential thresholds below which health effects may not occur. The methodology of linearly scaling health effects is broadly accepted for use in regulatory evaluations and is considered as being health protective, but potentially overstates the potential effects. In summary, health effects presented are conservatively estimated, and the actual effects may be zero.[footnoteRef:180] [180: 	Ramboll, 2019. Highland Fairview World Logistics Center Additional Information Regarding Potential Health Effects of Air Quality Impacts, Moreno Valley, California, page 14. Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.] 


Agencies have continued to assess how to respond to the Supreme Court’s decision on Sierra Club v, County of Fresno (Friant Ranch) on December 24, 2018 The City of Los Angeles had come to a conclusion in October 2019 that they believed such analyses cannot provide meaningful information.[footnoteRef:181] However, in January 2020, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) released guidance for CEQA projects in response to Friant Ranch, including modeling guidance for projects that have emissions of criteria pollutants in excess of significance thresholds, based on the assumption that such analyses can provide meaningful information. [footnoteRef:182] The health effects study included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-82), follows methodology in line with the SMAQMD guidance. As recognized in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and by SMAQMD, there is a degree of uncertainty in a health effects analysis that should be considered when evaluating the results. [181: 	City of Los Angeles, 2019. Air Quality and Health Effects, October, p. 4. Available at: https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/e1a00fbf-6134-4fa9-b6fd-54eee631effb/City_of_LA_-_Air_Quality_and_Health_Effects_and_Attachments.pdf]  [182: 	Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 2019, Guidance to Address the Friant Ranch Ruling for CEQA Projects in the Sac Metro Air District, December, p. 2. Available at: http://www.airquality.org/LandUseTransportation/Documents/SMAQMD_FriantRanch_DraftFinalPublic.pdf] 


The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.3-79 through 4.3-81, contains a health effects analysis showing the association between increased, project-related levels of criteria pollutants and adverse health effects from these pollutants, using modeling similar to that set forth in the SMAQMD guidance. Further investigation has revealed other health impact analyses, discussed below.

1. The Cal State University, Dominguez Hills, Campus Master Plan (CSUDH)[footnoteRef:183] consists of the retention of the existing 20,000 enrollment cap of full time-equivalent students (FTES) while providing a framework for development of the University’s campus in a forward-looking manner than accommodates growth from the current enrollment of approximately 11,000 FTES to the maximum enrollment of 20,000 FTES over a planning horizon extending to 2035. [183: 	California State University, Dominguez Hills. Campus Master Plan. https://www.csudh.edu/fpcm/campus-master-plan-update/] 


2. The Mineta San Jose International Airport Master Plan (SJIA)[footnoteRef:184] includes the amendment of the 1997 Airport Master Plan to a) modify certain components of the airfield to reduce the potential for runway incursions; b) update the aviation demand forecasts and shift the horizon year from 2027 to 2037; and c) modify future facilities requirements at the Airport to reflect updated demand forecasts. [184: 	City of San Jose. SJC Airport Master Plan Update. https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/department-directory/planning-building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/active-eirs/sjc-airport-master-plan-update] 


The table below summarizes the results of these analyses along with the results of the WLC health effects analysis.

		

		CSUDH

		SJIA

		WLC



		PM2.5 Related Health Outcomes (incidences per year)1



		Asthma Related Emergency Room Visits [0–99]

		4.38

		1.89

		6.2



		Asthma Related Hospital Admissions [0–64]

		0.38

		0.15

		0.49



		Cardiovascular Related Hospital Admissions (less Myocardial Infarctions) [65–99]

		1.05

		0.41

		1.33



		Respiratory Related Hospital Admissions [65–99]

		2.44

		0.80

		2.98



		All-Cause Mortality [30–99]

		10.31

		4.46

		14.17



		Nonfatal Acute Myocardial Infarction [18–99]

		0.75

		0.31

		1.04



		Ozone Related Health Outcomes (incidences per year)1



		Respiratory-Related Hospital Admissions [65–99]

		0.67

		2.07

		1.20



		Non-Accidental Mortality [0–99]

		0.28

		1.11

		0.56



		Asthma Related Emergency Room Visits [0–99]

		6.30

		25.64

		12.64



		Note:

1	Affected age ranges are shown in square brackets







The results shown above demonstrate that, even when health effects analyses are prepared, projects which are needed for a functioning society (e.g., universities and airports) nevertheless may have adverse health effects associated with their construction and operation. The listed health outcomes differ among the projects, which is to be expected given that each project has different types of emission sources, different types of land uses and activities, and different population distributions in the surrounding areas. While the health effects modeling has uncertainty, those results demonstrate they may nevertheless be helpful to decision makers and the public in determining whether the benefits associated with the development of the WLC (including construction and operational jobs and the reduction in vehicle miles traveled, with concurrent reductions in air quality pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions) outweigh its environmental impacts. Note also, that the air quality in the future is expected to be cleaner than current air quality due to a number of measures that are taken to clean the air, including new car and truck standards and other control commitments that are currently outlined in the SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP; http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-aqmp). The trucks that serve and other sources associated with the WLC will be complying with these standards and rules. So even with the WLC project, the air is expected to be cleaner and the health effects will be lower, than it is today.

Response to Comment 2-F1-43: The USEPA’s BenMAP program was used to estimate the potential health effects of the Project’s contribution to ozone and PM2.5 concentrations. The USEPA default BenMAP health effects concentration-response (c-r) functions that are typically used in national rulemaking were used, such as the health effects assessment for the 2012 National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The health effects estimated for PM2.5 include mortality (all causes), hospital admissions (respiratory, asthma, cardiovascular), emergency room visits (asthma), and acute myocardial infarction (non-fatal). BenMAP uses these studies to characterize the potential human health effect of small changes in PM and ozone concentrations.

[bookmark: _Hlk33690707]The commenter brings up the likelihood of increased incidences of dementia attributable to New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE). The comment here does not provide a citation or scientific source upon which the statement is based. NTDE is defined as diesel exhaust from post-2006 and older retrofitted diesel engines that have been equipped with a variety of emissions control devices such as oxidation catalysts and diesel particulate filters (DPF). Data comparing NTDE emissions and traditional diesel exhaust (TDE) have found large differences in emissions characteristics as well as toxicity, with overall significant benefits from the use of new diesel emissions controls (Hesterberg et al., 2011[footnoteRef:185]; Hesterberg et al., 2012[footnoteRef:186]; HEI, 2015[footnoteRef:187]). With regards to metals, some concern has been raised regarding the release of metals from catalysts used for emissions control. However, studies indicate that particulate-bound metals are significantly reduced with the use of DPF and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems, and that NTDE emissions are similar to those of gasoline or even compressed natural gas (CNG)-powered vehicles (Hesterberg et al., 2011). Therefore, it would be nearly impossible to distinguish contributions of metals from NTDE and gasoline or CNG- powered engines. Additional studies show that particle-bound trace metals have been reduced by an average of 98% in NTDE relative to 2004-technology engines, and that the PM mass emitted from 2007 technology engines is only 4 percent metals and other elements (Khalek et al. 2011).[footnoteRef:188] It is very unlikely that any emissions from NTDE engines associated with the Project would contribute significantly to increased metal concentrations. [185: 	https://www.navistar.com/StaticFiles/navistar/whoweare/research/Hesterberg%202011h.pdf]  [186: 	https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3423304/pdf/uiht24-1.pdf]  [187: 	https://pole-moveo.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/HEI-Report-184-Advanced-Collabor.pdf#page=103]  [188: 	Imad A. Khalek , Thomas L. Bougher , Patrick M. Merritt & Barbara Zielinska (2011) Regulated and Unregulated Emissions from Highway Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines Complying with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2007 Emissions Standards, Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association, 61:4, 427-442, DOI: 10.3155/1047-3289.61.4.427.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-44: Inclusion of differing opinions between experts is supported by the CEQA Guidelines, specifically §15151, which states in part “disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts.” Section 4.3.6.5, Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, provides an analysis of estimated health effects and discusses the uncertainty inherent in these analyses, which is what the studies that are cited on page 4.3-82 are explaining. The uncertainty section on page 4.3-82 notes “some epidemiological studies have found no correlation between mortality and increased PM”. This is noted as a recognized uncertainty. The document does not, however, cite studies that conclude there is no impact from particulate matter on health in general. The public has not been misled by providing this information and the references to the studies.

Response to Comment 2-F1-45: CARB staff worked jointly with the USEPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) on the next phase of federal GHG emission standards for medium- and heavy-duty engines and vehicles. These federal Phase 2 standards were built on the improvements in engine and vehicle efficiency required by the Phase 1 emission standards and represent a significant opportunity to achieve further GHG reductions for 2018 (2020 in California) and later model year heavy-duty vehicles, including trailers. On October 25, 2016, the EPA and the NHTSA jointly published the second phase of GHG emissions and fuel efficiency standards for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles and engines (81 Federal Register 73478) through their authority under the Clean Air Act Amendment (CAA). Despite the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver, the federal Phase 2 standards would still be in effect because the California standards are aligned with the federal Phase 2 standards in structure, timing, and stringency. In February 2019, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved the rulemaking, and filed with Secretary of State. These regulations became effective April 1, 2019.[footnoteRef:189] [189: 	CARB, Greenhouse Gas Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles. Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ghg-std-md-hd-eng-veh/about] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-46: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade regarding applicability of the Cap and Trade Program to the project as explained in 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, specifically how it accounts for and fully analyzes and mitigates Project GHG emissions, including both capped and uncapped emissions. Topical Response A also examines why the Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates capped emissions (consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and consumption of electricity) and why those covered emissions are not compared against the Project’s significance threshold. As discussed on page 4.7-30, total uncapped GHG emissions are below the threshold of significance for every year of construction and operation and are therefore less than significant after mitigation.

Despite the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver by the Trump Administration, zero emission technology is still steadily developing. Furthermore, the State of California, along with 23 other states petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for review of the EPA’s action to withdraw the waiver. That action was stayed on February 11, 2020, because of the pendency of a related case in the District of Columbia Circuit. A briefing schedule will be filed in March, 2020. In the meantime, California has not amended or withdrawn any of its laws or regulations in response to the withdrawal of the waiver. As confirmed on the CARB website, during the period the federal action is in effect, CARB will administer the affected portions of its program on a voluntary basis, including issuing certifications for the greenhouse gas emissions and zero-emission vehicle programs.[footnoteRef:190] [190: 	California Air Resources Board, 2020. CARB Waiver Timeline. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-waiver-timeline. Accessed February 14, 2020.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-47: The Sustainable Freight Action Plan establishes targets to improve freight efficiency, transition to zero emission technologies, and increase the competitiveness of California’s freight transportation system. As stated on page 4.7-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the targets are not mandates, but rather aspirational measures of progress towards sustainability for the State to meet and try to exceed. One of the targets is to deploy 100,000 freight vehicles and equipment powered by renewable energy by 2030. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:191] Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available. [191: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, as of late-2018, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:192] [footnoteRef:193] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.[footnoteRef:194] BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson.[footnoteRef:195] Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.[footnoteRef:196] As the comment notes, automakers are expanding their electric vehicles to heavy duty trucks. However, the extent of commercial availability of such trucks as the WLC begins operations is unknown. See also recent article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). [192: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [193: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf]  [194: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments]  [195: 	Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/]  [196: 	Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/] 


However, to support the mission of ZEV, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A (g) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, includes providing a minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Only sufficient sizing of conduit and service capacity to install Level 2 EVSE or greater are required to be installed at the time of construction. The RETR assumes that the six percent EVSE charging locations would be operational by the time the Project is fully operational, as they are included in the electricity usage for the baseline scenario. Additionally, the project is committed to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public (MM 4.3.6.3C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Although it doesn’t add more ZEV drayage trucks, the Project design does include deployment of electric vehicle supply equipment for recharging electric vehicles and plug-in hybrids and the design is also consistent with SB 350 and the Charge Ahead California Initiative as it provides both EVSE charging locations and an alternative fuels station available to the public. Furthermore, the “drop and drag” procedure discussed in Response to Comment 2-F1-17 makes it likely that charging will take place at places other than at the WLC.

Response to Comment 2-F1-48: Topical Response A explains the legal reasons that although the Project is not regulated under the Cap-and-Trade Program, Project GHG emissions associated with capped sectors such as fuels suppliers are regulated, and therefore already mitigated, and are not compared to the SCAQMD’s significance threshold for an impact determination. As outlined in Topical Response A, CARB believes the Cap-and-Trade Program’s market-based approach is the most cost-effective and practical approach to lower emissions subject to regulations which can be applied to the Project as the analysis appropriately addressed emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are not subject to analysis at the Project level. As stated, this approach was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017).

For the evaluation of GHG emissions, CEQA expressly authorized consideration of compliance with “a statewide, regional or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.”[footnoteRef:197] There is no doubt that the Cap-and-Trade program is a statewide plan, adopted by CARB, after public review to reduce or mitigate GHG emissions. Additionally, the Cap-and-Trade program works and ensures that GHG emissions from fuel and electricity suppliers cannot increase, because the cap declines over time. Reductions of emissions are required under the program, which satisfies CEQA. As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. [197: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15064.4(b)(3)] 


In support of the SCS, the project reduces VMT within Moreno Valley and surrounding communities by providing jobs within the City, which is jobs poor. See Response to Comment 2-F1-47, above, for a discussion on the Sustainable Freight Action Plan. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and how the Scoping Plan and Scoping Plan Updates relate to the project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32.

Response to Comment 2-F1-49: The discussion of the 2017 Scoping Plan is provided under Section 4.7.2, Regulatory Setting, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. For a discussion of the Scoping Plan and the Scoping Plan Updates and how they are applicable to the Project, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan.

Additionally, refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of Cap-and-Trade and how it applies to the Project, including its extension to 2030 and possibly beyond or what would happen if it’s not renewed. The chance that Cap-and-Trade program is not renewed is unlikely when considering the 2018 California Health and Safety Code Section 38551(b) demonstrates the Legislature’s intent to maintain the GHG emissions limit and continue reductions of GHGs beyond 2020. Further, the 2017 Scoping Plan identifies cap-and-trade as the “best choice” to achieve the State’s climate and clean air goals.[footnoteRef:198] The Cap-and-Trade Program is designed to achieve cost-effective emissions reductions across the capped sectors by setting maximum, statewide GHG emissions, which are reduced every year. Executive Order S-03-05’s reduction target of 80 percent would require the continuation of the Cap-and-Trade program or some other equivalent program to reduce GHG emissions from fuel consumption and energy production. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals if Cap-and-Trade is not renewed as further discussed in Topical Response B. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-48, above, for a discussion of why Cap-and-Trade is an adequate, geographically-specific GHG reduction plan per CEQA, and counts as mitigation of capped emissions. [198: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page 22] 


Furthermore, the Project incorporates project design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings (Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B and 4.7.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to achieve as close to zero net uncapped emissions for the project with incorporation of solar panels to meet CARB’s requirements of the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Response A.

In regards to an improved cumulative impacts analysis, Section 6.0 in the 2018 RSFEIR is a new Chapter in the 2018 RSFEIR which evaluates the cumulative impacts of the Project in response to the court ruling on the petition for a Writ of Mandate. Each of the environmental issues evaluated in Section 4.0 with regard to Project impacts were evaluated for cumulative impacts in Section 6.0 (see 2018 RSFEIR Sections 6.1 through 6.17 and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Sections 6.3 Air Quality, 6.7 Greenhouse Gas, and 6.17 Energy). As shown in Table 6.7-2, it is estimated that 95 projects would exceed the applicable numeric threshold, contributing to a potentially significant cumulative impact. When considered with the other projects’ significant impacts, the Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact given that the project would generate uncapped emissions that are less than the 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold.

Although the Scoping Plan states that a “no net additional” GHG emissions is an appropriate goal – the Scoping Plan does not mandate this as a target or threshold for individual projects, and it has not been widely accepted. For example, no regional or sub-regional agency with jurisdiction in the vicinity of the WLC, such as SCAQMD, the County of Riverside, nor the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), have adopted this more stringent goal.

Response to Comment 2-F1-50: As discussed above, under Response to Comments 2-F1-48 and 2-F1-49, and Topical Response A, Cap-and-Trade, the Cap-and-Trade Program is an adequate geographically-specific GHG reduction plan per CEQA. Refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, for further discussion on CARB’s 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 and 2017 Scoping Plan Updates and how they pertain to the Project, further discussion on the utilization of Cap and Trade and other methods in evaluating GHG impacts, and mitigation measures that will be implemented as part of the Project to reduce energy consumption. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies in Table 4.7-11, analysis of additional measures in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update in Table 4.7-12, consistency with the City General Plan Air Quality Policies in Table 4.7-13, and consistency with the City Climate Action Strategy in Table 4.7-14. The Project supports many of the RTP/SCS goals outlined to achieve the state’s GHG reduction mandate. As discussed on page 4.3-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the project would create a job center that would redistribute existing regional travel and result in shorter employee trips. As described in the Traffic Impact Analysis (page 93 and 94, Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), the project would create approximately 20,000 local job opportunities that would have the following effects on worker commute patterns:

Many current and future residents of Moreno Valley would have the opportunity to work locally with very short commute trips.

Residents of neighboring cities who work at the WLC would have short commutes and, importantly, be able to access the site using the arterial road network. This is consistent with the policies of the Western Riverside Council of Governments and the Riverside County Transportation Commission to promote use of the arterial road network as an alternative to freeways. Tests with the RIVTAM model suggest that nearly half of auto traffic associated with the WLC would be on surface streets; i.e. not on freeways.

Workers coming from more distant locations would, in most cases, be traveling on freeways in the off-peak direction; i.e. commuters traveling to the WLC from Los Angeles or Orange Counties would be headed eastbound in the morning and westbound in the evening. This would enable them to take advantage of the existing unused off-peak capacity of freeways, since the freeways were sized for flows in the peak direction.

Assuming, as RIVTAM does, that WLC employees would work elsewhere if the WLC project were not implement, then the availability of jobs at the east end of Moreno Valley would reduce the number of workers driving long commutes to distant jobsites to the west and southwest…

Thus, the Project does address consistency with federal, state, and local strategies to reduce GHG emissions and achieve California’s climate goals and does not rely on the Cap-and-Trade Program alone to reduce its GHG emissions. Instead, it looks to the amount of uncapped emissions to determine if they are significant under CEQA, both with and without mitigation. If the Cap-and-Trade Program were not in existence, then the City would have had to consider whether additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce GHG emission could be adopted. This is a properly designed project and does account for all GHG emissions.

On October 9, 2012, the Moreno Valley City Council approved the Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Strategy and the related Greenhouse Gas Analysis. The Strategy and Analysis documents identify potential programs and policies to reduce overall City energy consumption and increase the use of renewable energy. The Greenhouse Gas Analysis provides a more scientific approach and recommends a target to reducing community-wide GHG emissions consistent with the State reduction goals in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the legislation that provides the basis of the State’s climate action initiatives. The Draft Recirculated RSFIER recognizes that the City’s Cap only goes through 2020 and has not relied on it beyond that date.

The Strategy is intended to be a comprehensive living policy document for the City organization and the community to address energy and water conservation and effects of climate change. The Energy Efficiency section’s primary focus is to identify potential energy efficiency measures for the City as an organization, both those that have been implemented and those that could be implemented in the future. In addition, the document provides direction and policies to ensure the most effective, practical, and affordable, energy use practices are implemented. The focus of the Climate Action section is to promote measures similar to those identified in the Energy Efficiency section and additional measures that can be implemented by the community’s residents and businesses to reduce greenhouse gas emissions on a community-wide basis. The Climate Action Strategy includes an analysis of existing and future greenhouse gas emissions community wide and provides a set of policies to guide efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to meet or exceed State requirements without unduly compromising other community goals.

With regard to Owings Declaration regarding a reduction in VMT, refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-16. Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is discussed in Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. Solar power is limited to what is allowed by MVU, refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-41 for a more thorough discussion.

Response to Comment 2-F1-51: The discussion of the RTP/SCS is provided under Section 4.7.2, Regulatory Setting, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. See Response to Comment 2-F1-48 for a discussion on the RTP/SCS reduction goals and project compliance. As discussed in the 2018 Progress Report California Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act[footnoteRef:199], page 4, “a key finding of the report is that California is not on track to meet the GHG reductions expected under SB 375 for 2020, with emissions from statewide passenger vehicle travel per capita increasing and going in the wrong direction”. Specifically, CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan Update identifies reduction in growth of single-occupancy vehicle travel as necessary to achieve the statewide target of 40 percent below 1990 level emissions by 2030. CARB’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update conducted a comprehensive assessment of GHG emissions reductions strategies. The plan concludes that California cannot meet its climate goals without curbing growth in single-occupancy vehicle activity. Efforts to reduce vehicle travel are a key component of California’s efforts to preserve our climate. Thus, according to CARB, the key to reducing VMTs are to reduce single occupancy vehicles, which are not medium- and heavy-duty trucks associated with the WLC. Additionally, to help reduce the reliance on single occupancy vehicles, and to promote alternative forms of transportation the WLC will: [199: 	California Air Resources Board, 2018. 2018 Progress Report California Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, November. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-11/Final2018Report_SB150_112618_02_Report.pdf. Accessed on February 15, 2020.] 


Require all tenants to participate in the Riverside County’s Rideshare Program.

Provide storage lockers in each building for a minimum of three percent of the full-time equivalent employees based on a ratio of 0.50 employees per 1,000 square feet of building area. Lockers shall be located in proximity to required bicycle storage facilities.

Incorporate Class II bike lanes into the design for all project streets.

Incorporate pedestrian pathways between on-site uses.

Provide pedestrian connections between internal and external facilities through site design and building placement.

Provide pedestrian connections to residential uses within 0.25 mile from the project site.

Provide a minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Sizing of conduit and service capacity at the time of construction shall be sufficient to install Level 2 Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) or greater.

Provide each building with indoor and/or outdoor bicycle storage space consistent with the City Municipal Code and the California Green Building Standards Code. Each building shall provide a minimum of two shower and changing facilities for employees.

Provide each building with preferred and designated parking for any combination of low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to the number identified in California Green Standards Building Code Section 5.106.5.2 or the Moreno Valley Municipal Code whichever requires the higher number of carpool/vanpool stalls.

Provide the following information to tenants; onsite electric vehicle charging locations and instructions, bicycle parking, shower facilities, transit availability and the schedules, telecommunicating benefits, alternative work schedule benefits, and energy efficiency.

Additionally, the WLC Specific Plan requires that mass transit features, such as bus stops, be incorporated into the project based on consultation with the Riverside Transit Agency. Furthermore, the WLC will provide jobs in a City that is job poor, which would potentially reduce single occupancy vehicle trips and VMTs as people could work closer to where they live.

The commenter erroneously conflates the goals for reduction in VMT, which are set by CARB on a region-specific basis, with the overall State-wide goals for reductions in GHGs. CARB acknowledges that reductions will not, and need not, be achieved by all sectors (transportation, energy, industry, etc.) uniformly.

Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-48, for a discussion on the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS and the Goods Movement Appendix.

In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:200] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available. [200: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul trucks availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:201] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:202] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:203] Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets.[footnoteRef:204] BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson.[footnoteRef:205] Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021.[footnoteRef:206] See also recent article describing emerging state of technology for electric heavy-duty trucks and other pilot programs (https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/19/business/electric-semi-trucks-big-rigs.html). [201: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [202: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [203: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf]  [204: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. CARB Approves $533 million funding plan for clean transportation investments, October 25, 2019. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-533-million-funding-plan-clean-transportation-investments]  [205: 	Build Your Dreams, 2019. Anheuser-Busch Completes First Zero-Emission Beverage Distribution, November 21. Available online: https://en.byd.com/news-posts/anheuser-busch-completes-first-zero-emission-beer-delivery/]  [206: 	Electrek, 2019. 15 Tesla Semi electric trucks to replace diesel trucks at Pepsi facility, October 4. Available online: https://electrek.co/2019/10/04/tesla-semi-electric-trucks-replace-diesel-trucks-pepsi/] 


Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. With regard to providing electrical hookups for truck charging at all loading docks, refer to Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22.

Response to Comment 2-F1-52: The first paragraph of the comment claims that the City’s Climate Action Strategy (CAS) doesn’t contain “hard targets” for GHG reduction. The City’s CAS states that the purpose and intent of these policies, to reduce GHG emissions, is to achieve compliance with AB 32 and reduce GHGs by 15 percent by 2020, their hard target.[footnoteRef:207] With the implementation of the City’s GHG reduction measures, Moreno Valley is projected to reduce its community-wide emissions to a total of 798,137 MT CO2e, which is 556 MT CO2e below the 2020 reduction target. This is a decrease of 38.5 percent from the City’s 2020 BAU emissions inventory and 13 percent from the 2010 emissions. The reduction measures reduce GHG emissions from all sources of community-wide GHG emissions including transportation, energy, area sources, water, and solid waste.[footnoteRef:208] Additionally, refer to the response for Comment 2-F1-50 for more details regarding the City of Moreno Valley Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Strategy and Greenhouse Gas Analysis. The Strategy and Analysis documents identify potential programs and policies to reduce overall City energy consumption and increase the use of renewable energy. The Greenhouse Gas Analysis provides a more scientific approach and recommends a target to reducing community-wide GHG emissions consistent with the State reduction goals in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the legislation that provides the basis of the State’s climate action initiatives. The comments first bullet point takes issue with MVU’s limitation on solar policy and argues that the City should waive the limitation with respect to its Strategy R3-E1 in the CAS. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented the findings to Strategy R3-E1 of the City of Moreno Valley’s Climate Action Plan in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted. The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. The Project’s electrical demand is based on typical high-cube warehouse energy demands, defined using hourly energy simulation modeling software (see full analysis in Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The modeling software was validated against actual historical data and modified to reflect compliance with the California Title 24 building energy standards and then further modified to incorporate the Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs) to which the Project has committed in the WLC Specific Plan. The available ECMs would provide an approximately 17 percent improvement in energy performance over Title 24 requirements at Phase 1 and an approximately 16 percent improvement at full buildout (page 4.17-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU), which is currently defined as one-half the minimum electrical demand a building experiences during daytime hours (page 4.17-1). Thus, solar would provide more than 100 percent of the office energy needs. In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future that could result from a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expended rooftop solar installations in the future (page 4.17-1). Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC by MVU and why the Project cannot get a waiver for MVU for more solar generation. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). [207: 	City of Moreno Valley, 2012. Final Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Plan, page 6. Available online: http://www.moval.org/pdf/efficiency-climate112012nr.pdf. Accessed February 20, 2020]  [208: 	City of Moreno Valley, 2012. Final Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Plan, page 6. Available online: http://www.moval.org/pdf/efficiency-climate112012nr.pdf. Accessed February 20, 2020] 


The second bullet point takes issue with compliance with the CAS’s heat island plan. Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1B of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.7-29) requires energy-efficient roofing systems (“cool roofs”) and cool pavement materials such as lighter-colored pavement materials. Furthermore, the Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy usage compliant with Strategy R3-L2, the Heat Island Plan:

Implement design and construction techniques will be employed to reduce the heat island effect, including the use of materials that have a low solar reflectance index such as white roofs and light-pavements to reduce building energy demand for cooling;

High performance glazing, overhangs, and landscaping to capture and control natural daylight to reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating;

Use of atriums, skylights and internal courtyards to provide additional daylighting and reduce building energy demand for lighting; and

Incorporate the use of passive heating and cooling into the design or modification of the high-cube warehouse development (e.g., white building colors and roof insulation to minimize heat gain, and landscaping to help shade buildings) to reduce building energy demand for lighting, cooling, and heating.

The above project design features and mitigation would reduce the heat island effect by utilizing materials that have a low solar reflectance index, using overhangs and landscaping for shading and to capture and control natural daylight, and by incorporating the use of passive heating and cooling into the warehouse design to minimize heat gain, which would reduce the WLC’s energy demand for lighting, cooling and heating.

The third bullet point argues that the MVU’s solar power limitation is inconsistent with the State’s 2030 net zero energy goal. The commenter also discusses other goals in the Climate Action Strategy that were not included in the discussion. Goal C41, set goals consistent with the State’s Long-Term Strategic Plan…all new commercial construction in California will be net zero energy by 2030. Although this has the potential to reduce GHG emissions, it is primarily an energy initiative, and thus wasn’t included in the list on page 4.7-15. Goal C 42, encourages installation of solar and wind power systems and solar hot water heaters and C46, adopt and implement a policy to increase the use of renewable energy. As stated on page 4.7-15, CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 states “Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.” This essentially limits the requirement for forecasting to that which could be reasonably expected under the circumstances and is part of the effort to provide a general "rule of reason" for EIR contents. The following discussion seeks to establish what is reasonably foreseeable with respect to technology advancements that may influence transportation energy use contemporaneous with development of the WLC project. The California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan, sets out the States goals for zero net energy (ZNE) buildings (zero net energy consumption), including a goal for all new commercial construction to be ZNE by 2030. Most zero-energy buildings rely on the electrical grid during times when local demand exceeds supply, and return the same amount of power or more at other times. Some ZNE buildings utilize on-site energy storage and are thus independent of the grid. ZNE buildings usually harvest some amount of energy on-site using technologies like solar and wind, while reducing the overall use of energy with highly efficient heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and lighting technologies. As described in Section 4.17.5, Project Design Features, future updates to the Title 24 building standards are expected to require ZNE commercial buildings by the year 2030. By proactively embracing an all-electric building design and committing to solar-ready roof construction, WLC would be net-zero-ready and in a stronger position for compliance with future Title 24 updates.

As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the RETR conducted a supply-side analysis of the various types of sustainable energy available for the WLC (Section 5 Supply-Side Energy Strategy pages 12 – 25). The WLC commits to meet the annual energy requirements of all office spaces with PV, thereby effectively achieving net-zero energy office operations.[footnoteRef:209] Since each individual WLC building is expected to feature about 60,000 square feet of office space, this is the equivalent of fifteen 60,000 square-foot office buildings at WLC achieving net-zero energy consumption by 2025 (RETR, page x). The entire state of California has 45 verified (projects that performance data showing they have achieved zero energy for one year) net-zero energy buildings in operations, 26 of which are office buildings as of 2019.[footnoteRef:210] Additionally, there are 236 emerging (projects that have not yet achieved zero energy or where New Buildings Institute does not have data to verify zero energy performance) projects in California, 67 of which are office uses.[footnoteRef:211] Thus, the WLC Specific Plan will grow California’s verified net-zero energy office population by approximately 37% by 2025 and will grow California’s emerging net-zero energy office population by approximately 22%. At full WLC build-out there will be the equivalent of twenty-seven 60,000 square-foot office buildings achieving net-zero energy status (RETR, page x). The RTER estimates that the offices in each typical WLC building will consume about 474,120 kWh/yr and experience peak electric demand of about 280 kW. The maximum allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 1 (300 kW) will generate about 512,275 kWh/yr at the WLC location (RETR, page xi). The maximum allowed amount of PV capacity/building in Phase 2 (800 kW) will generate about 1,366,400 kWh/yr (RETR, page xi). Thus, in all cases, the maximum allowed PV capacities are sufficient in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 to satisfy 100% of the office energy needs, thereby meeting the net-zero energy objective for WLC office space. Thus, the City has shown that it will achieve net-zero energy status for all WLC office space through the installation of solar systems which satisfies Strategies C41 and C42. Goal C43 is also satisfied because per MVU restrictions, the WLC is generating the maximum amount of solar energy allowed. For more additional information on MVU solar restrictions, refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC by MVU and why the Project cannot get a waiver for MVU for more solar generation. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). [209: 	When buildings are constructed, they will comply with the latest Uniform Building Code and will achieve energy efficiency of 10 percent better than 2019 Title 24 code or the most current code at the time of construction, whichever is more efficient.]  [210: 	New Buildings Institute. Getting to Zero Buildings Database. Available online at: https://newbuildings.org/resource/getting-to-zero-database/]  [211: 	New Buildings Institute. Getting to Zero Buildings Database. Available online at: https://newbuildings.org/resource/getting-to-zero-database/] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-53: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it applies to the project. Please also see Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, which discusses the applicability of the 2017 Scoping Plan update to the Project and further details the utilization of Cap and Trade and other methods in evaluating GHG impacts. As stated in Topical Response A, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(3) and did not inappropriately evaluate GHG impacts by only applying “non-capped” emissions to the significance threshold. Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap and Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap and Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. CEQA Section 15604.4(b) expressly authorizes the consideration of multiple factors when determining the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions. Three factors are listed under subsection (b), the factor listed in subsection (b)(2) is whether “the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project.” This is the SCAQMD’s 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold. Subsection (b)(3) is the third factor which relates to compliance with a statewide plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and this is the Cap-and-Trade Program. Further Section 15064.4(a) was revised in response to comments to clarify that lead agencies may rely on quantitative or qualitative analyses, or both.[footnoteRef:212] Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR properly considers both SCAQMD’s threshold and the Cap and Trade Program and Topical Response A demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. [212: 	California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action. Page 23.] 


Refer Response to Comment 2-F1-48, and Topical Response A, for an explanation of how the Cap-and-Trade is a statewide plan, adopted by CARB, after public review to reduce or mitigate GHG emissions. Additionally, the Cap-and-Trade program works and ensures that GHG from fuel and electricity suppliers cannot increase, because the cap declines over time. Reductions of emissions are required under the program, which satisfies CEQA.

The commenter is correct in that the two negative declarations by the SCAQMD involved refineries. Topical Response A discusses the reasons why the SCAQMD negative declarations, although they applied to refineries, are relevant to the WLC project and so set a precedent for why cap-and-trade is applicable to the WLC. Additionally, Topical Response A also discusses why the San Joaquin Valley APCD rule is relevant to setting a precedent for why cap-and-trade is applicable to the Project.

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comment 2-F1-54: Mitigation measure 4.7.6.1D (page 4.17-24) requires the installation of solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses in each warehouse building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting to their grid, whichever is greater. As stated on page 4.7-32 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the estimated electricity generation from onsite solar is 24,083 MWh per year, which is 5.0 percent of the electricity demand at buildout. Therefore, 5.0 percent of the unmitigated electricity-related GHG emissions are reduced by solar generation. The comment states that the Project should be able to power its full electrical usage with 115 square feet of solar panels, so it must get a waiver from MVU to power the whole project. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC by MVU.

Response to Comment 2-F1-55: The projections of EV penetration rates are based on third party research and summarized in Table 4.7-9, California and SCAQMD Electric Vehicle (EV) Penetration Estimates. Although EV and near-EV technologies are gaining market share, specific adoption rates are at this time uncertain. The table presents data for two scenarios, the first scenario is based on the USEPA EMFAC2017 assumptions for fleet mix and the second scenario is based on implementation of the 2017 Scoping Plan Update including the Mobile Source Strategy (MSS). Under the MSS scenario, the table shows that 5.2 percent of passenger vehicle and light truck fleet is expected to be powered by electricity or zero emission engines by 2025, compared to 2.5 percent of passenger vehicles and 1.6 percent of light trucks under the EMFAC2017 assumptions. By 2035, 21 percent of passenger vehicles and 22.5 percent off light trucks using MSS assumptions and 4.7 percent of passenger vehicles and 3.9 percent of light trucks are expected to be ZEVs under EMFAC2017.

As explained above, raceways for car, truck, and TRU charging will be appropriately provided, and the WLC will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide the infrastructure need to accommodate Zero-Emission vehicle technologies to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The Project would also include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code.

Response to Comment 2-F1-56: Refer to the response for comment 2-F1-47, in response to the Project’s effects on the achievements of the Sustainable Freight Action Plan. In regards to the Project following the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan. Additionally, Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, discusses implementing policies and strategies in the eight different sectors in order to reduce GHG emissions. The commenter states that the RDEIR focuses solely on the Natural and Working Lands provisions of the Scoping Plan. Other than Natural and Working Lands Provisions, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR focuses on the following sectors:

Energy. Keep moving forward to meet renewable energy targets through wind, solar, hydroelectric, geothermal, and biomass.

WLC is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces.

Waste. Prioritize waste reduction, re-use, and material recovery over landfilling.

The Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy usage:

Support waste management reduction identified in AB 341 to increase recycling and reduce energy required for producing materials from raw materials;

Develop waste management plan and a comprehensive recycling and management program to divert at least 50 percent of waste from landfill, including storage and collection of recyclables, building and material reuse, and careful construction waste management to increase recycling and reduce energy required for producing materials from raw materials;

Water. To meet the water demand, California has to increase water conservation and efficiency, improve coordination and management of various water supplies, get a greater understanding of the water-energy nexus, and develop new technologies in drinking water treatment, groundwater remediation and recharge and potentially brackish and seawater desalination.

The Project will incorporate the following project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), all of which are designed to reduce energy usage:

Reduced water uses for landscape irrigation, which reduces electricity for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water;

Street designs that harvest and channel runoff into landscape areas instead of storm drains, which reduces electricity for the supply, conveyance, and treatment of water;

Incorporate on-site storm water capture and infiltration within landscape areas and minimize the use of impervious paved surfaces throughout the project to provide for groundwater recharge and increase groundwater supplies, which reduces electricity for the supply and conveyance of water supplied from non-local sources;

Carbon Pricing and Investment. The Cap-and-Trade Program is fundamental to meeting California’s long-range climate targets as it has been very successful.

Please also refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it applies to the project.

Response to Comment 2-F1-57: As discussed on page 4.7-1 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, project buildings will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric (MVU). In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future, including from a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expanded rooftop solar installations in the future. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU roles impose on solar PV capacity at the project site.

Response to Comment 2-F1-58: The fueling station, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C, would be publicly-accessible for purchase by the motoring public. This includes trucks and autos. Light duty autos powered by CNG/LNG is a relatively minor percentage as compared to gasoline-powered and EV options. For example, the U.S. Department of Energy's Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), in its latest accounting updated January 2019, reports only 0.11% of all alternatively fueled light duty vehicles registered in the United States are CNG.[footnoteRef:213] Application of CNG/LNG options in the medium- and heavy-duty classifications continues to expand, displacing the reliance on diesel. [213: 	https://afdc.energy.gov/data/] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-59: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU roles impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. As stated on page 4.7-43 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, in order to ensure the WLC project complies with and would not conflict with or impede the implementation of reduction goals identified in AB 32 and SB 32, the mitigation measures and project design features listed in Table 4.7-11, Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction (page 4.7-41 – 4.7-43) shall be implemented.

Response to Comment 2-F1-60: As discussed on page 4.17-40 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the project would “comply with and exceed the applicable provisions of Title 24 and the CALGreen Code in affect at the time of building permit issuance”. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D requires that prior to the issuance of a building permit, new development shall demonstrate that each building would “increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is more stringent”. Therefore, although specific examples of potential future regulatory standards have not been discussed, the project would be subject to all applicable standards at the time of issuance of building permits. Additionally, regardless of what future Title 24 standards include, the project is being constructed to facilitate future operation of ZNE buildings. Therefore, the project is consistent with all current regulatory standards and will be compliant with all future applicable standards. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-52 for a more in-depth discussion on ZNE buildings.

Response to Comment 2-F1-61: Scenario A reflects the current state building code, and includes charging for passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. The percentage of vehicle types and the type of fuel used was determined from the breakdown in EMFAC2017; 2.5 percent passenger vehicle EVs and 1.4 percent light truck EVs by 2025 and 4.7 percent passenger EVs and 3.7 percent light truck EVs by 2035. Although Scenario A assumes electric passenger vehicle and light duty trucks, all EV types will be anticipated for the onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations (page 4.17-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which will enable the WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants, if and when demand dictates. DC power blocks was referenced on page 4.17-17 as a potential way to deliver power simultaneously to multiple vehicles as they charge on site. There is no discussion of DC power blocks being part of project design and no commitment to their use. However, the use of DC power blocks would be considered and deployed in response to market demands. Therefore, mitigation requiring the installation of DC power blocks on-site is not warranted.

Response to Comment 2-F1-62: Section 4.17 Energy, specifically Table 4.17-74 on page 4.17-32, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR summarizes project operational transportation fuel usage under all three EV Penetration scenarios. The commenter asserts that the percentage of electric trucks assumed under the High Penetration scenario have been relied upon elsewhere in the document. The High Penetration scenario has not been relied upon elsewhere in the document, meaning that the potential reduction in air pollutant emissions from the displacement of fossil fuel combustion has not been credited to the analysis of air pollutant or health risk impacts. Refer to response 2-F1-21 for a discussion of the three energy scenarios and why they were chosen. The “worst case” emissions from diesel is presented, and the “most impactful” use of electricity was also studied, yet would not both occur concurrently. As discussed on page 4.3-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, mobile emissions were calculated based on EMFAC2017’s projected vehicle fuel mix, and not based on any of the EV Penetration scenarios presented in Section 4.17. Based on EMFAC2017 vehicle fuel mix assumptions, electric medium and heavy-duty trucks have not been assumed as a part of the air quality or greenhouse gas analysis and the project does not take credit for any potential penetration of EV technology due to the speculative nature of those projections. Refer to Response-to-Comment 2-F1-22 for a more detailed discussion of the three EV penetration scenarios.

Response to Comment 2-F1-63: Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes the potential impact to energy supplies by including the potential future electricity demand from electrified trucks in the Project’s overall demand, and assessing the potential for solar energy to supply the Project’s electricity needs. An engineering and financial analysis of the full range of sustainable energy options potentially available at the site was conducted (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Appendix E, RETR). The analysis evaluated building energy efficiency opportunities to reduce the energy requirements to the maximum extent practicable. Projected electric vehicle (EV) loads were added to building loads to characterize overall electric loads for the project. A full range of renewable energy supply options were evaluated to meet the combined building and EV loads. This project falls within Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU’s) service territory; therefore, it is MVU is responsible for securing additional power from Southern California Edison (SCE) as needed. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is discussed in Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22.

Response to Comment 2-F1-64: As discussed on page 4.7-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, project buildings will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric (MVU). In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future, including from a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expanded rooftop solar installations in the future. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is discussed in Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22.

Response to Comment 2-F1-65: MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. Thus, due to the MVU solar sizing limits, PV solar generation would be utilized for the Project and there would be no excess solar generation for battery storage, renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, chilled water storage, or the sale of excess power generation to MVU or other utilities for their renewable portfolio content requirements. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure[footnoteRef:214] is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. [214: 	Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity.] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-66: The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. The Project would also include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code. Therefore, the project would be consistent with and be constructed to support application of State goals. Electric truck infrastructure at loading docks is discussed in Response to Comments 2-F1-10 and 2-F1-22. Response to Comment 2-F1-22 also contains a discussion of why drop and drag would not require raceways and charging station at the loading docks and why the high EV penetration scenario is highly speculative. To address the major threat of Climate Change from GHG emissions, refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-51, which as CARB states is primarily from passenger vehicles.

Response to Comment 2-F1-67: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. Impacts to local and regional energy supplies and additional capacity were evaluated in Section 4.17, energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Section 4.17.7.2, Construction or Expansion of Electrical and Natural Gas Facilities (pages 4.17-37 - 4.17-39 discusses the impacts associated with the minor construction of moving power lines underground, addition of solar panels and connectors, addition of new transformer units and the substation and construction of a new substation and switching station. Impacts from construction and modification were analyzed and impacts were found to be less than significant.

Response to Comment 2-F1-68: The comment discusses standalone solar facilities in California’s desert and their significant environmental impacts on desert wildlife, especially avian populations, and included attachments that discuss the impacts of the desert solar facilities on different species over a four-year period and that the take for sensitive, threatened, or endangered species is one-bird. The comment also states that under this threshold, the death of one special status bird is a significant impact and therefore, the WLC project would cause significant impacts because it will require the construction and expansion of new electrical facilities which would have significant impact themselves. The WLC power needs will be met by MVU as stated in the Draft Recirculated RSFIER, pages 4.17-2 and 4.17-28. As stated on page 4.17-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, MVU forecasts that its peak demand in 2025, would be approximately 231,555 MWh per year. This is approximately 25 percent higher than the 185,000 MWh that MVU sold to all customers in its area for the 2015-2016 fiscal year. As shown in Table 4.17-4 (page 4.17-29), the WLC project’s estimated electrical consumption would account for between 74 and 113 percent of MVU’s projected electricity projected sales depending on the EV penetration scenario for Phase 1 (2025). However, MVU’s 2018 IRP anticipates growth in the region and specifically considers the electrical demand generated by energy-intensive account focused in the logistics industry. The IRP states that large energy-intensive projects like the WLC project are included in the projected growth. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that MVU’s existing and planned electricity supplies could support the project’s electricity demand calculated for the Project + Low EV Penetration (Scenario A) and the Project + Medium EV Penetration (Scenario B) by 2025. Any determination of MVU’s need for additional capacity beyond what is planned would be speculative and depend on the cumulative demand within MVU’s service area. As described above, MVU has determined that they can meet the electrical energy needs of the WLC. Hypothetically, if, as a result of, MVU requiring more power from the grid to serve its customers’ needs the construction of a solar generation plant in the desert results, the environmental impacts from construction and operation of that solar plant would be assessed and mitigated under CEQA in that environmental analysis. Since the WLC project did not build the solar plant nor require it to be built to specifically serve their project, it is considered a separate project under CEQA. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-67, above, for a discussion of impacts from the construction or expansion of new electrical facilities.

Response to Comment 2-F1-69: MVU’s 2018 IRP anticipates growth in the region and specifically considers the electrical demand generated by energy-intensive account focused in the logistics industry. The IRP states that large energy-intensive projects like the WLC project are included in the projected growth. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that MVU’s existing and planned electricity supplies could support the project’s electricity demand calculated for the Project + Low EV Penetration (Scenario A) and the Project + Medium EV Penetration (Scenario B) by 2025. Any determination of MVU’s need for additional capacity beyond what is planned would be speculative and depend on the cumulative demand within MVU’s service area. As described above, MVU has determined that they can meet the electrical energy needs of the WLC. Page 4.17-34 states that under the High EV penetration scenario, the project would account for approximately 356,351 MWh for 2035, the 2018 IRP shows that under the high demand scenario MVU would have a 2030 net energy load of 390,326 MWH[footnoteRef:215], which is 91 percent of MVU’s projected electrical consumption. Additionally, that was what MVU anticipates in 2030, likely by 2035 they would have more electricity available. As shown, the 2018 IRP has included electricity assumptions for the logistics industry. However, the High EV penetration scenario remains speculative due to the state of current technology. The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. [215: 	City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Moreno Valley Utility 2018 Integrated Resource Plan. July 20. Available online: http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed February 21, 2020.] 


The comments second paragraph argues that MVU fails to comply with the requirements for procuring renewable energy. MVU states in their 2018 IRP, that the IRP plans for the procurement of sufficient eligible renewable energy resources to serve at least 50 percent of annual retail load by 2030, plus a reasonable margin of procurement to manage the risk of load uncertainty, renewable resource performance variations and potential contract failures.[footnoteRef:216] Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. [216: 	City of Moreno Valley, 2018. Moreno Valley Utility 2018 Integrated Resource Plan. July 20. Available online: http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed February 21, 2020.] 


As discussed on page 4.17-31 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the project would incorporate renewable energy sources to achieve a net-zero energy use for the estimated office demands. Office space in each of the project buildings (27 total) are assumed to be 60,000 square feet. The text clearly states that the project would feature an equivalent of 27 60,000-square foot net zero buildings and does not attempt to mislead the leader by implying that project buildings in their entirety would be net zero.

Response to Comment 2-F1-70: Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes a Low, Medium, and High EV penetration scenario and the potential for alternative energy for electrified trucks by looking at the overall potential for solar energy at the project site. The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates.

Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. MVU has committed to meeting the project’s electricity demand, and as discussed in the Draft Recirculated EIR on page 4.17-31. Response to Comment 2-F1-22 also contains a discussion of why drop and drag would not require raceways and charging station at the loading docks and why the high EV penetration scenario is highly speculative. Thus, the City is not single-handedly imperiling its residents or the planet.

Response to Comment 2-F1-71: As discussed on page 6.17-15, the geographic area for evaluating potential cumulative natural gas impacts is the State of California because natural gas as a fuel can be procured from anywhere and is not limited to the service provider’s on-hand, near-by resources. Cumulative natural gas consumption has been calculated and presented in Section 6.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As discussed on page 6.17-15, overall demand for natural gas is expected to decline over time due to increases in regional natural gas efficiencies and the transition to renewable energy on a statewide basis displacing fossil fuels including natural gas. Therefore, the project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact related to natural gas consumption. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B k) states all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C requires that the fueling station be operational “offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public” prior to issuance of building permits for more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing within the Specific Plan area. As discussed on page 80 of the TIA, the intent of the station is to provide an on-site location to purchase alternative fuels for trucks at the project. The mitigation does not specify what types of vehicles are anticipated, permitted, or prohibited and therefore does not limit the types of vehicles that could refuel on-site. Thus, mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C also makes the fueling station accessible to the public, but it will still be utilized by truckers visiting the WLC site. Additionally, Response to Comment 2-F1-22 discussed the EVSE charging stations that the WLC will incorporate into the parking areas.

Response to Comment 2-F1-72: Despite the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver by the Trump Administration, zero emission technology is still steadily developing. Furthermore, the State of California, along with 23 other states petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for review of the EPA’s action to withdraw the waiver. That action was stayed on February 11, 2020, because of the pendency of a related case in the District of Columbia Circuit. A briefing schedule will be filed in March, 2020. In the meantime, California has not amended or withdrawn any of its laws or regulations in response to the withdrawal of the waiver. For a more detailed response, see Response to Comment 2-F1-46. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presented these findings in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR). Zero emission vehicles encompass a range of technologies including battery electric vehicles (BEVs), hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs), plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs), and range extended electric vehicles (REEVs) that utilize a fuel cell as an additional energy source. As outlined in the RETR and summarized in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, commercialization of passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly. A significant population of passenger electric vehicles is expected at the site by Phase 1 (2025) and that number will increase substantially by full buildout of the project (2035), representing a potential significant demand for on-site charging.

Response to Comment 2-F1-73: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-68 for discussion of the Project’s analysis of impacts regarding construction of new or expansion of existing electrical facilities.

Response to Comment 2-F1-74: As discussed on page 4.17-40 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the project would “comply with and exceed the applicable provisions of Title 24 and the CALGreen Code in affect at the time of building permit issuance”. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D requires that prior to the issuance of a building permit, new development shall demonstrate that each building would “increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is more stringent”. Therefore, although specific examples of potential future regulatory standards have not been discussed, the project would be subject to all applicable standards at the time of issuance of building permits.

Response to Comment 2-F1-75: On page 6.3-22, the last paragraph on the page has a typographical error. It should say 66 projects were found to be completed and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of project information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be changed to reflect that 66 projects have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and have not been included in the analysis. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289 284 potentially cumulative projects could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Results of the cumulative construction emissions analysis is provided in Table 6.3-3.

On page 6.3-32, the first paragraph under Construction Emissions Inventory has a typographical error. It should say 66 projects were found to be completed and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of project information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be changed to reflect that 66 projects have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

As mentioned above, the environmental document research conducted for the project found that 67 66 projects are either completely constructed or currently undergoing construction. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, the cumulative construction analysis was conducted for the 289 284 potentially cumulative projects that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. The analysis compiled a construction emissions inventory based on previously completed CEQA documents for each of the cumulative projects where such documents were available. In most cases, toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions data were lacking but that of total PM10 and total organic gas (TOG) emissions were presented in available CEQA documents; therefore, maximum daily construction total PM10 and TOG emissions data was obtained, which was speciated using the speciation profile developed for the Project HRA presented in Section 4.3 of this Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. For projects where emissions data was unavailable in available CEQA documents, their emissions were estimated based on the land use type and building square footage instead, see details in the air quality section above for detail.

On page 6.3-36, the third paragraph on the page has a typographical error. It should say 66 projects were found to be completed (not 67) and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of project information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be changed to reflect that 66 projects have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

In addition, out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction and nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially cumulative projects that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. However, even if none of these 289284 cumulative projects undergo construction while the project is under construction, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur because projects that exceed the Project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. As previously stated, the Project-specific construction emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, despite any potential construction activity associated with another project.

On page 6.3-39, the first full paragraph on the page has a typographical error. It should say 66 projects were found to be completed (not 67) and nine projects were not accounted for due to lack of project information or due to there being no specific development proposed (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). The first line of this paragraph will be changed to reflect that 66 projects have been completed in the Final RSFEIR to read as follows:

Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially cumulative projects could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Construction emissions gathered from the environmental documents and modeling show that out of the 289284 cumulative projects, 9590 cumulative projects were identified as exceeding VOC significance thresholds, 22 projects were identified as exceeding NOX thresholds, and 2 projects would exceed CO, PM2.5 and PM10 thresholds. However, even if none of the 289284 potential cumulative projects undergo construction while the project is under construction, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur because projects that exceed the Project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.11 As previously stated the Project-specific construction emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, despite any potential construction activity associated with another project.

Response to Comment 2-F1-76: Analysis of cumulative air quality impacts can be found in Section 6.3.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis. Each impact area is fully analyzed, but the analysis concludes the same impacts as the project primarily because construction and operational emissions of the project exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds so the addition of more emissions would still cause an exceedance of the threshold, and thus, a cumulatively considerable impact would occur. Although the cumulative air quality analysis resulted in cumulatively considerable and potentially significant cumulative air impacts, there are no other mitigation measures available to reduce the project’s contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts, as all projects would have included project design features or mitigation measures to reduce project-level impacts to below significance criteria, if possible. However, since the WLC project exceeds the significance thresholds and cannot be reduced below the applicable thresholds, potential air quality impacts resulting from the Project and any of the identified cumulative projects will still be considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 2-F1-77: The cumulative HRA uses the same air dispersion modeling and health risk calculation methodologies used in the project-level HRA; however, the operational AERMOD model was updated to include emissions sources from the 359 cumulative projects and an expanded receptor grid that covers most of the South Coast Air Basin. Both model runs used the same expanded receptor grid, which includes 5,298 receptors covering areas from North Palm Springs to Long Beach in the east-west direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in the north-south direction, roughly an area of 3,500 square miles radiating from the project site to the north, south, east, and west. The 3,500 square mile area modeled for receptors is larger than the 1,024 square mile area which encompasses the cumulative project area due to the dispersion of air pollutant emissions in the area. The modeled grid ensured that that all potential health risk areas were covered.

As discussed on page 6.3-49, project cancer risks are reduced after implementation of mitigation. However, the SCAQMD cancer risk and cancer burden significance threshold would be exceeded at sensitive receptor locations within the cumulative HRA study area. Therefore, the cancer risk impact to sensitive receptors and cancer burden to general population will be cumulatively significant and unavoidable. As discussed in Section 4.3, the Project impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels after implementation of mitigation. However, because the Project would result in an increase in cancer risk of 9.1 under construction + operations and 7.1 30-year operations, the Project contribution would be cumulatively considerable. Tables 6.3-9 and 6.3-10 (page 6.3-50) show the estimated annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with cumulative projects (including the unmitigated Project). When taken into context, the small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-42 for a discussion of why health impacts aren’t underrepresented. As stated in Response to Comment 2-F1-76, above, although the cumulative air quality analysis resulted in cumulatively considerable and potentially significant cumulative air impacts, there are no other mitigation measures available to the Project to reduce cumulatively considerable impacts, as all projects would have included project design features or mitigation measures to reduce project-level impacts to below significance criteria, if possible. However, since the WLC project emissions are close to or exceed the significance thresholds and, if exceeded, cannot be reduced below the applicable thresholds, potential air quality impacts resulting from the Project and any of the identified cumulative projects will still be considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 2-F1-78: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it applies to the project. The cumulative analysis for GHG was based on the limits set forth in the cumulative traffic analysis, which encompassed 359 projects,[footnoteRef:217] of which approximately 173 environmental documents were available for review. However, not all environmental documents contained quantified emissions. Therefore, emissions were calculated for all of the identified cumulative projects based on available project size, information, and standard methodologies. These are listed in Table 6.7-1, Section 6.7 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the cumulative project emissions are summarized in Table 6.7-2 for operations and construction. As discussed in 6.7.3 Cumulative Evaluation, the quantitative analysis of operation and construction emissions utilized the SCAQMD’s Interim CEQA GHG Significance Thresholds to determine the respective project’s level of significance. Significance thresholds for each project were determined based on land use. The projects that were identified as either residential or commercial projects are considered part of the SCAQMD’s draft threshold for residential/commercial projects and 3,000 mt CO2e per year was used in each of the greenhouse assessments. The projects that were identified as industrial/warehouses were compared against a threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e for industrial projects. Of the 359 projects analyzed, 95 projects exceeded their given threshold and 255 projects were below threshold. Given that the unmitigated project and 95 of the cumulative projects are over threshold, impacts would be potentially significant and cumulatively considerable. However, the Project’s mitigated uncapped emissions total 8,563 MTCO2e at buildout in 2035, would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year, and would be less than significant. As shown in Table 6.7-2, it is estimated that 95 projects would exceed the applicable numeric threshold, contributing to a potentially significant cumulative impact. When considered with the other projects’ significant impacts, the Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact given that the project would generate uncapped emissions that are less than the 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold. Additionally, the SCAQMD set the 10,000 MTCO2e significance threshold because the GHG emissions for any one project would almost never be significant when compared to state or global emissions. [217: 	The Judge’s February 8, 2018 ruling found the FEIR cumulative impacts section deficient; “[t]he FEIR should include consideration of recently constructed and proposed large warehouse projects in the summary of projects method, and should analyze whether individually significant impacts may be cumulative considerable.” The RSFEIR revised cumulative impact section included the recently constructed large warehouse projects and other projects, including industrial, 360359 in all, even though it wasn’t required.] 


Furthermore, it would be speculative to assume that all 359 listed cumulative projects would be consistent with all applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to the reduction of GHG emissions. Therefore, it is possible that any of the cumulative projects are inconsistent with any plans, policies, and regulations and would result in a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the cumulative impact would be potentially significant. However, because the project’s impact would be less than significant with mitigation, the project is not contributing to cumulatively considerable impacts.

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1. Thus, even if the trial court’s judgement is reversed, the Project GHG emissions would be net zero after implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 which is below the significance threshold. Therefore, since the Project’s impact would be less than significant with mitigation, the project is not contributing to a cumulatively considerable GHG impact.

Response to Comment 2-F1-79: Cumulative energy demand is discussed in Section 6.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The inclusion of solar production at cumulative industrial sites has not been considered in the analysis in order to present a worst-case total for cumulative electrical demand. Additionally, it would be speculative to assume that all cumulative industrial projects would comply with any current or future energy conservation measures.

See Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar limitations imposed by MVU for the project and any other related warehouse project in the vicinity that are served by MVU.

Response to Comment 2-F1-80: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-69.

Response to Comment 2-F1-81: See Response to Comment 2-F1-16 regarding the Owings declaration.

Response to Comment 2-F1-82: Approval of the project will create jobs and increase economic activity. At full build out, the Project is estimated to generate over 20,000 ongoing direct jobs in the City, and an additional approximately 7,400 indirect and induced jobs, approximately 3,700 of these indirect and induced jobs will be in the City. In constant 2012 dollars, these jobs will result in estimated annual wages of approximately $830,000,000 for direct jobs and approximately $300,000,000 in wages resulting from indirect and induced jobs. Of the estimated $300,000,000 indirect and induced jobs approximately $150,000,000 in wages will occur within the City. The project is also estimated to generate in aggregate, almost 13,000 direct construction jobs over the 15-year buildout period, equivalent to approximately 850 full-time equivalent jobs every year for the duration of the 15-year construction period. These jobs will result in estimated wages, in constant 2012 dollars, of approximately $625,000,000. Added to this will be approximately 7,400 estimated indirect and induced jobs, with approximately 3,700 of them within the City, with wages, in constant 2012 dollars, of approximately $300,000,000 half of which, approximately $150,000,000 will be for jobs within the City. Construction is estimated to result in approximately $2,600,000,000 in total economic output, which includes in wages and sales income of which approximately $2,140,000,000 will occur within the City. Future employment levels may be influenced by and vary, due to economic and market conditions, business decisions, and other factors unknown at this time. Local residents will be able to apply for both temporary construction jobs and permanent jobs.

Response to Comment 2-F1-83: Emissions potentially impacting air quality were evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Maximum regional daily emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD daily regional thresholds during construction and max daily regional emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 would exceed daily operational thresholds at full build out. A dispersion analysis for CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 was performed to evaluate project impacts during potential overlap of construction and operational activities on localized air quality. As described on page 4.3-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, localized thresholds represent the maximum emissions from a project that would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standards and are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area identified by SCAQMD. As summarized on Table 4.3-19, the project would result in significant localized impacts with regard to PM10. PM10 emissions consist of roadway dust generated by tire ware and brake ware from commuters traveling to their jobs. As shown in Table 4.3-21 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, approximately 96 percent of unmitigated regional PM10 mobiles emissions at project buildout are attributable to roadway dust.

A health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted to allow decision makers to evaluate the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/ residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute (HEI) finding that NTDE does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk.

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the increase in lifetime (30-year exposure) cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project, including risks from diesel trucks, to an on-site or off-site receptor, within the study area, was less than significant.

As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC.

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. The “background health incidence” is the actual incidence of health effects (based on available data) as estimated in the local population in the absence of additional emissions from the Project.[footnoteRef:218] When taken into context, the small increase in incidences and the very small percent of the number of background incidences indicate that these health effects are minimal in a developed, urban environment. There are no relevant significance thresholds for health effects from criteria pollutants adopted by state, federal, or local agencies; thus, this information is provided for background understanding regarding the air quality emissions. Table 4.3-32 and Table 4.3-33 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the unmitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Table 4.3-34 and Table 4.3-35 show the health effects, morbidity and mortality, of the mitigated project emissions across the southern California model domain for the Annual Mean PM2.5 and Annual Mean Ozone, respectively. Potential PM2.5 Mitigated Project related health effects show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). Potential Project Mitigated Ozone-related health effects increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups). Because the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 are minimal, in light of background incidences, and health effects from other criteria pollutants would be even smaller, the health effects of those other criteria pollutants were not quantified. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes. [218: 	Background health statistics were obtained from data included in the BenMAP model, and the sources are referenced in the BenMAP manual (USEPA, 2018). For example, EPA obtained mortality rates from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) WONDER database, and hospital admissions rates from the Healthcare Cost and Utilization Project (HCUP).] 


As stated in the OEHHA factsheet (https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf), CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a mapping tool that can be used to identify California communities (by census tract) that are most affected by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen score measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others and is not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the comment is consistent with the results of CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool.

The commenter is trying to link air quality issues such as high ozone concentrations and population characteristics such as incidents of cardiovascular disease and low birth weight infants to GHG impacts. There is no scientific basis for this. Although GHG emissions are considered the primary driver for anthropogenic climate change, there are no scientific studies linking GHG emissions to increases in ambient ozone concentrations or increases in incidents of cardiovascular disease and low birthweight infants.

Construction activities during the Proposed Project would be performed in accordance with and exceed standard mitigation practices commonly implemented to protect surrounding communities from the effects of construction-related impacts. Page 4.3-42 and 4.3-43 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR lists construction mitigation which include, but are not limited to, the use of Tier 4 Final off-road equipment, provide electrical hookups to power electric construction tools, the use of electric construction tools where feasible, limit idling to 3 minutes in any hour (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A); preparation of a Construction Staging Plan to identify staging, truck routes, and construction parking (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2B); prohibit grading on days with an Air Quality Index forecast greater than 150 for particulates or ozone for the project area (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2D); and the project shall comply with SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule for warehouses constructed after the rule goes into effect (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2E) (See Topical Response D for more information on the Indirect Source Rule).

Operational mitigation measures, listed below (page 4.3-53 and 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) have been implemented to ensure that operational emissions are reduced and limited to the extent feasible. Operational mitigation includes, but is not limited to, signage informing truck drivers of idling and truck route information, staff training on vehicle records and diesel technologies, compliance of all tenant fleets with all current air quality regulations, use of on-site equipment powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel and have emissions standards meet or exceed Tier 4 Interim or greater or off-road equipment and 2010 engine emission standards for on-road vehicles, all diesel trucks shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards, and limit on-site idling to 3 minutes (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B); prior to issuance of building permits for more than 25 million square feet of logistics warehousing, a publically-accessible fueling station (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3C) a food and convenience store will be built and operational (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D); refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3D); and the project shall comply with SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule for warehouses constructed after the rule goes into effect (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2E) (See Topical Response D for more information on the Indirect Source Rule).

As discussed above, although the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to regional and localized criteria pollutant emissions, the project would result in less than significant increases in cancer risk and minimal health effects. Additionally, implementation of the project would result in the generation of temporary and permanent jobs, many of which would benefit local residents, shorten the commute of many workers by providing a job source in a City with a severe jobs/housing imbalance, and contribute to the public education system (specifically, Moreno Valley Unified School District and San Jacinto Unified School District). Therefore, the project would not subject a disproportionate share of health consequences to a disadvantaged population and would not conflict with Government Code section 11135(a).

Response to Comment 2-F1-84: As discussed on page 93 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), the city of Moreno Valley currently has a severe jobs/housing imbalance that results in long westbound commutes for thousands of city residents every workday. The project would create approximately 20,000 local job opportunities, a nearly 50 percent increase in the number of jobs in Moreno Valley. The addition of these jobs would have the following effects on worker commute patterns:

Many current and future residents of Moreno Valley would have the opportunity to work locally with very short commute trips.

Residents of neighboring cities who work at the project would have short commutes and, importantly, be able to access the site using the arterial road network. This is consistent with the policies of the Western Riverside Council of Governments and the Riverside County Transportation Commission to promote use of the arterial road network as an alternative to freeways. Tests with the Riverside County Traffic Analysis Model (RIVTAM) model suggest that nearly half of auto traffic associated with the project would be on surface streets and not on freeways.

Workers coming from more distant locations would, in most cases, be travelling on freeways in the off-peak direction; i.e., commuters traveling to the project from Los Angeles or Orange Counties would be headed eastbound in the morning and westbound in the evening. This would enable them to take advantage of the existing unused off-peak capacity of freeways, since the freeways were sized for flows in the peak direction.

Assuming, as RIVTAM does, that project employees would work elsewhere if the project were not implemented, then the availability of jobs at the east end of Moreno Valley would reduce the number of workers driving along commutes to distant jobsites to the west and southwest. Although the project would increase freeway auto traffic eastbound in the morning, it would also decrease the traffic in the more congested westbound direction. In the evening the pattern would reverse, with the project relieving traffic in the congested eastbound direction.

As indicated above, the project would have a net beneficial impact on the regional freeway auto traffic. This is the effect sought in the policies of Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG), and other regional governments and agencies that encourage better jobs/housing balances as a way to reduce peak directional flows on the regional freeway system.

Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-83 for a summary of project impacts with respect to criteria pollutants, TACs, and GHGs.

Response to Comment 2-F1-85: The State of California first codified environmental justice into law in 1999, empowering the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to coordinate the State’s environmental justice programs and directing the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) to take into account environmental justice in “designing its mission for programs, policies, and standards” adding a new section to the Public Resources Code entitled “Environmental Justice”. (1999 Cal SB 115; codified at Section 65040.12 of the California Government Code and Section 72000 of the Public Resources Code (now Section 71110 et seq.) In 2000, the State also directed Cal EPA to establish a Working Group on Environmental Justice to develop “an agencywide strategy for identifying and addressing any gaps in existing programs, policies, or activities that may impede the achievement of environmental justice.” Section 71113 of the Public Resources Code. In 2004, CalEPA created the Intra-agency Environmental Justice Strategy, identifying several goals. (2013 Policy Memorandum.)

In 2013, CalEPA issued CalEnviroScreen. As stated in the OEHHA factsheet[footnoteRef:219], CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a mapping tool that can be used to identify California communities (by census tract) that are most affected by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen score measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others and is not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the comment is consistent with the results of CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. [219: 	https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf] 


Later in 2013, shortly after the introduction of CalEnviroScreen, and based on these legislative directives, Cal EPA issued a Policy Memorandum creating “an agency-led compliance and enforcement program” entitled the Environmental Justice Compliance and Enforcement Working Group, including a Charter setting forth its mission and goals. This Working Group’s efforts included focused Initiatives on individual areas, such as Pomona, or most recently Imperial County, which have high scores in the CalEnviroScreen tool.[footnoteRef:220] [220: 	https://calepa.ca.gov/enforcement/environmental-justice-compliance-and-enforcement-task-force/.] 


Workgroup goals include incorporating community input in planning and implementing compliance assistance and enforcement initiatives in disproportionately impacted areas and improving communication with communities and the public regarding environmental justice concerns and the benefits of compliance and enforcement actions. The project is committed to community input and addressing community concerns through the public review process and has incorporated mitigation measures and project designed features to reduce impacts to the community and environment.

Further, none of the environmental justice legislation nor the State’s implementing activities requires a different standard for CEQA projects located in communities identified on CalEnviroScreen with higher environmental burdens. CEQA is an informational tool, and CalEnviroScreen does not mandate a prohibition on development projects in communities designated as having environmental burdens. And, in any case, such an outcome would seem particularly unjust if those very development projects could provide community benefits to ease those burdens. See Health and Safety Code Section 39711 (investment for disadvantaged communities encouraged).

The City of Moreno Valley supports the just enforcement of environmental laws under the State’s environmental justice laws and implementing activities, and the WLC Project provides for the enforcement of the Project’s conditions and mitigation measures. Further, as the WLC Project is implemented, there will be additional opportunities for the community to participate in the future discretionary approvals for the Project.

Recently, the State adopted legislation that requires environmental justice be incorporated into general plans, either through a separate element or by integrating environmental justice into other required elements of the general plan. Cal. Government Code Section 65302(h). The City of Moreno Valley has not yet modified its general plan to trigger the requirements under Section 65302 and thus, has not yet considered compliance with Section 65302. Nonetheless, many of the concepts articulated in Section 65302 have been taken into consideration in the City’s existing General Plan. The General Plan policies (related to industrial development) listed below were considered in the evaluation of the WLC Project.

2.5.2	Locate manufacturing and industrial uses to avoid adverse impacts on surrounding land uses.

2.5.3	Screen manufacturing and industrial uses where necessary to reduce glare, noise, dust, vibrations, and unsightly views.

2.5.4	Design industrial developments to discourage access through residential areas.

6.7.1	Cooperate with regional efforts to establish and implement regional air quality strategies and tactics.

6.7.4	Locate heavy industrial and extraction facilities away from residential areas and sensitive receptors.

7.5.3	Locate areas planned for commercial, industrial and multiple family density residential development within areas of high transit potential and access.

Response to Comment 2-F1-86: The project is estimated to provide approximately $47,502,000 in school impact mitigation fees (calculated based on a total 40,600,000 SF times the 2019 Moreno Valley School District[footnoteRef:221] and San Jacinto Unified School District’s[footnoteRef:222] respective development fees) that can be used to improve educational opportunities for students within both the Moreno Valley Unified School District and the San Jacinto Unified School District. The Project is estimated to also generate approximately $22,000,000 in additional State education revenue annually as a result of the 1% ad valorem property taxes assessed against the developed project. Finally, the project will also benefit education as a result of income taxes paid to the State on jobs created by the project, which will be used to fund elementary and high schools, both locally and throughout the state. [221: 	https://www.mvusd.net/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=786774&type=d&pREC_ID=1181763]  [222: 	https://www.sanjacinto.k12.ca.us/apps/pages/index.jsp?uREC_ID=330831&type=d&pREC_ID=757853] 


Response to Comment 2-F1-87: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943186]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F2: George Hague, Sierra Club

Response to Comment 2-F2-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) There is nothing in CEQA or the Guidelines that requires that CEQA documents be in Spanish. Public Resources Code §21083.1 prohibits the imposition of “procedural or substantive requirements beyond those explicitly stated in [CEQA] or in the state guidelines.”

Response to Comment 2-F2-2: The City website includes all the documents prepared for the Project. As shown on the website, the various documents are dated and the notice of availability, dated December 17, 2019, specifically requested comments on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, dated 2019. The older documents are still on the website and available for review because they are incorporated and/or referenced therein. There was only one document that comments were being requested for, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, not two documents as stated in the comment. The December 17, 2019 notice of availability did not request comments on the July 2018 RSFEIR. (The Sierra Club also provided comments on the July 2018 RSFEIR in a letter dated September 10, 2018). There were two documents listed on the website under ‘2019 Revised RFEIR Review 11-2019”, but they were the same document, one was a clean document and the other was a red-lined version which showed the changes to the original sections, so it was easy to identify them. Comments have previously been solicited for all of the other documents listed on the website. Thus, the City does not need to recirculate the documents, since the appropriate notice of availability, listing the document for review and the review period were listed pursuant to Section 21091 of the Public Resources Code.

Response to Comment 2-F2-3: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is similar to comments 1-F6-4 thru 1-F6-6 received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comments 1-F6-4 and 1-F6-6.

The new issues within this comment that were not raised in Sierra Club’s previous comments on the 2018 RSFEIR are addressed below.

With regard to Figure 4.3-1 not showing the location of the SJWA, this figure is located in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and represents the location of the nearest air quality monitoring station to the WLC site. The base map which was used for the figure includes the Norton Younglove Reserve, Lake Perris State Recreation Area, and Box Spring Park because they are regional or state parks. The SJWA, although a CDFW wildlife area, is not recognized as a park and does not show up on the base map. However, the SJWA is included in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, in Figure 4.4-4, MSHC Conservation Areas, in the 2018 RSFEIR.

The objectives of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR) landscaping plan are listed below (page 5-38 for the Specific Plan):

Promote a pleasant, distinctive, corporate environment

Augment internal cohesion and continuity within the World Logistics Center

Enhance the structured urban design concept of the World Logistics Center

Promote water conservation.

The design concept is focused toward:

Providing a clean, contemporary visual appearance, coordinating the landscaping treatment along freeway and surface streets to emphasize the circulation system

Coordinating streetscapes within the World Logistics Center to unify its general appearance

Coordinating on-site landscaping design continuity amount individual development sites within the World Logistics Center.

The landscaping design concept will minimize the use of mechanical irrigation and maximize the collection and harvesting of runoff to be directed to landscape areas, promoting the creation of a sustainable environment. Three years after installation of landscaping, non-irrigated planting groups shall achieve 70% coverage. See page 5-44 and 5-45 for the Plant Selection List, which all plant materials must be selected from. The picture of the WLC on the website is a design rendering of what the Project might look like, the final plants and trees haven’t been selected yet, but will be selected from the plant selection list.

With regard to plants and pollution, refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, in the 2018 RSFEIR. Carbon sequestration is the process of capture and storage of carbon dioxide; trees, vegetation, and soil store carbon in their tissues and wood. The net removal of vegetation for construction from land use change results in a loss of the carbon sequestration in plants. However, planting additional vegetation (sequestration) would result in additional carbon sequestration and would lower the carbon footprint of the project. This topic is discussed in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability, in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 2-F2-4: An objective of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR) is to promote water conservation (page 5-38 of the Specific Plan). The Specific Plan landscape program includes design elements (beginning on page 5-39 of the Specific Plan) that include maximizing the use of drought tolerant plant species; design to meet peak moisture demand of all plant materials within design zones and avoid flow rates that exceed the infiltration rate of soil; calculate optimum spacing of plants to avoid overcrowding and need for excessive irrigation; use best available irrigation technology to maximize efficient use of water, including moisture sensors, multi-program electronic timers, rain shutoff devices, remote control valves, drip systems, backflow preventers, pressure reducing valves and precipitation-rated sprinkler heads; design irrigation systems to prevent discharge onto non-landscaped areas or adjacent properties; and restrict irrigation cycles to operate at night when wind, evaporation and activity are at a minimum. See page 5-44 and 5-45 for a list of allowed plant species. As shown on the list, the Mexican fan palm, among others is allowed. Additionally, trees will be trimmed to allow more visibility if required for safety.

Response to Comment 2-F2-5: Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Court Ruling, and Writ of Mandate for what was required of the cumulative analysis. The 2018 Revised Sections of the FEIR (2018 RSFEIR) included an analysis of potential cumulative impacts for all environmental topics, and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR includes revised cumulative analyses for the topics included in the document – Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy. The 2018 RSFEIR included the updated project and cumulative biological analyses, Section 4.4 and 6.4, respectively, which were based on the expected growth impacts resulting from the project and those of the current and foreseeable projects in surrounding communities. Section 4.13.5.1, of the 2015 FEIR, discusses growth inducing impacts (pages 4.13-11 – 4.13-17) as well as Section 5.3 of the 2015 FEIR (pages 5-4 – 5-6). Therefore, growth inducing, direct and indirect impacts, were fully addressed, as the 2015 FEIR is incorporated by reference into the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 2-F2-6: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-4.

[bookmark: _Hlk33783473]The new issues within this comment that were not raised by Sierra Club in its prior comments on the 2018 RSFEIR, September 10, 2018, are addressed below.

As stated on page 6.3-31 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, to assess the regional cumulative impact of the identified 359 projects in addition to that of the Project’s, both the universe of the emission sources and air dispersion model receptors were greatly expanded in the cumulative HRA. The air dispersion models included 99 grid area sources (each grid cell is 5 km by 5 km) covering an area of 2,475 square kilometers to represent the onsite and surface street emissions of all cumulative projects, and 63 freeway mainline segments for warehouse projects in the region that may overlap with the traffic routes of the Project. The modeled freeway segments extended from North Palm Springs to Long Beach in the east-west direction and from Rancho Cucamonga to Hemet/San Jacinto in the north-south direction, roughly an area of 3,500 square miles radiating from the cumulative project sites to the north, south, east, and west. The analysis covered major portions of the following freeways from North Palm Springs to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach: Interstate 10, State Route 60, State Route 91, Interstate 215, and Interstate 710. The expanded geographic scope of the assessment also necessitated an expansion in the locations of the receptors where the cumulative projects’ impacts were calculated. This expanded network included grid receptors that cover the entire study domain, locations of individual schools within 0.5 mile of the modeled freeway segments and those in the Moreno Valley Unified School District, and over 2,300 census tract centroid locations. Thus, as shown, cumulative impacts were analyzed for freeways and truck routes through Moreno Valley and sensitive receptors along these areas were modeled. Results of the air quality cumulative analysis are summarized on pages 6.3-12 and 6.3-51 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Since cumulative impacts were thoroughly addressed, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is not inadequate.

Response to Comment 2-F2-7: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-5.

Response to Comment 2-F2-8: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-6.

Response to Comment 2-F2-9: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 20108 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to comment 1-F6-7.

The new issues within this comment that were part of Sierra Club’s comments on the 2018 RSFEIR are addressed below.

The commenter asserts that operational noise can be eliminated with all electric equipment and vehicles. Electric vehicles and equipment emit lower noise levels than internal combustion engine (ICE) vehicles and equipment due to the absence of mechanical vibrations and combustion generated by the ICE. However, under the Pedestrian Safety Enhancement Act (PSEA) of 2010, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) is required to issue performance standards for electric and hybrid vehicles to ensure that they emit a sound that meets certain minimum requirements.[footnoteRef:223] Therefore, although electric vehicles and equipment emit less noise than ICE vehicles and equipment, there may not be an appreciable difference due to the minimum sound requirements required by the NHTSA. [223: 	U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Minimum Sound Requirements for Hybrid and Electric Vehicles Draft Environmental Assessment. January 2013.] 


Response to Comment 2-F2-10: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-8.

Response to Comment 2-F2-11: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-9.

Response to Comment 2-F2-12: The BenMAP runs utilized in the health effects analysis incorporate 2035 projected populations in each modeled grid cell. These populations reflect residents, not workers. Below is a map of the populations accounted for in the Project grid cell and surrounding grid cells, including the SDGE Facility (shown in the figure below).

[image: ]

The health effects analysis does not specifically address onsite or offsite workers, but is intended to address impacts of residents in the communities around the Project site. It is likely that workers live in the vicinity of where they work, but regardless, regional health effects analyses such as this are typically not able to obtain sufficient information on population exposures based on population mobility (i.e., exposures at work, home, or during commutes) and instead conservatively assume that populations are exposed to the predicted air concentrations every day, 24 hours a day. This is likely to overestimate exposures to the outdoor air concentrations predicted from Project emissions because most people spend the majority of their time indoors, where concentrations of outdoor air pollutants have been shown to be much lower (e.g., due to physical barriers, use of air conditioners or air filters, etc.). Therefore, we don’t anticipate that risks to workers, either onsite or offsite, will be any different from risks to the community members living in the vicinity of the Project.

The USEPA’s BenMAP program was used to estimate the potential health effects of the Project’s contribution to ozone and PM2.5 concentrations. The USEPA default BenMAP health effects concentration-response (c-r) functions that are typically used in national rulemaking were used, such as the health effects assessment for the 2012 National Ambient Air Quality Standard. The health effects estimated for PM2.5 include mortality (all causes), hospital admissions (respiratory, asthma, cardiovascular), emergency room visits (asthma), and acute myocardial infarction (non-fatal). BenMAP uses these studies to characterize the potential human health effect of small changes in PM and ozone concentrations.

The local health risk assessment (HRA) performed does consider potential exposure to offsite workers.

Response to Comment 2-F2-13: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-11.

Response to Comment 2-F2-14: Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2B (page 4.3-43 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), a Construction Staging Plan detailing haul truck routes, which are required to use World Logistics Center Parkway, Redlands Boulevard north of Eucalyptus Avenue, and Gilman Springs Road would detail the methods in which construction trucks would be rerouted away from residential sensitive receptors (e.g., flag person). Construction traffic is anticipated to arrive at the site via State Route 60 to the north, using Redlands Boulevard, World Logistics Center Parkway, and/or Gilman Springs off ramps. Based on the location of State Route 60, to the north of the project site and north of Eucalyptus Avenue, trucks would not need to travel south of Eucalyptus Avenue to gain access to the project site. Therefore, due to the location of regional access routes, project access points, and required rerouting of construction traffic, construction traffic can feasibly be directed to avoid sensitive receptors. The Construction Staging Plan shall be submitted to the City of Moreno Valley for approval prior to the issuance of grading permits. The City of Moreno Valley Safety Division will enforce the Mitigation Measure.

Response to Comment 2-F2-15: These comments received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are primarily the same comments received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comments 1-F6-12 and 1-F6-13.

Response to Comment 2-F2-16: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-14.

Response to Comment 2-F2-17: Refer to Tropical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of why MVU limits the amount of solar generation the Project is allowed. At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces as outlined in mitigation measure 4.7.6.1D (page 4.7-28). Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, the Project will provide solar ready roofs by upgrading the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof. (page 4.17-1) as a project design feature.

As per Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3E, refrigerated warehouse space is prohibited unless it can be demonstrated that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire WLC identified in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Such environmental analysis shall be provided with any warehouse plot plan proposing refrigerated space. Any such proposal shall include electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs). Thus, high energy users, warehouses with refrigeration, are currently not part of the proposed Project.

The Project includes the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (ESVE) pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code (page 4.3-61). Additionally, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates (page 4.17-24). Furthermore, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public (page 4.3-54).

Response to Comment 2-F2-18: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generation limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. Thus, due to the MVU solar sizing limits, PV solar generation would be utilized for the Project and there would be no excess solar generation for battery storage, renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, chilled water storage, or the sale of excess power generation to MVU or other utilities for their renewable portfolio content requirements. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure[footnoteRef:224] is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. The outcome of the WLC supply-side analysis is that this Project is committed to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C). [224: 	Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be currently installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity.] 


Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B k) requires all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) to be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.

The Recirculated Draft EIR analyzed impacts to energy under Section 4.17, Energy, including solar, transportation energy, and on- and off-site renewable energy procurement. With regard to the impacts resulting from natural gas extraction, the project would not result in any new natural gas extraction facilities. Natural gas serving the project would be obtained from existing facilities and service providers, and the environmental impacts resulting from the use of natural gas have been analyzed and mitigated to the extent feasible. The project is not required to conduct environmental review on existing processes.

[bookmark: _Hlk36657862]Response to Comment 2-F2-19: The Transportation Energy Technical Study, Appendix E, found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. In 2016, in response to Executive Order B-32-15, the California Department of Transportation, CARB, the California Energy Commission and the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development published the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan (“CSFAP”). The CSFAP was the beginning of a comprehensive effort by the State of California to transition “to a more efficient, more economically competitive, and less polluting freight system.” (CSFAP, p. 1.) The CSFAP discussed policies and objectives in support of transitioning to near-zero and zero-emission freight vehicles, including heavy-duty trucks, but CARB recognized at that time, that no commercially available technology zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks were available and that zero- and near-zero emission technologies are still at the demonstration phase.[footnoteRef:225] Since then, some zero emission trucks have become available for limited applications, but the Class 7 and Class 8 heavy-duty trucks are still Recognizing the challenges in transitioning to zero-emission heavy duty trucks, CARB proposed in late 2019, the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, which proposes to require manufacturers to make a certain percentage of sales of zero-emission trucks and buses. CARB received numerous comments on the proposed Regulation, and it has not been formally adopted, but CARB’s Staff Report in support of the Regulation provided a detailed evaluation of the market in the Staff Report, including Appendix E, Zero Emission Truck Market Assessment. The Staff Report notes the importance of heavy duty trucks: “Heavy-duty trucks operate through California in numerous vocations and are an essential part of the state’s economy.” (Staff Report, p. I-4.) The Staff Report outlines the challenges in ZEV market, particularly with respect to heavy-duty trucks, including the incremental cost of ZEVs, infrastructure investment cost and availability, matching vehicle capability with fleet need and diverging standards. (Staff Report, pp. I-14 – I-17.) The Regulation sets forth proposed percentage sales for Class 7-8 Tractor Group at 3% by 2024. CARB’s evaluation of the market and its proposed goal of 3% for 2024 demonstrates that Class 7-8 heavy-duty truck are not currently commercially available. [225: 	California Air Resources Board, 2015. Draft Heavy-Duty Technology And Fuels Assessment: Overview, April. Available online: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/tech/techreport/ta_overview_v_4_3_2015_final_pdf.pdf?_ga=2.207832726.540754214.1560412530-179310568.1519193875.] 


Moreover, according to a Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks for the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, zero-emission and near zero-emission on-road haul truck availability, as of late-2018, includes one zero-emission and one near zero-emission fuel-technology platform sold by Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) in commercially available Class 8 trucks suitable for drayage.[footnoteRef:226] With the development of zero-emission and near zero-emission platforms, infrastructure has emerged as one of the most significant near-term barriers to wide-scale adoption of these technologies due to standardization difficulties and the ability to develop the full charging infrastructure required by 2021. Additionally, according to the Feasibility Assessment, one OEM plans to begin offering a zero-emission battery-electric Class 8 truck by 2021, the other OEMs have similar or later timeframes. Furthermore, the International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT) in a November 2017 white paper titled “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles”[footnoteRef:227] states that there are “prevailing barriers to widespread viability” of plug-in electric heavy-duty freight vehicles, primarily limited electric range, high vehicle cost, long recharging time, and tradeoffs on cargo weight and/or volume. This report does not cite drayage trucking (Class 8) as a promising segment for widespread commercialization, further proof that the zero-emission and near zero-emission truck fleet won’t be viable during construction of the Project or possibly be readily available enough for use during operation of the Project. CARB’s latest working group meeting Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy on May 8, 2019 shows that the Zero Emission Vehicle technology readiness for medium- and heavy-duty trucks is primarily in the demonstration phase in 2019 which includes technology development and early stage demonstrations.[footnoteRef:228] As of late last year, CARB is funding a couple of pilot programs for electric truck fleets. BYD (Build Your Dreams) and Anheuser-Busch announced that Anheuser-Busch will pilot a scale project by deploying 21 BYD battery electric trucks at four Anheuser-Busch distribution facilities across southern California: Sylmar, Riverside, Pomona, and Carson. This is a landmark achievement as the largest Class 8 electric truck deployment in North America. Additionally, another pilot program includes replacing PepsiCo’s existing diesel powered freight equipment with fifteen Tesla Semi electric trucks with “zero-emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE)” trucks and equipment at its Frito-Lay Modesto, California, manufacturing site by 2021. As the comment notes, automakers are expanding their electric vehicles to heavy duty trucks. However, the extent of commercial availability of such trucks as the WLC begins operations is unknown. Furthermore, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintain their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project has committed under various mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations. [226: 	Port of Long Beach & The Port of Los Angeles, 2019. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, 2018 Feasibility Assessment for Drayage Trucks, April. Available online: http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/documents/final-drayage-truck-feasibility-assessment.pdf/.]  [227: 	Moultak, M., Lutsey, N., Hall, D., “Transitioning to Zero-Emission Heavy-Duty Freight Vehicles,” The International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), September 26, 2017, Available online: https://www.theicct.org/publications/transitioning-zero-emission-heavy-duty-freightvehicles.]  [228: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Third Work Group for the FY 2019-20 Heavy-Duty Three-Year Investment Strategy, May 8. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-05/050819_3yp_wg3_handout.pdf] 


As electric heavy-duty trucks become commercially available, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates. Since this is a programmatic EIR, subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC Project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.[footnoteRef:229] However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if additional significant impacts are found.[footnoteRef:230] Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. [229: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)]  [230: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)] 


Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, regarding interconnectivity with MVU’s distribution system and limitations that current MVU rules impose on solar PV capacity at the project site. A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery (see Appendix E, Energy, of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Response to Comment 2-F2-20: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B(a) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) requires that “signs shall be prominently displayed informing truck drivers about the California Air Resources Board diesel idling regulations, and the prohibition of parking in residential areas.” Although overnight parking is prohibited by the Specific Plan (see page 3-10 of the Specific Plan, Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR), truck parking lanes are included in the project design and designated resting areas would be provided at the CNG/LNG fueling station for truck drivers to rest. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B has been revised to include a requirement for ten electrical outlets for each building for use of electric APUs. Generally, approximately three to five trucks would need to run their APUs while they rest prior to a trip. Therefore, the requirement for ten outlets for each building is a conservative approach that would ensure that enough outlets are available should the demand exist.

o)	For each building, the developer shall provide ten electrical outlets for the use of electric APUs to be located at the dock doors near the shipping offices, or an alternate location with access to electrical outlets.

Response to Comment 2-F2-21: The project will include features that would support the use of alternative modes of transportation such as bicycles. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A (page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) requires the incorporation of Class II bike lanes and pedestrian pathways into site circulation, site design and building placement to provide pedestrian connections between internal and external facilities, and pedestrian connection of the project to residential uses within 0.25 miles away. Additionally, the project would provide bicycle parking, shower facilities, and transit availability and scheduling to all tenants and their workers (Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A(j)).

As detailed on pages 3-13 and 3-14 of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR), the project will connect to and extend the existing multi-use trail on the north side of Eucalyptus Avenue to continue along Street B to Gilman Springs Road and then southerly to connect with the trail head as shown in Exhibit 3-16, below. In addition, a future connection between the trailhead to the SJWA (located on the project site) will be allowed to be constructed by others.

[image: ]

Response to Comment 2-F2-22: The 2010 engine standard was specified because it complies with the CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation and Drayage Truck Regulations. As stated in the regulation, by January 1, 2023, all diesel trucks need to have 2010 model year engines.[footnoteRef:231] The POLB and POLA “Clean Truck Program” is discussed on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The “Clean Truck Program” commenced on October 1, 2018 and states that any new trucks registered in the Port Drayage Truck Registry (PDTR) must be model year 2014 or newer. Drayage trucks registered in the PDTR prior to October 1, 2018, that are current on their annual registration fees as of September 30, 2018 and are compliant with state law may continue to operate at the POLB and POLA.[footnoteRef:232] Thus, current trucks that are currently registered in the PDTR do not need to be 2014 compliant but do need to be 2010 compliant if diesel fueled as specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. Since the WLC would utilize truck fleets from other companies, all fleets will have to meet CARB requirements, as specified in the California Code of Regulations, and those fleets that have trucks that would go to the POLB and the POLA would have to meet their more stringent “Clean Truck Program” requirements. Therefore, CARB’s Truck and Bus Regulation which requires 2010 compliant engines is the requirement for the WLC since most truck fleets will have all their current trucks registered in the PDTR. As the fleets acquire new trucks, those would be required to be 2014 compliant in accordance with the “Clean Truck Program” if they intend to go to the ports; however, if they don’t go to the ports, they would only need to be 2010 compliant. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR chose the 2010 model year required by the CARB Truck and Bus Regulation instead of the 2014 model year referenced in the “Clean Truck Program.” At full build-out, the number of heavy-duty diesel trucks daily will be 10,831 (Table 4.15-14 on page 4.15-30 of the 2018 RSFEIR) of which only 261 daily truck trips will be coming from the ports (page 4.15-112 – 4.15-113 of the 2018 RSFEIR). [231: 	California Air Resources Board, 2019. Truck and Bus Regulation Compliance Requirement Overview. Last Updated June 18, 2019. Available online at: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/msprog/onrdiesel/documents/fsregsum.pdf]  [232: 	Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, 2018. San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, September. Available online at: http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=14684] 


Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generation limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). A system that combines PV with battery storage of excess solar generation was considered, but the MVU solar sizing limitations and the estimated WLC Project demands do not result in excess solar generation to charge a battery. Thus, due to the MVU solar sizing limits, PV solar generation would be utilized for the Project and there would be no excess solar generation for battery storage, renewable hydrogen storage, ice storage, chilled water storage, or the sale of excess power generation to MVU or other utilities for their renewable portfolio content requirements. In addition, MVU’s Time-of-Use rate structure[footnoteRef:233] is not compatible with the Project’s peak electrical usage (load curve) making the use of batteries to deliver any meaningful reduction an unviable option. The outcome of the WLC supply-side analysis is that this Project is committed to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the project (Mitigation Measure 4.16.4.6.1C). [233: 	Tenants of the WLC will contract for utility services directly with MVU. The rate structure for each account is determined by the monthly maximum demand. WSP expects that all proposed buildings in the WLC will exceed the 20 kW demand threshold specified by MVU and will therefore be subject to Schedule C – Large General Service. Tenants will also be eligible for Schedule TOU-LGS – Time of Use – Large General Service rates. However, analysis using energy models and 15-minute interval consumption data from five existing logistics buildings in the MVU service territory determined that a time-of-use rate is not advantageous to the customer. Furthermore, MVU imposes limits on the capacity of on-site solar PV generation that can be installed by their customers. Per Resolution No. 2017-20 the “maximum solar generating capacity that will be approved to be connected to each meter is up to 50% of the meter minimum daytime load.” This dramatically limits the amount of on-site solar generation that can be currently installed at WLC buildings. MVU currently has no policies or rules that would allow WLC to use battery storage to increase usage of solar electricity.] 


Response to Comment 2-F2-23: Construction and operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through implementation of mitigation measures and project design features. Construction emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require the use of Tier 4 construction equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where feasible, low-VOC paints and cleaning solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses.

Page 4.3-61 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the settlement that the project’s developers have entered into with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The agreement requirements the payment of 64 cents per square foot for each building to SCAQMD as the Project is constructed. Funds may be used by SCAQMD for any purpose to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin although the SCAQMD has indicated that the funds will be used “to develop mitigation efforts focused on reducing emissions in the areas affected by the warehouse project.”[footnoteRef:234] One possible use might be that individual or fleet truck owners servicing the Project could be offered a financial incentive to purchase a near-zero or zero-emission truck model, similar to the Carl Moyer Program. This type of program has been an effective tool for more than 19 years in speeding the transition of heavy-duty trucks and other equipment to cleaner models. In the 2017 Reporting Cycle for the Carl Moyer Program (Funding Years 8-19), $87,373,480 was funded for “On-Road” vehicles by the SCAQMD for a reduction of 6,265 tons of NOX and ROG emissions, and a reduction of 145.3 tons of PM emissions, with an average cost effectiveness of $11,612. Using those costs and resulting reductions in emissions, the $26,000,000 Air Quality Improvement Fee could result in a reduction of 1,864 tons of NOX and ROG emissions, and a PM reduction of 43 tons of PM emissions. Because it is unknown at this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD through the use of the $26,000,000 that will result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume that any particular improvement will take place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft recirculated RSFEIR do not include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might occur as a result of the settlement and the payment of the money. The SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment Q). The Settlement Agreement states: [234: 	SCAQMD press released October, 21, 2016, announcing the settlement.] 


“[A]ll parties agree that the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee will adequately mitigate heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction and operation of the World Logistics Center as described in the EIR and that no additional charges will be imposed on the World Logistics Center to mitigate emissions, including NOx, described in the EIR from heavy-duty trucks.”

As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation of the WLC (operation HRA) would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5.A, requiring the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or off-site receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC.

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. PM2.5 best represents diesel PM. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. With mitigation the potential health effects from PM2.5 show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). With mitigation, potential ozone-related health effects due to the project, increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups) over background health incidence. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes.

Response to Comment 2-F2-24: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) requires best management practices with respect to the operation and maintenance of construction equipment. Specifically, off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower must meet US EPA Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, off-road diesel-powered equipment may be in the “on” position for no more than 10 hours per day, all equipment must be properly maintained according to manufacturer specifications, on-site idling shall be limited to three minutes in any one hour, all diesel powered construction equipment, delivery vehicles, and trucks shall be turned off when not in use, and electrical hook ups to the electrical grid shall be provided for electric construction tools.

See Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for discussion on commercial availability of zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment.

The Project would include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging stations and designated parking for clean vehicles pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Additionally, the project will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates.

Response to Comment 2-F2-25: As discussed on page 4.17-5, project buildings would be subject to the current version of Title 24 building standards when the buildings are built and the project’s energy conservation measures and project design features will exceed the current minimum Title 24 requirements by approximately 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout (page 4.17-21). The Title 24 update (2019) focuses on integrating solar photovoltaic and other renewables with energy storage taking Title 24 closer toward the state’s zero net energy (ZNE) goals calling for all commercial buildings to be ZNE by the year 2030. The project is proactively embracing an all-electric building design and committing that the energy requirements of all office space will be supplied by rooftop solar energy systems to effectively get ZNE for the office space of each building (page 4.17-19). Additionally, the Project is committing to solar-ready roof construction (i.e., structural upgrades to allow the installation of solar photovoltaic systems on the roof of each building) to ensure that the project would be net-zero-ready and in a stronger position for compliance with future Title 24 updates (page 4.17-19).

In regard to including contractual language in the tenant lease agreements, tenants are required to abide by the following mitigation measures or they won’t get a lease. With regard to clean equipment operating on site, tenants will be required per mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B k) (page 4.3-53) which requires all yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers) to be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards equal to Tier 4 Interim or greater. Any on-road engines in the yard trucks shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. With regard to the WLC providing infrastructure to support zero-emission vehicles, the project is using the highest planning standards in setting a minimum for electrical charging stations (4.17-28) which the tenants will provide. Additionally, as noted, the project requires the construction and operation of an alternative fueling station to encourage the use of alternative heavy-duty technologies (page 4.3-54). Finally, as stated above, buildings must satisfy Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D (page 4.7-28), which requires:

Installation of solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses in each warehouse building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting to their grid, whichever is greater;

Increased efficiency of buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is stricter; and

Obtaining the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” for the buildings constructed at the World Logistics Center based on Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified standards in effect at the time of project approval.

The WLC is committed to using the cleanest technologies available and to providing as much solar generation as possible under MVU regulations (see Topical Response E).

Response to Comment 2-F2-26: See Response to Comment 2-F2-22 for discussion of the model year 2014 engine standard and appropriateness for the project.

Response to Comment 2-F2-27: See Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for discussion on commercial availability of zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F2-25 for a discussion on service equipment being zero-emission or alternatively fueled. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.3B l) (pages 4.3-53 – 4.3-54) states that all diesel trucks entering logistics sites shall meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025 or be powered by natural gas, electricity, or other diesel alternative. Although light- and medium-duty delivery trucks and vans exist, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment, trucks, etc., or what the truck fleets will consist of at the time of operation. Therefore, including contractual language to require zero-emission trucks is not reasonable at this time. However, mitigation measure 4.3.6.3C (page 4.3-54) provides for a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels, (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for onsite truck use and purchase by the motoring public. Since this is a programmatic EIR, subsequent discretionary approvals for the WLC project will be examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If no subsequent EIR is required pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City can approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new environmental documents would need to be prepared.[footnoteRef:235] However, if a subsequent discretionary approval has effects that are not examined in the program EIR, additional environmental documentation will be required per CEQA, which may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found.[footnoteRef:236] At that time, if zero-emission technologies become available at a later date, due to real-world circumstances, they can be incorporated into future environmental documents as mitigation. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards. [235: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)]  [236: 	State CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)] 


Response to Comment 2-F2-28: See Response to Comment 2-F2-22 for discussion of the model year 2014 engine standard and appropriateness for the project and Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for discussion on commercial availability of zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment. Although heavy-duty trucks exist, they are not readily available for use in commercial fleets and it is unknown when they will be available. Additionally, it is not known who future users of the WLC will be or what their operational needs will require in terms of equipment, trucks, etc., or what the truck fleets will consist of at the time of operation. Therefore, including contractual language to require zero-emission trucks is not reasonable at this time.

Response to Comment 2-F2-29: The commenter recommends requiring the use of battery-powered off-road equipment with power ratings below 19 kw during construction. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (page 4.3-53 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) requires all yard trucks and emergency generators to be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Additionally, any off-road engines are required to meet Tier 4 interim or greater emissions standards. Therefore, although the mitigation measure does not expressly require the use of battery-powered off-road equipment, the mitigation measure requires that non-diesel-powered equipment, which would reduce emissions, be used.

Response to Comment 2-F2-30: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3E (page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) prohibits refrigerated warehouse space “unless it can be demonstrated that the environmental impacts resulting from the inclusion of refrigerated space and its associated facilities, including, but not limited to, refrigeration units in vehicles serving the logistics warehouse, do not exceed any environmental impact for the entire World Logistics Center”. Pursuant to the mitigation, any warehouse seeking to include refrigerated space would be required to conduct further environmental analysis and include plans for “electrical hookups at dock doors to provide power for vehicles equipped with Transportation Refrigeration Units (TRUs).” At present, there are no TRU’s, hydrogen fuel cell transport refrigeration, or cryogenic transport refrigeration associated with the Project.

Response to Comment 2-F2-31: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) requires best management practices with respect to the operation and maintenance of construction equipment. Specifically, off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower must meet US EPA Tier 4 interim or greater off-road emissions standards, off-road diesel-powered equipment may be in the “on” position for no more than 10 hours per day, all equipment must be properly maintained according to manufacturer specifications, on-site idling shall be limited to three minutes in any one hour, all diesel powered construction equipment, delivery vehicles, and trucks shall be turned off when not in use, and electrical hook ups to the electrical grid shall be provided for electric construction tools. A copy of each unit’s certification tier specification shall be available for inspection by the City at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

Response to Comment 2-F2-32: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) requires that construction equipment maintenance records be kept on site during construction and shall be available for inspection by the City of Moreno Valley.

Response to Comment 2-F2-33: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A a) requires off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall meet USEPA Tier 4 interim or greater off-road emissions standards. A copy of each unit’s certification tier specification shall be available for inspection by the City at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

Response to Comment 2-F2-34: See Response to Comment 2-F2-22 for discussion of the model year 2014 engine standard and appropriateness for the project.

See Response to Comment 2-F2-19 for discussion on commercial availability of zero-emission on-road heavy-duty trucks and off-road equipment.

Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzes a Low, Medium, and High EV penetration scenario and the potential for alternative energy for electrified trucks by looking at the overall potential for solar energy at the project site. The Transportation Energy Technical Study found that zero emission vehicle (ZEV) technology is steadily developing for both light-duty and heavy-duty vehicles, driven by both regulatory developments and market forces. However, the study found that while the commercialization of ZEV technology passenger vehicles is occurring rapidly, the development of electric medium- or heavy-duty vehicles is still in the pilot or demonstration phase and it is not possible to predict when they will become commercially available. Nonetheless, WLC will accommodate ZEV technologies by planning for appropriate onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates.

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (page 4.3-53) requires that records on fleet equipment and vehicle engine maintenance be maintained and made available for inspection by the City by all tenants to ensure that equipment and vehicles are maintained pursuant to manufacturer’s specifications.

Response to Comment 2-F2-35: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.2A(g) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-42) requires that all construction contractors be provided with information on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Surplus Off-Road Opt-In “SOON” funds.

Response to Comment 2-F2-36: This comment is similar to Comment 2-F2-34. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F2-34, above.

Response to Comment 2-F2-37: The Project would include the installation of electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging stations and designated parking for clean vehicles pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A(g) (page 4.3-61) requires at least six percent of the total parking spaces for buildings for 200 parking spaces or more be capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Part (i) of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.4A requires that preferred and designated parking for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles equivalent to what is required under Title 24 or the Moreno Valley Municipal Code, whichever requires the higher number of carpool/vanpool stalls.

At a minimum, the Project will install enough solar power in both phases to meet energy needs of the Project’s office spaces (mitigation measure 4.7.6.1D on page 4.7-28). Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generation limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. Due to the highly speculative nature of the EV penetration in Phase 2, as Mitigation measure 4.7.6.1.D has been revised to require that the WLC will proactively upgrade the structural integrity of the roof on each building to accommodate the possibility of future solar installation over the entire roof to meet the charging capacity of the Vehicle EV Penetration scenarios, discussed below.

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR included an analysis and evaluation of the Project’s electric requirements to meet building and electric vehicle usage (Section 4.17, Energy). Because the project is proposed to be developed over a long period of time, the assessment of future energy demand by fuel type may consider likely achievements related to the development and improvement of technologies to reduce or displace traditional fossil fuel energy consumption. The following scenarios were developed in the WLC Transportation Energy Technical Report (See Appendix E.1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) based on varying degrees of electric vehicles projected to be in use at the time of the project’s Phase 1 development in 2025 and full buildout in 2035 and their effects on overall project energy use. These scenarios form the basis for considering the project’s potential impacts to energy consumption and generation in Section 4.17.7 Impacts Analysis: Vehicle Scenario A, Low EV Penetration, Vehicle Scenario B, Medium EV Penetration, and Vehicle Scenario C, High EV Penetration (pages 4.17-16 – 4.17-18). This analysis looks at the electricity usage for the Project based on the building square footage and the penetration of EV and their charging requirements.

Response to Comment 2-F2-38: Page 5-14 of the World Logistics Center Specific Plan (Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR) lists on-site design standards for building locations. Standard 5.2.4.2 requires that “Buildings shall be oriented so that loading and service areas are screened from view from streets and public areas.” Standard 5.2.10 requires that “service, storage, maintenance, loading, refuse collection areas and similar facilities are to be located out of view of public roadways and buildings on adjacent sites, or screened by architectural barriers.”

Building setbacks are required to be at least 250 feet from residentially zoned properties as measured from the zoning boundary (page 2-5 of the Specific Plan). The 500-meter separation distance, the commenter discusses, was based on emissions from trucks that were not 2010-compliant. Therefore, the 500-meter buffer is not applicable to the construction and operation of the WLC, especially, in light of the HRA conducted using the current OEHHA Guidance, which didn’t take into account the results of the HEI ACES studies or building setbacks. The HRA assumed that emissions associated with on-site activity would occur up to the WLC project boundary, ensuring a conservative analysis. Furthermore, the 250-foot buffer is sufficient for less than significant health impacts as evidenced by the WLC HRA.

As discussed on page 3-8 of the Specific Plan, “the circulation system is designed to move large vehicles between the regional highway system and the businesses of the World Logistics Center while directing heavy trucks away from nearby residential neighborhoods. The World Logistics Center plan directs all heavy truck traffic to SR-60 and Gilman Springs Road and away from Redlands Boulevard (south of Eucalyptus Avenue) and Cactus Avenue. These prohibitions are incorporated in the City’s Truck Route Ordinance.” See Exhibit 3-11 Truck Routes found on page 3-8 of the Specific Plan, below.
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Response to Comment 2-F2-39: Project trip generation as studied in the project Traffic Impact Analysis is based on substantial evidence collected by the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE). As discussed on page 29 of the TIA (see Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR), data from a 2016 ITE study (High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis) and data from the 10th edition of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual was used in the analysis to determine project trip generation. As long as future tenant operations are consistent with the assumed “high-cube warehouse” land use category, it is reasonable to assume that trip generation would be consistent with that analyzed in the 2018 RSFEIR. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 4.15.7.4A (see page 4.15-129 of the 2018 RSFEIR) requires that a TIA be submitted in conjunction with each Plot Plan application within the WLC. The intent of this measure is to determine if any of the traffic improvements identified in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR would need to be implemented as a part of each specific plot plan. During preparation of this required building-specific TIA, trip generation for that facility would be identified and traffic-related impacts analyzed.

Response to Comment 2-F2-40: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) requires that signage directing trucks to the designated truck routes be posted at each project exit driveway. Project trucks are anticipated to arrive at the site via State Route 60 to the north, using the Redlands Boulevard, World Logistics Center Parkway, and/or Gilman Springs off ramps and anticipated to leave the site following the same route to State Route 60. Based on the location of State Route 60, to the north of the project site and north of Eucalyptus Avenue, trucks would not need to travel south of Eucalyptus Avenue to gain access to the project site. Therefore, due to the location of regional access routes, project access points, and required rerouting of construction traffic, it is reasonable to assume that project trucks would follow directional signage when leaving the project site toward regional access routes.

Response to Comment 2-F2-41: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B(a) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) requires that “signs shall be prominently displayed informing truck drivers about the California Air Resources Board diesel idling regulations, and the prohibition of parking in residential areas.” Although overnight parking is prohibited by the Specific Plan (see page 3-10 of the Specific Plan, Appendix H-1 of the 2015 FEIR), truck parking stalls are included in the project design and designated resting areas would be provided at the CNG/LNG fueling station for truck drivers to rest.

Response to Comment 2-F2-42: Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generation limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. The outcome of the WLC supply-side analysis is that this Project is committed to providing renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the project (MM 4.16.4.6.1C). Refer to Response to Comment 2-F2-17.

Response to Comment 2-F2-43: The commenter recommends requiring electric landscaping equipment and alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters during project operations. Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B part k) of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.3-53) has been revised as follows:

k)	All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.

In addition, the following requirement has been added to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B:

p)	All industrial sweepers shall be equipped with HEPA filters.

Response to Comment 2-F2-44: Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1B of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.7-29) requires energy-efficient roofing systems (“cool roofs”), cool pavement materials such as lighter-colored pavement materials, and installation of energy-efficient appliances that achieve 2016 California Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards (e.g., EnergyStar® Appliances). Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1.C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (page 4.7-29) requires the developer to submit energy calculations that demonstrate compliance with performance approach to the California Energy Efficiency Standards for each new structure. Compliance may include, but not be limited to, high-efficiency air-conditioning, isolated high-efficiency air-conditioning zone control, and use of EnergyStar® existing lighting or exit signage. Additionally, as discussed on page 4.7-47 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Specific Plan requires vehicle parking areas to be landscaped to provide a shade canopy of 50 percent coverage at maturity.

Response to Comment 2-F2-45: The City has considered available South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and California Air Resources Board (CARB) guidance with regard to local planning and warehouse siting. The 1,000-foot separation is a recommendation because 1,000 feet substantially reduces public exposure to diesel PM concentrations resulting from a project. As shown in Section 4.3, and discussed above in Response to Comment 2-F2-23, cancer risks and health risks primarily from diesel PM, were determined to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation. Therefore, although the WLC is not separated from sensitive receptors by 1,000 feet, it was shown that the project would have less than significant health risks to on-site and off-site sensitive receptors with mitigation. The WLC is subject to all applicable current and future SCAQMD rules and regulations and will obtain all necessary permits. Additionally, the project would be subject to all applicable future guidance issued by SCAQMD and CARB, including SCAQMD’s proposed Indirect Source Rule (see Topical Response D for information on the Indirect Source Rule), as discussed on page 4.3-13 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 2-F2-46: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR, dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-15.

Response to Comment 2-F2-47: This comment received on the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is the same comment received from the Sierra Club on the 2018 RSFEIR, dated September 10, 2018. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F6-16.

Response to Comment 2-F2-48: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-F2-49: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943188]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F3: Adriano L. Martinez, Earthjustice

Response to Comment 2-F3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-F3-2: The comment references Earthjustice’s prior comments, and states that the letter solely provides additional comments on the GHG analysis. The comment also states that they are concerned about the “health, ecological, and global consequences of this project.” Under CEQA, the environmental risks of a project are to be weighed against its economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093.) Here, the WLC Project provides substantial benefits by contributing 40,600,000 square feet of logistics space to the goods movement system supported by SCAG in the 2016 RTP/SCS; provides 25,000 on-site jobs and over 7,500 indirect/induced jobs in the region, over half of which are projected to be within the City; provides sufficient solar for its office uses and solar-ready buildings; provides infrastructure for zero-emission vehicles; and provides commitments to exceed regulatory standards, such as model year 2010 diesel engines and Tier 4 engine off-road construction equipment, and three-minute idling restrictions. The WLC Project constitutes smart growth for the Southern California region, supporting economic growth in an environmentally intelligent manner.

No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and specific comments are addressed in responses below (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) The prior comments provided by Earthjustice were addressed in the response to comments on the 2018 RSFEIR. The greenhouse gas analysis in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is based on current scientific and regulatory guidance on the preparation of such studies, is legally adequate.

Response to Comment 2-F3-3: Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart or create a “novel exemption” from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017) (AIR). The Natural Resources Agency (Agency) understood the role that the cap-and-trade program would play when CEQA Guidelines §15064.4 was added in 2010 and stated “regulations that will require actual reduction in GHG emission may not be adopted until 2012. Once those regulations are adopted and being implemented, they may, if appropriate, be used to assist in the determination of significance, similar to the current use of air quality, water quality, and other similar environmental regulations.”[footnoteRef:237] The precedent set in AIR, which was relied on by the trial court, is precisely the same CEQA analysis used by the City in its review of the impacts of the WLC (determining only whether the projects uncapped emissions exceeded the CEQA threshold of significance). Additionally, the AIR opinion involved a refinery which was a covered entity under the cap-and-trade program for fuels but not for electricity because it didn’t produce electricity. The court held that the electricity used by the refinery wasn’t to be considered when determining if the greenhouse gas emissions exceeded the CEQA threshold of significance (i.e., the environmental impact report for the refinery was correct in not counting the capped emissions associated with the electricity – emissions which had already been accounted for and mitigated by the producer of the electricity – when determining if the refinery’s emissions were significant). [237: 	California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, Amending the State CEQA Guidelines Addressing the Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to SB97 at 27 (MJN2 at 12). Available online: https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.] 


Topical Response A also demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. CARB stated that its adoption of the cap-and-trade program did not speak to CEQA in any manner; “staff does not believe that CARB has the authority to make determinations regarding CEQA mitigation for projects for which it is not the lead agency, e.g., projects that fall within the authority of local permitting authorities. Lead agencies are responsible for determining the baselines for GHG emissions for their respective projects that are subject to CEQA, and for determining the level of significance for impacts.”[footnoteRef:238] The AIR opinion noted that CARB’s cap-and-trade regulations were a statewide plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions (17 Cal. App. 5th at 741-742). Thus, the only court to address the question held that capped emissions need not be counted when determining if a project’s greenhouse gas emissions exceeded a project’s CEQA threshold of significance. In doing so, the court was following the lead of the agencies charged with the oversight of both the cap-and-trade program and CEQA, and they do not disagree with the approach taken by the City on analyzing GHG emissions for the WLC. [238: 	California Air Resources Board, 2011. Final Statement of Reasons California’s Cap-and0Trade Program. Final Statement of Reasons at 71, AR 2079. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/capandtrade10/fsor.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020] 


As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

The comment also refers to the Agency’s response to a comment by the California Building Industry Association (CBIA) on the proposed CEQA Guidelines (adopted in 2018), where the CBIA had requested that the Agency revise Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines to account for the AIR decision. The Agency declined to make any changes in response to the comment, stating that the decision “has not been consistently applied by any other appellate courts.” However, the AIR decision had not been considered by any other appellate courts at the time. The Agency also made various statements regarding the scope of the decision and its holding, but the courts of the State of California will determine the precedential effect of the AIR decision. The comment also quotes the Agency’s response that “CARB’s analysis is consistent with this Agency’s discussion of how greenhouse gas regulations factor into a CEQA analysis” citing its Final Statement of Reasons from 2009 that “Lead agencies should note … that compliance with one requirement, affecting only one source of a project’s emissions, may not necessarily support a conclusion that all of the project’s emissions are less than significant.” With respect to the WLC Project, the capped GHG emissions from Cap-and-Trade sources were not considered when evaluating whether the threshold of significance was exceeded.

Response to Comment 2-F3-4: Topical Response A describes why Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project and demonstrates that the use of Cap-and-Trade was “considered” accurate as one of many complementary programs necessary to achieve the state’s GHG reduction goals. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identified reductions to GHG emissions either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures consistent with the State’s plan to reduce GHG emissions. The results of those mitigation measures are shown in Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent presented in Topical Response A. As stated in Topical Response A, this approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation”[footnoteRef:239] which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels, including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents a complete analysis of the GHG emissions, capped and uncapped, and demonstrates how the Cap-and-Trade Program functions to reduce and mitigate GHG emissions from fuels combustion and electricity use. The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide, as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program, and the GHG cap is always decreasing. Further, the consideration of using only Project uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA, as approved by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD, and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708, 718 (2017). [239: 	Policy 2025-2, June 25,2014. Available Online: https://www.valleyair.org/policies_per/Policies/APR-2025.pdf] 


“Second, we interpret the reference in Guidelines section 15064.4, subdivision (b)(3) to “regulations … adopted to implement a statewide … plan for the reduction of mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions” to include California’s cap-and-trade program. We also interpret Guidelines section 15064.4 as authorizing a lead agency to determine that a project’s greenhouse gas emissions will have a less than significant effect on the environment based on the project’s compliance with the cap-and-trade program. Accordingly, we conclude the EIR’s discussion of greenhouse gas emissions contains no prejudicial error.”

As described in Topical Response A, all GHG emissions from the Project have been accounted for, analyzed, and all uncapped emissions mitigated to less than significant. Capped Project GHG emissions were accounted for, and mitigated, at the producer level through the Cap-and-Trade Program and were mitigated through mitigation measures imposed on the Project. See Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As demonstrated, there would be no significant impacts associated with the Project, and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals (see Topical Response B, Scoping Plan/State Attainment Goals).

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comment 2-F3-5: Topical Response A examines why the Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates capped emissions (consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and consumption of electricity) and why those covered emissions are not compared against the Project’s significance threshold. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent, as outlined in Topical Response A. This approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD. The SJVAPCD policy, “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation,” acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced statewide, as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program, and the GHG cap is always decreasing. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s approach of comparing uncapped emissions against the Project’s significance threshold was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Additionally, the Cap-and-Trade Program has been adopted to ensure reduction of GHG emissions on a statewide basis through 2030. Furthermore, CARB is planning on extending the program to achieve the State’s 2050 goal. (See 17 California Code of Regulation §§95840(d) and 95841(b) as well as the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 1)

Additionally, compliance with Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines does not require that the GHG emissions be mitigated to zero (which is what the commenter seems to be suggesting). Section 15064.4 allows a program to be relied upon where it provides “for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” As noted in the comment, the Cap-and-Trade program will reduce GHG emissions substantially and fuel suppliers are covered by the Cap-and-Trade program. The comment seems to suggest that the “remaining emissions” from Cap-and-Trade’s covered sectors such as fuel suppliers need to be eliminated, but that would entail reducing or eliminating the use of fuel. Reducing the use of fuel altogether is a different issue addressed through other means, such as the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The RTP/SCS demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation when compared against the significance threshold.

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comment 2-F3-6: As discussed in Topical Response A, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identified reductions to GHG emissions either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures consistent with the State’s plan to reduce GHG emissions. The Project incorporates project design features and construction and operational mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions and energy demand, including LEED certification for buildings (Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1B and 4.7.6.1C of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and attempts to achieve as close to zero net uncapped emissions for the project with incorporation of solar to meet CARB’s requirements of the 2017 Update to the Scoping Plan. Thus, the WLC has committed to a project which would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Response A.

The comment references the 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 and 2017 Updates to the Scoping Plan to argue that Cap-and-Trade was not the “sole strategy” to meet the State’s climate goals (refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan). Again, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not assert that Cap-and-Trade is CARB’s sole strategy to meet the State’s climate goals. The comment appears to select certain quotations from the scoping plans but omits significant passages from the scoping plans which demonstrate the importance of Cap-and-Trade to achieving the State’s climate goals.

The 2008 Scoping Plan states (p. ES-13):

Similarly, measures like the cap-and-trade program, energy efficiency programs, the California clean car standards, and the renewables portfolio standard will all play central roles in helping California meet its 2020 reduction requirements. Yet, these strategies will also figure prominently in California’s efforts beyond 2020. Some of these measures, like energy efficiency programs and the renewables portfolio standard, have already delivered greenhouse gas emissions reduction benefits that will expand over time. Others, like the cap and-trade program, will put in place a foundation on which to build well into the future. All of these measures, and many others in the plan, will ensure that California meets its 2020 target and is positioned to continue its international role as leader in the fight against global warming to 2050 and beyond.

Further, the comment, in footnote 6, mischaracterizes the amount of GHG reductions estimated from Cap-and-Trade as 34.4 million metric tons. The reference to 34.4 million metric tons appears from be from Table 2 in the 2008 Scoping Plan, although the comment does not provide a citation. With respect to GHG reductions from Cap-and-Trade, the 2008 Scoping Plan states: “The measures listed in Table 2 lead to emissions reductions from sources within the capped sectors (146.6 MMT CO2E) and from sources or sectors not covered by cap-and-trade (27.3 MMT CO2E).” (Scoping Plan, p. 16.) Also, the 34.4 million metric tons from Table 2 is listed as “Additional Reductions Necessary to Achieve the Cap” which was part of the 146.7 MMT CO2E listed as “Estimated Reductions Resulting from the Combination of Cap-and-Trade Program - Complementary Measures.” Also, the formal Cap-and-Trade Program was not adopted until 2013 well after the 2008 Scoping Plan was adopted, and thus, these amounts were estimates for a proposed Cap-and-Trade program.

The comment also misstates the importance of Cap-and-Trade in the 2014 Scoping Plan Update. As stated in the 2014 Scoping Plan Update[footnoteRef:240], the Cap-and-Trade Program is a vital component in achieving both California’s near-and long-term GHG emissions targets. “California’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation is purposely designed to leverage the power of the market in pursuit of an environmental goal. It opens the door for major investment in emission-reducing technologies and sends a clear economic signal that these investments will be rewarded. The Cap-and-Trade Regulation establishes a hard and declining cap on approximately 85 percent of total statewide GHG emissions.”[footnoteRef:241] Again, without providing a citation for the amounts provided, the commenter asserts that Cap-and-Trade “was expected to reduce emissions by only 23 million metric tons.” This figure is from Table 5 of the 2014 Scoping Plan (page 93) which lists sectors covered by Cap-and-Trade, and a review of the table shows that the commenter mischaracterizes these figures. The 23 million metric tons is the difference between those covered sectors and the 2020 cap, and the asterisk states: “Cap-and-Trade emission reductions depend on the emission forecast.” If the covered sectors achieved fewer reductions, then the Cap-and-Trade process would make up the difference through the cap. [240: 	California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 86. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.]  [241: 	California Air Resources Board, 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 86. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.] 


Importantly, all of the scoping plans recognize that GHG emissions will not be reduced to zero, but instead will be reduced to a level that meets the State’s reduction goals. Additionally, none of the scoping plans state that CEQA projects must mitigate any remaining GHG emissions from covered sectors to zero after the application of Cap-and-Trade.

Topical Response A demonstrates that the Project’s GHG approach utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program does not depart from CEQA’s general rule that project-level impacts be properly addressed nor does it obfuscate the full impacts from the Project. Topical Response A describes the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. As discussed in Topical Response A, CARB is the only authority that can regulate vehicle emissions standards in California. As such the Cap-and-Trade Program, as overseen by CARB, can be applied to the Project’s vehicle emissions as the analysis appropriately states that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already regulated and are therefore not required to be analyzed at an individual project level. Furthermore, the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology does not ignore CEQA’s substantive mandate as the 2015 Final EIR evaluated alternatives and provides feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) for GHG emissions to less than significant.

Pursuant to the requirements in AB 32, CARB adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) in 2008, which contains a variety of strategies to reduce the State’s emissions. The First Update to the Scoping Plan was approved in 2014 and the Second Update was approved in 2017 following the passage of SB 32. As described in Section 4.7.2.2 – State Regulations/Standards, AB 398[footnoteRef:242] extended California’s Cap-and-Trade Program through 2030 and the program is adopted as a core strategy in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update for meeting the state’s GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2030. As discussed in Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, the 2017 Scoping Plan Update ”recommends that projects incorporate design features and greenhouse gas reduction measures, to the degree feasible”, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts.[footnoteRef:243] The specific measures by which the Project would achieve this were presented in Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR), in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, and are reiterated below. [242: 	Section 1 of AB 398, which remains in effect until 1/1/31 states the Legislature’s intent to extend the Cap-and-Trade Program to 12/31/30 (Health & Safety Code 38501(i)). Section 2 of AB 398, which becomes effective on 1/1/31, states the Legislature’s intent that CARB design effective GHG emissions with no termination date (Health & Safety 38501(k)). Health & Safety 38551(b) states it’s the Legislature’s intent that reduction in GHG emissions continue beyond 2020.]  [243: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan: The strategy for achieving California’s 2030 greenhouse gas target. Available online at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf.] 


As far as the actions of the local governments, on October 9, 2012, the Moreno Valley City Council approved the Energy Efficiency and Climate Action Strategy and the related Greenhouse Gas Analysis. The Strategy and Analysis documents identify potential programs and policies to reduce overall City energy consumption and increase the use of renewable energy. The Greenhouse Gas Analysis provides a more scientific approach and recommends a target to reducing community-wide GHG emissions consistent with the State reduction goals in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the legislation that provides the basis of the State’s climate action initiatives. Further, the City’s CAP looked only to 2020 and was not relied upon to determine the significance of the Project’s GHG emissions.

The Strategy is intended to be a comprehensive living policy document for the City organization and the community to address energy and water conservation and effects of climate change. The Energy Efficiency section’s primary focus is to identify potential energy efficiency measures for the City as an organization, both those that have been implemented and those that could be implemented in the future. In addition, the document provides direction and policies to ensure the most effective, practical, and affordable, energy use practices are implemented. The focus of the Climate Action section is to promote measures similar to those identified in the Energy Efficiency section and additional measures that can be implemented by the community’s residents and businesses to reduce greenhouse gas emissions on a community-wide basis. The Climate Action Strategy includes an analysis of existing and future greenhouse gas emissions community wide and provides a set of policies to guide efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to meet or exceed State requirements without unduly compromising other community goals.

For further information regarding local government actions, refer to response to Comment 2-F3-7.

[bookmark: _Hlk34208434]Response to Comment 2-F3-7: The discussion of the 2017 Scoping Plan is provided under Section 4.7.2, Regulatory Setting, which discusses rules and regulations that could be applicable to the Project. As discussed in Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, the 2017 Scoping Plan discusses the success of the Cap-and-Trade program. It states that “since the launch of any of the state’s major climate programs, including Cap-and-Trade, economic growth in California has consistently outpaced economic growth in the rest of the country. The state’s average annual growth rate has been double the national average – and ranks second in the country since Cap-and-Trade took effect in 2012. In short, California has succeeded in reducing GHG emissions while also developing a cleaner, resilient economy that uses less energy and generates less pollution.”[footnoteRef:244] Additionally, it affirms that “high efficiency rates, coupled with the Cap-and-Trade Program’s firm emission cap, allow economic activity to increase without corresponding increases in GHG emissions. … Maintaining and extending our successful programs – from the Cap-and-Trade Program and Low Carbon Fuel Standard to zero-emission, renewable energy and energy efficiency programs – will reduce GHGs, increase energy cost savings, offer businesses flexibility to reduce emissions at low cost and provide clear policy and market direction, and certainty, for business planning and investment.”[footnoteRef:245] Thus, as shown, the Cap-and-Trade Program is hugely successful in reducing GHG emissions while allowing the economy to grow. For a discussion of the Scoping Plan and the Scoping Plan Updates, how they are applicable to the Project and how the WLC complies with, and would not conflict with or impede, the implementation of GHG reduction goals identified in SB 375, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan. The Topical Response also discusses the WLC’s measures to reduce emissions through the Scoping Plan sectors including energy, water, waste, and transportation. [244: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES3. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.]  [245: 	California Air Resources Board, 2017. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Page ES7. Available online: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf. Accessed March 3, 2020.] 


SB 375 is discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, under Section 4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability. SB 375 sets regional GHG emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG emission reduction targets set by CARB. A comparison of the WLC project design features and mitigation measures with the 2016 RTP/SCS is presented below. The WLC supports many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their vision.

Integrating strategies for land use and transportation: The WLC supports this concept by bringing jobs to a job-poor city, which will allow the residents to live closer to where they work, provide greater opportunities for biking and walking. The Project will provide ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction, resulting in a reduction of vehicle miles travelled (VMT).

Striving for Sustainability: The WLC supports this theme by using resources efficiently by being one of the most sustainable developments of its kind. The WLC’s innovative environmental design uses water and energy conservation strategies as well as the cleanest diesel technology available, solar, and alternative fuels. The Project will provide ridesharing information to construction employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction.

Leveraging Technology: The WLC will be required to provide an alternative fueling station that will be open prior to the issuance of building permits for more than 25,000,000 square feet of logistics warehousing to serve trucks that use liquefied or compressed natural gas as vehicle fuel (MM 4.3.6.3C, page 4.3-54 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Future development will comply with vehicle fleet fuel requirements at the time of development approval. All operational equipment will use non-diesel technologies and will use electric when available. The following Energy Conservation Measures (ECMs), as outlined in Figure 10 of the RETR, include the following categories that will exceed at minimum compliance with current Title 24 requirements by 12 -16 percent depending on building characteristics: (1) envelope, (2) exterior loads, (3) internal equipment loads, (4) lighting, (5) daylighting, and (6) HVAC. The WLC is required to provide renewable energy through solar panels that will be installed on the rooftops of buildings to help offset the power requirements within the Project (MM 4.7.6.1D, page 4.7-28 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The use of Photovoltaic (PV) in each phase would cover both the peak electric load generated by the offices and the annual energy usage of the offices, thereby achieving effective near zero-emission status for the offices (2018 RSFEIR page 4.17-27).

Supporting commerce, economic growth and opportunity: The Project also builds high-tech logistics facilities that will promote the smooth flow of goods with a goal of utilizing the latest technology to reduce emissions and provide easier access to jobs. Keeping people working close to home will allow them to have a better work life environment and thrive. The Project will provide ridesharing information to employees, provide local bus service, add bicycle lanes and facilities, construct safe pedestrian connections between on-site uses, and ridesharing for commute trip reduction (MM 4.3.6.4A page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

Promoting the links among public health, environmental protection and economic opportunity: The WLC places a priority on public health and reducing Project emissions for better air quality. As stated above, the Project will implement many measures to reduce emissions related to utilizing cleaner burning diesel, alternative fueled trucks and equipment, solar, etc. The WLC also is required to provide the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks, Tier 4 off-road construction equipment, idling restrictions to three minutes in one-hour, and electrical hookups for equipment (MM 4.3.6.2A page 4.3-42 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The Project is also required to provide accessibility to transit, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian access within and to communities within 0.25 miles to promote a more active lifestyle (MM 4.3.6.4A on page 4.3-60 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

As demonstrated above, if the City of Moreno Valley approves the WLC project, it would fulfill its obligation under SB 375 for “smart growth.” In this way, the Project does not rely solely on Cap-and-Trade as GHG emissions mitigation.

Response to Comment 2-F3-8: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to: (1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and (2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. As discussed in Topical Response A, CARB is the only authority that can regulate vehicle emissions standards in California. As such the Cap-and-Trade Program, as overseen by CARB, can be applied to the Project’s vehicle emissions as the analysis appropriately states that emissions generated under the Cap-and-Trade Program are already accounted for, and mitigated, at the producer level and are therefore not required to be considered in determining the significance of GHG emissions at an individual project level. Topical Response A also demonstrates that the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology complies with CEQA. As such, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. Furthermore, the Project’s GHG emissions analysis methodology does not ignore CEQA’s substantive mandate as the 2015 Final EIR evaluated alternatives and provides feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) for uncapped GHG emissions to less than significant. Additionally, refer to Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, which discusses how Cap-and-Trade has been a backbone of the Scoping Plan in reducing emissions, which has allowed the focus of emission reductions to occur in other sectors. It also recognized that capped emissions were accounted for, and mitigated, at the producer level and that those capped emissions were properly not considered when evaluating the project’s GHG emissions against the threshold of significance; nonetheless, the WLC Project has reduced GHG emissions in many of the other sectors outlined in the 2017 Scoping Plan for emissions reductions.

The comment implies that the City is attempting to utilize the Cap-and-Trade Program as a way to relieve the City in their responsibility in fully complying with CEQA. However, as discussed in Topical Response A and response to Comment 2-F3-7, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR accurately estimated the GHG emissions generated from the construction and operation of WLC, identified the GHG impacts, and provided PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions. See Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

The commenter suggests that its interpretation of Cap-and-Trade relative to the 2008 Scoping Plan and the 2014 and 2017 Scoping Plan Updates is “deserving of great weight” citing People v. Harrison, 57 Cal.4th 1211 (2013), a criminal case regarding the Mentally Disordered Offender Act. Refer to responses to Comments 2-F3-5 and 2-F3-6 regarding the commenter’s interpretation of the scoping plans and Cap-and-Trade. In addition, the actual language of the Cap-and-Trade Program along with CARB’s actions in approving Cap-and-Trade for fuel and energy suppliers provide the necessary evidence of CARB’s position on Cap-and-Trade. See Union of Medical Marijuana Patients, Inc. v. City of San Diego, 7 Cal.5th 1171, 1183-84 (2019) (interpretation of statute follows settled principles, first considering words of statute and then legislative history).

Response to Comment 2-F3-9: Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade, discusses how the Cap-and-Trade Program places a cap on certain sectors (e.g. electricity generation, petroleum refining, and cement production) and provides regulatory certainty of reduced future emissions since regulated entities will not be permitted to emit GHG emissions that exceed the cap. For further discussion, refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade regarding the 2015 Final EIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Projects CEQA analysis. The Project recognizes that the WLC is not a Cap-and-Trade facility; however, the fuel that will be used by the facility is the exact fuel that is covered by Cap-and-Trade which requires that fuel suppliers surrender compliance instruments equivalent to the emissions from the eventual combustion of those fuels. Additionally, CARB’s statement rejecting the use of offsets was rejected by the Natural Resources Agency when it adopted CEQA guidelines §15126.4(c)(3) which includes the use of “offsets that are not otherwise required.”

The City continues to act as the lead agency for this project and is not utilizing the Cap-and-Trade regulation to relieve their responsibility to “fully comply with CEQA.” As discussed in Topical Response B, Scoping Plan, and Response to Comment 2-F3-7, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the many ways in which the Project will support many of the RTP/SCS major themes that will allow them to achieve their vision and the mitigation measures that reduced emissions in many of the Scoping Plan sectors. In addition, the City considered land use planning, facility design, and transportation patterns when they certified the 2015 FEIR and approved the Project.

The WLC is committed to embracing all-electric design standards which would make the WLC net zero-ready and position it to comply with future net-zero regulations, which primarily includes the use of future solar. Thus, a unifying plan is being developed and will be designed to utilize solar throughout the Project site, both initial and future solar generation. Additionally, since this is a Programmatic EIR, it analyzes the environmental impacts and requires mitigation for a long-term project that will be implemented in increments over many years. Due to the programmatic nature of the document, it is not known who the future users of the WLC will be or what their specific operational needs will require in terms of exact equipment specifications. Each subsequent development within the WLC will be subject to further environmental review and may require additional mitigation if additional impacts are found or previously infeasible mitigation becomes feasible. As a result, all current mitigation relies on commercially available technology that meets the most stringent environmental standards in place. However, when future solar is required under new or modified regulations, it can become a condition of approval under future CEQA documents. Therefore, there are no penalties associated with delaying the solar installation as the Project would utilize the maximum amount of solar required to be generated under current regulations, but the buildings would be made ready to allow future solar generation when that option becomes available. See page 4.17-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR which notes that making the rooftops solar ready is a project design feature. Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D has been revised, see below, to require that all WLC rooftops be constructed to be solar ready to ensure that the proper infrastructure is available in the event that MVU’s restrictions on solar PV connecting to their grid be lifted.

Addition to Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D

All project rooftops shall be constructed to be solar ready and be designed to accommodate the additional loads from solar equipment that might be installed at a future date.

By designing for and implementing solar generation in this way, the Project would not rely solely on Cap-and-Trade for GHG emissions reductions.

Response to Comment 2-F3-10: It is true that CARB is not the lead agency and does not have statutory jurisdiction over approval of this Project. However, CARB does have control over fuel suppliers in California, whose GHG emissions this project is required to evaluate. The Health and Safety Code §38510 makes CARB responsible for regulating sources of GHG emissions and that §39500 makes CARB responsible for regulating emissions from vehicles. CARB was the one who decided that fuel suppliers are required to account for, and mitigate, for fuels that they produce when the fuels are combusted. The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. In response to the Project not being subject to the Cap-and-Trade regulation, refer to Topical Response A which demonstrates how Cap-and-Trade applies to the Project.

The City does have operational control of the Project and as demonstrated in Response to Comment 2-F3-7, the City considered land use planning, facility design, and transportation patterns when they certified the 2015 FEIR and approved the Project.

Response to Comment 2-F3-11: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15093, a lead agency can approve a project that has significant and unavoidable impacts if the lead agency adopts a statement of overriding considerations. Prior to adopting the statement of overriding considerations, CEQA Guidelines §15093 (a) requires the decision-making agency (i.e., City of Moreno Valley) to balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide and statewide environmental benefits, of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks. These overriding considerations are required to be approved prior to the City approving the Project. As discussed in Response to Comment 2-F3-5, CEQA Section 15064.4 expressly allows a program to be relied upon where it is responsible for that sector (cap-and-trade for capped emissions) and does not require that an impact be reduced to zero. Capped and uncapped GHG emissions were reduced through project design features and mitigation measures to below the significance threshold for GHG’s, resulting in a less than significant impact. See Table 4.7-7, page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Topical Response A also examines why the Cap-and-Trade Program mitigates capped emissions (consumption of fuel associated with VMTs and consumption of electricity) and why those covered emissions are not compared against the Project’s significance threshold. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG methodology follows a precedent, as outlined in Topical Response A, this approach is in accordance with Mitigated Negative Declarations for other projects that were approved by the SCAQMD and a recently adopted policy by the SJVAPCD “CEQA Determination of Significance for Project’s Subject to CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation” which acknowledges that “combustion of fossil fuels including transportation fuels used in California (on- and off-road including locomotives), not directly covered at large sources, are subject to Cap-and-Trade requirements, with compliance obligations starting in 2015.” The Cap-and-Trade Program ensures that GHG emissions from fuels combustion are reduced State-wide as 99% of fuel suppliers are included in the program and the GHG cap is always decreasing. As covered emissions are fully mitigated under Cap-and-Trade, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s approach of comparing uncapped emissions against the Project’s significance threshold was upheld in court in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017) which did not identify this approach as an issue to be addressed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, nor did it violate CEQA’s mandate. Thus, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR’s GHG analysis properly relied on compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to conclude that GHG uncapped emissions would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation when compared against the significance threshold. Additionally, the City does not claim that the Cap-and-Trade program results in offsets; rather the City has taken a position that the threshold of significance should be uncapped emissions precisely because CARB has seen fit to impose the responsibility for dealing with emissions from fuel and electricity on the producers rather than the users.

Compliance with the state’s GHG reduction plans are discussed in Table 4.7-11: Project Compliance with Federal/State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. In regard to responsibility of the Cap-and-Trade Program, CARB states that the program is enforceable and meets the requirements of AB 32.[footnoteRef:246] [footnoteRef:247] [246: 	California Association of Port Authorities, 2018. Cap and Trade: Port Environmental Initiatives. Available online: http://californiaports.org/project/cap-and-trade-funding-for-port-environmental-initiatives/]  [247: 	California Air Resources Board, 2008. Climate Change Draft Scoping Plan, a framework for change, June 2008n Discussion Draft…. The plan states “ARB will also design the California program to meet requirements of AB 32, including the need to address potential localized impacts, insure market security (avoid gaming), and ensure enforceability.” Page ES-4.] 


In response to the decision in Lotus v. Department of Transportation, 223 Cal.App.4th 645 (2014), this case involved an EIR that provided information on the impacts on redwoods that would result from the widening of Highway 101 in a redwood forest north of San Francisco. It did not, however, “include any information that enables the reader to evaluate the significance of these impacts.” (223 Cal.App.4t at 654.) Lotus did not involve Section 15064.4, but project design features. In contrast, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provided a detailed emissions burden analysis from the construction and operation of the Project and relied on Section 15064.4.

Table 4.7-5 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.7-24 through 26, sets out the greenhouse gas emissions, without mitigation, that would be expected over the 30-year life of each building within the World Logistics Center. Table 4.7-8, pages 4.7-34 through 36, does the same thing after mitigation. Both Tables set out all of the emissions, capped and uncapped, so that the reader is fully informed of the amounts of greenhouse gas emissions that will result from the construction and operation of the World Logistics Center. While the effects of the emissions of a single project on climate change cannot be determined (page 4.7-18), the cumulative effects are discussed in Section 4.7.1, both globally, pages 4.7-3 and 4.7-44, and on Moreno Valley, pages 4.7-4 and 4.7-5.

Response to Comment 2-F3-12: As described in Topical Response A, all GHG emissions from the Project have been accounted for, analyzed, and mitigated to less than significant. The City is not implying that nothing be done to the GHG emissions generated from the Project, in fact, as discussed in Topical Response A, Capped Project GHG emissions were accounted for, and mitigated through Cap-and-Trade and both capped and uncapped Project GHG emissions were mitigated through Project mitigation measures which also reduced capped emissions. See Table 4.7-7. Page 4.7-33 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As demonstrated, there would be no significant impacts associated with the Project, and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals. Additionally, the case of the City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State University, 39 Cal.4th 341 (2006), involved the Board’s finding of legal infeasibility based on the assumption that it could not contribute money for the mitigation of off-site impacts on roads and fire protection because there was no legislative authority that would allow it to do so and because to do so without such authority would constitute a prohibited gift of public funds. (39 Cal.4th at 351.) The Supreme Court disagreed and held that mitigation was feasible because the Board did have the authority to do so, that doing so would not constitute a gift of public funds and that it could seek funds from the Legislature to do so. (39 Cal.4th at 356-366.) Only if the Legislature refused to appropriate the required funds would the mitigation become infeasible. (39 Cal.4th at 367.)

The Supreme Court also pointed out that not deferring to the jurisdiction of another agency to mitigate impacts was to avoid “the problem of agencies deferring to each other, with the result that no agency deals with the problem.” (39 Cal.4th at 366, quoting from the Natural Resources Agency’s discussion of CEQA Guidelines §150919(c).) That problem is not present because CARB’s Cap-and-Trade regulations require that the suppliers of transportation fuels account for the greenhouse gas emissions that will result when those fuels are used with the cost of accounting for those emissions being passed on to the purchasers of the fuel. (CARB’s Final Statement of Reasons for the adoption of the Cap-and-Trade program’s regulation (October, 2011), pages 177-178.) Similarly, the suppliers of electricity are responsible for accounting for the emissions resulting from its generation with the costs again being passed on to consumers. (CARB’s Final Statement of Reasons for the adoption of the Cap-and-Trade program’s regulation (October, 2011), pages 159, 187 and 1157.) Further, the Marina decision did not involve Section 15064.4, and under Section 15064.4, reliance on CARB’s Cap-and-Trade program is expressly authorized.

Neither case considered a lead agency’s choice of a threshold of significance: “It is axiomatic that cases are not authority for propositions that are not considered.” California Building Industry Association v. State Water Resources Control Board, 4 Cal.5th 1032, 1043 (2018).

Further, the City’s choice of a threshold of significance based on the amount of uncapped emissions was precisely the choice upheld in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal.App.5th 708 (2017).

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comment 2-F3-13: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap-and-Trade and Response, regarding the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to 1) utilizing the Cap-and-Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and 2) how Cap-and-Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. Topical Response A provides an overview of AB 32 and the Cap-and-Trade Program; how it applies to the consideration of Project GHG emissions and its effect on the State’s efforts to reduce its GHG emissions. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR also accurately discloses the GHG emissions generated from the construction and operation of the Project and includes mitigation measures for Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, and Energy to reduce impacts to the extent possible. Some of the mitigation measures suggested by the CARB, zero- or near zero-emission technology, are not available at this time, such as utilizing solar power to provide all the power to the project due to regulatory requirements and moratoriums as discussed in the RETR (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) and readily available zero-emission fleets of medium- and heavy-duty trucks (Refer to response B1-4 for detailed discussion of ZEV availability and solar power. Thus, WLC will incorporate the Project Design Features outlined in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.17.5, to further reduce emissions from the Project that are along the line of the zero emission technology mitigation measures. However, since the Project will support a variety of future users which are unknown at this time, it is not possible to specify or require future users to have zero emission or alternative fuel fleets since most logistics companies use independent contractors and truck drivers rather than maintaining their own fleets. Nonetheless, the Project required under various project design features and mitigation measures to require the most stringent levels of emission mitigation under existing emission control regulations including the use of model year 2010 engine diesel trucks and Tier 4 off-road construction equipment. The City has investigated the use of nonzero- and zero-emission technologies in the transportation and electricity portions and has incorporated those that are practicable and feasible. The Project will also provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric Utility (MVU), which is currently defined as one-half the minimum electrical demand a building experiences during daytime hours (page 4.17-1). Thus, solar would provide more than 100 percent of the office energy needs. In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future that could result from a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expended rooftop solar installations in the future (page 4.17-1). Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC by MVU and why the Project cannot get a waiver for MVU for more solar generation. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR).

As outlined in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, an appeal of the judgment entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. Depending on the result of the Court of Appeal ruling, the amount of GHG required to be mitigated would either be the total uncapped GHG emissions or total project emissions (uncapped and caped). Therefore, new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall apply to mitigate to net zero either all uncapped GHG emissions or all Project GHG emissions (capped and uncapped) remaining after the application of other mitigation measures. See Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation, and the Effects of Litigation, for a detailed description of Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1.

Response to Comment 2-F3-14: Regarding the phantom mitigation measures, refer to Response to Comment 2-B1-3, which explains that they were a typographical error.

Response to Comment 2-F3-15: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943190]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F4: Tom Paulek/Susan Nash, Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley

Response to Comment 2-F4-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-F4-2: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-F4-3: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to Response to Comment 1-F3-3.

Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was prepared and circulated for public review due to the recent approval of California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) 2017 version of the Emission Factors (EMFAC) model (EMFAC2017) by the USEPA. Only sections that were affected by the updated EMFAC were revised and recirculated. Those sections include: air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy. The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided; as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Revised Final EIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

Response to Comment 2-F4-4: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to response 1-F3-4 for further discussion, and to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals.

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was prepared and circulated for public review due to the recent approval of EMFAC2017 by the USEPA. Only sections that were affected by the updated EMFAC were revised and recirculated. Those sections include: air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy. Section 4.4 Biological Resources, circulated as part of the 2018 RSFEIR, satisfies the Court Ruling and there is no new significant new information with regards to biological resources requiring recirculation of the section.

Response to Comment 2-F4-5: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to to Response 1-F3-5.

Response to Comment 2-F4-6: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to to Response 1-F3-5.

Response to Comment 2-F4-7: This comment received during the public review period of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is primarily the same comment received during the public review period of the 2018 RSFEIR. Refer to to Response 1-F3-5.

Response to Comment 2-F4-8: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943192]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-F5: Residents for a Livable Moreno Valley

Response to Comment 2-F5-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR is provided in this comment. However, the comment does refer to the 2018 Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR). The 2018 RSFEIR and 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were recirculated for review because new significant information was provided, as discussed in Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR process, content and project approvals. The Revised Final EIR will contain all of the comments received concerning both the 2018 RSFEIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the responses to comments for both of those documents as required by CEQA Guidelines §15089. The Final RSFEIR will also contain the other required sections as outlined in CEQA Guidelines §15132. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR were labeled “draft” so there would be no confusion that this document was the part of the “draft EIR” process in which comments were being sought from the public.

Response to Comment 2-F5-2: The updated air quality analysis for the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumed a more average approach to construction phasing and duration and the completion of Phase 1 by December 31, 2024 and the completion of Phase 2 by December 31, 2034. This results in greater consistency with the assumed Project buildout and occupancy schedule with Phase 1 operational in 2025 and Phase 2 operational in 2035. As stated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and the WLC Specific Plan, “project phasing predictions are conceptual.” (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, p. 3-2.) Further explanation is provided:

“The actual amount and timing of development and occupancy will be dependent upon numerous factors, many of which are outside the control of the City or the developer, including interest by building users, private developers and local, regional, and national economic conditions. These and other factors acting together will ultimately determine the location and rate at which development within the project will occur.”

A Phase 1 completion by December 31, 2024 and a Phase 2 completion by December 31, 2035 provides a more conservative air quality analysis than a delayed or extended schedule. These completion dates assume that more project construction is occurring within each year, assuming a greater intensity of use each year, and further assumes that more project construction is occurring sooner rather than later, when air quality improvements in construction equipment could be available.

Accordingly, to provide a conservative air quality analysis, construction was assumed to be completed over a 15-year period that provides for phase overlap and the use of less efficient construction equipment. For mass grading, each planning area was assumed to be graded separately over a total of approximately 13 years to reflect a realistic grading plan. The outputs in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR include all plots and included overlap in the construction of plots and with operations. As a result, the construction emissions identified in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR would be considered a worst-case representation of the potential construction emissions during each phase of construction.

Furthermore, according to commercial real estate CBRE Group, thirteen “mega warehouses” of 1 million square feet or more, including a 1.25 million-square-foot fulfillment center in Moreno Valley, were built in the Inland Empire between 2010 and 2016. In 2018, twenty of the top one hundred commercial real estate leases were signed in the Inland Empire by e-commerce companies and logistics firms, deals totaling nearly 20 million square feet. WLC will be built out in response to market demand which makes it reasonable to analyze the impacts of construction and operation of Phase 1 by 2024.

Response to Comment 2-F5-3: At this time the SCAQMD is still working on the specific details of this rule, precisely what measures should be included in the rule or what rules would be voluntary or mandatory. Refer to Topical Response D for further discussion of the Indirect Source Rule (ISR). The discussion of the proposed ISR is provided for informational purposes only because the analyses in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR does not include any of the benefits that the ISR will provide. An agreement was reached between the applicant and the SCAQMD which states that the parties agree the applicant will pay an Air Quality Improvement Fee in addition to the mitigation measures listed in the Final RSFEIR. The Settlement Agreement between SCAQMD and the City requires that the WLC Project pay an Air Quality Improvement Fee to SCAQMD of approximately $26,000,000. The Air Quality Improvement Fee is to be used by SCAQMD “for any purpose that will improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin.”

The Settlement Agreement states:

“[A]ll parties agree that the payment of the Air Quality Improvement Fee will adequately mitigate heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts that may result from the construction and operation of the World Logistics Center as described in the EIR and that no additional charges will be imposed on the World Logistics Center to mitigate emissions, including NOx, described in the EIR from heavy-duty trucks.”

One of the recitals in the Settlement Agreement acknowledges the WLC Project’s on-site commitments: “The parties agree that the amount of the Air Quality Improvement Fee … is in addition to the air quality improvement features already part of the World Logistics Center including the commitment to all 2010 clean diesel trucks, all Tier 4 construction equipment and a CNG/LNG fueling facility.” Because it is unknown at this time what improvements will be made by the SCAQMD through the use of the $26,000,000 that will result from the settlement, it would be speculative to assume that any particular improvement will take place. Accordingly, the analyses contained in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR do not include any reductions in criteria pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions that might occur as a result of the settlement and the payment of the money. Additionally, the SCAQMD sent a letter to the Project sponsor acknowledging the Settlement Agreement and that payment of funds has not occurred and will not occur until approval and development of Project buildings (see Attachment Q).

Thus, the City and the SCAQMD recognized the importance of on-site Project Design Features, mitigation measures and direct regional investment, consistent with the Scoping Plan’s guidance, and required the WLC Project to fund air quality improvements in the South Coast Air Basin, which they determined was sufficient to mitigate adequately the heavy-duty truck related air quality impacts of the WLC Project. Specifically, construction emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require the use of Tier 4 construction equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where feasible, low-VOC paints and cleaning solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses.

Response to Comment 2-F5-4: Particulate emissions and associated health impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Table 4.3-26 (page 4.3-67 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project construction (Construction + Operational HRA). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk from Project construction plus operation prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total health risk impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full buildout operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the Project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. This mitigation measure would reduce the total incremental cancer risk for impacted sensitive receptors located within and outside of the Project boundary to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant.

The commenter brought up the community has asked that there be greater setbacks of buildings, 500-1,000 feet, as separation from PM sources and the sensitive receptors. As discussed on pages 4.3-18 and 4.3-19 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES) guided by an ACES Steering Committee consisting of representatives of the Health Effects institute (HEI) and the Coordinating Research Council (CRC). The HEI study concluded new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) does not induce tumors or pre-cancerous changes in the lung and does not increase tumors that were considered to be related to NTDE. The project HRA was conducted to allow decision makers to evaluate the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer, contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted using the current OEHHA Guidance, which didn’t take into account the results of the HEI ACES studies, building setbacks, or buffers. The HRA assumed that emissions associated with on-site activity would occur up to the WLC project boundary, ensuring a conservative analysis.

Response to Comment 2-F5-5: See Response to Comment 2-F5-4 for a discussion on why a project setback of 1,000 feet is not necessary to significantly reduce cancer risks associated with the proposed project.

Response to Comment 2-F5-6: Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.6A only applies to residences located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) because these residences still experience significant impacts with mitigation measures in place, as shown in Table 4.3-29 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As shown in Table 4.3-28 (page 4.3-73), impacts related to 30 years of construction and operational emissions to all on-site residences would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Table 4.3-29 (page 4.3-74) has been revised as follows to show the risk of exposure to 30 years of full operation at all on-site residences.

As shown the mitigated health risks at 13241 World Logistics Center parkway, 13200 World Logistics Center Parkway, 29080 Dracaea Avenue, and 29140 Dracaea Avenue do not exceed the SCAQMD 10 in one million cancer risk threshold and additional mitigation, specifically MERV filters, would not be required. However, as a part of the project’s development agreement, all on-site residences would be offered an air filtration system meeting MERV 13 standards within two months of certification of the Final RSFEIR. 

Response to Comment 2-F5-7: To ensure that those around the Project site are not exposed to unacceptable levels of potentially harmful pollutants, a construction plus operation health risk analysis and an operational only health risk analysis was conducted and included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to evaluate the potential health risks of the WLC Project to sensitive receptors. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. On-site project activities were assumed to occur up to the project property line, and thus the HRA does not account for any applicable setbacks as a worst case analysis. Project-related mobile sources are distributed along the regional and local roadway network. Figures 4.3-3 through 4.3-6 (pages 4.3-70, 4.3-71, 4.3-75, and 4.3-76, respectively) show the full extent of receptors (represented by orange dots) analyzed in the HRA. Figure 4.3-5 shows the mitigated cancer risk under the construction plus operations scenario and Figure 4.4-6 shows the mitigated cancer risk under the operation only scenario. As shown in these figures, areas to the west and east of the project site would experience an incremental increase in cancer risk; however, the areas highlighted in red are the areas that would be associated with cancer risk of greater than 10 in one million, exceeding the significance threshold. Areas shown as exceeding the threshold of 10 in one million on Figure 4.3-6 either consist of a vacant lot, paved parking lot, or a non-residential use. Therefore, impacts would not be significant in those areas. As shown in Figures 4.3-3 through 4.3-6, the HRA evaluated areas well beyond Dracaea and Redlands. Therefore, the evaluation area is not flawed and has been properly assessed.

		Table 4.3-29:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters)



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		14.2

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		10.7

		19

		Yes



		13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.8

		10

		No



		13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		10.2

		10

		Yes



		13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.5

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Ave

		10.7

		10

		Yes



		29080 Dracaea Ave

		5.3

		10

		No



		29140 Dracaea Ave

		5.6

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2

W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4

		

14.2

9.5

		

10

10

		

Yes

No



		Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project boundaries5

		9.514.2

		10

		NoYes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 20402035 to 20692064 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway.

3	Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue.

4	Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

5	Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







Response to Comment 2-F5-8: Refer to response to Comment 2-F5-7 in regards to the health risk of sensitive receptors both within the project boundaries and outside the project boundaries. Also, see Response to Comment 2-F5-4 with regards WLC not requiring 1,000 feet setbacks to reduce air quality impacts to sensitive receptors.

With regard to operational traffic noise, the 2018 RSFEIR analyzed potential noise impacts resulting from operation of the WLC project in Section 4.12. Specifically, for the two residences located on Dracaea Avenue, east of Redlands Boulevard, the noise analysis found these residences would be most affected by traffic along Redlands Boulevard between Eucalyptus Avenue and Cottonwood Avenue, where no significant noise increase has been identified, as shown in Table 4.12-13 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

The 2018 RSFEIR also evaluated the potential noise impacts generated from the construction and operation of the WLC. As shown in Table 4.12-8 of the 2018 RSFEIR, construction activities within the project area would elevate existing ambient noise levels by as much as 50 dB. The existing sensitive receptors that would be most affected by on-site construction activities are located within, to the west, and to the southwest of the project area. Therefore, noise generated during onsite construction activities would result in a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A would reduce construction noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors through implementation of a Noise Reduction Compliance Plan (NRCP), which is expected to attenuate construction noise levels by 10 dB and prohibit construction activities within 800 feet of residences during nighttime hours. As shown in Table 4.12-8 and Table 4.12-10, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12.6.1A, sensitive receptors located near on-site and off-site construction areas would be exposed to construction noise levels that would elevate the existing ambient noise levels above the applied 10 dB substantial temporary increase threshold. Therefore, this would result in a significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation.

The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable. Thus, this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure.

Response to Comment 2-F5-9: Figure 4.3-5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR depicts impacts associated with 30 years of exposure beginning with the start of construction (construction + operation impacts), with mitigation. Therefore, impacts depicted on Figure 4.3-5 includes 15 years of on-site construction emissions, resulting in more localized impacts. Figure 4.3-6, shows the impacts associated with 30 years of full operation (beginning with full project buildout) with mitigation. Thirty years of operations reflects on-road mobile emissions from the impact of truck traffic from buildout of the WLC warehouses on the regional (specifically, SR 60 Freeway) and local roadway network. Therefore, impacts associated with 30 years of full operations reaches beyond the immediate project area. Figures 4.3-5 and 4.3-6 depict isopleths for two different analysis scenarios and are not intended to be compared against one another.

Response to Comment 2-F5-10: Mitigation measures that will be implemented to lower the cancer risk and other health risks associated with the construction and operation of WLC are provided in Section 4.3.6.5, page 4.3-72 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Please also refer to response to Comment 2-F5-3 in regards to the health risk of sensitive receptors both within the project boundaries and outside the project boundaries and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures on these potential impacts. Furthermore, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk.

Furthermore, the Project will incorporate project design features (Section 4.17.5 Project Design Features in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which are designed to reduce energy usage and air pollutant emissions. These project design features would encourage non-automotive forms of transportation and use of electric and alternative-fueled vehicles instead of gasoline-fueled and diesel-fueled vehicles, which provides for more environmentally sustainable and efficient use of transportation fuels.

Response to Comment 2-F5-11: The reference to climate change being brought on by factor’s such as changes in the sun’s intensity, slowing earth orbit, and ocean circulation referenced in Section 4.7.1.1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR was obtained from the U.S. EPA.[footnoteRef:248] [248: 	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Climate Change: Basic Information. Available at https://archive.epa.gov/epa/climatechange/climate-change-basic-information.html. Website accessed June 26, 2018] 


Response to Comment 2-F5-12: CARB staff worked jointly with the USEPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) on the next phase of federal GHG emission standards for medium- and heavy-duty engines and vehicles. These federal Phase 2 standards were built on the improvements in engine and vehicle efficiency required by the Phase 1 emission standards and represent a significant opportunity to achieve further GHG reductions for 2018 (2020 in California) and later model year heavy-duty vehicles, including trailers. On October 25, 2016, the EPA and the NHTSA jointly published the second phase of GHG emissions and fuel efficiency standards for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles and engines (81 Federal Register 73478) through their authority under the Clean Air Act Amendment (CAA). Despite the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver, the federal Phase 2 standards would still be in effect because the California standards are aligned with the federal Phase 2 standards in structure, timing, and stringency. In February 2019, the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) approved the rulemaking, and filed with Secretary of State. These regulations became effective April 1, 2019.[footnoteRef:249] Despite the withdrawal of California’s Clean Air Act waiver by the Trump Administration, as mentioned above, California is aligned with federal standards which weren’t revoked. Furthermore, the State of California, along with 23 other states petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit for review of the EPA’s action to withdraw the waiver. That action was stayed on February 11, 2020, because of the pendency of a related case in the District of Columbia Circuit. A briefing schedule will be filed in March, 2020. In the meantime, California has not amended or withdrawn any of its laws or regulations in response to the withdrawal of the waiver. For a more detailed response. As confirmed on the CARB website, during the period the federal action is in effect, CARB will administer the affected portions of its program, including issuing certifications for the greenhouse gas emissions and zero-emission vehicle programs.[footnoteRef:250] [249: 	CARB, Greenhouse Gas Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles. Available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/ghg-std-md-hd-eng-veh/about]  [250: 	California Air Resources Board, 2020. CARB Waiver Timeline. Available online: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/carb-waiver-timeline. Accessed February 14, 2020.] 


[bookmark: _Hlk35256534]Response to Comment 2-F5-13: Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D states that prior to the issuance of a building permit, new development shall demonstrate that each building has implemented the following:

Install solar panels with a capacity equal to the peak daily demand for the ancillary office uses in each warehouse building or up to the limit allowed by MVU’s restriction on distributed solar PV connecting to their grid, whichever is greater;

Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements or the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is more strict; and

Require the equivalent of “Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified” for the buildings constructed at the World Logistics Center based on Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certified standards in effect at the time of project approval.

As discussed on page 4.7-1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, project buildings will provide on-site rooftop solar generating capacity up to the maximum level currently permitted by Moreno Valley Electric (MVU). In anticipation of increased electricity loads in the future, including from a growing electric vehicle fleet, the project will provide solar ready roofs that could accommodate expanded rooftop solar installations in the future. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D has been revised to require that rooftops be made solar ready. See the Response to Comment 2-F3-9. CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a) requires lead agencies to consider feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce a project's significant environmental impacts. Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D conforms to CEQA Guidelines by reducing GHG impacts by utilizing solar to the maximum extent allowed under MVU regulations. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion of solar generations limits imposed on the WLC by MVU. Currently for the WLC project, MVU is the utility provider for the Project and while solar PV is a viable option, MVU has limitations in its Electric Service Rules on the amount of PV allowed for commercial and industrial projects, as discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and RTER (Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Additionally, Topical Response E discusses MVU’s ability to meet its Renewable Portfolio Standards.

Response to Comment 2-F5-14: As discussed on pages 4.17-18 – 4.17-23 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the WLC includes Project Design Features including sustainable development standards that minimize energy consumption, conserve water, and use recycled or sustainable building materials, where feasible. Pursuant to the WLCSP, all new development within the project site will be required to meet the California Building Energy Standards in effect at the time construction commences or be 10% more stringent than 2019 standards, whichever results in lowest energy use. In addition, WLC buildings will be designed to be “solar ready” (i.e., structural upgrades to allow the installation of solar photovoltaic systems on the roof of each building), and the WLCSP includes a commitment that the energy requirements of all office space will be supplied with rooftop solar energy systems. The project also incorporates energy conservation measures (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.17-20 – 4.17-21) which, in combination with the PDFs, are expected to deliver energy performance that exceeds the current minimum Title 24 requirements by approximately 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout. Furthermore, in addition to the PDFs regarding energy conservation and renewable energy, the following mitigation measures for other environmental impacts that reduce potential impacts of the WLC project relative to energy use (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR pages 4.17-23 – 4.17-24).

Air Quality mitigation measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.3B, and 4.3.6.4A

Utilities mitigation measures 4.16.1.6.1A, 4.16.1.6.1B, and 4.16.1.6.1C

Greenhouse Gas mitigation measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, and 4.7.6.1D

As discussed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, pages 4.17-24 – 4.17-39, energy impacts were less than significant, so no other mitigation measures are required.

Response to Comment 2-F5-15: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B (pages 4.3-53 4.3-54), tenants’ fleets shall be in compliance with all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks including, but not limited to, California Air Resources Board’s Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas Regulation and Truck and Bus Regulation. This includes all future truck standards as they are implemented so the mitigation doesn’t need to be rewritten. Regarding model year engine standards, those are specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. Tenants’ fleets will be required to adhere to this Regulation and will be upgraded or replaced as appropriate to meet the current regulations.

Response to Comment 2-F5-16: Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.4A g) states that a minimum of two electric vehicle-charging stations for automobiles or light-duty trucks shall be provided at each building. In addition, parking facilities with 200 parking spaces or more shall be designed and constructed so that at least six percent of the total parking spaces are capable of supporting future electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) charging locations. Sizing of conduit and service capacity at the time of construction shall be sufficient to install Level 2 ESVE or greater (page 4.3-61). The Project includes the installation of ESVE, as described above, pursuant to Title 24, part 6 of the CALGreen Code (page 4.3-61). Additionally, the Project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations, which will enable WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants if and when demand dictates (page 4.17-24). Furthermore, the WLC is committing to a publicly-accessible fueling station offering alternative fuels (natural gas, electricity, etc.) for purchase by the motoring public (page 4.3-54).

Response to Comment 2-F5-17: Section 4.17.1.4 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR states that MVU is the primary utility provider for the residences and businesses of Moreno Valley and is the utility provider to the WLC Project. Southern California Edison does provide electrical service to a portion of the City and has existing facilities running through the project. The annual electricity sale to all customers in the MVU service area for the 2017-2018 fiscal year was approximately 188 million kilowatt hours (kWh).[footnoteRef:251] MVU is the provider for the majority of the City of Moreno Valley.[footnoteRef:252] As stated above, the project lies within the MVU service area, and even if Southern California Edison has a larger number of users, it wouldn’t affect the analysis conducted in Section 4.17 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR since MVU would provide power to the WLC Project. [251: 	City of Moreno Valley, Moreno Valley Utility, 2018 Integrated Resource Plan, 2018, p 16-14 http://www.moval.org/mvu/pubs/MVU-IRP-Report-072018.pdf. Accessed September 2019.]  [252: 	Map of MVU’s service area. http://www.moval.org/mvu/pdfs/MVU-servarea.pdf] 


Response to Comment 2-F5-18: As stated on page 4.17-29 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the feasibility of using medium- and heavy-duty EVs for delivery of goods to or from the WLC is, to a great extent, dependent on the nature of the warehousing operations. Tying the usage of EV trucks to the availability of charging stations at the WLC is faulty. For example, it is the practice at the majority of logistics center in the area to implement the “drop and drag” procedure; a procedure where a truck will bring goods to the facility, and the trailer (or sea-going cargo container) will be disconnected and left on-site for the lengthy process of unloading. An empty trailer may be connected and the truck quickly departs to return to its point of origin. Conversely, an out-bound truck is usually scheduled to retrieve a delivery load only once the container/trailer is full. Thus, trucks are not on-site long enough times to obtain a meaningful battery charge. Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR asserts that with Level 2 AC chargers, with a minimum charging rate of 19.2 kW (the highest rate currently available), it would take approximately 4 hours to fully charge a passenger vehicle with a 100kWh battery. Trucks would not stay docked at the facility for that long in most cases, and a truck battery would be larger and require more time to charge than a passenger vehicle. Most of these trucks would have battery charging facilities at their place of origin or the end point as its more economical for the fleet owners who don’t want to be paying for employees sitting idle waiting for a vehicle to charge.

As stated on page 4.17-24 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, although it is speculative to state what the regional feet mix will be as each phase of the Project is completed, and the adoption of ZEVs by WLC tenants’ employees and customers will be beyond the direct control of the WLC, all EV types should be anticipated in planning for the onsite charging infrastructure. To that end, the project will construct the WLC parking areas with cable raceways for installing future EV charging stations (page 4.17-23 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR), which will enable the WLC to more readily and cost effectively provide this service to future tenants, if and when demand dictates.

Response to Comment 2-F5-19: Appendix E, Renewable Energy Technical Report (RETR), of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR contains an analysis of the Project’s overall energy needs “demand-side” (Section 4 Demand Side Energy Analysis pages 9 – 11) and ways the Project’s energy needs could be reduced through energy efficiency technologies “supply-side” (Section 5 Supply-Side Energy Strategy pages 12 – 25) strategies which included energy efficiency concerns. Based on the distribution centers that currently exist within the Moreno Valley Utilities (MVU) service territory, the energy analysis assumes a worst-case emissions evaluation by assuming that about 11 percent of the WLC buildings will feature air-conditioned warehouses. The energy conservation measures (ECMs) for the WLC were based on maximizing environmental protections in the most cost-effective manner practical and to address internal loads, such as lighting and equipment, as well as the energy required to provide heating, cooling, and domestic hot water. The RETR determined, through a comparison with different systems, that for the office space the recommended system is underfloor air distribution coupled with water-cooled variable refrigerant flow (VRF) technology that is served by a shared water loop which allows for sharing of energy among zones, such that if one zone requires heating while another requires cooling, energy can be transferred between zones resulting in built-in energy recovery (Section 4.1 Recommended Measures in the RETR). If additional cooling is needed during extremely warm weather, a cooling tower provides supplemental heat rejection to the atmosphere. Air-conditioned warehouse spaces shall be served by displacement ventilation whereby conditioned air is delivered at low velocity from air diffusers near floor level. Cooling of supply air is achieved via direct evaporative cooling sections that deliver sufficiently cool air at required warehouse conditions for most hours during the typical weather year. During hours that evaporative cooling doesn’t meet the cooling load or doesn’t maintain acceptable relative humidity in the warehouse, VRF systems are utilized for supplemental space cooling. The shared water loop of the warehouse VRF systems is connected to an air-to-water heat pump to provide supplemental cooling via heat rejection to the atmosphere. When heating requirements exceed the heat recovered within the shared water loop by the VRF units, supplemental heat for the water loop is extracted from the atmosphere by the same air-to-water heat pump running in reverse. Because all heating and cooling in the buildings is provided by direct evaporative cooling and heat pumps, utilizing electricity, natural gas is not required, which allows the WLC to eliminate on-site fossil fuel combustion that would normally be associated with service water and space heating. Additionally, in all electric buildings there is not a need for natural gas distribution infrastructure. As discussed, the heating, ventilation, and air conditioning(HVAC) system would not be roof-top HVAC units. The underfloor air distribution coupled with water-cooled VRF technology system is much more energy efficient and cost-effective than the typical warehouse configuration. Appendix E of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR discusses the potential for ground-source heat pumps (GSHP) to provide both heating and cooling of warehouse spaces. However, as discussed, GSHP Is not recommended for the WLC due to the imbalance of project heating and cooling needs. Thus, underground pipework to provide cooling was discussed in Appendix E to the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR with respect to underfloor air distribution and GHSP.

Response to Comment 2-F5-20: Refer to Response to Comment 2-F5-16 for a discussion of the EVSE chargers for the WLC Project, what charging stations will be installed and what areas will be made EVSE ready for installation at a future date. Thus, the scenarios aren’t flawed as all energy requirements have been considered. Refer to Topical Response E, Moreno Valley Utilities/Solar, for a discussion on the limitation of solar panels per MVU requirements.

Response to Comment 2-F5-21: The figures in Section 6 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identify the location of cumulative projects being considered in the cumulative analyses with indicators for the jurisdiction they are located in. The legend identifying project boundary, air quality cumulative project area, and county boundary is located in the top right-hand corner. The colored dots represent the 359 cumulative projects analyzed and are identified by city initials on the map. See Figure 6.0 of the 2018 RSFEIR (pages 6.0-5 through 6.0-15).

Response to Comment 2-F5-22: The commenter identifies two typographical errors. Regarding the error identified on page 4.4-6, that page was not included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. That page in the 2018 RSFEIR is blank and does not include the error identified. With regard to the error identified on page 4.3-99, Section 4.3 does not have a page 4.3-99 (the section goes to page 4.3-82) and the error identified would not be located elsewhere within the section. Therefore, no further response is needed.

Response to Comment 2-F5-23: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943194]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G1: Residents of Avalon Ave and Alicante Ave

Response to Comment 2-G1-1: Although the EIR drafted for this project concludes significant impacts, as shown in the document and summarized below, the air quality, noise, and traffic impacts are largely mitigated to less than significant near the specific homes mentioned in the comment letter, on Avalon Avenue and Alicante Avenue.

The revised air quality analysis prepared for the WLC Project is provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and includes an evaluation of emissions from truck traffic and automobile trips identified in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR. Figure 37 of the TIA identifies that 0 percent of the truck traffic would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site while Figure 32 shows 29 percent of the automobile traffic would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site. Based on the 40,598 daily passenger vehicle trips for full buildout shown in Table 23 of the TIA, approximately 11,773 daily passenger vehicle trips would travel to and from southwest of the WLC site using Cactus Avenue in 2040. Based on a review of Figure 12 on page 50 of the TIA, 909 AM peak hour trips and 833 PM peak hour trips occur under the Existing scenario at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection and Figure 45 on page 285 of the TIA, 2,010 AM peak hour trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection. Therefore, the peak hour trips under the 2040 scenario increase by approximately 121 percent in the AM and 197 percent in the PM. During the 2025 Plus Phase 1 scenario when approximately 50% of the WLC Project is built out, the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would exceed the level of service standard and require the installation of a signal and the addition of one eastbound left turn lane and one westbound left turn lane (TIA, Table 50, page 235).

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project evaluates congestion-related vehicle emissions at intersections and along roadway segments in the project vicinity that would result in potential local CO “hot spot” impacts. As discussed on pages 4.3-34 through 4.3-36 of Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the primary mobile source pollutant of local concern is CO, which is a direct function of vehicle travel speeds and idling time and, thus, traffic flow conditions. CO transport is extremely limited; it disperses rapidly with distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions. However, under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations proximate to a congested roadway or intersection may reach unhealthful levels affecting local sensitive receptors (residents, schoolchildren, etc.). High CO concentrations are typically associated with roadways or intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service or with very high traffic volumes. In areas with high ambient background CO concentrations, modeling is recommended to determine a project’s effect on local CO levels.[footnoteRef:253] [253: 	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Guideline for Modeling Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections. November 1992. Available at: https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=2000F7L2.pdf] 


The closest intersection identified near your residences on Avalon Avenue and Alicante Avenue is Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive. According to the project TIA, 2,010 AM peak hour trips and 2,470 PM peak hour trips would occur under the 2040 plus Project Buildout scenario at this intersection. These peak hour trips are less than the peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-7, Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at Intersections, 2035, in Section 4.3, Air Quality of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Because the peak hour trips at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would be less than the peak hour trips at the intersections listed in Table 4.3-7, CO concentrations would be less than the concentrations shown in Table 4.3-7, which are far below the CO NAAQS. Therefore, CO hotspot impacts at the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy Drive intersection would not exceed the CO hotspot significance threshold and impacts would be less than significant, and less than the impacts disclosed in Table 4.3-7.

Furthermore, as stated in the TIA (Network Assumptions, page 26) the Project truck routes assumed for roads in Moreno Valley were based on the current Municipal Code. Within the Project Site all roads would be truck routes, but trucks would not be permitted to enter or leave the site through the Cactus Avenue Extension. This will limit noise and air quality impacts from truck traffic on residential neighborhoods adjoining Cactus Avenue. Thus, the houses overlooking Avalon Avenue and Alicante Avenue would be less impacted by Project vehicle emissions than shown in Table 4.3-7 and the vehicle emission impacts would be less than significant.

The air quality analysis that was prepared for the Project also includes a health risk assessment (HRA) provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. The HRA addressed the existing residents that would experience the worst-case health risk impacts in the Project vicinity. These existing residents are located on the WLC site. These residents would be exposed to a greater amount of emissions from construction and operational activities due to their proximity to the proposed structures compared to residents adjacent to the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy intersection. Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated increase in cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operational HRA). As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower, 9.1 in one million. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to use the cleanest (Tier 4) construction equipment available. Thus, as shown in Figure 4.3-5, Incremental Project Cancer Risk – With Mitigation (Construction and Operation), with the implementation of mitigation, health risk impacts from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, would be mitigated to less than significant. As a result, a separate air quality report would not be needed for the residents near the Cactus Avenue and Redlands Boulevard/John F. Kennedy intersection.

Response to Comment 2-G1-2: Regarding toxic emissions from Project vehicles, a revised Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project and included within Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. As discussed in Response to Comment 1-G1-1 above, and shown in Table 4.3-5 (page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) the HRA has specific breathing and exposure rates for children and the elderly which were utilized in accordance with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) guidelines. This area was covered under the HRA, and health related impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation.

Response to Comment 2-G1-3: Plans to extend Cactus Avenue in a 4-lane northward curve predate any proposals for the WLC Project, as can be seen from this General Plan map dated January 2005 (Note that the map is for the Moreno Highlands Specific Plan, the predecessor of the WLC Specific Plan).

[image: ]

As shown in Table 34 of the TIA in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR, Cactus Ave. is expected to have 13,375 trips per day with full buildout of the WLC. The Moreno Valley General Plan designates Cactus Avenue as an arterial and the forecasted traffic can easily be accommodated by this class of road (Level of Service would be “A” in the Plus Project condition, as shown in Table 34 of the TIA). The stop sign at Cactus Avenue/John F. Kennedy Drive and Redlands Boulevard will be replaced with a traffic signal as a mitigation measure (see Table 64 of the TIA) which will reduce delay and queuing to less than significant, and noise at this intersection.

Also, note, in Response to Comment 2-G1-1, 0 percent truck trips would occur to and from southwest of the WLC Project site because the Project will prohibit trucks from using Cactus Avenue, as stated in the Project’s TIA (Network Assumptions, page 26). Therefore, emissions at this intersection would occur from the automobile trips anticipated at this intersection. Please see Response to Comment 2-G1-1 for a discussion of cancer risks associated with the Project.

Section 4.3.6.6 Summary of Health Effects of Air Quality Emissions, starting on page 4.3-79 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, discusses the health effects from ozone and PM2.5 resulting from the project. PM2.5 best represents diesel PM. Tables 4.3-32 through 4.3-35 show the annual percent of background health incidence for PM2.5 and ozone health effects associated with the unmitigated and mitigated Project, respectively. With mitigation, the potential health effects from PM2.5 show an increase in asthma-related emergency room visits (0.0047%), asthma-related hospital admissions (0.0028%), all cardiovascular-related hospital admissions (not including myocardial infarctions) (0.00059%), all respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.0015%), mortality (0.0044%), and nonfatal acute myocardial infarction (less than 0.0020% for all age groups). With mitigation, potential 0zone-related health effects due to the project, increased respiratory-related hospital admissions (0.00062%), mortality (0.00027%), and asthma-related emergency room visits for any age range (lower than 0.011% for all age groups) over background health incidence. Because there are no established thresholds, this data was provided for informational purposes.

Response to Comment 2-G1-4: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943196]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G2: Gary Klein

Response to Comment 2-G2-1: The Air Quality Index (AQI) is a key tool used by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to provide the public simple information about local air quality, how unhealthy air may affect the general public and how health can be protected. The higher the AQI value, the greater the level of air pollution and the greater the health concern.

An AQI value of 100 generally corresponds to the national air quality standard for the pollutant, which is the level EPA has set to protect public health. AQI values at or below 100 are generally thought of as satisfactory. When AQI values are above 100, air quality is considered to be unhealthy—at first for certain sensitive groups of people, then for everyone as AQI values increase. According to the EPA’s Air Quality Index: A Guide to Air Quality and Your Health (February 2014), a rating of yellow falls between an AQ range of 51 to 100 and is considered to be moderate and acceptable.

Additionally, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has monitoring stations that monitor ambient air quality throughout the South Coast Air Basin including Moreno Valley. Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-8 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR identifies the maximum concentration levels of pollutants in the Moreno Valley area compared to the state and federal ambient air quality standards. As shown, the concentrations of ozone have exceeded the state and federal standards for multiple days. The concentrations of coarse particulates referred to as PM10 have exceeded the state standards for multiple days and for recent years. The concentrations of fine particulates referred to as PM2.5 have exceeded the federal ambient air quality standard for multiple days and the state and federal standards in recent years. Data collected from other monitoring stations within Riverside County show that ozone concentrations collected at the station nearest the Project Site are the highest within the County. However, PM2.5 and PM10 concentrations collected from areas outside of the City of Moreno Valley were worse than those identified at the monitoring station nearest the Project Site.

Construction and operation of the Project would generate emissions of ozone precursors (volatile organic compounds [VOC] and nitrogen oxides [NOX]), PM10, and PM2.5. Project-related diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) emissions are included within the analysis as PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. As discussed on pages 4.3-31 through 4.3-34, Project emissions are compared to significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD. As shown on Table 4.3-25 on page 4.3-63 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A through 4.3.6.2E for construction activities and the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.3A through 4.3.6.3F for operational activities would reduce Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. However, even with the implementation of the mitigation measures, Project-related VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would exceed the significance thresholds set by SCAQMD during most of the 15-year buildout of the Project and at full buildout operations. Cancer risk (see HRA in Appendix A.1 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR) from the Project’s diesel PM emissions were evaluated and would result in a less than significant health risk impact with implementation of mitigation measures.

The potential for utilizing rail was analyzed in the 2018 RSFEIR Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation pages 4.15-33 through 35, but was found to not be a viable option for reducing the traffic impacts of the WLC. This conclusion is based on several factors, including the physical constraints to bringing rail service to the WLC site, the cost of cargo movement by rail relative to movement by truck, capacity constraints in the rail system that the WLC branch line would tie into, the environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of rail service, and the minimal effect that rail service would have even if all other factors could be overcome. The WLC site is not currently served by rail. The rail lines nearest the site are the Union Pacific Yuma Line (single-track in this area), the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s San Jacinto Branch Line (single-track, currently inactive), and the BNSF double-track line through the City of Riverside. There are four general alignment possibilities for a branch line to the WLC. Each alignment is inherent with significant problems as follows:

Western Alignment – Alignments running from the BNSF line in Riverside to the WLC, an approximate distance of 15 miles, would have to run through built-up areas of the Cities of Riverside and Moreno Valley. The cost of acquiring right-of-way through these areas, and the impacts to the community (noise, traffic disruption, safety, division of the community, etc.) render such alignments unviable. Moreover, trains using the at-grade rail crossings in the City of Riverside already impose substantial delays on road traffic. In fact, in recent years the City of Riverside has sued the ports over the issue of traffic impacts from additional trains passing through the city. Adding more crossings and more trains would exacerbate this problem.

Southern Alignment – It would be possible to avoid densely populated and built-out areas by connecting to the San Jacinto Branch Line south of March Air Reserve Base. However, the only way to avoid established communities would be to pass along the northern portion of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area. The alignment, approximately 10 miles in length, would be a major impact as it would require constructing and operating a rail line along the slopes of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area and potentially the San Jacinto Wildlife Area. There would also be traffic impacts at road crossings, potential grade issues, and grade separated crossings needed for drainage channels and I-215. The impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of removing WLC trucks from the freeways.

Northern Alignment – The shortest alignment to an existing rail line is to the north in the vicinity of Redlands Boulevard and connecting to the UP Yuma line near the intersection of Redlands Boulevard and San Timoteo Canyon Road, approximately five miles from the project site. This alignment would require extensive ROW acquisition, encounter very serious grade issues that would increase the length of track needed, result in environmental impacts on the Badlands, and require a grade separated crossing of SR-60. The impacts and costs of this approach would be disproportionate to the benefit of removing WLC trucks from the freeways.

Eastern Alignment – The final possibility would be to connect to the UP Yuma line along an alignment parallel to SR-60. This alignment would connect to the existing rail network near the Morongo Golf Club at Tukwet Canyon, approximately five miles to the east of the WLC site. The eastern alignment would be affected by the same drawbacks as the northern alignment, with the addition of the need to construct a bridge over San Timoteo Creek.

As can be seen from the discussion above, providing rail service to the WLC along any of the possible alignments would in itself create serious environmental impacts. In addition to the environmental impacts, the loading and unloading of rail requires special equipment and handling and can only be performed at specialized places, which significantly adds to the cost of shipping goods by rail. The actual movement of goods by rail is more energy-efficient and less expensive than movement by truck. However, this combination of relatively high fixed costs at each end of a trip with low variable costs for the distance traveled means rail can be a less expensive way to ship cargo than truck, but only if the shipping distance is sufficiently long, more than 500 miles. Therefore, even if a rail line was built from the WLC to the Ports of Los Angeles or Long Beach, a distance of 70 miles, shipping by rail would be far more expensive than by truck, which would make it uneconomical.

Furthermore, there are serious capacity constraints in the rail network in the Los Angeles Basin. Both BNSF and UP rail operations are already capacity-constrained on the lines between the ports and western Riverside County. Rail service would not significantly reduce traffic either, since rail is only economical for trips over 500 miles. As shown, the Project did consider and analyze using rail, but found that bringing rail service to the site would be very costly, result in serious environmental impacts, create major disruption to existing communities, and take many years to design, acquire right-of-way, and construct. Thus, the EIR identified and discussed the significant adverse impacts that could occur with implementing transportation by rail and they were shown to be worse than the utilization of trucks as analyzed in the EIR. In Addition, transportation energy efficiency was not one of the areas ruled as deficient by Judge Waters and therefore meets commuter transportation demands (Refer to Topical Response C, Project Approvals, Litigation and the Effects of Litigation, regarding the Court Ruling and its effect upon the EIR and process, content and project approvals). Section 4.15 Traffic and Circulation, has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as it is not required under CEQA.
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[bookmark: _Toc37943198]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G3: Don Holt

Response to Comment 2-G3-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) It should be noted that the Applicant paid for the postage, not the City’s taxpayers.
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Response to Comment 2-G4-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943202]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G5: Lindsay Robinson

Response to Comment 2-G5-1: The commenter states that they have tried unsuccessfully to locate the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR on the City’s website and requests a direct link. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. 2018 RSFEIR, and appendix materials were posted to the City’s website where documentation for all current projects is located: http://www.moval.org/cdd/documents/about-projects.html.

Response to Comment 2-G5-2: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it applies to the project, including the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to utilizing the Cap and Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and how Cap and Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Topical Response A also demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Response A.

Response to Comment 2-G5-3: World Logistic Center traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 4.15 of the 2018 RSFEIR. Air Quality impacts were evaluated in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, and Noise impacts were assessed in Section 4.12 of the 2018 RSFEIR. A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) in Appendix F in the 2018 RSFEIR, was conducted for the Project which identified specific near-term and longer-term circulation improvements that would be required to mitigate Project impacts and maintain acceptable peak hour and daily levels of service (LOS) on surface streets and freeways affected by the project. As part of the TIA, impacts to freeways were analyzed with regard to LOS. As indicated in the analysis, many of the freeway segments along SR-60 and I-215 would be impacted as discussed in Section 4.15.6 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The WLC project would increase the traffic in the area, with most of the area operating at a degraded level of service. Therefore, traffic impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable for roads and intersections, and on all freeway mainline, weaving, and ramp facilities because those roads, intersections, and freeways are not within the City’s jurisdiction as discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 RSFEIR. However, payment of fair share mitigation fees is required for the improvements not within the City of Moreno Valley and those jurisdictions that have established fair share mitigation programs (see mitigation measure 4.7.15.4E and 4.7.15.4F). In addition, payment is also required for the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) as set forth in Municipal Code Chapter 3.44 (See Mitigation Measure 4.7.15.4D on page 4.4-63 of the 2018 RSFEIR).

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors within the project area. Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis which includes using trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. As discussed in Table 4.3-28 in Section 4.3 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum mitigated incremental increase in cancer risk (existing residences within the project boundaries) for a 30-year exposure, beginning after the full buildout of the WLC Project, is an incremental increase in lifetime cancer risk of 9.1 in one millions, as shown in Table 4.3-28, below the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold. Thus, although the Project would increase traffic in the area, the chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation of the WLC. Project air quality impacts would still be significant and unavoidable for criteria pollutants, primarily PM, even with incorporation of mitigation. Much of the PM generated by the operation of the Project will be generated from roadway dust from employees traveling to and from the Project site. At full build out, the Project is estimated to generate over 20,000 ongoing direct jobs in the City, and an additional approximately 7,400 indirect and induced jobs, approximately 3,700 of these indirect and induced jobs will be in the City.

With regard to noise, the 2018 RSFEIR analyzed potential noise impacts resulting from construction and operation of the WLC project in Section 4.12. As stated on page 4.12-36 of the 2018 RSFEIR, 89 freeway segments were analyzed in the noise analysis. The traffic noise study area included the main travel routes between the Project and neighboring cities of Riverside, Perris, Beaumont, San Jacinto, and Redlands. The study area extended west to the nearest ramps on SR-91 and as far south as the I-215 ramps at Redlands Avenue in Perris. The study area for freeways was selected to encompass the freeway routes radiating from the Project site to the north, south, east, and west. As provided in Appendix C of Appendix D (Noise and Vibration Technical Report), there were 6 freeway segments along the portions of SR 60 that is shared with I-215. Based on a review of the noise levels generated during the peak hour periods, the 2018 plus full project buildout scenario compared to the existing conditions scenario would result in peak hour noise levels increasing 0.6 to 0.7 dBA CNEL. This increase in noise level would be less than significant because the increase would be less than 1.5 dB threshold that would need to occur to result in a substantial noise increase.

Response to Comment 2-G5-4: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-G5-5: Refer to response to comment 2-G5-2.

Response to Comment 2-G5-6: Refer to Response to Comment 2-G5-3.

Response to Comment 2-G5-7: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.12.5.2A in Section 4.12 of the 2018 RSFEIR, when processing future individual buildings under the WLCSP, as part of the City’s approval process, the City shall require the Applicant to take the following three actions for each building prior to approval of discretionary permits for individual plot plans for the requested development:

Action 1: Perform a building-specific noise study to ensure that the assumptions set forth in the 2018 RSFEIR remain valid. These procedures used to conduct these noise analyses shall be consistent with the noise analysis conducted in the 2018 RSFEIR and shall be used to impose building-specific mitigation on the individually proposed buildings.

Action 2: If the building-specific analyses identify that the proposed development triggers the need for mitigation from the proposed building, including all preceding developments in the World Logistics Center site, the Applicant shall implement the appropriate level of mitigation, identified in the 2018 RSFEIR to reduce the identified impacts to comply with the Moreno Valley Municipal Code, which sets maximum sound levels reaching residential uses at 60 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (8:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.) and 55 dBA Leq during nighttime hours (10:01 p.m. – 7:59 a.m.). Prior to implementing the mitigation, the Applicant shall send letters by registered mail to all property owners and non-owner occupants of properties that would benefit from the proposed mitigation asking them to provide a position either in favor of or in opposition to the proposed noise abatement mitigation within 45 days. Each property shall be entitled to one vote on behalf of owners and one vote per dwelling on behalf of non-owner occupants. If more than 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement, the abatement will not be considered reasonable. Additionally, for noise abatement to be located on private property, 100% of owners of property upon which the abatement is to be placed must support the proposed abatement. In the case of proposed noise abatement on private property, no response from a property owner, after three attempts by registered mail, is considered a no vote. At the completion of the vote at the end of the 45-day period, the Applicant shall provide the tentative results of the vote to all property owners by registered mail. During the next 15 calendar days following the date of the mailing, property owners may change their vote. Following the 15-day period, the results of the vote will be finalized and made public.

Action 3: Upon consent from benefited receptors and property owners, the Applicant shall post a bond for the cost of the construction of the necessary mitigation as estimated by the City Engineer to ensure completion of the mitigation. The certificate of occupancy permits shall be issued upon posting of the bond or demonstration that 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement or, if the abatement is located on private property, any property owners oppose the abatement.

The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.12-43 – 4.12-45). Thus, this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure. Additionally, Section 4.12, Noise, was not recirculated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR; as it is not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 2-G5-8: The project’s commitment to allow only trucks that are compliant with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 2010 emissions standards, which are over 90% cleaner than the prior generation of trucks. Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, requires that the following constraint be included in bid documents, all on-road construction haul trucks utilized for the Project maintain 2010 or newer engines that meet the EPA 2010 emissions standards. To date this is the most stringent emissions standard by the EPA and heavily enforced by the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) through the yearly registration process.

Construction equipment maintenance records (including the emissions control tier of the equipment) shall be kept on site during construction and shall be available for inspection by the City of Moreno Valley. The requirement for yard trucks on the site and diesel trucks entering the facility are also included in Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, as specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025. This will be enforced through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number (registered with the DMV) which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance efforts. If they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. This is a common mitigation measure and truck fleets are accustomed to having the documents available for inspection. Thus, the requirement to utilize 2010 or newer engines to reduce impacts is an enforceable mitigation measure under CEQA.

Additionally, per the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the 2010 engine requirement and 3-minute idling time will be verified by the City through facility operators maintaining a log of all trucks entering or operating at the facility and the Vehicle Identification Number which will be identified as the primary method of verifying truck compliance, as well as on-site inspections, and this log will be kept onsite and available for inspection by the City at any time. Noncompliance triggers an administrative process which results in compliance efforts and If they don’t comply, then a certificate of occupancy could be revoked as outlined in the MMRP. Thus, this is a legitimate mitigation measure to reduce impacts, and it is an enforceable mitigation measure under CEQA.

Response to Comment 2-G5-9: According to the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s (OEHHA) CalEnviroScreen, areas surrounding the Project Site have been identified as disadvantaged communities where Environmental Justice does apply. Refer to Response to Comment 2-F1-85 for a discussion on environmental justice issues.

Response to Comment 2-G5-10: The 2018 RSFEIR states “it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, will have potentially significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from Project air pollution, including diesel truck exhaust” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). Similarly, the 2018 RSFEIR states that “Local wildlife (i.e., within the SJWA) may be exposed to vehicular exhaust and diesel particulates and toxic air contaminants from truck exhaust as the WLC project builds out” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). The northern portion of the SJWA, south of the WLC Specific Plan area, has been used historically for agricultural purposes, and may be used by foraging birds, with a portion of this area currently containing non-native grassland with predominantly non-native or invasive species. Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA will be reduced somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., very little to the south), based on data from the Project air quality study provided in Appendix D of the 2015 Final EIR (MBA 2012). However, some diesel will still be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, including particulates, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72). In addition, the 2018 RSFEIR acknowledges that “particulate deposition may occur within approximately 1,000 feet of truck activities within the project, which would extend part way into the northern portion of the SJWA” (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-72).

Most of the available (and most applicable) research is on diesel pollutant impacts on humans. Although the physiology of many animals is very different than humans, data on health effects from diesel pollution may nonetheless be somewhat instructive when attempting to assess diesel impacts on wildlife. Potential health effects on wildlife obviously depend on the species involved, but in general, health effects from diesel exhaust include impaired cardiac and lung or respiratory function, reduced heart function or longevity, decreased clutch size or hatching success, increased incidence of cancer and other mutagenic or teratogenic effects, ingestion of air deposited particulates, reduction in overall biodiversity, reproductive failure, etc. In general, impacts on higher animals are most commonly attributed to food loss and reproductive effects, rather than to direct toxic effects on adults. There are relatively few examples of higher animals suffering direct toxic effects from either atmospheric acidity or gaseous air pollution. However, a number of mammals are known to build up high levels of heavy metals and other pollutants in their systems from air pollution. The main public health concerns are from fine and ultrafine particulate matter, black or elemental carbon, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) like phenanthrene, metallic ashes, gases like nitrogen dioxide, aldehydes like acetaldehyde, acrolein, and crotonaldehyde, volatile organic compounds like benzene and 1,3-butadiene, etc. (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-70). One of the research limitations is that some health effects from these pollutants take a long time, in some cases even a lifetime, to exhibit themselves. These pollutant species can also be emitted from a variety of sources in complex urban environments so it can be difficult to trace individual sources of the air pollutants. In the case of this Project, air pollutant emissions potentially affecting wildlife would predominantly be the result of new warehouse uses within the Project Site. Research suggests that wildlife may be more susceptible to air pollutant impacts than humans, due to their smaller size, higher respiration rates, smaller lung capacities, ingestion of local plant materials that have also been exposed, higher metabolic rates, etc., although some factors like shorter natural lifespans would reduce the duration of exposure over time. For these reasons and for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that animals within the SJWA would be at least as susceptible to health effects from air pollution, including diesel exhaust, as humans.

Direct air pollutant impacts on wildlife within the northern end of the SJWA would be minimized somewhat because prevailing winds are mainly to the southeast with the remainder mostly to the east (i.e., very little to the south), based on data from the project air quality study (MBA 2012). However, some diesel particulate matter (PM) emissions would be expected to disperse toward the SJWA, from trucks and passenger vehicles, when prevailing winds are absent. There is little academic or scientific research on the specific impacts of diesel PM emissions on wildlife (i.e., not laboratory animals) in natural settings, or specific setbacks for wildlife protection areas from warehouse distribution centers or other sources of diesel PM emissions. Most available research is too limited or specific regarding the type of pollutant and/or the species considered to be affected (e.g., impacts of one pollutant on one species). Based on available scientific data, it is reasonable to conclude that the Project, due to its size and expected amount of truck traffic, could result in potentially significant impacts on wildlife within the SJWA and east across Gilman Springs Road from diesel truck exhaust.

To assess the significance of the impacts to wildlife from the increase in diesel PM, the results of the Health Risk Assessment (HRA), conducted for the Project, to assess the human health risk was utilized to assess the risk to animals (Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). An HRA was conducted for the WLC which focused on estimating the health risks from multiple pollutants, but primarily diesel PM and total organic gases (TOG). The HRA identified that the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operational scenarios of the WLC (see Section 4.3.6.5 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Since on-site and offsite human sensitive receptors would experience a less than significant health risk impact with incorporation of mitigation, the potential health risk impact to wildlife within the SJWA, which is located further away than the nearest human sensitive receptors at 250 feet to the south of the proposed development area, would also be less than significant (2018 RSFEIR at page 4.4-73). No further response is required and Section 4.4 Biological Resources has not been recirculated in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR.

Response to Comment 2-G5-11: A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) in Appendix F in the 2018 RSFEIR, was conducted for the Project which identified specific near-term and longer-term circulation improvements that would be required to mitigate Project impacts and maintain acceptable peak hour and daily levels of service (LOS) on surface streets and freeways affected by the project. As part of the TIA, impacts to freeways were analyzed with regard to LOS. As indicated in the analysis, many of the freeway segments along SR-60 and I-215 would be impacted as discussed in Section 4.15.6 of the 2018 RSFEIR. The WLC project would increase the density of traffic in the area, with most of the area operating at a degraded level of service. Therefore, traffic impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable for roads and intersections, and on all freeway mainline, weaving, and ramp facilities because those roads, intersections, and freeways are not within the City’s jurisdiction as discussed in Section 4.15.7 of the 2018 RSFEIR. However, payment of fair share mitigation fees is required for the improvements not within the City of Moreno Valley but only if those jurisdictions have established fair share mitigation programs (see mitigation measure 4.7.15.4E and 4.7.15.4F). In addition, payment is also required for the Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fee (TUMF) as set forth in Municipal Code Chapter 3.44 (See Mitigation Measure 4.7.15.4D on page 4.4-63 of the 2018 RSFEIR).

The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors. Regarding the air pollutant and toxics emissions concerns, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3 Air Quality, Section 6.3 Air Quality Cumulative, along with Appendix A, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, have been revised to show the effect of incorporating the applicable data from the revised traffic analysis which includes utilizing trip generation rates from the most recent edition of the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and the inclusion of 359 additional projects that would cumulatively contribute to traffic impacts and thus air quality and health risk impacts. Compared to the 2015 Final EIR, construction emissions analyzed in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assume later construction years and therefore newer, more efficient construction equipment in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), which resulted in reduced construction emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR As reflected in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), use of the most recent edition of the ITE Trip General Manual resulted in fewer average daily trips than previously analyzed in the 2015 Final EIR. A lower trip rate coupled with lower regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) outlined in the TIA and the later operational year assumption used in CalEEMod resulted in reduced mobile emissions in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR when compared to those in the 2015 Final EIR. Additionally, the later operational year resulted in the inclusion of a greater number of electric vehicles in the operational assumptions. Due to these factors, the construction and operational air quality analyses in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR entirely replaced the analyses included in the 2018 RSFEIR as well as the 2015 Final EIR, and no further comparison is required.

The City is requiring the project to commit to stringent emission reduction strategies, as shown in Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.2B, 4.3.6.2C, 4.3.6.2D, 4.3.6.3A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.3.6.3E, 4.3.6.3F, 4.3.6.4A, and 4.3.6.5A in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. Construction and operational emissions would be reduced to the extent feasible through implementation of mitigation measures and Project Design Features. Construction emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require the use of Tier 4 construction equipment, reduced idling time, use of non-diesel equipment where feasible, low-VOC paints and cleaning solvents, and dust suppression measures. Operational emissions would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measures that require reduced vehicle idling, use of non-diesel on-site equipment, meeting or exceeding 2010 engine emission standards for all diesel trucks entering the site, electric vehicle charging stations, and prohibition of refrigerated warehouses. Refer to Topical Response #, Indirect Source Rule, which demonstrates the Project’s compliance with CEQA.

Additionally, the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR fully evaluated the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC project to sensitive receptors. The latest approved EPA EMFAC2017 emission factors were utilized in this analysis to better represent pollution emissions form larger vehicles. The 2015 Final EIR utilized EMFAC2014 which represented lower emissions estimates from larger vehicles. To assess risks to nearby sensitive receptors, a health risk assessment (HRA) was conducted in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to allow decision makers to see the cancer-related impacts of the WLC project with the assumption that new technology diesel exhaust (NTDE) causes cancer (WLC being the largest diesel magnet source), contrary to what was found by the HEI study. The HRA was conducted consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Health Risk Assessment Guidance and the current 2015 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated maximum incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operation HRA. The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operation scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required to be utilized for the Project to address the chronic or acute non-cancer and cancer risk.

Response to Comment 2-G5-12: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-G5-13: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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Response to Comment 2-G6-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, and specific comments are addressed in responses below (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-G6-2: Refer to Topical Response A, The Use of Cap and Trade and how it applies to the project, including the 2015 Final EIR and the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR approach to utilizing the Cap and Trade Program and how it relates to the state’s overall greenhouse gas reduction mandates, and how Cap and Trade is relevant to the Project’s CEQA analysis. The 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR analyzed GHG emissions and their impacts and identified mitigation, either through Cap-and-Trade or through PDFs and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. The consideration of only uncapped GHG emissions to determine the significance of those emissions under CEQA was used by the SCAQMD and the SJVAPCD and was validated in Association of Irritated Residents v. Kern County Board of Supervisors, 17 Cal. App. 5th 708 (2017). Topical Response A also demonstrates how the Project’s GHG approach complies with CEQA as it contains accurate and legally adequate information upon which decision-makers can make an informed decision. Thus, the WLC would not have a significant GHG impact and therefore would not hinder the State’s achievement of its long-term GHG goals as further discussed in Topical Response B, Scoping Plan.

Response to Comment 2-G6-3: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-G6-4: The State of California first codified environmental justice into law in 1999, empowering the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to coordinate the State’s environmental justice programs and directing the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) to take into account environmental justice in “designing its mission for programs, policies, and standards” adding a new section to the Public Resources Code entitled “Environmental Justice”. (1999 Cal SB 115; codified at Section 65040.12 of the California Government Code and Section 72000 of the Public Resources Code (now Section 71110 et seq.) In 2000, the State also directed Cal EPA to establish a Working Group on Environmental Justice to develop “an agencywide strategy for identifying and addressing any gaps in existing programs, policies, or activities that may impede the achievement of environmental justice.” Section 71113 of the Public Resources Code. In 2004, CalEPA created the Intra-agency Environmental Justice Strategy, identifying several goals. (2013 Policy Memorandum.)

In 2013, CalEPA issued CalEnviroScreen. As stated in the OEHHA factsheet[footnoteRef:254], CalEnviroScreen 3.0 is a mapping tool that can be used to identify California communities (by census tract) that are most affected by sources of pollution and are most vulnerable to the effects of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen score measures the relative pollution burdens and vulnerabilities in one census tract compared to others and is not a measure of health risk. The data presented in the comment is consistent with the results of CalEnviroScreen 3.0 tool. [254: 	https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/fact-sheet/ces30factsheetfinal.pdf] 


Later in 2013, shortly after the introduction of CalEnviroScreen, and based on these legislative directives, Cal EPA issued a Policy Memorandum creating “an agency-led compliance and enforcement program” entitled the Environmental Justice Compliance and Enforcement Working Group, including a Charter setting forth its mission and goals. This Working Group’s efforts included focused Initiatives on individual areas, such as Pomona, or most recently Imperial County, which have high scores in the CalEnviroScreen tool.[footnoteRef:255] [255: 	https://calepa.ca.gov/enforcement/environmental-justice-compliance-and-enforcement-task-force/.] 


Workgroup goals include incorporating community input in planning and implementing compliance assistance and enforcement initiatives in disproportionately impacted areas and improving communication with communities and the public regarding environmental justice concerns and the benefits of compliance and enforcement actions. The project is committed to community input and addressing community concerns through the public review process and has incorporated mitigation measures and project designed features to reduce impacts to the community and environment.

Further, none of the environmental justice legislation nor the State’s implementing activities requires a different standard for CEQA projects located in communities identified on CalEnviroScreen with higher environmental burdens. CEQA is an informational tool, and CalEnviroScreen does not mandate a prohibition on development projects in communities designated as having environmental burdens. And, in any case, such an outcome would seem particularly unjust if those very development projects could provide community benefits to ease those burdens. See Health and Safety Code Section 39711 (investment for disadvantaged communities encouraged).

The City of Moreno Valley supports the just enforcement of environmental laws under the State’s environmental justice laws and implementing activities, and the WLC Project provides for the enforcement of the Project’s conditions and mitigation measures. Further, as the WLC Project is implemented, there will be additional opportunities for the community to participate in the future discretionary approvals for the Project.

Recently, the State adopted legislation that requires environmental justice be incorporated into general plans, either through a separate element or by integrating environmental justice into other required elements of the general plan. Cal. Government Code Section 65302(h). The City of Moreno Valley has not yet modified its general plan to trigger the requirements under Section 65302 and thus, has not yet considered compliance with Section 65302. Nonetheless, many of the concepts articulated in Section 65302 have been taken into consideration in the City’s existing General Plan. The General Plan policies (related to industrial development) listed below were considered in the evaluation of the WLC Project.

2.5.2	Locate manufacturing and industrial uses to avoid adverse impacts on surrounding land uses.

2.5.3	Screen manufacturing and industrial uses where necessary to reduce glare, noise, dust, vibrations, and unsightly views.

2.5.4	Design industrial developments to discourage access through residential areas.

6.7.1	Cooperate with regional efforts to establish and implement regional air quality strategies and tactics.

6.7.4	Locate heavy industrial and extraction facilities away from residential areas and sensitive receptors.

7.5.3	Locate areas planned for commercial, industrial and multiple family density residential development within areas of high transit potential and access.

Response to Comment 2-G6-5: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-G6-6: The revised air quality analysis prepared for the WLC Project is provided in Appendix A of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR and includes an evaluation of emissions from truck traffic and automobile trips identified in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) provided in Appendix F of the 2018 RSFEIR.

To ensure that those around the Project site are not exposed to unacceptable levels of potentially harmful pollutants, an operation and construction and operational health risk analysis was conducted and included in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to evaluate the potential air quality and health risks of the WLC Project to sensitive receptors. The HRA methodology applied a risk characterization model to the results from an air dispersion model to estimate potential health risks at each sensitive receptor location. A multi-pollutant health risk assessment was conducted for the WLC which included exhaust emissions of particulate matter (PM) and total organic gases (TOG) from diesel and gasoline combustion, as well as toxics associated with fugitive PM from tire wear and brake wear of mobile sources. To be conservative, the HRA relied on EMFAC2017 to determine the breakdown of vehicle types and fuel types and did not consider potential reductions in TACS emissions and health risks from increased penetration of zero emission vehicles. The estimation of cancer risk involves the specification of several parameters including the concentration level of the toxic air contaminants, the rate of inhalation of the toxic, the exposure frequency (number of days per year), the exposure duration in years, the time period over which the exposure takes place, what is termed a slope factor that represents an upper bound on the increased cancer risk from a lifetime exposure to a toxic by ingestion or inhalation and early-in-life age sensitivity factors. The values of these parameters depend on the type of receptor, i.e., sensitive/residential, worker, and student as discussed below. The health risk calculation does not rely on the Health Effects Institute (HEI) finding that New Technology Diesel Exhaust (NTDE) does not cause cancer. The principal focus of the HRA was on the potential health impacts to sensitive/residential receptors located within and surrounding the Project site. Table 4.3-5 on page 4.3-26 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR provides the exposure assumptions for the cancer risk.

Table 4.3-26 on page 4.3-67 in the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR presents the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project Construction (Construction + Operation). The results are provided separately for the incremental increase in cancer risk during Project construction, incremental increase in cancer risk during Project Operation, and the total incremental increase in cancer risk prior to the application of mitigation measures. As shown in Table 4.3-26, the Project would exceed the SCAQMD’s cancer risk significance threshold of an incremental increase of 10 in a million prior to the application of mitigation and would represent a significant impact. Construction impacts contribute the greatest proportion of the total impact presented in Table 4.3-26. Table 4.3-27 on page 4.3-68 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows the estimated cancer risk for the 30-year exposure duration that starts from the beginning of Project full operation in 2035 (Operational HRA). Table 4.3-27 shows that during full Project operation, the total incremental increase in cancer risk is greater than the 10 in a million threshold, prior to mitigation, and would represent a significant impact. Overall, without mitigation and without consideration of the HEI study, the Project is expected to have a significant impact mainly due to diesel PM emissions from construction activities and heavy-duty diesel truck activities. With mitigation incorporated (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-73 – 4.3-74), the cancer risks are substantially lower. As shown on Table 4.3-28, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, page 4.3-27, the estimated cancer risks for the 30-year exposure duration for construction (construction and operation HRA) would not exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold after incorporation of mitigation. The large reduction in cancer risk after mitigation is attributable principally to the reduced diesel PM associated with the commitment to Tier 4 construction equipment. Table 4.3-29, 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR shows that the estimated 30-year exposure cancer risk for operation would still exceed the SCAQMD cancer risk significance threshold for sensitive receptors located within and outside the project boundary. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.3.5.4.A, the use of MERV 13 filters to impacted residences, was added. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). Thus, with the implementation of mitigation, any possible risk from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. As shown above, the cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk to sensitive receptors in the community would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation for construction and operation and operational scenarios of the WLC. Thus, additional mitigation measures are not required

The HRA study area included 18 miles of freeway segments along SR 60 that extends from north of the project boundary 8.6 miles west, toward the Port of Long Beach, and 9 miles east, toward Palm Springs, and the HRA receptor grids include receptors along the SR 60 freeway. Emissions and associated health impacts from Project activities are highest on-site and decrease with distance from the Project site as demonstrated by the unmitigated cancer risk contours in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 (2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, Section 4.3.6.5). Based on the results shown in Figure 4.3-3 for the construction plus operation scenario, without mitigation, a section surrounding the project boundary will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold at an approximate distance of 2.5 miles away from the project boundary. Based on results shown in Figure 4.3-4 for 30 years of the full project operation, without mitigation, a similar section surrounding the project boundary out to an approximate distance of 2.5 miles will potentially have an incremental cancer risk exceeding 10 in one million. Some receptors near the SR-60 could also exceed the 10 in one million cancer risk threshold. Because project-generated vehicle trips and associated impacts decrease with an increase in distance from the project site, the project impact along the regional freeway network outside the HRA’s study area will be less than those presented in Figures 4.3-3 and 4.3-4. The project’s impact to the regional freeway network will be the greatest during project full operation, as shown in Table 4.3-27 and Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30 of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the maximum cancer risk for receptors along the SR-60 freeway would be near the project boundary and 9.5 in one million with mitigation, which is less than the 10 in one million threshold with mitigation. As shown in Figure 4.3-6, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 may exceed the 10 in one million threshold promulgated by SCAQMD and be greater than significant for the 30 years of full operation. However, Figure 4.3-6 conservatively portrays each and every receptor as residents. This means that the more-conservative residential assumptions were also applied to worker receptors and may show extraneous exceedances of the 10 in one million threshold. The purpose of Figure 4.3-6 is to identify the 1 in one million isopleth in order to determine whether any schools fall within. The isopleth presented in Figure 4.3-6 does not ultimately apply for significance determination, which differentiates between receptor type. The maximum residential cancer risk for significance determination is presented, with mitigation, in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30. As shown in Figure 4.3-5, with mitigation, the incremental cancer risk along SR-60 will be less than 10 in one million and less than significant for the 30 years of combined construction and operation.

Response to Comment 2-G6-7: As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.12.5.2A in Section 4.12 of the 2018 RSFEIR, when processing future individual buildings under the WLCSP, as part of the City’s approval process, the City shall require the Applicant to take the following three actions for each building prior to approval of discretionary permits for individual plot plans for the requested development:

Action 1: Perform a building-specific noise study to ensure that the assumptions set forth in the 2018 RSFEIR remain valid. These procedures used to conduct these noise analyses shall be consistent with the noise analysis conducted in the 2018 RSFEIR and shall be used to impose building-specific mitigation on the individually proposed buildings.

Action 2: If the building-specific analyses identify that the proposed development triggers the need for mitigation from the proposed building, including all preceding developments in the World Logistics Center site, the Applicant shall implement the appropriate level of mitigation, identified in the 2018 RSFEIR to reduce the identified impacts to comply with the Moreno Valley Municipal Code, which sets maximum sound levels reaching residential uses at 60 dBA Leq during the daytime hours (8:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m.) and 55 dBA Leq during nighttime hours (10:01 p.m. – 7:59 a.m.). Prior to implementing the mitigation, the Applicant shall send letters by registered mail to all property owners and non-owner occupants of properties that would benefit from the proposed mitigation asking them to provide a position either in favor of or in opposition to the proposed noise abatement mitigation within 45 days. Each property shall be entitled to one vote on behalf of owners and one vote per dwelling on behalf of non-owner occupants. If more than 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement, the abatement will not be considered reasonable. Additionally, for noise abatement to be located on private property, 100% of owners of property upon which the abatement is to be placed must support the proposed abatement. In the case of proposed noise abatement on private property, no response from a property owner, after three attempts by registered mail, is considered a no vote. At the completion of the vote at the end of the 45-day period, the Applicant shall provide the tentative results of the vote to all property owners by registered mail. During the next 15 calendar days following the date of the mailing, property owners may change their vote. Following the 15-day period, the results of the vote will be finalized and made public.

Action 3: Upon consent from benefited receptors and property owners, the Applicant shall post a bond for the cost of the construction of the necessary mitigation as estimated by the City Engineer to ensure completion of the mitigation. The certificate of occupancy permits shall be issued upon posting of the bond or demonstration that 50% of the votes from responding benefited receptors oppose the abatement or, if the abatement is located on private property, any property owners oppose the abatement.

The above mitigation measure identifies the action to reduce the Project’s potentially significant environmental impacts, defines the timing during which the mitigation measure is to be implemented and monitored, and is fully enforceable through permit conditions. Additionally, the actions of private parties’ points to the feasibility of the mitigation measure and is not a delegation of authority. Since it is unknown if the mitigation will be feasible, the 2018 RSFEIR identifies this impact as significant and unavoidable (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.12-43 – 4.12-45). Thus, this mitigation is an appropriate mitigation measure. Additionally, Section 4.12, Noise, was not recirculated in the 2018 RSFEIR or the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR; as it is not required under CEQA.

Response to Comment 2-G6-8: The WLC will comply with the new night lighting guidelines in the City’s Municipal Code Section 9.08.100, which limits off-site impacts to 0.25 foot-candles per square meter. The Specific Plan design guidelines include a development setback of 250 feet, an additional building setback of 150 feet, an 11-foot high solid wall, orientation of lighting downward so that no direct rays extend up into the sky or onto adjacent properties, and high-pressure sodium or low-emitting diodes (LEDs) as discussed on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR. The municipal restrictions are contained in the City’s Municipal Code (Section 9.08.100 Lighting), which states that any outdoor lighting associated with nonresidential uses shall be shielded and directed away from the surrounding residential uses (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Such lighting shall not exceed one-quarter (0.25) foot-candle at property lines and shall not blink, flash, oscillate, or be of unusually high intensity or brightness (Section 9.08.100 C.3.a). Lighting in parking areas and drive aisles must be at least 1.0-foot candle and cannot exceed a maximum of 8.0-foot candles (Section 9.08.100 C.4.a). These municipal restrictions are also discussed on page 4.1-81 of the 2015 Final EIR.

Response to Comment 2-G6-9: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc37943206]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G7: Susan Zeitz

Two emails were received from the commenter. Refer to Responses to Comments 2-G6-1 through 2G6-9.
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[bookmark: _Toc37943208]RESPONSES TO LETTER 2-G8: David Zeitz

Response to Comment 2-G8-1: Section 4.4 of the 2018 RSFEIR, Biological Resources, discusses the effects of pollution impacts on plants and animals in the SJWA area. It also analyzes impacts to threatened and endangered species. Potential indirect impacts to avian and other biological resources within the SJWA will be reduced to less than significant levels by the project design features (2018 RSFEIR page 4.4-66) which include architecture and building restrictions, landscape restrictions, off-site lighting, and setbacks, and Mitigation Measures 4.4.6.1A and 4.4.6.1B (2018 RSFEIR pages 4.4-73 – 4.4-74). The 2018 RSFEIR analysis found that 17 plant and animal species within the WLC site are designated as endangered or threatened by the State and/or Federal authorities (Table 4.4-6 in the 2018 RSFEIR, page 4.4-65). Air pollution resulting from diesel trucks and passenger vehicles produce particulates, diesel particulate matter, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides, etc. These pollutants would have indirect impacts on wildlife resources within the SJWA. The most concerning are ozone degradation and deposition of nitrogen. No standards for impacts to wildlife have been established. However, the AQMP includes analysis of air pollution effects on humans and animals and has based their standards to be protective of both. Thus, health risks from diesel PM can be obtained from the health risk assessment (HRA) conducted for humans for this Project. The HRA found the cancer risk to be less than significant. Thus, based upon available information, the effect of emissions on wildlife is less than significant (Refer to F1-4 and F4-4 for more information regarding pollutant’s effect on wildlife and plants).

Any construction noise-related impacts would be temporary in nature and generally limited to construction of Phase 2 facilities along the southern boundary of the WLC site. The recent noise studies by ESA (2018) Appendix D of the 2018 RSFEIR conclude that construction noise levels would not exceed the 60 dB informal standard, that is used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for wildlife noise impacts, within the SJWA. The highest construction noise level is projected to be 52 dB at the SJWA boundary with the incorporation of the Specific Plan’s 250-foot setback, and therefore, would be less than the 60 dB USFWS noise standard, and thus impacts would be less than significant. For operational noise impacts, page 4.4-68 of the 2018 RSFEIR states “with implementation of the two setback areas [the 250-foot minimum development setback and an additional 150-foot building setback along the southern boundary of the WLC site] (total 400 feet) and proposed [11-foot high] solid walls along the SJWA boundary, the anticipated increase in noise from the project site will not have a significant impact on wildlife and would not require mitigation.” Table 4.4-7 on page 4.4-67 of the 2018 RSFEIR identifies that the combined noise levels from the implementation of the proposed warehousing and ambient noise levels would increase existing ambient noise levels of 40.8 dB Leq for daytime and 35.8 dB Leq for nighttime to a maximum noise level of 46.2 dBA Leq during the daytime and 45.2 dBA Leq during the nighttime. Based on these estimated construction and operational noise levels, it is reasonable to conclude that increased noise from human activity (Project construction, traffic on local roads, loading and unloading of trucks, etc.) related to the Project will not have significant impacts on local wildlife in the SJWA area, based on available research. Additionally, animals within the SJWA haven’t been shown to be harmed by the noises from the SDG&E and SCG facilities which are surrounded by the SJWA.

To combat potential water quality impacts to wildlife, development plans for the WLC project will include Water Quality best management practices (BMPs). These BMPs include vegetated earthen channels, storm drain stenciling, street sweeping, and education. Detention basins will be designed to filter potential toxics from storm water. These BMP facilities would be part of the runoff management and water quality facilities identified in Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B on page 4.4-74 of the 2018 RSFEIR and implemented as part of the storm water pollution prevention measures for the Project, in accordance with all appropriate National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit requirements. These BMPs would be consistent with Section 6.1.4, Drainage, of the MSHCP that requires measures to be put in place to avoid discharge of untreated surface water runoff from developed and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation Area. Project adherence to these BMPs, including the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.6.1B, will result in a less than significant impact to wildlife species, including threatened and endangered species.

It should be noted that the only Federal or State listed Endangered or Threatened species observed to be present on the Project site is the coastal California gnatcatcher, a species that receives protection under the provisions of the MSHCP, as indicated in Table 4.4-6, Endangered/Threatened Species Within the WLC site (page 4.4-65 of the 2018 RSFEIR).

Response to Comment 2-G8-2: Refer to Topical Response A and response to comment 2-G6-2 regarding the commenter’s deference to the Attorney General’s Amicus Brief.

Response to Comment 2-G8-3: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-G8-4: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-4 for issues regarding Environmental Justice and health hazards.

Response to Comment 2-G8-5: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)

Response to Comment 2-G8-6: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-6 for issues regarding Project related truck traffic and cancer-causing impacts related to truck traffic.

Response to Comment 2-G8-7: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-7 for issues regarding noise impacts generated by the WLC and mitigation measures propose to decrease identified impacts to nearby residential land uses.

Response to Comment 2-G8-8: Refer to response to Comment 2-G6-8 for issues regarding light pollution and mitigation measures implemented to reduce impacts to nearby residences.

Response to Comment 2-G8-9: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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Response to Comment 2-G9-1: No specific comments on the contents of the 2019 Draft Recirculated RSFEIR are provided within this comment, however, the comment requests to be and thus no further response is needed (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)
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[bookmark: _Toc38030181]Errata

[bookmark: _Toc37941211][bookmark: _Toc38030182]Introduction

After the distribution of the Revised Sections of the Final EIR (RSFEIR) in July 2018 and the Recirculated Draft RSFEIR in December 2019, responses to the comments received on the two documents were prepared as provided in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of this Response to Comments Document. The responses to the comments resulted in revisions to the text of the documents. In addition to revisions that resulted from responses to the comments received, there are additional revisions to provide minor corrections and clarifications. The revisions are organized by changes to the RSFEIR and changes to the Recirculated Draft RSFEIR. The changes to the text of both documents are organized by page number. Additional text is shown in underline, and deleted text is shown in strikethrough format.

[bookmark: _Toc37941212][bookmark: _Toc38030183]Errata – Changes to the RSFEIR

[bookmark: _Toc37941213][bookmark: _Toc38030184]Errata – Changes to the RSFEIR Provided in Responses to Comments

[bookmark: _Toc37941214]Section 4.15, Traffic and Circulation

Section 4.15 was revised to include a reference to an updated VMT analysis discussion that is added to Appendix F of the RSFEIR. The updated analysis is for informational purposes only and concludes that based on the best information currently available, the project’s VMT impact would be less than significant.

Page 4.15-3, last bullet

“An analysis of the effect of the Project on regional vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) has been added. This analysis was done primarily to provide data needed for the air quality analysis. Readers may be aware that, as a result of Senate Bull 743 (Steinberg, 2013), CEQA analysis of traffic impacts is likely to change at some point in the future from LOS-based to VMT-based. The change VMT analysis will not is required to take effect January 1st 2020 at the earliest before July 1, 2020, so the LOS approach that is the primary focus of the current study accords with current state law. The VMT analysis is therefore included in this the traffic study for informational purposes only. An updated VMT analysis discussion is provided in Appendix F of the RSFEIR as a Technical Memorandum. The discussion reiterates the WLC’s impact on VMT and concludes that based on a VMT per service population, the WLC would yield a VMT impact of 5.5 VMT per service population which based on the best information currently available would result in a less than significant impact.”

The revisions provided on page 4.15-3 were to include updated VMT information (see Appendix A of this Response to Comments document). These revisions do not change an impact determination and no new significant impact would result.

[bookmark: _Toc37941215]Section 6.16, Utilities and Service Systems

Based on the comments that were received on the RSFEIR, Section 6.16 was revised to include clarification of the information presented. The following summarizes the changes to the RSFEIR.

Page 6.16-36, second paragraph first sentence

“The proposed project would not require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment infrastructure:, and is only connections to existing infrastructure would be required by the project required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect to existing infrastructure.”

The clarified description of the expansion of infrastructure does not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 6.16-37, second paragraph, first and second sentences

“The proposed project would not cause or contribute to a cumulatively significant impact on wastewater infrastructure because the proposed project would not combine with the demands of other projects in the cumulative scenario to require the expansion of existing wastewater treatment infrastructure, and is only required to construct on-site and off-site conveyance piping to connect to existing infrastructure. The project would require only connections to existing infrastructure.”

The clarified description of the expansion of infrastructure does not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

[bookmark: _Toc38030185]Errata – Additional Changes to the RSFEIR Not in Response to a Comment

There are no additional revisions to the RSFEIR other than revisions that resulted from responses to the comments received.

[bookmark: _Toc37941216][bookmark: _Toc38030186]Errata – Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR

This section includes revisions to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR resulting from responses that were provided to the comments. These revisions are provided in Section 4.3.1 below. In addition, this section includes additional revisions to provide minor corrections and clarifications, and these revisions are provided in Section 4.3.2.

[bookmark: _Toc37941217][bookmark: _Toc38030187]Errata – Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR Provided in Responses to Comments

Following includes revisions that were provided in the responses to the comments that were received on the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR. These revisions are to the following sections of the Recirculated Draft RSFEIR:

Air Quality (Section 4.3 and Section 6.3)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Sections 4.7 and Section 6.7)

As stated above, additions to text are shown with underlined text and deletions are shown as strikethrough text.

[bookmark: _Toc37941218]Section 4.3, Air Quality

Page 4.3-8, Table 4.3-3

		[bookmark: _Toc256513760][bookmark: _Toc514935599]

Table 4.3-3:	Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity



		Pollutant

		Standard

		2014

		2015

		2016

		2017



		Ozone (O3)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.141

		0.132

		0.142

		0.145



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.09 ppm

		29

		31

		33

		ND



		Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.105

		0.106

		0.105

		0.1180.119



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.070 ppm

		69

		59

		71

		ND



		

		Federal: > 0.075 ppm

		41

		39

		47

		8458







The revisions include corrected data. Table 4.3-3 provides background information and these revisions do not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 4.3-53, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B

“k)	All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.”

“o)	For each building, the developer shall provide ten electrical outlets for the use of electric auxiliary power units (APUs) to be located at the dock doors near the shipping offices, or an alternate location with access to electrical outlets.”

“p)	All industrial sweepers shall be equipped with high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters.”

Additions to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3B were made to include additional feasible mitigation. The emissions reductions provided by these additions have not been accounted for in the emissions inventory and the revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 4.3-78, Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A

“Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLSCP, the developer shall demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads and parking lots and that access on unpaved roads is prohibited.”

The revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.3A was made to strengthen the existing measure requiring that vehicles travel on paved roads. The revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.



Page 4.3-68, Table 4.3-27

		Table 4.3-27:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, Without Mitigation



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental
Increase in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds
Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		34.0

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		34.0

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

		29.923.4

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk along SR 60 freeway5

		34.018.7

		10

		NoYes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing on-site residence immediately to the north of the project boundary at 13241 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue).

3	Location is same as location (2). at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue

4	Location is to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue Location is to the east of the project boundary along Gilman Springs Road.

5	Location is south of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (2). a residence north of SR 60 Freeway, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







Table 4.3-27 has been revised to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries. The impact determination for the maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has been corrected to show that risk exceeds the threshold. The SCAQMD cancer risk threshold under this category has not been revised and the reader can ascertain the impact based on the numeric values shown on the table. This revision to Table 4.3-27 relates to estimated cancer risks prior to the application of mitigation, and with the application of mitigation as shown in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30, the impacts remain less than significant, and no new significant impacts occur.




Page 4.3-74, Table 4.3-29

		[bookmark: _Toc514935630]Table 4.3-29:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation 



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		14.2

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		10.7

		19

		Yes



		13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.8

		10

		No



		13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		10.2

		10

		Yes



		13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.5

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Ave

		10.7

		10

		Yes



		29080 Dracaea Ave

		5.3

		10

		No



		29140 Dracaea Ave

		5.6

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2

W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4

		

14.2

9.5

		

10

10

		

Yes

No



		Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project boundaries5

		9.514.2

		10

		NoYes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor.

3	Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue.

4	Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

5	Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.
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Table 4.3-29 has been revised to property characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries and to provide clarification of impacts at specific locations. The incremental increase in cancer risk and impact determination for the maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has been corrected to show that risk along SR 60 exceeds the threshold. Although the incremental cancer risk at this location has been corrected, the impact determination remains less than significant and unchanged for incremental cancer risk at any sensitive receptor within the modeling domain due to implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5.A, requiring the use of MERV 13 filters at impacted residences. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-29 does not change the impact determination of significant and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 4.3-78, first paragraph, first sentence

“The use of a filtration system consisting of the application of filters with a rating of ASHRSE Standard 52.2 MERV-13, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A (a)4.3.5.4.A, is sufficient to capture a significant portion of the diesel particulate matter.“

Correction of this typographical error does not change the impact determination and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 4.3-82, last paragraph, first sentence

“There is a degree of uncertainty in these results from a combination of the uncertainty in the emissions themselves, the increase in concentration resulting from the photochemical grid model (PGM) and the uncertainty of the application of the C-R increase.”

Defining the meaning of the acronym PGM does not result in a new significant impact.

[bookmark: _Toc37941219]Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change

Page 4.7-20, first paragraph, last two sentences

“This regulatory conclusion is therefore directly applicable to the WLC project because VMT is by far the largest source of project GHG emissions. The analysis considers both the inclusion and exclusion of capped emissions, notably with the inclusion of mitigation measure 4.7.6.1E-1 and 4.7.6.1E-2 in Section 4.7.6, below. The applicable mitigation measure taken relies on the outcome of Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184, in the Fourth District Court of Appeal, Second Division.”

The GHG analysis as set forth in Section 4.7 is not based on these two erroneously referenced mitigation measures. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of less than significant with mitigation incorporated and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 4.7-28, Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D

“All project rooftops shall be constructed to be solar ready and be designed to accommodate the additional loads from solar equipment that might be installed at a future date.”

Emissions calculations do not account for the inclusion of solar-ready rooftops. This addition to Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D does not change the impact determination and would not result in a new significant impact.
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Pages 4.7-34–4.7-36, Table 4.7-8

		Table 4.7-8:	Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		96,308

		102,643

		112,971

		123,218

		132,710

		141,787

		150,466

		158,748

		166,632

		174,108



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,487

		10,505

		16,725

		22,319

		32,535

		36,088

		36,779

		36,207

		35,461

		35,096

		34,716

		34,056

		33,116

		31,366



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Total Capped

		18,770

		49,483

		76,746

		103,490

		127,254

		149,188

		155,300

		165,860

		176,151

		184,649

		194,501

		201,374

		208,653

		213,328

		219,330



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		192

		1,145

		2,098

		3,051

		4,003

		4,840

		5,252

		5,628

		6,009

		6,382

		6,755

		7,128

		7,501

		7,874

		8,223



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-192

		-1,145

		-2,098

		-3,051

		-4,003

		-4,840

		-5,252

		-5,628

		-6,009

		-6,382

		-6,755

		-7,128

		-7,501

		-7,874

		-8,223



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No







		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		29,432

		26,712

		23,744

		20,776

		17,808

		14,840

		11,872

		8,904

		5,936

		2,968

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Total Capped

		214,839

		212,148

		209,161

		206,193

		203,225

		200.257

		197,289

		194,321

		191,353

		188,385

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		149

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped

		8,563

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-8,563

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No







		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total
(2020–2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		153,767

		132,239

		107,555

		87,478

		57,152

		45,312

		40,356

		37,703

		35,225

		31,920

		28,525

		25,491

		22,779

		21,191

		19,714

		5,090,636



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,821



		Forklifts

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		6,122



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		563,449



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Total Capped

		157,252

		135,237

		109,993

		89,461

		58,448

		46,339

		41,270

		38,557

		36,023

		32,644

		29,172

		26,068

		23,295

		21,671

		20,161

		6,042,384



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,289



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Total Uncapped

		7,236

		6,223

		5,061

		4,116

		2,689

		2,132

		1,899

		1,774

		1,658

		1,502

		1,342

		1,199

		1,072

		997

		928

		242,263



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-7,236

		-6,223

		-5,061

		-4,116

		-2,689

		-2,132

		-1,899

		-1,774

		-1,658

		-1,502

		-1,342

		-1,199

		-1,072

		-997

		-928

		-242,263



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2	Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3	2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4	Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after renewable portfolio standard (RPS) has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2019
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Revisions to Table 4.7-8 includes the addition of reductions provided by new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 (detailed below). Addition of this mitigation and revision of Table 4.7-8 does not change the impact determination and would not result in a new significant impact.

A new section, Section 4.7.7 will be added to the end of Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Climate Change, and Sustainability, beginning on page 4.7-48.

4.7.7	Mitigation Measure Conditioned on the Outcome of the Appeal in Paulek V. Moreno Valley

An appeal of the judgement entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation, is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the construction and operation of the WLC. Specifically, the FEIR determined that the GHG emissions attributable to fuel suppliers and energy producers under Cap-and-Trade (capped emissions) could be deducted from the total GHG emissions to be evaluated against the significance threshold because capped emissions were already accounted for and mitigated at the producer/supplier level. To address the yet unknown determination of the appeal and to eliminate uncertainty as to how capped GHG emissions should be accounted for in determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions under CEQA, a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall apply requiring that the WLC Project’s GHG emissions be mitigated to net zero where the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal.

If the trial court’s judgment is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8.

If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 4.7-16. As shown in Table 4.7-16, Project GHG emissions, both capped and uncapped, with implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation measures would, prior to the application of mitigation, exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year.

To mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero and to remove uncertainty as to how GHG emissions should be accounted for, the following mitigation, Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, shall apply. Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1 shall read as follows:

4.7.7.1	The developer shall mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero by providing offsets and/or carbon credits, where the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 4.7-16, depending on the outcome of the appeal in Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District (“Paulek”). If the trial court’s judgment in Paulek is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 4.7-8. If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 4.7-16. Upon the provision of offsets and/or the retirement of carbon credits, no further analysis of capped and uncapped GHG emissions will be required, and no further reduction of those emissions will be required.

The developer shall provide the city with any combination of qualified offsets and/or carbon credits in its sole determination provided that the following conditions are satisfied:

a)	Offsets: A developer shall provide proof of offsets to reduce or sequester GHG emissions (as distinguished from carbon credits) to the City’s Planning Official that the offsets are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency.

b)	Carbon Credits: A developer shall provide proof to the City’s Planning Official that the carbon credits represent reductions in GHG emissions that are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency. Credits registered by a carbon registry approved by the California Air Resources Board, such as, but not limited to, the Climate Action Reserve, American Carbon Registry, Verra (formerly Verified Carbon Standard) or GHG Reduction Exchange (GHG RX), shall be conclusively presumed to meet all of the criteria set forth above.

c)	Timing: The developer shall provide the City with offsets and/or carbon credits equal to the proportionate amount of GHG emissions for the facilities proposed in each plot plan (by square footage as compared to the total square footage of the project) as a condition of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for such facilities, using either Table 4.7-8 or Table 4.7-16, as appropriate. The City shall retire the carbon credits upon their receipt. The developer shall have the right at any time to provide such offsets and/or carbon credits in advance of the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any of the facilities in the WLC Project.

Level of Impact After Mitigation. Less than significant.

With the application of all previous mitigation measures (pages 4.7-27 – 4.7-30) and the new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero at buildout, as shown in Table 4.7-8 and Table 4.7-15. Table 4.7-8 and Table 4.7-16 show the mitigated GHG emissions, including new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, for each year from 2020 through construction and 30-years operation of all Project facilities. Since total Project GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero, they are below the threshold of significance for every year and are therefore less than significant after mitigation.

		Table 4.7-15: GHG Reductions at Buildout (with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Emissions (mt CO2e) at Buildout



		

		Unmitigated

		Reductions from Mitigation

		With Reductions (Mitigated)



		Construction

		7,391

		0

		7,391



		Net Mobile

		179,355

		-557

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		0

		7,172



		Generator

		267

		19

		286



		Forklifts

		257

		0

		257



		Electricity

		34,147

		-4,715

		29,432



		Water

		2,548

		-268

		2,280



		Natural gas

		4,689

		-4,689

		0



		Solar

		0

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		166

		-17

		149



		Waste

		19,193

		-14,395

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		0

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		0

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		0

		-111



		Project Emissions with previous PDFs and MMs

		258,800

		-28,008

		230,792



		Credits/Offsets 
(MM 4.7.7.1)

		

		-230,792

		0



		Project Emissions

		258,800

		-258,800

		0



		Significance Threshold

		10,000

		

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		Yes

		—

		No



		Notes:

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. Electricity-based emissions result in an increase due to the inclusion of EV charging stations and electric outlets for electrical property maintenance equipment.

2	Construction would no longer occur at buildout; however, according to SCAQMD recommendations, construction emissions are included as amortized over 30 years.

Source: ESA, 2020
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		Table 4.7-16:	Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		96,308

		102,643

		112,971

		123,218

		132,710

		141,787

		150,466

		158,748

		166,632

		174,108



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,487

		10,505

		16,725

		22,319

		32,535

		36,088

		36,779

		36,207

		35,461

		35,096

		34,716

		34,056

		33,116

		31,366



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		18,962

		50,628

		78,844

		106,541

		131,257

		154,028

		160,553

		171,488

		182,160

		191,031

		201,256

		208,501

		216,154

		221,202

		227,553



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-18,962

		-50,628

		-78,844

		-106,541

		-131,257

		-154,028

		-160,553

		-171,488

		-182,160

		-191,031

		-201,256

		-208,501

		-216,154

		-221,202

		-227.553



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		29,432

		29,330

		26,071

		22,812

		19,554

		16,295

		13,036

		9,777

		6,518

		3,259

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		149

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		223,402

		223,180

		219,902

		216,643

		213,384

		210,125

		206,866

		203,607

		200,348

		197,090

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-223,402

		-223,180

		-219,902

		-216,643

		-213,384

		-210,125

		-206,866

		-203,607

		-200,348

		-197,090

		-191,522

		-191,52

		-191,522

		-191,522

		-191,522



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total
(2020–2064)



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		153,767

		132,239

		107,555

		87,478

		57,152

		45,312

		40,356

		37,703

		35,225

		31,920

		28,525

		25,491

		22,779

		21,191

		19,714

		5,090,636



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,821



		Forklifts

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		6,122



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		576,539



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,289



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		164,488

		141,460

		115,054

		93,577

		61,137

		48,471

		43,169

		40,331

		37,681

		34,146

		30,514

		27,268

		24,367

		22,669

		21,088

		6,297,736



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-164,488

		-141,460

		-115,054

		-93,577

		-61,137

		-48,471

		-43,169

		-40,331

		-37,681

		-34,146

		-30,514

		-27,268

		-24,367

		-22,669

		-21,088

		-6,297,736



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2	Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3	2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4	Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2020
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[bookmark: _Toc37941220]Section 6.3, Air Quality

Page 6.3-22, fourth paragraph.

“Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and have not been included in the analysis. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289 284 potentially cumulative projects could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Results of the cumulative construction emissions analysis is provided in Table 6.3-3.”

This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 6.3-32, second paragraph, first two sentences

“As mentioned above, the environmental document research conducted for the project found that 6766 projects are either completely constructed or currently undergoing construction. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, the cumulative construction analysis was conducted for the 289284 potentially cumulative projects that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period.”

This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 6.3-36, third paragraph

“In addition, out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction and nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially cumulative projects that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. However, even if none of these 289284 cumulative projects undergo construction while the project is under construction, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur because projects that exceed the Project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. As previously stated the Project-specific construction emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, despite any potential construction activity associated with another project.”

This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 6.3-39, first full paragraph

“Out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated, 67 66 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019. Nine projects have not been accounted for due to lack of sufficient project information to estimate impacts (specifically, H-10, MV-55, MV-122, P-13, P-29, SJWA-1, RC-4, RC-8, and RC-16). Therefore, 289284 potentially cumulative projects could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period. Construction emissions gathered from the environmental documents and modeling show that out of the 289284 cumulative projects, 9590 cumulative projects were identified as exceeding VOC significance thresholds, 22 projects were identified as exceeding NOX thresholds, and 2 projects would exceed CO, PM2.5 and PM10 thresholds. However, even if none of the 289284 potential cumulative projects undergo construction while the project is under construction, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur because projects that exceed the Project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable.11 As previously stated the Project-specific construction emissions presented in Section 4.3.6.2 exceed the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, a cumulatively considerable impact will occur, despite any potential construction activity associated with another project.”

This revision clarifies the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. This clarification does not result in any change in impact determinations and would not result in a new significant impact.

[bookmark: _Toc37941221]Section 6.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change

Page 6.7-14, third paragraph

“Mitigation Measures: As identified in Section 4.7.6.1, Mitigation Measures 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, and 4.7.6.1D, and 4.7.6.1E.1 or 4.7.6.1E.2 are required to reduce solid waste and greenhouse gas emissions from construction and operation of project development to less than significant impacts, and the purchase of credits to offset emissions and reach net-zero GHG emissions.”

Erroneous references to mitigation have been removed. This revision does not change any impact determinations and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 6.7-30, second to last paragraph

“Mitigation Measures: Implementation of previously referenced Mitigation Measures 4.3.6.2A, 4.3.6.3B, 4.3.6.4A, 4.3.6.3C, 4.3.6.3D, 4.7.6.1A, 4.7.6.1B, 4.7.6.1C, 4.7.6.1D, 4.7.6.1E, 4.16.1.6.1A, 4.16.1.6.1B, and 4.16.1.6.1C will help reduce project-related GHG emissions and therefore make it more consistent with GHG reduction plans, policies, and/or regulations.”

Erroneous references to mitigation have been removed. This revision does not change any impact determinations and would not result in a new significant impact.

[bookmark: _Toc37941222]Appendix A.1, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report

The following typographical errors have been corrected in Appendix A.1 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report).

Page 35, Table 5

		

Table 5
Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity



		Pollutant

		Standard

		2014

		2015

		2016

		2017



		Ozone (O3)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.141

		0.132

		0.142

		0.145



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.09 ppm

		29

		31

		33

		ND



		Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.105

		0.106

		0.105

		0.1180.119



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.070 ppm

		69

		59

		71

		ND



		

		Federal: > 0.075 ppm

		41

		39

		47

		8458







The revisions include corrected data. Table 5 provides background information and these revisions do not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.
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Page 176, Table 38

		Table 38
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, Without Mitigation



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental
Increase in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds
Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		34.0

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		34.0

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

		29.923.4

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk along SR 60 freeway5

		34.018.7

		10

		No Yes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing on-site residence immediately to the north of the project boundary at 13241 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue).

3	Location is same as location (2). at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue

4	Location is to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue Location is to the east of the project boundary along Gilman Springs Road.

5	Location is south of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (2). a residence north of SR 60 Freeway, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







Table 38 has been revised to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries. The impact determination for the maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has been corrected to show that risk exceeds the threshold. The SCAQMD cancer risk threshold under this category has not been revised and the reader can ascertain the impact based on the numeric values shown on the table. This revision to Table 4.3-27 relates to estimated cancer risks prior to the application of mitigation, and with the application of mitigation as shown in Tables 4.3-29 and 4.3-30, the impacts remain less than significant and no new significant impacts occur.
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Page 201, Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-6

“Prior to issuance of occupancy permits for each warehouse building within the WLSCP, the developer shall demonstrate to the City that vehicles can access the building using paved roads and parking lots and that access on unpaved roads is prohibited.”

The revisions to Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-6 was made to strengthen the existing measure requiring that vehicles travel on paved roads. The revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

Pages 202–203, Mitigation Measure MM-AIR-7

“k)	All yard trucks (yard dogs/yard goats/yard jockeys/yard hostlers), landscaping equipment, and industrial sweepers shall be powered by electricity, natural gas, propane, or an equivalent non-diesel fuel. Any off-road engines in the yard trucks and landscaping equipment shall have emissions standards that meet or exceed 2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title 13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.”

“o)	For each building, the developer shall provide ten electrical outlets for the use of electric auxiliary power units (APUs) to be located at the dock doors near the shipping offices, or an alternate location with access to electrical outlets.”

“p)	All industrial sweepers shall be equipped with high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters.”

Additions to Mitigation Measure AIR-7 were made to include additional feasible mitigation. The emissions reductions provided by these additions have not been accounted for in the emissions inventory and the revised mitigation does not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 219, Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-7

“All project rooftops shall be constructed to be solar ready and be designed to accommodate the additional loads from solar equipment that might be installed at a future date.”

“Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 2008 2019 Title 24’s energy saving requirements for the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is more strict; and”

Emissions calculations do not account for the inclusion of solar-ready rooftops. This addition to Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-7 does not change the impact determination and would not result in a new significant impact.
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Page 213, Table 55a

		Table 55a
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		14.2

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		10.7

		19

		Yes



		13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.8

		10

		No



		13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		10.2

		10

		Yes



		13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.5

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Ave

		10.7

		10

		Yes



		29080 Dracaea Ave

		5.3

		10

		No



		29140 Dracaea Ave

		5.6

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2

W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4

		

14.2

9.5

		

10

10

		

Yes

No



		Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project boundaries5

		9.514.2

		10

		NoYes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2040 to 2069 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor.

3	Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue.

4	Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

5	Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.







Table 55a has been revised to property characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries and to provide clarification of impacts at specific locations. The incremental increase in cancer risk and impact determination for the maximum risk along SR 60 freeway has been corrected to show that risk along SR 60 exceeds the threshold. Although the incremental cancer risk at this location has been corrected, the impact determination remains less than significant and unchanged for incremental cancer risk at any sensitive receptor within the modeling domain due to implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5.A, requiring the use of MERV 13 filters at impacted residences. This mitigation measure reduced the total incremental cancer risk to less than the SCAQMD significance threshold as shown on Table 4.3-30 (page 4.3-74 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR). The owners of the homes located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Street) have accepted the offer for the installation of the MERV 13 filters in writing. (see Attachment R). Thus, for these reasons, with the implementation of mitigation, the increase in health risks from the Project to an on-site or offsite receptor, within the study area, was less than significant. Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-29 does not change the impact determination of significant and would not result in a new significant impact.




Pages 225–227, Table 58

		Table 58a
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		96,308

		102,643

		112,971

		123,218

		132,710

		141,787

		150,466

		158,748

		166,632

		174,108



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,487

		10,505

		16,725

		22,319

		32,535

		36,088

		36,779

		36,207

		35,461

		35,096

		34,716

		34,056

		33,116

		31,366



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Total Capped

		18,770

		49,483

		76,746

		103,490

		127,254

		149,188

		155,300

		165,860

		176,151

		184,649

		194,501

		201,374

		208,653

		213,328

		219,330



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		192

		1,145

		2,098

		3,051

		4,003

		4,840

		5,252

		5,628

		6,009

		6,382

		6,755

		7,128

		7,501

		7,874

		8,223



		Credits/Offsets (MM GHG8)

		-192

		-1,145

		-2,098

		-3,051

		-4,003

		-4,840

		-5,252

		-5,628

		-6,009

		-6,382

		-6,755

		-7,128

		-7,501

		-7,874

		-8,223



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No







		Table 58b
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		29,432

		26,712
29,330

		23,744
26,071

		20,776
22,812

		17,808
19,554

		14,840
16,295

		11,872
13,036

		8,904
9,777

		5,936
6,518

		2,968
3,259

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Total Capped

		214,839

		212,148

		209,161

		206,193

		203,225

		200.257

		197,289

		194,321

		191,353

		188,385

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		149

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped

		8,563

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414



		Credits/Offsets (MM GHG8)

		-8,563

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Table 58c
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total
(2020–2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		153,767

		132,239

		107,555

		87,478

		57,152

		45,312

		40,356

		37,703

		35,225

		31,920

		28,525

		25,491

		22,779

		21,191

		19,714

		5,090,636



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,821



		Forklifts

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		6,122



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		563,449



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Subtotal, capped

		157,252

		135,237

		109,993

		89,461

		58,448

		46,339

		41,270

		38,557

		36,023

		32,644

		29,172

		26,068

		23,295

		21,671

		20,161

		6,042,384



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,289



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Total Uncapped

		7,236

		6,223

		5,061

		4,116

		2,689

		2,132

		1,899

		1,774

		1,658

		1,502

		1,342

		1,199

		1,072

		997

		928

		242,263



		Credits/Offsets (MM GHG8)

		-7,236

		-6,223

		-5,061

		-4,116

		-2,689

		-2,132

		-1,899

		-1,774

		-1,658

		-1,502

		-1,342

		-1,199

		-1,072

		-997

		-928

		-242,263



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2	Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3	2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4	Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after renewable portfolio standard (RPS) has reached 100% renewable electricity
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Revisions to Table 58 includes the addition of reductions provided by new Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-8 (detailed below). Addition of this mitigation and revision of Table 58 does not change the impact determination and would not result in a new significant impact.

A new section, Mitigation Measure Conditioned on the Outcome of The Appeal in Paulek V. Moreno Valley, will be added to the end of the technical report, beginning on page 250.

Mitigation Measure Conditioned on the Outcome of the Appeal in Paulek V. Moreno Valley

An appeal of the judgement entered on June 7, 2018, in the CEQA litigation, is currently pending in the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Two, as Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District, Case No. E071184. The appeal seeks judicial review of the FEIR’s application of California’s Cap-and-Trade Program to the analysis of GHG emissions for the construction and operation of the WLC. Specifically, the FEIR determined that the GHG emissions attributable to fuel suppliers and energy producers under Cap-and-Trade (capped emissions) could be deducted from the total GHG emissions to be evaluated against the significance threshold because capped emissions were already accounted for and mitigated at the producer/supplier level. To address the yet unknown determination of the appeal and to eliminate uncertainty as to how capped GHG emissions should be accounted for in determining the significance of a project’s GHG emissions under CEQA, a new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure MMGHG8, shall apply requiring that the WLC Project’s GHG emissions be mitigated to net zero where the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 58 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 62, depending on the outcome of the appeal.

If the trial court’s judgment is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 58.

If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 62. As shown in Table 62, Project GHG emissions, both capped and uncapped, with implementation of Project Design Features and mitigation measures would, prior to the application of mitigation, exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold of 10,000 mt CO2e per year.

To mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero and to remove uncertainty as to how GHG emissions should be accounted for, the following mitigation, Mitigation Measure MMGHG8, shall apply. Mitigation Measure MMGHG8 shall read as follows:

MM-GHG-8	The developer shall mitigate the WLC Project’s GHG emissions to net zero by providing offsets and/or carbon credits, where the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated is either “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 58 or “Project Emissions” from new Table 62, depending on the outcome of the appeal in Paulek v. Moreno Valley Community Services District (“Paulek”). If the trial court’s judgment in Paulek is affirmed after the appellate process is completed or if the appeal is dismissed, then the GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Total Uncapped” GHG emissions from Table 58. If the trial court’s judgment is reversed after the appellate process is completed, then the amount of GHG emissions to be mitigated to net zero will be the “Project Emissions” shown on Table 62. Upon the provision of offsets and/or the retirement of carbon credits, no further analysis of capped and uncapped GHG emissions will be required, and no further reduction of those emissions will be required.

The developer shall provide the city with any combination of qualified offsets and/or carbon credits in its sole determination provided that the following conditions are satisfied:

a)	Offsets: A developer shall provide proof of offsets to reduce or sequester GHG emissions (as distinguished from carbon credits) to the City’s Planning Official that the offsets are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency.

b)	Carbon Credits: A developer shall provide proof to the City’s Planning Official that the carbon credits represent reductions in GHG emissions that are real, permanent, additional, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable by an appropriate agency. Credits registered by a carbon registry approved by the California Air Resources Board, such as, but not limited to, the Climate Action Reserve, American Carbon Registry, Verra (formerly Verified Carbon Standard) or GHG Reduction Exchange (GHG RX), shall be conclusively presumed to meet all of the criteria set forth above.

c)	Timing: The developer shall provide the City with offsets and/or carbon credits equal to the proportionate amount of GHG emissions for the facilities proposed in each plot plan (by square footage as compared to the total square footage of the project) as a condition of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for such facilities, using either Table 58 or Table 62, as appropriate. The City shall retire the carbon credits upon their receipt. The developer shall have the right at any time to provide such offsets and/or carbon credits in advance of the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any of the facilities in the WLC Project.

Level of Impact After Mitigation. Less than significant.

With the application of all previous mitigation measures (MM-GHG-1 through MM-GHG-7) and the new Mitigation Measure MMGHG8, the WLC Project’s GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero at buildout, as shown in Table 58 and Table 62. Table 58 and Table 62 show the mitigated GHG emissions, including new Mitigation Measure MMGHG8, for each year from 2020 through construction and 30-years operation of all Project facilities. Since total Project GHG emissions will be reduced to net zero, they are below the threshold of significance for every year and are therefore less than significant after mitigation.

		Table 61
GHG Reductions at Buildout (with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Emissions (mt CO2e) at Buildout



		

		Unmitigated

		Reductions from Mitigation

		With Reductions (Mitigated)



		Construction

		7,391

		0

		7,391



		Net Mobile

		179,355

		-557

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		0

		7,172



		Generator

		267

		19

		286



		Forklifts

		257

		0

		257



		Electricity

		34,147

		-4,715

		29,432



		Water

		2,548

		-268

		2,280



		Natural gas

		4,689

		-4,689

		0



		Solar

		0

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		166

		-17

		149



		Waste

		19,193

		-14,395

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		0

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		0

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		0

		-111



		Project Emissions with previous PDFs and MMs

		258,800

		-28,008

		230,792



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		

		-230,792

		0



		Project Emissions

		258,800

		-258,800

		0



		Significance Threshold

		10,000

		

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		Yes

		—

		No



		Notes:

mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers. Electricity-based emissions result in an increase due to the inclusion of EV charging stations and electric outlets for electrical property maintenance equipment.

2	Construction would no longer occur at buildout; however, according to SCAQMD recommendations, construction emissions are included as amortized over 30 years.

Source: ESA, 2020
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		Table 62a:	Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		96,308

		102,643

		112,971

		123,218

		132,710

		141,787

		150,466

		158,748

		166,632

		174,108



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,487

		10,505

		16,725

		22,319

		32,535

		36,088

		36,779

		36,207

		35,461

		35,096

		34,716

		34,056

		33,116

		31,366



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		18,962

		50,628

		78,844

		106,541

		131,257

		154,028

		160,553

		171,488

		182,160

		191,031

		201,256

		208,501

		216,154

		221,202

		227,553



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-18,962

		-50,628

		-78,844

		-106,541

		-131,257

		-154,028

		-160,553

		-171,488

		-182,160

		-191,031

		-201,256

		-208,501

		-216,154

		-221,202

		-227.553



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		29,432

		29,330

		26,071

		22,812

		19,554

		16,295

		13,036

		9,777

		6,518

		3,259

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		149

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		223,402

		223,180

		219,902

		216,643

		213,384

		210,125

		206,866

		203,607

		200,348

		197,090

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522

		191,522



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-223,402

		-223,180

		-219,902

		-216,643

		-213,384

		-210,125

		-206,866

		-203,607

		-200,348

		-197,090

		-191,522

		-191,52

		-191,522

		-191,522

		-191,522



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total
(2020–2064)



		Project Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		153,767

		132,239

		107,555

		87,478

		57,152

		45,312

		40,356

		37,703

		35,225

		31,920

		28,525

		25,491

		22,779

		21,191

		19,714

		5,090,636



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,821



		Forklifts

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		6,122



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		576,539



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,289



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Project Emissions (with previous PDFs and MMs)

		164,488

		141,460

		115,054

		93,577

		61,137

		48,471

		43,169

		40,331

		37,681

		34,146

		30,514

		27,268

		24,367

		22,669

		21,088

		6,297,736



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-164,488

		-141,460

		-115,054

		-93,577

		-61,137

		-48,471

		-43,169

		-40,331

		-37,681

		-34,146

		-30,514

		-27,268

		-24,367

		-22,669

		-21,088

		-6,297,736



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2	Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3	2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4	Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2020
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[bookmark: _Toc37941223][bookmark: _Toc38030188]Errata – Additional Changes to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR Not in Response to a Comment

In addition to revisions that resulted from responses to the comments received, there are additional revisions to the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR to provide minor corrections and clarifications. These revisions are to the following sections and appendix of the Recirculated Draft RSFEIR:

Air Quality (Section 4.3 and Section 6.3)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 4.7 and Section 6.7)

Energy (Section 4.17 and Section 6.17)

Appendix A.1 (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report)

Appendix A.3 (Cumulative Emissions Calculations)

Appendix E (Energy)

As stated above, additions to text are shown with underlined text and deletions are shown as strikethrough text.

[bookmark: _Toc37941224]Section 4.3, Air Quality

Page 4.3-8, Table 4.3-3

		

Table 4.3-3:	Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity



		Pollutant

		Standard

		2014

		2015

		2016

		2017

		2018



		Carbon Monoxide (CO)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		2.4

		2.5

		1.6

		2.4

		2.1



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 20 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		ND



		

		Federal: > 35 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm)

		1.9

		1.7

		1.3

		1.8

		1.9



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: ≥ 9.0 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		ND



		

		Federal: ≥ 9 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Ozone (O3)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.141

		0.132

		0.142

		0.145

		0.123



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.09 ppm

		29

		31

		33

		ND

		22



		Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.105

		0.106

		0.105

		0.118
0.119

		0.101



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.070 ppm

		69

		59

		71

		ND

		57



		

		Federal: > 0.075 ppm

		41

		39

		47

		84
58

		34



		Coarse Particulates (PM10)



		Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3)

		100

		69

		84

		92

		86.5



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 50 µg/m3

		125

		92

		ND

		ND

		133.6



		

		Federal: > 150 µg/m3

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Annual arithmetic mean concentration (µg/m3)

		44.8

		40.0

		ND

		ND

		43.9



		Exceeded for the year

		State: > 20 µg/m3

		Yes

		Yes

		ND

		ND

		Yes



		Fine Particulates (PM2.5)



		Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3)

		50.6

		61.1

		60.8

		50.3

		66.3



		Number of days exceeded:

		Federal: > 35 µg/m3

		ND

		10

		5

		ND

		3.1



		Annual arithmetic mean (µg/m3)

		16.8

		15.3

		12.6

		12.2

		12.5



		Exceeded for the year

		State: > 12 µg/m3

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes



		

		Federal: > 12.0 µg/m3

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes



		Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.0600

		0.057

		0.073

		0.063

		0.055



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.18 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		ND



		Annual arithmetic mean concentration (ppm)

		0.015

		0.0144

		0.015

		0.015

		0.014



		Exceeded for the year

		State: > 0.030 ppm

Federal: > 0.053 ppm

		No

No

		No

No

		ND

		ND

		ND



		Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)



		Maximum 24-hr concentration (ppm)

		1.3

		1.0

		1.2

		1.2

		0.9



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.04 ppm

		ND

		ND

		ND

		ND

		ND



		Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm)

		0.26

		0.27

		0.23

		0.29

		0.45



		Exceeded for the year:

		Federal: > 0.030 ppm

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter	EPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency

ID = Insufficient data	ND = No data

ppm = parts per million

Source: CARB, 2018 for the SCAQMD Riverside-Rubidoux air monitoring station.







In addition to the correction of typographical errors made in response to comments, updated 2018 data has been added. Table 4.3-3 provides background information and these revisions do not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 4.3-46, second paragraph

“As noted from Table 4.3-11, the project would exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for the 24-hour and annual PM10 thresholds for receptors located within the project’s boundaries. As shown in Table 4.3-12, the significance thresholds would not be exceeded at any sensitive receptor located for the 24-hour and annual PM10 thresholds outside of the project boundaries.”

A typographical error in the text on page 4.3-46 has been revised to correctly describe the results in Table 4.3-12. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of potentially significant and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 4.3-47, Table 4.3-12

		Table 4.3-12:	Localized Assessment of Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 Full Build Out (2020) Emissions Maximum Impacts Outside the Project Boundaries (without mitigation)



		Pollutant

		Averaging Time, Units

		Existing Background1

		Air Concentration2

		Standard/Threshold

		Total Impact Exceeds Threshold



		

		

		

		Project Local Increase

		Total (Background + Project)

		

		



		Carbon Monoxide

		1 hour, ppm

		2.2

		0.03

		2.2

		20.0

		No



		

		8 hour, ppm

		2.0

		0.02

		2.0

		9.0

		No



		Nitrogen Dioxide

		State 1 hour, ppm

		0.073

		0.015

		0.088

		0.180

		No



		

		National 1 hour, ppm

		0.058

		0.015

		0.073

		0.100

		No



		

		Annual, ppm

		0.015

		0.001

		0.016

		0.030

		No



		PM10

		24 hour, µg/m3

		NA

		2.9

		2.9

		2.5

		YesNo



		

		Annual, µg/m3

		NA

		1.8

		1.8

		1.0

		YesNo



		PM2.5

		24 hour, µg/m3

		NA

		0.8

		0.8

		2.5

		No



		Notes:

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter (a concentration unit); NA = Not Applicable, the SCAQMD threshold methodology does not require a background for PM10 or PM2.5

1	Background data for CO and NO2 for State standards were derived as the highest air quality measured data over the most recent 3 years of meteorological data 2016-2018. Background concentrations for the National 1-hour NO2 is the 3 year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average.

2	Highest impacts generally occur at the existing residences along Gilman Springs Road to the east of the project.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







The final column of Table 4.3-12 on impact determination on has been corrected to show that there is a significant impact with respect to localized PM10 emissions under the Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario (without mitigation). Numeric values shown for Background emissions, Project local increase, and total background plus Project emissions as shown in Table 4.3-12 of the Draft Recirculated Sections of the RSFEIR have remain unchanged and the reader of this table would have been able to ascertain the impact level from the numeric values. Additionally, as discussed on page 4.3-45 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario “represents hypothetical worst-case conditions in that the project physically could not be built-out in 2020”. The Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario has been included for informational purposes and to provide consistency with the traffic impact assessment (TIA) which examines Project Build Out under existing conditions and is not utilized in impact determination for Project localized significant. Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-12 does not change any impact determination because projects impacts were not determined based on the Year 2020 Build Out scenario and would not result in a new significant impact.



April 2020	World Logistics Center	778

April 2020	World Logistics Center	777

Page 4.3-67, Table 4.3-26

		[bookmark: _Toc514935626]Table 4.3-26:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Construction (Construction and Operation HRA), Without Mitigation



		Receptor Location

		Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk During
Project Construction
(risk/million)

		Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk During
Project Operation
(risk/million)

		Total Incremental
Increase in
Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer
Risk Significance
Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds
Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		49.5

		17.3

		66.8

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		49.5

		17.3

		66.8

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

		46.46

		8.76

		55.22

		10

		Yes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 2020 to 2049 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the updated construction emission estimate, TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project, located at the 13241 World Logistic Parkway (formerly Theodore Street).

3	Location is at the existing residences within the boundaries of the project, located at the 13241 World Logistic Parkway (formerly Theodore Street).

4	Location is adjacent to the southwestern boundary of the project.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







A typographical error was corrected and reference to the appropriate version of EMFAC has been included. This revision reflects the version of the model used in the analysis and does not result a change to the impact determination and no new significant impact would result.




Page 4.3-73, Table 4.3-28

		[bookmark: _Toc514935629]Table 4.3-28:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Construction (Construction and Operation HRA), With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters)



		Receptor Location

		Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk
during Project
Construction
(risk/million)

		Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk
during Project
Operation
(risk/million)

		Total
Incremental
Increase in
Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD
Cancer Risk
Significance
Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds
Threshold?



		Maximum combined risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		4.9

		4.2

		9.1

		10

		No



		Existing residences within the project boundaries

		

		

		

		

		



		13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		4.9

		4.2

		9.1

		10

		No



		13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		3.3

		4.6

		7.9

		10

		No



		13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		4.0

		3.8

		7.8

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Ave

		4.1

		4.8

		8.9

		10

		No



		29080 Dracaea Ave

		2.3

		2.5

		4.8

		10

		No



		29140 Dracaea Ave

		2.5

		2.7

		5.2

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries3

		1.4

		4.3

		5.7

		10

		No



		12400 World Logistics Center Parkway

		0.7

		6.4

		7.1

		10

		No



		Southwest of the Project Boundary3

		5.1

		1.4

		6.5

		10

		No



		Notes:

*	Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A, the Applicant shall install MERV-13 air filters at the residences located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue); however, reductions provided by MERV-13 filters are not reflected in mitigated numbers in this table.

1	Cancer risk calculation conservatively assumed all receptors modeled are residential receptors. 30-year average exposures from 2020 to 2049 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at existing residences within the boundaries of the project.

3	Location is adjacent to the midsouthwestern boundary of the project between Bay Avenue and Stevens Avenue.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







Clarification was included in the footer of Table 4.3-28 to better convey the application of mitigation and reference the appropriate version of EMFAC to more clearly and accurately describe modeling methodology. No change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impact would result.

Page 4.3-74, Table 4.3-29

		Table 4.3-29:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters)



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		14.2

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		10.7

		19

		Yes



		13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.8

		10

		No



		13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		10.2

		10

		Yes



		13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.5

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Ave

		10.7

		10

		Yes



		29080 Dracaea Ave

		5.3

		10

		No



		29140 Dracaea Ave

		5.6

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2

W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4

		

14.2

9.5

		

10

10

		

Yes

No



		Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project boundaries5

		9.514.2

		10

		NoYes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 20402035 to 20692064 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway.

3	Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue.

4	Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

5	Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







In addition to revisions made to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries, typographical errors and clarifications within the footer of the table were corrected. Therefore, this revision to Table 4.3-29 does not change the impact determination of significant and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 4.3-74, Table 4.3-30

		Table 4.3-30:	Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Onsite Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation & Installation of MERV-13 Filters



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		12400 World Logistics Center Parkway

		7.10

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Avenue

		5.35

		10

		No



		13241 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway

		4.755.10

		10

		No



		Notes:

1	MERV-13 filters conservatively assume 50% efficiency and are applied to the receptors presented in Table 4.3-29. DieselNet.com, 2002

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







Typographical errors were corrected and clarification of mitigation application was included. These revisions reflect the modeling methodology and results accurately and does not result a change to the impact determination and no new significant impact would result.

[bookmark: _Toc37941225]


Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change

Pages 4.7-24–4.7-26, Table 4.7-5

		Table 4.7-5:	Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		22,089

		42,984

		62,716

		81,169

		97,097

		103,414

		113,746

		123,988

		133,464

		142,515

		151,159

		159,397

		167,226

		174,639



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		30

		61

		91

		121

		151

		163

		175

		187

		199

		211

		222

		234

		246

		258



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		6,097

		11,672

		18,583

		24,799

		36,149

		40,666

		41,689

		41,168

		40,436

		40,169

		39,884

		39,257

		38,288

		36,329



		Water

		0

		133

		267

		445

		623

		953

		1,283

		1,458

		1,562

		1,667

		1,817

		1,986

		2,156

		2,326

		2,437



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		545

		1,089

		1,634

		2,723

		3,080

		3,259

		3,438

		3,617

		3,795

		3,974

		4,153

		4,331

		4,510



		Solar

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total Capped

		18,770

		51,390

		80,574

		108,959

		133,825

		157,680

		165,558

		176,875

		187,539

		196,360

		206,672

		214,020

		221,703

		226,711

		232,775



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		209

		209

		209

		209

		206

		102

		141

		144

		141

		141

		141

		141

		141

		141

		118



		Waste

		0

		2,175

		4,349

		6,524

		8,698

		10,847

		11,698

		12,549

		13,423

		14,274

		15,125

		15,976

		16,827

		17,678

		18,529



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		209

		2,793

		5,377

		7,961

		10,543

		12,992

		14,043

		15,057

		16,093

		17,104

		18,116

		19,127

		20,138

		21,149

		22,137



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes







		Source

		GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		34,147

		29,379
31,998

		26,115
28,442

		22,850
24,886

		19,586
21,331

		16,322
17,776

		13,057
14,221

		9,793
10,666

		6,529
7,110

		3,264
3,555

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,548

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689



		Solar

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total Capped

		228,435

		223,699
226,317

		220,435
222,762

		217,170
219,206

		213,906
215,651

		210,642
212,096

		207,377
208,541

		204,113
204,986

		200,849
201,430

		197,584
197,875

		191,740

		191,740

		191,740

		191,740

		191,740



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		166

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped

		22,974

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant impact?

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes








		

Source

		GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total (2020-2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		154,246

		132,651

		107,890

		87,750

		57,330

		45,453

		40,481

		37,820

		35,334

		32,020

		28,614

		25,570

		22,850

		21,257

		19,775

		5,114,971



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,620



		Forklifts

		221

		190

		155

		126

		82

		65

		58

		54

		51

		46

		41

		37

		33

		30

		28

		7,340



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		636,226

649,316



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		44,876



		Natural gas

		4,032

		3,468

		2,820

		2,294

		1,499

		1,188

		1,058

		989

		924

		837

		748

		668

		597

		556

		517

		132,674



		Solar

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total Capped

		164,897

		141,811

		115,340

		93,810

		61,289

		48,592

		43,277

		40,432

		37,774

		34,231

		30,590

		27,336

		24,428

		22,725

		21,141

		6,383,085

6,383,085



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,559



		Waste

		16,506

		14,195

		11,545

		9,390

		6,135

		4,864

		4,332

		4,047

		3,781

		3,426

		3,062

		2,736

		2,445

		2,275

		2,116

		547,418



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Total Uncapped

		19,615

		16,869

		13,720

		11,159

		7,291

		5,780

		5,148

		4,809

		4,493

		4,072

		3,639

		3,252

		2,906

		2,703

		2,515

		653,096



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant impact?

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		Yes



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2	Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3	2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4	Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2019
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Revisions to Table 4.7-5 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 4.7-27, first paragraph

“Project Design Features. The WLCSP incorporates site and building designs (Project Design Features) that emphasize conservation of water and energy, which in turn help reduce greenhouse gas emissions (WLCSP September 2014, Section 1.3.2, Green Building-Sustainable Development). The revised Project Design Features, as outlined in the Comparison of Renewable Energy Technologies report (WSP, 2018) and explained in detail in Energy Section 4.17.5, go substantially beyond that previous commitment with energy conservation measures (ECMs) that exceed minimal compliance with current (20162019) Title 24 requirements by about 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout, and a commitment to maximize the use of onsite rooftop solar PV generation.”

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version (2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of less than significant and would not result in a new significant impact.
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Pages 4.7-34–4.7-36, Table 4.7-8

		Table 4.7-8:	Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		96,308

		102,643

		112,971

		123,218

		132,710

		141,787

		150,466

		158,748

		166,632

		174,108



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,487

		10,505

		16,725

		22,319

		32,535

		36,088

		36,779

		36,207

		35,461

		35,096

		34,716

		34,056

		33,116

		31,366



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Total Capped

		18,770

		49,483

		76,746

		103,490

		127,254

		149,188

		155,300

		165,860

		176,151

		184,649

		194,501

		201,374

		208,653

		213,328

		219,330



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		192

		1,145

		2,098

		3,051

		4,003

		4,840

		5,252

		5,628

		6,009

		6,382

		6,755

		7,128

		7,501

		7,874

		8,223



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-192

		-1,145

		-2,098

		-3,051

		-4,003

		-4,840

		-5,252

		-5,628

		-6,009

		-6,382

		-6,755

		-7,128

		-7,501

		-7,874

		-8,223



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798

		178,798



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		29,432

		26,712
29,330

		23,744
26,071

		20,776
22,812

		17,808
19,554

		14,840
16,295

		11,872
13,036

		8,904
9,777

		5,936
6,518

		2,968
3,259

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Total Capped

		214,839

		212,148
214,766

		209,161
211,488

		206,193
208,229

		203,225
204,971

		200.257
201,712

		197,289
198,453

		194,321
195,194

		191,353
191,935

		188,385
188,676

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109

		183,109



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		149

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped

		8,563

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-8,563

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414

		-8,414



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No







		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total
(2020–2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		153,767

		132,239

		107,555

		87,478

		57,152

		45,312

		40,356

		37,703

		35,225

		31,920

		28,525

		25,491

		22,779

		21,191

		19,714

		5,090,636



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,821



		Forklifts

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		6,122



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		563,449
576,539



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Total Capped

		157,252

		135,237

		109,993

		89,461

		58,448

		46,339

		41,270

		38,557

		36,023

		32,644

		29,172

		26,068

		23,295

		21,671

		20,161

		6,042,384
6,055,473



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,289



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Total Uncapped

		7,236

		6,223

		5,061

		4,116

		2,689

		2,132

		1,899

		1,774

		1,658

		1,502

		1,342

		1,199

		1,072

		997

		928

		242,263



		Credits/Offsets (MM 4.7.7.1)

		-7,236

		-6,223

		-5,061

		-4,116

		-2,689

		-2,132

		-1,899

		-1,774

		-1,658

		-1,502

		-1,342

		-1,199

		-1,072

		-997

		-928

		-242,263



		Total Project Emissions

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1	Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2	Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3	2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4	Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2019







On top of revisions made to incorporate new Mitigation Measure 4.7.7.1, revisions to Table 4.7-8 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and no new significant impacts would result.
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		Table 4.7-10:	Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational Purposes Only



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		94,618

		102,528

		112,913

		123,228

		132,810

		141,992

		150,778

		159,165

		167,154

		174,742



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,634

		10,785

		17,172

		22,915

		33,404

		40,224

		42,353

		42,411

		42,184

		42,583

		42,956

		42,870

		42,326

		40,453



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Total Capped

		18,770

		49,629

		77,027

		103,937

		127,851

		148,367

		159,322

		171,376

		182,365

		191,474

		202,194

		209,926

		217,884

		223,060

		229,051



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		192

		1,145

		2,098

		3,051

		4,003

		4,840

		5,252

		5,628

		6,009

		6,382

		6,755

		7,128

		7,501

		7,874

		8,223



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No










		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036 

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Mobile

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		38,279

		34,818

38,678

		30,949

34,381

		27,080

30,083

		23,212

25,785

		19,343

21,488

		15,475

17,190

		11,606

12,893

		7,737

8,595

		3,869

4,298

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Total Capped

		217,245

		213,812

217,672

		209,943

213,375

		206,075

209,077

		202,206

204,780

		198,337

200,482

		194,469

196,185

		190,600

191,887

		186,731

187,589

		182,863

183,292

		176,686

		176,686

		176,686

		176,686

		176,686



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total (2020-2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Mobile

		148,226

		127,475

		103,680

		84,326

		55,093

		43,680

		38,902

		36,344

		33,956

		30,770

		27,497

		24,572

		21,958

		20,428

		19,003

		4,963,844



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		246

		211

		172

		140

		91

		72

		65

		60

		56

		51

		46

		41

		36

		34

		32

		8,152



		Forklifts

		221

		190

		155

		126

		82

		65

		58

		54

		51

		46

		41

		37

		33

		30

		28

		7,340



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		680,637

699,939



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		1

		1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		20



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Total Capped

		151,950

		130,677

		106,284

		86,444

		56,477

		44,777

		39,879

		37,257

		34,808

		31,543

		28,188

		25,189

		22,510

		20,941

		19,481

		6,053,651

6,053,651



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,140



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Total Uncapped

		7,236

		6,223

		5,061

		4,116

		2,689

		2,132

		1,899

		1,774

		1,658

		1,502

		1,342

		1,199

		1,072

		997

		928

		242,114



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3 – 2035 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity

Source: ESA, 2019
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Revisions to Table 4.7-10 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and no new significant impacts would result.

[bookmark: _Toc37941226]Section 4.17, Energy

Page 4.17-19, first full paragraph, third sentence

“Pursuant to the WLCSP, all new development within the project site will be required to meet the California Building Energy Standards in effect at the time construction commences or be 10% more stringent than 20082019 standards, whichever results in lowest energy use.”

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version (2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of less than significant and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 4.17-25, second bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.7.6.1D

“Increase efficiency for buildings by implementing either 10 percent over the 20082019 Title 24’s energy savings requirements of the Title 24 requirements in place at the time the building permit is approved, whichever is more stringent; and”

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version (2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of less than significant and would not result in a new significant impact.

[bookmark: _Toc37941227]Section 6.3, Air Quality

Page 6.3-2, second paragraph

“The cumulative project impact area includes the entire City of Moreno Valley and portions of the Cities of Riverside, Redlands, Beaumont, Perris, San Jacinto, Hemet and Calimesa, as well as portions of unincorporated Riverside and San Bernardino County, and the March Joint Powers Authority (JPA). A geographic map for these cumulative projects are shown on Figure 6.3-1. Approximately A total of 359 projects have been identified in the vicinity of the Project and are listed in Table 6.3-1. Out of those 359 projects, approximately 173 environmental documents were available. All 173 were reviewed to identify quantitative emissions for construction and operation of the respective projects; however, not all environmental documents contained emissions for construction and operation. Additionally, available emissions were not calculated using the most recent available information and methodologies. Emissions Therefore, emissions from all of the identified cumulative projects were calculated based on the most recent available information and methodologies.”

Revisions were made to clarify the review and use of available data and emissions from cumulative projects’ environmental documentation. No change to the significance determination and no new significant impact would result.

Page 6.3-12, first paragraph, first sentence

“Operational emissions were accumulated from the environmental documents that were" gathered for the cumulative analysis. For projects that did not have an environmental document with quantitative emissions available, emissions were modeled utilizing default emission rates and factors from California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (version 2016.3.2) and the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) mobile source emissions inventory (EMFAC2017).”

Revisions were made to clarify that all emissions for cumulative projects were calculated based on updated, default rates and methodology. No change to the significance determination and no new significant impact would result.

Page 6.3-17, Table 6.3-2

		MV-127

		7.27

		20.72

		15.04

		0.14

		2.24

		0.99



		MV-129

		35.66

		43.33

		133.93

		0.64

		11.86

		5.52



		MV-130

		4.74

		13.52

		9.82

		0.09

		1.46

		0.65



		MV-131

		32.05

		91.41

		66.36

		0.61

		9.89

		4.36



		MV-132

		23.51

		67.03

		48.67

		0.44

		7.25

		3.20







Five additional rows were erroneously included in Table 6.3-2. These rows do not represent any cumulative project emissions. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-22, Table 6.3-2

		Total 

		5,915.42

5,812.10

		15,683.32

15,477.29

		31,942.02

31,668.18

		107.61

105.73

		2,015.08

1,982.39

		921.24

906.50







The last row of Table 6.3-2, total, has been revised to reflect the accurate totals after removing the erroneously included five rows. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-22, first paragraph, first sentence

“Detailed research was conducted to identify as much information on the remaining projects that did not have environmental documents with construction and operational emissions available with complete project descriptions.”

Revisions was made to clarify that a number of cumulative projects’ environmental documentation did not include complete project descriptions. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-26, Table 6.3-3

		MV-127

		157.82

		42.48

		24.23

		0.05

		20.47

		12.01



		MV-129

		266.75

		62.82

		54.48

		0.16

		10.62

		6.55



		MV-130

		103.06

		42.48

		22.27

		0.05

		20.47

		12.01



		MV-131

		253.26

		62.82

		52.74

		0.15

		10.53

		6.55



		MV-132

		291.63

		73.66

		43.76

		0.12

		10.53

		6.54







Five additional rows were erroneously included in Table 6.3-3. These rows do not represent any cumulative project emissions. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-30, Table 6.3-3

		Total

		24,780.64

23,708.14

		17,509.64

17,225.45

		13,633.42

13,436.00

		35.53

35.13

		3,808.65

3,736.25

		2,049.37

2,005.56







The last row of Table 6.3-3, total, has been revised to reflect the accurate totals after removing the erroneously included five rows. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-33, second paragraph, first sentence

“Two sets of 30-year cancer risk calculations were performed for the identified cumulative projects, one includes the cancer risks from exposure to construction plus operation (Cumulative Construction & Operation HRA), and the other includes 30-year exposure to the full operation of the 359350 cumulative projects in addition to the Project (Cumulative Operation HRA).”

This revision was made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-37, third paragraph

“As shown in Table 6.3-2 operational emissions gathered from the environmental documents and modeling show that out of the 359350 cumulative projects, 2520 cumulative projects were identified as exceeding VOC significance thresholds and 5956 projects were identified as exceeding NOX thresholds. Table 6.3-3 provides the construction emissions gathered from the environmental documents and modeling. The results show that out of the 359350 cumulative projects, 9590 cumulative projects were identified as exceeding VOC significance thresholds and 22 projects were identified as exceeding NOX thresholds. Those projects that were found to exceed the SCAQMD thresholds were primarily industrial land uses or larger single-family residential developments. The number of each project type is provided in Table 6.3-4. As shown, in Table 6.3-4, up to 43 multi-family residential projects have been proposed, in combination with 115116 single-family residences and 10 heavy industrial projects.”

Typographical errors were corrected. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-37, fourth paragraph, first sentence

“The cumulative impacts of all 359350 projects with sufficient project information to calculate emissions have been taken into consideration with the SCAQMD thresholds.”

This revision was made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-37, Table 6.3-4

		Table 6.3-4:	Air Quality Cumulative Operation Emissions



		Type of Project

		Number Identified within Cumulative Analysis Limits



		Business Park

		11



		Heavy Industrial

		10



		Light Industrial

		3938



		Medical

		4



		Office

		13



		Residential - Assisted Living

		10



		Single-Family Residential 

		115116



		Multi-Family Residential

		43



		Warehouse

		6460



		Retail

		65



		Notes:

1) The total number of identified projects exceeds 359 350 due to the multi-use projects that were identified. These multi-use projects may include residential, retail, and office land uses within one project description.



Source: City of Moreno Valley, 2019







Typographical errors were corrected. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-47, first paragraph, last sentence

“Cumulative long-term impacts would take into consideration both the Project related emissions and those generated by the 359350 cumulative projects with sufficient project information to calculate emissions that have been identified.”

This revision was made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.3-47, third paragraph

“As shown, in Table 6.3.2 operational emissions gathered from the environmental documents and modeling show that out of the 359350 cumulative projects, 2520 cumulative projects were identified as exceeding VOC significance thresholds, 5956 projects were identified as exceeding NOx thresholds, and 1610 projects were identified as exceeding CO thresholds. None of the 359 projects One project would exceed the PM2.5 threshold and one project would exceed the PM10 significance thresholds. However, because the project-specific emissions exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds, this Project is considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable, despite the potential operation of any of the identified cumulative projects.”

This revision was made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for in addition to correcting typographical errors in the summary of projects exceeding significance thresholds. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

[bookmark: _Toc37941228]Section 6.7, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change

Page 6.7-2, third and fourth paragraph

“As part of the GHG cumulative analysis a review of available environmental documents for projects within the Project vicinity was conducted. Approximately 359 projects have been identified in the vicinity of the Project and are listed in Table 6.7-1. Out of those 359 projects, approximately 173 environmental documents were available. All 173 were reviewed to identify quantitative emissions for construction and operation project description of the respective projects; however, not all environmental documents contained emissions for construction and operation detailed project descriptions with information on proposed land use and construction schedule. Emissions from all of the identified cumulative projects were calculated based on available information and methodologies.

Detailed research was conducted to identify as much information on the remaining projects that did not have environmental documents with construction and operational emissions detailed project descriptions available. However, complete project descriptions, detailed construction schedules, and any operational efficiencies were not available for every single project within the cumulative analysis limits. Therefore, with the information that was accumulated, modeling was conducted, utilizing CalEEMod and EMFAC2017 default factors, to estimate construction and operational emissions generated from these all cumulative projects. The same methodologies used to calculate air quality emissions were also used to calculate GHG emissions, see Section 6.3.2.“

These revisions were made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that emissions were able to be calculated for and to clarify that all emissions for cumulative projects were calculated based on updated, default rates and methodology. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.7-13, second paragraph

“In addition, out of the 359 cumulative projects that were evaluated during preparation of the Revised Sections of the FEIR in 2018, 6866 were found to be completed with construction or currently undergoing construction as of November 2019 and sufficient project information to calculate emissions was not available for 9 projects. Therefore, 291284 potentially cumulative projects are located within the Basin that could undergo construction activities during the project’s 15-year construction period.”

These revisions were made to reflect the number of cumulative projects that could be under construction concurrently with the project and the number of projects. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.

Page 6.7-14, first paragraph, last two sentences

“Of the 359 projects analyzed, 9495 projects exceeded their given threshold, and 261255 projects were below threshold, and sufficient project information to calculate emissions was not available for 9 projects. Given that the unmitigated project and 9495 of the cumulative projects are over threshold, impact would be potentially significant and cumulatively considerable.”

This revision was made to correct typographical errors in the summary of projects exceeding significance thresholds. No changes to the significance determination and no new significant impacts would occur.



April 2020	World Logistics Center	798

April 2020	World Logistics Center	795

Pages 6.7-15–6.7-29, Table 6.7-2

		

		

		Emissions (MTCO2e)

		



		Project ID

		Land Use

		Total Construction Emissions

		Amortized Construction Emissions

		Total Operational Emissions

		Total Amortized Construction and Operational Emissions

		Threshold

		Impact?



		B-001

		SF Res

		183,838

		6,128

		38,700

39,539

		45,667

45,667

		3,000

		Yes



		B-002

		MF Res

		0

		0

		4,793

4,906

		4,793

4,906

		3,000

		Yes



		B-003

		SF Res

		24,210

		807

		10,813

11,047

		11,620

11,854

		3,000

		Yes



		B-004

		Light Industrial

		5,622

		187

		15,860

16,123

		16,047

16,310

		10,000

		Yes



		B-005

		Heavy Industrial

		0

		0

		20,269

20,578

		20,269

20,578

		10,000

		Yes



		B-006

		Business Park

		6,618

		221

		24,215

24,832

		24,436

25,053

		3,000

		Yes



		B-007

		SF Res

		8,185

		273

		4,726

4,829

		4,999

5,101

		3,000

		Yes



		B-008

		SF Res

		19,952

		665

		7,599

7,764

		8,264

8,429

		3,000

		Yes



		B-009

		SF Res

		317,101

		10,570

		52,187

53,317

		62,757

63,887

		3,000

		Yes



		B-010

		SF Res

		1,014

		34

		1,114

1,138

		1,148

1,172

		3,000

		No



		B-011

		Retail-Commercial

		552

		18

		7,249

7,431

		7,268

7,449

		3,000

		Yes



		B-012

		MF Res

		0

		0

		2,342

2,397

		2,342

2,397

		3,000

		No



		B-013

		SF Res

		78,595

		2,620

		22,165

22,645

		24,785

25,265

		3,000

		Yes



		B-014

		SF Res

		20,714

		690

		8,209

8,387

		8,900

9,077

		3,000

		Yes



		C-001

		Retail-Commercial

		511

		17

		6,444

6,605

		6,461

6,622

		3,000

		Yes



		C-002

		Business Park

		11,613

		387

		52,851

54,183

		53,238

54,570

		3,000

		Yes



		C-003

		Retail-Commercial

		334

		11

		2,342

2,401

		2,353

2,412

		3,000

		No



		H-001

		SF Res

		9,602

		320

		6,896

7,045

		7,216

7,365

		3,000

		Yes



		H-002

		SF Res

		8,472

		282

		5,160

5,272

		5,442

5,554

		3,000

		Yes



		H-003

		SF Res

		24,373

		812

		10,918

11,155

		11,731

11,967

		3,000

		Yes



		H-004

		Business Park

		6,321

		211

		19,725

20,168

		19,936

20,379

		3,000

		Yes



		H-005

		Retail-Commercial

		67

		2

		674

691

		676

693

		3,000

		No



		H-006

		Retail-Commercial

		1,361

		45

		21,934

22,483

		21,980

22,528

		3,000

		Yes



		H-007

		Senior Res

		3,522

		117

		1,839

1,875

		1,956

1,992

		3,000

		No



		H-008

		SF Res

		11,597

		387

		3,961

4,041

		4,347

4,428

		3,000

		Yes



		H-009

		Senior Res

		0

		0

		3,077

3,137

		3,077

3,137

		3,000

		Yes



		M-001

		Heavy Industrial

		1,598

		53

		6,548

6,678

		6,602

6,731

		10,000

		No



		M-002

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		44,681

46,006

		44,681

46,006

		10,000

		Yes



		M-003

		Warehouse

		12,706

		424

		22,741

23,466

		23,164

23,890

		10,000

		Yes



		M-004

		Retail-Commercial

		361

		12

		3,509

3,596

		3,521

3,608

		3,000

		Yes



		M-005

		Light Industrial

		50,188

		1,673

		36,068

37,054

		37,741

38,727

		10,000

		Yes



		M-006

		Business Park

		572

		19

		2,866

2,939

		2,885

2,958

		3,000

		No



		M-007

		Warehouse

		1,228

		41

		5,297

5,466

		5,338

5,507

		10,000

		No



		M-008

		Medical Office

		21,328

		711

		97,194

100,133

		97,905

100,844

		3,000

		Yes



		M-009

		SF Res

		1,456

		49

		1,583

1,617

		1,632

1,666

		3,000

		No



		M-010

		Warehouse

		1,069

		36

		4,523

4,523

		4,419

4,559

		10,000

		No



		M-011

		Retail-Commercial

		305

		10

		2,159

2,213

		2,169

2,223

		3,000

		No



		MV-001

		Retail-Commercial

		647

		22

		9,811

10,056

		9,832

10,078

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-002

		MF Res

		5,432

		181

		4,886

4,995

		5,067

5,176

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-003

		Light Industrial

		10,213

		340

		18,264

18,795

		18,604

19,135

		10,000

		Yes



		MV-004

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		8,572

8,715

		8,572

8,715

		10,000

		No



		MV-005

		Retail-Commercial

		370

		12

		3,749

3,843

		3,761

3,855

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-006

		Warehouse

		1,302

		43

		5,881

6,069

		5,925

6,112

		10,000

		No



		MV-007

		SF Res

		387

		13

		364

371

		376

384

		3,000

		No



		MV-008

		SF Res

		554

		18

		680

695

		699

713

		3,000

		No



		MV-009

		SF Res

		317

		11

		129

132

		140

142

		3,000

		No



		MV-010

		SF Res

		546

		18

		551

563

		569

581

		3,000

		No



		MV-011

		SF Res

		380

		13

		281

288

		294

300

		3,000

		No



		MV-012

		Medical Office

		0

		0

		2,104

2,170

		2,104

2,170

		3,000

		No



		MV-013

		Office

		71

		2

		303

311

		305

313

		3,000

		No



		MV-014

		SF Res

		1,555

		52

		1,255

1,282

		1,307

1,334

		3,000

		No



		MV-015

		SF Res

		698

		23

		739

755

		762

778

		3,000

		No



		MV-016

		SF Res

		534

		18

		375

383

		393

401

		3,000

		No



		MV-017

		SF Res

		1,014

		34

		1,126

1,150

		1,160

1,184

		3,000

		No



		MV-018

		Retail-Commercial

		0

		0

		177

182

		177

182

		3,000

		No



		MV-019

		Senior Res

		0

		0

		714

728

		714

728

		3,000

		No



		MV-020

		Retail-Commercial

		0

		0

		3,022

3,097

		3,022

3,097

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-021

		Medical Office

		349

		12

		2,104

2,170

		2,116

2,182

		3,000

		No



		MV-022

		SF Res

		0

		0

		469

479

		469

479

		3,000

		No



		MV-023

		MF Res

		1,552

		52

		3,501

3,583

		3,552

3,635

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-024

		SF Res

		2,224

		74

		1,865

1,905

		1,939

1,979

		3,000

		No



		MV-025

		SF Res

		912

		30

		950

970

		980

1,001

		3,000

		No



		MV-026

		SF Res

		1,016

		34

		1,173

1,198

		1,207

1,232

		3,000

		No



		MV-027

		MF Res

		367

		12

		453

464

		466

476

		3,000

		No



		MV-028

		MF Res

		462

		15

		756

773

		771

789

		3,000

		No



		MV-029

		SF Res

		3,582

		119

		3,225

3,295

		3,344

3,414

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-030

		SF Res

		912

		30

		973

994

		1,004

1,025

		3,000

		No



		MV-031

		SF Res

		549

		18

		622

635

		640

653

		3,000

		No



		MV-032

		SF Res

		1,571

		52

		1,349

1,378

		1,401

1,430

		3,000

		No



		MV-033

		SF Res

		549

		18

		633

647

		652

665

		3,000

		No



		MV-034

		SF Res

		548

		18

		610

623

		628

641

		3,000

		No



		MV-035

		SF Res

		380

		13

		293

300

		306

312

		3,000

		No



		MV-036

		MF Res

		0

		0

		470

481

		470

481

		3,000

		No



		MV-037

		Heavy Industrial

		0

		0

		12,765

12,962

		12,768

12,962

		10,000

		Yes



		MV-038

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		3,970

4,035

		3,970

4,035

		10,000

		No



		MV-039

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		14,634

14,877

		14,634

14,877

		10,000

		Yes



		MV-040

		Warehouse

		342

		11

		772

796

		783

808

		10,000

		No



		MV-041

		Warehouse

		3,320

		111

		11,370

11,733

		11,481

11,844

		10,000

		Yes



		MV-042

		Warehouse

		958

		32

		3,500

3,612

		3,532

3,644

		10,000

		No



		MV-043

		Heavy Industrial

		0

		0

		4,390

4,457

		4,390

4,457

		10,000

		No



		MV-044

		Warehouse

		2,554

		85

		8,699

8,977

		8,785

9,062

		10,000

		No



		MV-045

		Retail-Commercial

		346

		12

		2,807

2,877

		2,818

2,889

		3,000

		No



		MV-046

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		2,998

3,093

		2,998

3,093

		10,000

		No



		MV-047

		SF Res

		374

		12

		188

192

		200

204

		3,000

		No



		MV-048

		Business Park

		0

		0

		19,397

19,891

		19,397

19,891

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-049

		Business Park

		0

		0

		20,384

20,904

		20,384

20,904

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-050

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		3,245

3,299

		3,245

3,299

		10,000

		No



		MV-051

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		7,036

7,153

		7,036

7,153

		10,000

		No



		MV-052

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		8,039

8,173

		8,039

8,173

		10,000

		No



		MV-053

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		9,802

10,115

		9,802

10,115

		10,000

		NoYes



		MV-054

		Warehouse

		5,625

		187

		13,629

14,063

		13,816

14,251

		10,000

		Yes



		MV-056

		SF Res

		374

		12

		188

192

		200

204

		3,000

		No



		MV-057

		SF Res

		536

		18

		434

443

		452

461

		3,000

		No



		MV-058

		SF Res

		0

		0

		94

96

		94

96

		3,000

		No



		MV-059

		SF Res

		698

		23

		739

755

		762

778

		3,000

		No



		MV-060

		SF Res

		923

		31

		1,079

1,102

		1,110

1,133

		3,000

		No



		MV-061

		Retail-Commercial

		496

		17

		5,799

5,945

		5,816

5,961

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-062

		SF Res

		9,278

		309

		6,368

6,506

		6,677

6,815

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-063

		SF Res

		2,401

		80

		2,592

2,648

		2,672

2,728

		3,000

		No



		MV-064

		SF Res

		920

		31

		1,020

1,042

		1,051

1,073

		3,000

		No



		MV-065

		MF Res

		366

		12

		437

447

		449

459

		3,000

		No



		MV-066

		MF Res

		807

		27

		2,107

2,157

		2,134

2,183

		3,000

		No



		MV-067

		SF Res

		2,236

		75

		1,888

1,929

		1,963

2,004

		3,000

		No



		MV-068

		Heavy Industrial

		533

		18

		1,636

1,661

		1,654

1,679

		10,000

		No



		MV-069

		Heavy Industrial

		0

		0

		3,236

3,285

		3,236

3,285

		10,000

		No



		MV-070

		MF Res

		795

		27

		2,023

2,071

		2,050

2,097

		3,000

		No



		MV-071

		MF Res

		363

		12

		411

421

		423

433

		3,000

		No



		MV-072

		MF Res

		275

		9

		201

206

		211

215

		3,000

		No



		MV-073

		MF Res

		470

		16

		806

825

		822

840

		3,000

		No



		MV-074

		Senior Res

		1,763

		59

		971

990

		1,030

1,048

		3,000

		No



		MV-075

		Senior Res

		45,745

		1,525

		7,505

7,651

		9,030

9,175

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-076

		Retail-Commercial

		655

		22

		10,041

10,292

		10,062

10,314

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-077

		Light Industrial

		1,086

		36

		4,875

4,956

		4,911

4,992

		10,000

		No



		MV-078

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		4,756

4,835

		4,756

4,835

		10,000

		No



		MV-079

		Warehouse

		711

		24

		2,878

2,970

		2,902

2,993

		10,000

		No



		MV-080

		Retail-Commercial

		290

		10

		1,427

1,463

		1,437

1,473

		3,000

		No



		MV-081

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		5,489

5,664

		5,489

5,664

		10,000

		No



		MV-082

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		3,921

4,046

		3,921

4,046

		10,000

		No



		MV-083

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		3,256

3,310

		3,256

3,310

		10,000

		No



		MV-084

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		914

930

		914

930

		10,000

		No



		MV-085

		Retail-Commercial

		462

		15

		4,511

4,624

		4,526

4,639

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-086

		SF Res

		0

		0

		833

851

		833

851

		3,000

		No



		MV-087

		MF Res

		375

		12

		504

516

		516

528

		3,000

		No



		MV-088

		MF Res

		62

		2

		101

103

		103

105

		3,000

		No



		MV-089

		MF Res

		62

		2

		101

103

		103

105

		3,000

		No



		MV-090

		Retail-Commercial

		59

		2

		236

241

		237

243

		3,000

		No



		MV-091

		SF Res

		920

		31

		1,020

1,042

		1,051

1,073

		3,000

		No



		MV-092

		SF Res

		0

		0

		1,161

1,186

		1,161

1,186

		3,000

		No



		MV-093

		MF Res

		0

		0

		940

962

		940

962

		3,000

		No



		MV-094

		MF Res

		868

		29

		2,233

2,285

		2,262

2,314

		3,000

		No



		MV-095

		Retail-Commercial

		491

		16

		5,638

5,779

		5,655

5,796

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-096

		SF Res

		714

		24

		915

935

		939

958

		3,000

		No



		MV-097

		SF Res

		2,381

		79

		2,510

2,564

		2,589

2,643

		3,000

		No



		MV-098

		SF Res

		374

		12

		188

192

		200

204

		3,000

		No



		MV-099

		MF Res

		470

		16

		806

825

		822

840

		3,000

		No



		MV-100

		MF Res

		739

		25

		1,629

1,667

		1,653

1,691

		3,000

		No



		MV-101

		Retail-Commercial

		59

		2

		290

297

		292

299

		3,000

		No



		MV-102

		Office

		352

		12

		848

870

		860

881

		3,000

		No



		MV-103

		Light Industrial

		515

		17

		1,683

1,711

		1,700

1,728

		10,000

		No



		MV-104

		Warehouse

		716

		24

		2,925

3,018

		2,949

3,042

		10,000

		No



		MV-105

		MF Res

		62

		2

		101

103

		103

105

		3,000

		No



		MV-106

		MF Res

		62

		2

		101

103

		103

105

		3,000

		No



		MV-107

		SF Res

		255

		9

		106

108

		114

116

		3,000

		No



		MV-108

		Retail-Commercial

		57

		2

		96

98

		98

100

		3,000

		No



		MV-109

		SF Res

		27,106

		904

		12,959

13,239

		13,862

14,143

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-110

		MF Res

		375

		12

		504

516

		516

528

		3,000

		No



		MV-111

		MF Res

		266

		9

		134

137

		143

146

		3,000

		No



		MV-112

		MF Res

		66

		2

		126

129

		128

131

		3,000

		No



		MV-113

		SF Res

		1,473

		49

		1,689

1,725

		1,738

1,774

		3,000

		No



		MV-114

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		184

188

		186

190

		3,000

		No



		MV-115

		Office

		57

		2

		0

		2

		3,000

		No



		MV-116

		SF Res

		380

		13

		293

300

		306

312

		3,000

		No



		MV-117

		Office

		300

		10

		525

538

		535

548

		3,000

		No



		MV-118

		SF Res

		255

		9

		106

108

		114

116

		3,000

		No



		MV-119

		SF Res

		535

		18

		410

419

		428

437

		3,000

		No



		MV-120

		Retail-Commercial

		505

		17

		6,106

6,259

		6,123

6,276

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-121

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		140

144

		142

146

		3,000

		No



		MV-123

		Retail-Commercial

		64

		2

		451

462

		453

464

		3,000

		No



		MV-124

		Retail-Commercial

		462

		15

		4,511

4,624

		4,526

4,639

		3,000

		Yes



		MV-125

		MF Res

		275

		9

		201

206

		211

215

		3,000

		No



		MV-126

		SF Res

		3,432

		114

		2,756

2,816

		2,870

2,930

		3,000

		No



		MV-127

		Warehouse

		684

		23

		2,666

		2,689

		10,000

		No



		MV-129

		Light Industrial

		5,234

		174

		14,451

		14,626

		10,000

		Yes



		MV-130

		Warehouse

		570

		19

		1,740

		1,759

		10,000

		No



		MV-131

		Warehouse

		4,916

		164

		11,762

		11,926

		10,000

		Yes



		MV-132

		Warehouse

		2,443

		81

		8,626

		8,707

		10,000

		No



		P-001

		SF Res

		0

		0

		1,607

1,641

		1,607

1,641

		3,000

		No



		P-002

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		4,705

4,855

		4,705

4,855

		10,000

		No



		P-003

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		3,625

3,741

		3,625

3,741

		10,000

		No



		P-004

		Light Industrial

		503

		17

		1,573

1,599

		1,590

1,616

		10,000

		No



		P-005

		Warehouse

		971

		32

		3,607

3,722

		3,640

3,755

		10,000

		No



		P-006

		Light Industrial

		1,201

		40

		5,488

5,579

		5,528

5,619

		10,000

		No



		P-007

		Light Industrial

		2,702

		90

		10,883

11,064

		10,973

11,154

		10,000

		Yes



		P-008

		Light Industrial

		594

		20

		2,204

2,241

		2,224

2,261

		10,000

		No



		P-009

		Heavy Industrial

		1,244

		41

		5,072

5,149

		5,113

5,191

		10,000

		No



		P-010

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		13,331

13,756

		13,331

13,756

		10,000

		Yes



		P-011

		Heavy Industrial

		0

		0

		9,678

9,825

		9,678

9,825

		10,000

		No



		P-012

		Light Industrial

		965

		32

		4,153

4,222

		4,185

4,254

		10,000

		No



		P-014

		Warehouse

		2,688

		90

		9,410

9,710

		9,500

9,800

		10,000

		No



		P-015

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		6,123

6,318

		6,123

6,318

		10,000

		No



		P-016

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		10,273

10,600

		10,273

10,600

		10,000

		Yes



		P-017

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		4,548

4,693

		4,548

4,693

		10,000

		No



		P-018

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		12,131

12,518

		12,131

12,518

		10,000

		Yes



		P-019

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		5,470

5,645

		5,470

5,645

		10,000

		No



		P-020

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		6,834

7,052

		6,834

7,052

		10,000

		No



		P-021

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		1,333

1,376

		1,333

1,376

		10,000

		No



		P-022

		Warehouse

		722

		24

		2,980

3,075

		3,004

3,099

		10,000

		No



		P-023

		Warehouse

		510

		17

		1,411

1,457

		1,428

1,473

		10,000

		No



		P-024

		Warehouse

		3,343

		111

		11,480

11,846

		11,592

11,958

		10,000

		Yes



		P-025

		Warehouse

		1,969

		66

		8,140

8,399

		8,205

8,465

		10,000

		No



		P-026

		Light Industrial

		1,514

		50

		7,423

7,547

		7,474

7,597

		10,000

		No



		P-027

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		6,775

6,991

		6,775

6,991

		10,000

		No



		P-028

		Light Industrial

		1,271

		42

		6,128

6,230

		6,170

6,272

		10,000

		No



		P-030

		SF Res

		8,865

		296

		5,770

5,895

		6,065

6,190

		3,000

		Yes



		P-031

		MF Res

		426

		14

		630

644

		644

659

		3,000

		No



		P-032

		Retail-Commercial

		1,209

		40

		20,717

21,235

		20,757

21,275

		3,000

		Yes



		P-033

		SF Res

		58,216

		1,941

		21,813

22,285

		23,754

24,226

		3,000

		Yes



		P-034

		Warehouse

		13,703

		457

		24,833

25,625

		25,290

26,082

		10,000

		Yes



		P-035

		MF Res

		296

		10

		336

344

		346

354

		3,000

		No



		P-036

		Retail-Commercial

		21,179

		706

		28,655

29,557

		29,361

30,263

		3,000

		Yes



		P-037

		SF Res

		0

		0

		2,146

2,193

		2,146

2,193

		3,000

		No



		P-038

		SF Res

		0

		0

		2,615

2,672

		2,615

2,672

		3,000

		No



		P-039

		Warehouse

		1,338

		45

		6,146

6,341

		6,190

6,386

		10,000

		No



		P-040

		SF Res

		1,585

		53

		1,431

1,462

		1,484

1,515

		3,000

		No



		P-041

		Light Industrial

		481

		16

		1,370

1,392

		1,386

1,408

		10,000

		No



		P-042

		SF Res

		555

		18

		715

731

		734

749

		3,000

		No



		P-043

		SF Res

		554

		18

		668

683

		687

701

		3,000

		No



		P-044

		MF Res

		468

		16

		789

808

		805

823

		3,000

		No



		P-045

		MF Res

		426

		14

		630

644

		644

659

		3,000

		No



		P-046

		Senior Res

		5,138

		171

		2,204

2,246

		2,375

2,418

		3,000

		No



		P-047

		SF Res

		9,084

		303

		6,110

6,242

		6,413

6,545

		3,000

		Yes



		P-048

		SF Res

		711

		24

		880

899

		903

922

		3,000

		No



		P-049

		SF Res

		1,571

		52

		1,337

1,366

		1,389

1,418

		3,000

		No



		P-050

		Retail-Commercial

		341

		11

		2,578

2,642

		2,589

2,653

		3,000

		No



		P-051

		SF Res

		535

		18

		410

419

		428

437

		3,000

		No



		P-052

		SF Res

		912

		30

		962

982

		992

1,013

		3,000

		No



		P-053

		SF Res

		2,236

		75

		1,888

1,929

		1,963

2,004

		3,000

		No



		P-054

		SF Res

		3,438

		115

		2,791

2,852

		2,906

2,966

		3,000

		No



		P-055

		Retail-Commercial

		995

		33

		14,499

14,861

		14,532

14,894

		3,000

		Yes



		P-056

		Light Industrial

		60

		2

		90

92

		92

94

		10,000

		No



		P-057

		Warehouse

		76

		3

		327

337

		329

340

		10,000

		No



		P-058

		Heavy Industrial

		718

		24

		2,986

3,032

		3,010

3,056

		10,000

		No



		P-059

		SF Res

		3,450

		115

		2,850

2,911

		2,965

3,027

		3,000

		No

Yes



		P-060

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		145

149

		147

151

		3,000

		No



		P-061

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		2,745

2,832

		2,745

2,832

		10,000

		No



		R-001

		Business Park

		0

		0

		17,968

18,426

		17,968

18,426

		3,000

		Yes



		R-002

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		4,570

4,716

		4,570

4,716

		10,000

		No



		R-003

		Light Industrial

		0

		0

		5,964

6,063

		5,964

6,063

		10,000

		No



		R-004

		MF Res

		768

		26

		1,813

1,856

		1,839

1,881

		3,000

		No



		R-005

		Medical Office

		1,198

		40

		13,150

13,565

		13,190

13,605

		3,000

		Yes



		R-006

		MF Res

		429

		14

		646

662

		661

676

		3,000

		No



		R-007

		Retail-Commercial

		298

		10

		1,808

1,853

		1,817

1,863

		3,000

		No



		R-008

		Senior Res

		403

		13

		190

194

		204

207

		3,000

		No



		R-009

		Retail-Commercial

		170,897

		5,697

		282,806

289,881

		288,503

295,578

		3,000

		Yes



		R-010

		Retail-Commercial

		67

		2

		759

778

		761

780

		3,000

		No



		R-011

		Business Park

		715

		24

		4,451

4,565

		4,475

4,588

		3,000

		Yes



		R-012

		Retail-Commercial

		303

		10

		1,978

2,027

		1,988

2,037

		3,000

		No



		R-013

		SF Res

		58

		2

		35

36

		37

38

		3,000

		No



		R-014

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		124

127

		126

129

		3,000

		No



		R-015

		SF Res

		2,265

		75

		2,014

2,057

		2,089

2,133

		3,000

		No



		R-016

		SF Res

		57

		2

		18

		20

		3,000

		No



		R-017

		MF Res

		879

		29

		2,309

2,363

		2,338

2,392

		3,000

		No



		R-018

		Light Industrial

		197,176

		6,573

		82,663

84,036

		89,235

90,608

		10,000

		Yes



		R-019

		MF Res

		368

		12

		462

473

		474

485

		3,000

		No



		R-020

		Warehouse

		3,341

		111

		11,460

11,826

		11,572

11,937

		10,000

		Yes



		R-021

		SF Res

		319

		11

		176

180

		187

190

		3,000

		No



		R-022

		SF Res

		255

		9

		106

108

		114

116

		3,000

		No



		R-023

		Retail-Commercial

		59

		2

		259

265

		261

267

		3,000

		No



		R-024

		SF Res

		351,603

		11,720

		58,637

59,907

		70,357

71,627

		3,000

		Yes



		R-025

		MF Res

		757

		25

		1,746

1,787

		1,771

1,812

		3,000

		No



		R-026

		Business Park

		5,336

		178

		22,771

23,270

		22,949

23,448

		3,000

		Yes



		R-027

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		117

119

		118

121

		3,000

		No



		R-028

		Senior Res

		1,057

		35

		688

702

		724

737

		3,000

		No



		R-029

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		122

125

		124

127

		3,000

		No



		R-030

		Retail-Commercial

		520

		17

		6,720

6,888

		6,737

6,905

		3,000

		Yes



		R-031

		MF Res

		287

		10

		302

309

		312

319

		3,000

		No



		R-032

		Retail-Commercial

		67

		2

		718

736

		720

738

		3,000

		No



		R-033

		MF Res

		282

		9

		252

258

		261

267

		3,000

		No



		R-034

		Office

		61

		2

		123

126

		125

128

		3,000

		No



		R-035

		MF Res

		475

		16

		856

876

		872

892

		3,000

		No



		R-036

		MF Res

		376

		13

		520

533

		533

545

		3,000

		No



		R-037

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		193

198

		195

200

		3,000

		No



		R-038

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		113

116

		115

118

		3,000

		No



		R-039

		SF Res

		8,141

		271

		4,714

4,817

		4,986

5,088

		3,000

		Yes



		R-040

		Retail-Commercial

		57

		2

		77

79

		79

81

		3,000

		No



		R-041

		Office

		68

		2

		234

239

		236

242

		3,000

		No



		R-042

		SF Res

		9,683

		323

		7,013

7,165

		7,336

7,488

		3,000

		Yes



		R-043

		SF Res

		547

		18

		586

599

		605

617

		3,000

		No



		R-044

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		129

132

		131

134

		3,000

		No



		R-045

		Office

		75

		2

		383

393

		386

395

		3,000

		No



		R-046

		SF Res

		535

		18

		420

429

		438

447

		3,000

		No



		R-047

		Warehouse

		349

		12

		845

872

		856

883

		10,000

		No



		R-048

		Retail-Commercial

		337

		11

		2,426

2,487

		2,437

2,498

		3,000

		No



		R-049

		Senior Res

		3,154

		105

		1,592

1,623

		1,698

1,728

		3,000

		No



		R-050

		SF Res

		253

		8

		45

46

		53

54

		3,000

		No



		R-051

		Retail-Commercial

		57

		2

		76

78

		78

80

		3,000

		No



		R-052

		SF Res

		534

		18

		375

383

		393

401

		3,000

		No



		R-053

		SF Res

		386

		13

		340

347

		353

360

		3,000

		No



		R-054

		SF Res

		380

		13

		293

300

		306

312

		3,000

		No



		R-055

		SF Res

		379

		13

		235

240

		247

252

		3,000

		No



		R-056

		Office

		465

		16

		1,323

1,356

		1,338

1,372

		3,000

		No



		R-057

		Light Industrial

		503

		17

		1,570

1,596

		1,586

1,613

		10,000

		No



		R-058

		Retail-Commercial

		57

		2

		88

91

		90

93

		3,000

		No



		R-059

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		130

134

		132

136

		3,000

		No



		R-060

		Business Park

		367

		12

		1,327

1,361

		1,340

1,373

		3,000

		No



		R-061

		Retail-Commercial

		775

		26

		13,707

14,050

		13,733

14,076

		3,000

		Yes



		R-062

		Retail-Commercial

		57

		2

		59

60

		61

62

		3,000

		No



		R-063

		MF Res

		273

		9

		176

180

		185

190

		3,000

		No



		R-064

		SF Res

		253

		8

		59

60

		67

68

		3,000

		No



		R-065

		SF Res

		556

		19

		727

743

		746

761

		3,000

		No



		R-066

		Retail-Commercial

		59

		2

		198

203

		200

205

		3,000

		No



		RC-001

		SF Res

		43,931

		1,464

		14,671

14,989

		16,135

16,453

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-002

		SF Res

		81,912

		2,730

		23,455

23,963

		26,185

26,693

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-003

		SF Res

		189,155

		6,305

		40,014

40,881

		46,319

47,186

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-005

		SF Res

		21,537

		718

		8,796

8,986

		9,513

9,704

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-006

		Business Park

		1,243

		41

		7,840

8,040

		7,881

8,081

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-007

		Warehouse

		5,138

		171

		12,442

12,839

		12,613

13,010

		10,000

		Yes



		RC-009

		Heavy Industrial

		2,729

		91

		9,608

9,758

		9,699

9,849

		10,000

		No



		RC-010

		Light Industrial

		69,526

		2,318

		56,707

57,649

		59,025

59,966

		10,000

		Yes



		RC-011

		Warehouse

		1,368

		46

		6,383

6,587

		6,429

6,632

		10,000

		No



		RC-012

		Light Industrial

		762

		25

		3,875

3,939

		3,900

3,965

		10,000

		No



		RC-013

		SF Res

		8,909

		297

		5,829

5,955

		6,125

6,252

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-014

		MF Res

		1,109

		37

		2,686

2,749

		2,723

2,786

		3,000

		No



		RC-015

		SF Res

		1,473

		49

		1,665

1,701

		1,714

1,750

		3,000

		No



		RC-017

		Retail-Commercial

		59

		2

		299

306

		301

308

		3,000

		No



		RC-018

		SF Res

		319

		11

		176

180

		187

190

		3,000

		No



		RC-019

		Retail-Commercial

		294

		10

		1,701

1,744

		1,711

1,753

		3,000

		No



		RC-020

		Retail-Commercial

		57

		2

		90

92

		92

94

		3,000

		No



		RC-021

		Warehouse

		60

		2

		63

65

		65

67

		10,000

		No



		RC-022

		SF Res

		1,453

		48

		1,536

1,570

		1,585

1,618

		3,000

		No



		RC-023

		Light Industrial

		297

		10

		480

488

		490

498

		10,000

		No



		RC-024

		Light Industrial

		521

		17

		1,745

1,774

		1,762

1,791

		10,000

		No



		RC-025

		Light Industrial

		328

		11

		777

790

		788

801

		10,000

		No



		RC-026

		SF Res

		57

		2

		23

24

		25

26

		3,000

		No



		RC-027

		Light Industrial

		517

		17

		1,726

1,755

		1,743

1,772

		10,000

		No



		RC-028

		Retail-Commercial

		58

		2

		180

185

		182

187

		3,000

		No



		RC-029

		Retail-Commercial

		59

		2

		262

269

		264

271

		3,000

		No



		RC-030

		Warehouse

		2,777

		93

		9,873

10,188

		9,966

10,280

		10,000

		No

Yes



		RC-031

		Light Industrial

		510

		17

		1,652

1,679

		1,669

1,696

		10,000

		No



		RC-032

		SF Res

		21,151

		705

		8,514

8,699

		9,219

9,404

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-033

		SF Res

		8,035

		268

		4,503

4,601

		4,771

4,869

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-034

		SF Res

		8,404

		280

		5,066

5,176

		5,346

5,456

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-035

		MF Res

		143,338

		4,778

		34,208

34,953

		38,986

39,731

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-036

		SF Res

		8,690

		290

		5,488

5,607

		5,778

5,897

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-037

		SF Res

		9,427

		314

		6,591

6,734

		6,905

7,048

		3,000

		Yes



		RC-038

		Warehouse

		5,837

		195

		14,301

14,757

		14,496

14,952

		10,000

		Yes



		RC-039

		SF Res

		540

		18

		457

467

		475

485

		3,000

		No



		RD-001

		SF Res

		0

		0

		962

982

		962

982

		3,000

		No



		RD-002

		SF Res

		0

		0

		645

659

		645

659

		3,000

		No



		RD-003

		SF Res

		1,025

		34

		1,208

1,234

		1,242

1,268

		3,000

		No



		RD-004

		SF Res

		704

		23

		786

803

		809

826

		3,000

		No



		RD-005

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		3,926

4,051

		3,926

4,051

		10,000

		No



		RD-006

		Retail-Commercial

		291

		10

		1,554

1,593

		1,563

1,602

		3,000

		No



		RD-007

		Retail-Commercial

		376

		13

		4,116

4,219

		4,128

4,231

		3,000

		Yes



		RD-008

		MF Res

		452

		15

		672

687

		687

702

		3,000

		No



		RD-009

		Retail-Commercial

		290

		10

		1,411

1,447

		1,421

1,456

		3,000

		No



		RD-010

		Light Industrial

		477

		16

		1,329

1,351

		1,344

1,367

		10,000

		No



		RD-011

		Retail-Commercial

		298

		10

		1,787

1,832

		1,797

1,842

		3,000

		No



		RD-012

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		4,715

4,865

		4,715

4,865

		10,000

		No



		RD-013

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		7,944

8,197

		7,944

8,197

		10,000

		No



		RD-014

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		6,054

6,247

		6,054

6,247

		10,000

		No



		RD-015

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		3,317

3,423

		3,317

3,423

		10,000

		No



		RD-016

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		5,605

5,783

		5,605

5,783

		10,000

		No



		SB-001

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		4,817

4,971

		4,817

4,971

		10,000

		No



		SB-002

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		2,458

2,537

		2,458

2,537

		10,000

		No



		SB-003

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		4,655

4,803

		4,655

4,803

		10,000

		No



		SB-004

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		6,098

6,292

		6,098

6,292

		10,000

		No



		SB-005

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		2,211

2,282

		2,211

2,282

		10,000

		No



		SB-006

		Warehouse

		0

		0

		4,258

4,394

		4,258

4,394

		10,000

		No



		SB-007

		SF Res

		535

		18

		399

407

		417

425

		3,000

		No



		SB-008

		SF Res

		540

		18

		469

479

		487

497

		3,000

		No



		SJ-001

		Retail-Commercial

		5,692

		190

		54,071

55,424

		54,261

55,614

		3,000

		Yes



		SJ-002

		SF Res

		7,530

		251

		3,764

3,846

		4,015

4,097

		3,000

		Yes



		SJ-003

		SF Res

		9,564

		319

		6,802

6,949

		7,121

7,268

		3,000

		Yes



		SJ-004

		SF Res

		9,808

		327

		7,189

7,345

		7,516

7,672

		3,000

		Yes



		Total

		-

		2,626,148

2,612,302

		87,538

87,077

		2,324,161

2,340,675

		2,411,700

2,427,752

		 

		 







A calculation error resulted in an inaccurate conversion of greenhouse gas emissions from pounds to metric tons. Cumulative greenhouse gas emissions have been converted from pounds to metric tons and Table 6.7-2 has been revised to show the correct emissions. The correct emissions do not result in a change in the impact determination or result in a new significant impact. 
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“Total energy consumption from all cumulative projects is estimated at 592,748 565,690 MWh annually and is 256 161 percent of MVU’s forecasted sales in 2037.”

A formula error resulted in an inaccurate estimate of electrical consumption for select projects. This revision was made to reflect the corrected values. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result.
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		Table 6.17-2:	Cumulative Electrical Consumption within MVU Service Area



		Project ID

		Annual
Construction
(MWh)

		Annual
Operation
(MWh)

		

		Project ID

		Annual
Construction
(MWh)

		Annual
Operation
(MWh)



		MV-001

		0.86

		4,293

		

		MV-052

		—

		11,568



		MV-002

		0.63

		3,694
3,894

		

		MV-053

		—

		6,714



		MV-003

		0.73

		15,041

		

		MV-054

		0.74

		9,335



		MV-004

		—

		12,335

		

		MV-056

		0.20

		148
160



		MV-005

		0.37

		1,641

		

		MV-057

		0.43

		342
371



		MV-006

		0.83

		4,028

		

		MV-058

		—

		74
80



		MV-007

		0.39

		287
311

		

		MV-059

		0.62

		583
631



		MV-008

		0.68

		537
581

		

		MV-060

		0.70

		852
922



		MV-009

		0.15

		102
110

		

		MV-061

		0.52

		2,538



		MV-010

		0.55

		435
471

		

		MV-062

		0.60

		5,026
5,442



		MV-011

		0.30

		222
241

		

		MV-063

		0.69

		2,046
2,215



		MV-012

		—

		914

		

		MV-064

		0.67

		805
872



		MV-013

		0.21

		391

		

		MV-065

		0.17

		305



		MV-014

		0.49

		990
10,072

		

		MV-066

		0.70

		1,474



		MV-015

		0.62

		583
631

		

		MV-068

		0.36

		2,725



		MV-016

		0.37

		296
321

		

		MV-069

		—

		5,391



		MV-017

		0.67

		889
962

		

		MV-070

		0.68

		1,415



		MV-018

		—

		78

		

		MV-071

		0.16

		288



		MV-019

		—

		777
883

		

		MV-074

		0.58

		1,057
1,201



		MV-020

		—

		1,322

		

		MV-075

		1.09

		8,168
9,286



		MV-021

		0.24

		914

		

		MV-076

		0.88

		4,394



		MV-022

		—

		370
401

		

		MV-077

		0.82

		7,015



		MV-023

		0.77

		2,449

		

		MV-078

		—

		6,844



		MV-024

		0.50

		1,472
1,593

		

		MV-079

		0.44

		1,971



		MV-025

		0.62

		750
812

		

		MV-080

		0.15

		625



		MV-026

		0.69

		926
1,002

		

		MV-081

		—

		3,760



		MV-027

		0.18

		317

		

		MV-082

		—

		2,686



		MV-028

		0.27

		529

		

		MV-083

		—

		4,685



		MV-029

		0.61

		2,545
2,756

		

		MV-084

		—

		1,316



		MV-033

		0.63

		500
541

		

		MV-089

		0.10

		70



		MV-034

		0.61

		481
521

		

		MV-090

		0.06

		103



		MV-035

		0.32

		231
251

		

		MV-093

		—

		658



		MV-036

		—

		329

		

		MV-102

		0.25

		1,096



		MV-037

		—

		21,270

		

		MV-105

		0.10

		70



		MV-038

		—

		5,712

		

		MV-106

		0.10

		70



		MV-039

		—

		21,058

		

		MV-108

		0.02

		42



		MV-040

		0.14

		528

		

		MV-111

		0.06

		94



		MV-041

		0.91

		7,788

		

		MV-112

		0.11

		88



		MV-042

		0.50

		2,397

		

		MV-118

		0.14

		83



		MV-043

		—

		7,313

		

		MV-121

		0.03

		61



		MV-044

		0.76

		5,959

		

		MV-123

		0.10

		197



		MV-045

		0.28

		1,228

		

		MV-124126

		0.40
0.52

		1,974
2,355



		MV-046

		—

		2,053

		

		Cum Project Total

		29

		290,603
294,161



		MV-048

		—

		19,944

		

		Net Project

		1,496

		302,145
271,529



		MV-049

		—

		20,959

		

		Total

		1,525

		592,748
565,690



		MV050

		—

		4,670

		

		MVU

		231,555
352,044

		231,555
352,044



		MV-051

		—

		10,125

		

		%MVU

		0.66%
0.43%

		256%
161%



		Source: ESA, 2019 2020







A formula error resulted in in an inaccurate estimate of electrical consumption for select projects. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result.
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		Table 6.17-3:	Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption



		Project ID

		Annual MMBtu

		

		Project ID

		Annual MMBtu

		

		Project ID

		Annual MMBtu



		B-001

		100,967

		

		MV-078

		16,640

		

		R-015

		5,253



		B-002

		8,447

		

		MV-079

		734

		

		R-016

		47



		B-003

		28,210

		

		MV-080

		89

		

		R-017

		4,068



		B-004

		55,488

		

		MV-081

		1,400

		

		R-018

		289,211



		B-005

		82,102

		

		MV-082

		1,000

		

		R-019

		814



		B-006

		5,560

		

		MV-083

		11,392

		

		R-020

		2,923



		B-007

		12,330

		

		MV-084

		3,199

		

		R-021

		459



		B-008

		19,826

		

		MV-085

		280

		

		R-022

		275



		B-009

		136,152

		

		MV-086

		2,172

		

		R-023

		16



		B-010

		2,907

		

		MV-087

		888

		

		R-024

		152,980



		B-011

		450

		

		MV-088

		178

		

		R-025

		3,077



		B-012

		4,128

		

		MV-089

		178

		

		R-026

		596



		B-013

		57,826

		

		MV-090

		15

		

		R-026

		30,192



		B-014

		21,417

		

		MV-091

		2,662

		

		R-026

		1,043



		C-001

		400

		

		MV-093

		1,657

		

		R-027

		7



		C-002

		2,000

		

		MV-094

		3,935

		

		R-028

		2,087



		C-002

		4,737

		

		MV-095

		350

		

		R-029

		8



		C-003

		145

		

		MV-096

		2,386

		

		R-030

		417



		H-001

		17,990

		

		MV-097

		6,548

		

		R-031

		533



		H-002

		13,462

		

		MV-098

		490

		

		R-032

		45



		H-003

		28,485

		

		MV-099

		1,420

		

		R-033

		444



		H-004

		23,519

		

		MV-100

		2,870

		

		R-034

		36



		H-004

		2,985

		

		MV-101

		18

		

		R-035

		1,509



		H-005

		42

		

		MV-102

		252

		

		R-036

		917



		H-006

		1,362

		

		MV-103

		5,888

		

		R-037

		12



		H-007

		5,575

		

		MV-104

		746

		

		R-038

		7



		H-008

		6,853

		

		MV-105

		178

		

		R-039

		12,300



		H-008

		4,436

		

		MV-106

		178

		

		R-040

		5



		H-009

		9,329

		

		MV-107

		275

		

		R-041

		69



		M-001

		20

		

		MV-108

		6

		

		R-042

		18,296



		M-001

		774

		

		MV-109

		33,809

		

		R-043

		1,530



		M-001

		1,351

		

		MV-110

		888

		

		R-044

		8



		M-001

		13,098

		

		MV-111

		237

		

		R-045

		114



		M-002

		9,050

		

		MV-112

		222

		

		R-046

		1,097



		M-002

		1,407

		

		MV-113

		4,406

		

		R-047

		215



		M-002

		15,610

		

		MV-114

		11

		

		R-048

		151



		M-003

		5,800

		

		MV-115

		0

		

		R-049

		4,828



		M-004

		218

		

		MV-116

		765

		

		R-050

		117



		M-005

		6,124

		

		MV-117

		156

		

		R-051

		5



		M-005

		698

		

		MV-118

		275

		

		R-052

		979



		M-005

		33,966

		

		MV-119

		1,071

		

		R-053

		887



		M-006

		658

		

		MV-120

		379

		

		R-054

		765



		M-007

		1,351

		

		MV-121

		9

		

		R-055

		612



		M-008

		1,250

		

		MV-123

		28

		

		R-056

		393



		M-008

		8,790

		

		MV-124

		280

		

		R-057

		5,492



		M-009

		4,130

		

		MV-125

		355

		

		R-058

		5



		M-010

		1,118

		

		MV-126

		7,190

		

		R-059

		8



		M-011

		134

		

		MV-127

		680

		

		R-060

		305



		MV-001

		609

		

		MV-129

		50,560

		

		R-061

		851



		MV-002

		8,016

		

		MV-130

		444

		

		R-062

		4



		MV-002

		3,196

		

		MV-131

		3,000

		

		R-063

		311



		MV-003

		3,802

		

		MV-132

		2,200

		

		R-064

		153



		MV-003

		11,744

		

		P-001

		4,192

		

		R-065

		1,897



		MV-004

		29,992

		

		P-002

		1,200

		

		R-066

		12



		MV-005

		233

		

		P-003

		925

		

		RC-001

		38,276



		MV-006

		1,500

		

		P-004

		5,504

		

		RC-002

		61,192



		MV-007

		948

		

		P-005

		920

		

		RC-003

		104,394



		MV-008

		1,775

		

		P-006

		19,200

		

		RC-005

		22,947



		MV-009

		337

		

		P-007

		38,076

		

		RC-006

		1,800



		MV-010

		1,438

		

		P-008

		7,712

		

		RC-007

		3,173



		MV-011

		734

		

		P-009

		20,544

		

		RC-009

		102



		MV-012

		240

		

		P-010

		3,400

		

		RC-009

		37,527



		MV-013

		90

		

		P-011

		39,200

		

		RC-010

		198,400



		MV-014

		3,274

		

		P-012

		14,531

		

		RC-011

		1,628



		MV-015

		1,928

		

		P-014

		2,400

		

		RC-012

		13,557



		MV-016

		979

		

		P-015

		1,562

		

		RC-013

		15,206



		MV-017

		2,937

		

		P-016

		2,620

		

		RC-014

		4,734



		MV-018

		11

		

		P-017

		1,160

		

		RC-015

		4,345



		MV-019

		2,165

		

		P-018

		3,094

		

		RC-017

		19



		MV-020

		188

		

		P-019

		1,395

		

		RC-018

		459



		MV-021

		240

		

		P-020

		1,743

		

		RC-019

		106



		MV-022

		1,224

		

		P-021

		340

		

		RC-020

		6



		MV-023

		6,169

		

		P-022

		760

		

		RC-021

		16



		MV-024

		4,865

		

		P-023

		360

		

		RC-022

		4,008



		MV-025

		2,478

		

		P-024

		2,928

		

		RC-023

		1,678



		MV-026

		3,060

		

		P-025

		2,076

		

		RC-024

		6,106



		MV-027

		799

		

		P-026

		25,972

		

		RC-025

		2,720



		MV-028

		1,331

		

		P-027

		1,728

		

		RC-026

		61



		MV-029

		8,414

		

		P-028

		21,440

		

		RC-027

		6,038



		MV-030

		2,539

		

		P-030

		15,053

		

		RC-028

		11



		MV-031

		1,622

		

		P-031

		1,110

		

		RC-029

		16



		MV-032

		3,519

		

		P-032

		1,286

		

		RC-030

		2,518



		MV-033

		1,652

		

		P-033

		56,909

		

		RC-031

		5,779



		MV-034

		1,591

		

		P-034

		6,334

		

		RC-032

		22,213



		MV-035

		765

		

		P-035

		592

		

		RC-033

		11,749



		MV-036

		828

		

		P-036

		6,897

		

		RC-034

		13,217



		MV-037

		51,716

		

		P-036

		100

		

		RC-035

		84,904



		MV-038

		13,888

		

		P-037

		5,599

		

		RC-035

		240



		MV-039

		51,200

		

		P-038

		6,823

		

		RC-035

		1,509



		MV-040

		197

		

		P-039

		1,567

		

		RC-036

		14,319



		MV-041

		2,900

		

		P-040

		3,733

		

		RC-037

		17,195



		MV-042

		893

		

		P-041

		4,792

		

		RC-038

		3,648



		MV-043

		17,781

		

		P-042

		1,866

		

		RC-039

		1,193



		MV-044

		2,219

		

		P-043

		1,744

		

		RD-001

		2,509



		MV-045

		174

		

		P-044

		1,391

		

		RD-002

		1,683



		MV-046

		765

		

		P-045

		1,110

		

		RD-003

		3,151



		MV-047

		490

		

		P-046

		6,681

		

		RD-004

		2,050



		MV-048

		4,453

		

		P-047

		15,941

		

		RD-005

		1,001



		MV-049

		4,680

		

		P-048

		2,295

		

		RD-006

		96



		MV-050

		11,354

		

		P-049

		3,488

		

		RD-007

		255



		MV-051

		24,618

		

		P-050

		160

		

		RD-008

		1,184



		MV-052

		28,127

		

		P-051

		1,071

		

		RD-009

		88



		MV-053

		2,500

		

		P-052

		2,509

		

		RD-010

		4,648



		MV-054

		3,476

		

		P-053

		4,926

		

		RD-011

		111



		MV-056

		490

		

		P-054

		7,282

		

		RD-012

		1,203



		MV-057

		1,132

		

		P-055

		900

		

		RD-013

		2,026



		MV-058

		245

		

		P-056

		315

		

		RD-014

		1,544



		MV-059

		1,928

		

		P-057

		83

		

		RD-015

		846



		MV-060

		2,815

		

		P-058

		12,096

		

		RD-016

		1,429



		MV-061

		360

		

		P-059

		7,435

		

		SB-001

		1,229



		MV-062

		16,614

		

		P-060

		9

		

		SB-002

		627



		MV-063

		6,762

		

		P-061

		700

		

		SB-003

		1,187



		MV-064

		2,662

		

		R-001

		4,126

		

		SB-004

		1,555



		MV-065

		769

		

		R-002

		1,166

		

		SB-005

		564



		MV-066

		3,713

		

		R-003

		20,865

		

		SB-006

		1,086



		MV-067

		4,926

		

		R-004

		3,196

		

		SB-007

		1,040



		MV-068

		6,627

		

		R-005

		1,500

		

		SB-008

		1,224



		MV-069

		13,107

		

		R-006

		1,139

		

		SJ-001

		3



		MV-070

		3,565

		

		R-007

		112

		

		SJ-002

		9,821



		MV-071

		725

		

		R-008

		576

		

		SJ-003

		17,746



		MV-072

		355

		

		R-009

		17,555

		

		SJ-004

		18,755



		MV-073

		1,420

		

		R-010

		47

		

		

		



		MV-074

		2,943

		

		R-011

		1,022

		

		Total Cum.

		3,181,269



		MV-075

		22,754

		

		R-012

		123

		

		Net Project (Building Energy)

		0



		MV-076

		623

		

		R-013

		92

		

		Total

		3,181,269



		MV-077

		17,056

		

		R-014

		8

		

		SoCalGas

		873,793,575



		

		

		

		

		

		

		%SoCalGas

		0.36%



		Source: ESA, 2019







		Table 6.17-3:	Cumulative Natural Gas Consumption



		Project ID

		Annual MMBtu

		

		Project ID

		Annual MMBtu

		

		Project ID

		Annual MMBtu



		B-001

		100,934

		

		MV-083

		11,566

		

		R-017

		4,068



		B-002

		8,447

		

		MV-084

		3,248

		

		R-018

		293,639



		B-003

		28,200

		

		MV-085

		311

		

		R-019

		814



		B-004

		56,338

		

		MV-086

		2,172

		

		R-020

		2,967



		B-005

		83,359

		

		MV-087

		888

		

		R-021

		459



		B-006

		5,411

		

		MV-088

		178

		

		R-022

		275



		B-007

		12,326

		

		MV-089

		178

		

		R-023

		18



		B-008

		19,820

		

		MV-090

		16

		

		R-024

		152,931



		B-009

		136,108

		

		MV-091

		2,661

		

		R-025

		3,077



		B-010

		2,906

		

		MV-092

		3,028

		

		R-026

		32,331



		B-011

		500

		

		MV-093

		1,657

		

		R-027

		8



		B-012

		4,128

		

		MV-094

		3,935

		

		R-028

		2,087



		B-013

		57,808

		

		MV-095

		389

		

		R-029

		8



		B-014

		21,410

		

		MV-096

		2,386

		

		R-030

		463



		C-001

		444

		

		MV-097

		6,545

		

		R-031

		533



		C-002

		6,831

		

		MV-098

		489

		

		R-032

		49



		C-003

		161

		

		MV-099

		1,420

		

		R-033

		444



		H-001

		17,985

		

		MV-100

		2,870

		

		R-034

		42



		H-002

		13,458

		

		MV-101

		20

		

		R-035

		1,509



		H-003

		28,476

		

		MV-102

		291

		

		R-036

		917



		H-004

		26,785

		

		MV-103

		5,978

		

		R-037

		13



		H-005

		46

		

		MV-104

		757

		

		R-038

		8



		H-006

		1,511

		

		MV-105

		178

		

		R-039

		12,296



		H-007

		5,576

		

		MV-106

		178

		

		R-040

		5



		H-008

		11,288

		

		MV-107

		275

		

		R-041

		80



		H-009

		9,329

		

		MV-108

		7

		

		R-042

		18,291



		M-001

		15,588

		

		MV-109

		33,798

		

		R-043

		1,529



		M-002

		26,662

		

		MV-110

		888

		

		R-044

		9



		M-003

		5,887

		

		MV-111

		237

		

		R-045

		132



		M-004

		242

		

		MV-112

		222

		

		R-046

		1,096



		M-005

		41,509

		

		MV-113

		4,404

		

		R-047

		219



		M-006

		640

		

		MV-114

		13

		

		R-048

		167



		M-007

		1,371

		

		MV-115

		0.08

		

		R-049

		4,828



		M-008

		11,555

		

		MV-116

		765

		

		R-050

		117



		M-009

		4,129

		

		MV-117

		180

		

		R-051

		5



		M-010

		1,135

		

		MV-118

		275

		

		R-052

		979



		M-011

		149

		

		MV-119

		1,071

		

		R-053

		887



		MV-001

		676

		

		MV-120

		421

		

		R-054

		765



		MV-002

		11,209

		

		MV-121

		10

		

		R-055

		612



		MV-003

		15,783

		

		MV-123

		31

		

		R-056

		455



		MV-004

		30,452

		

		MV-124

		311

		

		R-057

		5,576



		MV-005

		258

		

		MV-125

		355

		

		R-058

		6



		MV-006

		1,523

		

		MV-126

		7,188

		

		R-059

		9



		MV-007

		948

		

		P-001

		4,190

		

		R-060

		297



		MV-008

		1,774

		

		P-002

		1,218

		

		R-061

		944



		MV-009

		336

		

		P-003

		938

		

		R-062

		4



		MV-010

		1,438

		

		P-004

		5,588

		

		R-063

		311



		MV-011

		734

		

		P-005

		934

		

		R-064

		153



		MV-012

		278

		

		P-006

		19,494

		

		R-065

		1,896



		MV-013

		104

		

		P-007

		38,659

		

		R-066

		14



		MV-014

		3,273

		

		P-008

		7,830

		

		RC-001

		38,263



		MV-015

		1,927

		

		P-009

		20,859

		

		RC-002

		61,172



		MV-016

		979

		

		P-010

		3,451

		

		RC-003

		104,360



		MV-017

		2,936

		

		P-011

		39,800

		

		RC-005

		22,940



		MV-018

		12

		

		P-012

		14,753

		

		RC-006

		1,752



		MV-019

		2,165

		

		P-014

		2,436

		

		RC-007

		3,221



		MV-020

		208

		

		P-015

		1,585

		

		RC-009

		38,219



		MV-021

		278

		

		P-016

		2,659

		

		RC-010

		201,438



		MV-022

		1,223

		

		P-017

		1,177

		

		RC-011

		1,652



		MV-023

		6,169

		

		P-018

		3,140

		

		RC-012

		13,765



		MV-024

		4,863

		

		P-019

		1,416

		

		RC-013

		15,201



		MV-025

		2,477

		

		P-020

		1,769

		

		RC-014

		4,734



		MV-026

		3,059

		

		P-021

		345

		

		RC-015

		4,343



		MV-027

		799

		

		P-022

		771

		

		RC-017

		21



		MV-028

		1,331

		

		P-023

		365

		

		RC-018

		459



		MV-029

		8,411

		

		P-024

		2,972

		

		RC-019

		117



		MV-030

		2,539

		

		P-025

		2,107

		

		RC-020

		6



		MV-031

		1,621

		

		P-026

		26,370

		

		RC-021

		16



		MV-032

		3,517

		

		P-027

		1,754

		

		RC-022

		4,007



		MV-033

		1,652

		

		P-028

		21,768

		

		RC-023

		1,704



		MV-034

		1,590

		

		P-030

		15,048

		

		RC-024

		6,199



		MV-035

		765

		

		P-031

		1,110

		

		RC-025

		2,762



		MV-036

		828

		

		P-032

		1,427

		

		RC-026

		61



		MV-037

		52,508

		

		P-033

		56,890

		

		RC-027

		6,131



		MV-038

		14,101

		

		P-034

		6,429

		

		RC-028

		12



		MV-039

		51,984

		

		P-035

		592

		

		RC-029

		18



		MV-040

		200

		

		P-036

		7,112

		

		RC-030

		2,556



		MV-041

		2,944

		

		P-037

		5,597

		

		RC-031

		5,868



		MV-042

		906

		

		P-038

		6,821

		

		RC-032

		22,206



		MV-043

		18,054

		

		P-039

		1,591

		

		RC-033

		11,745



		MV-044

		2,252

		

		P-040

		3,732

		

		RC-034

		13,213



		MV-045

		193

		

		P-041

		4,865

		

		RC-035

		86,663



		MV-046

		776

		

		P-042

		1,866

		

		RC-036

		14,314



		MV-047

		489

		

		P-043

		1,743

		

		RC-037

		17,189



		MV-048

		4,335

		

		P-044

		1,391

		

		RC-038

		3,702



		MV-049

		4,555

		

		P-045

		1,110

		

		RC-039

		1,193



		MV-050

		11,528

		

		P-046

		6,681

		

		RD-001

		2,508



		MV-051

		24,995

		

		P-047

		15,935

		

		RD-002

		1,682



		MV-052

		28,557

		

		P-048

		2,294

		

		RD-003

		3,150



		MV-053

		2,538

		

		P-049

		3,487

		

		RD-004

		2,049



		MV-054

		3,528

		

		P-050

		178

		

		RD-005

		1,016



		MV-056

		489

		

		P-051

		1,071

		

		RD-006

		107



		MV-057

		1,132

		

		P-052

		2,508

		

		RD-007

		284



		MV-058

		245

		

		P-053

		4,924

		

		RD-008

		1,184



		MV-059

		1,927

		

		P-054

		7,280

		

		RD-009

		97



		MV-060

		2,814

		

		P-055

		999

		

		RD-010

		4,719



		MV-061

		400

		

		P-056

		320

		

		RD-011

		123



		MV-062

		16,608

		

		P-057

		85

		

		RD-012

		1,221



		MV-063

		6,760

		

		P-058

		12,281

		

		RD-013

		2,056



		MV-064

		2,661

		

		P-059

		7,432

		

		RD-014

		1,567



		MV-065

		769

		

		P-060

		10

		

		RD-015

		859



		MV-066

		3,713

		

		P-061

		711

		

		RD-016

		1,451



		MV-067

		4,924

		

		R-001

		4,015

		

		SB-001

		1,247



		MV-068

		6,728

		

		R-002

		1,183

		

		SB-002

		636



		MV-069

		13,308

		

		R-003

		21,184

		

		SB-003

		1,205



		MV-070

		3,565

		

		R-004

		3,196

		

		SB-004

		1,579



		MV-071

		725

		

		R-005

		1,735

		

		SB-005

		572



		MV-072

		355

		

		R-006

		1,139

		

		SB-006

		1,102



		MV-073

		1,420

		

		R-007

		125

		

		SB-007

		1,040



		MV-074

		2,944

		

		R-008

		576

		

		SB-008

		1,223



		MV-075

		22,754

		

		R-009

		19,486

		

		SJ-001

		4



		MV-076

		692

		

		R-010

		52

		

		SJ-002

		9,818



		MV-077

		17,317

		

		R-011

		995

		

		SJ-003

		17,740



		MV-078

		16,895

		

		R-012

		136

		

		SJ-004

		18,749



		MV-079

		745

		

		R-013

		92

		

		Total Cum.

		3,154,888



		MV-080

		98

		

		R-014

		9

		

		Net Project

		84,771



		MV-081

		1,421

		

		R-015

		5,252

		

		Total

		3,239,659



		MV-082

		1,015

		

		R-016

		47

		

		SoCalGas

		873,793,575



		

		

		

		

		

		

		%SoCalGas

		0.37%



		Source: ESA, 2020







A formula error resulted in in an inaccurate estimate of natural gas consumption. Natural gas consumption has been recalculated and Table 6.17-3 has been replaced in its entirety. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result.

Page 6.17-15, second paragraph, last sentence

“From a cumulative standpoint, natural gas consumption from all cumulative projects (including the proposed Project) would be 3,181,269 3,239,659 MMBtu or 0.36 0.37 percent of the SoCalGas’s total natural gas use.”

A formula error resulted in in an inaccurate estimate of natural gas consumption. Natural gas consumption has been recalculated and this revision reflects updated values. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result.

Pages 6.17-15–6.17-22, Table 6.17-4

		Table 6.17-4:	Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average)



		Project ID

		Construction

		Operational



		

		Diesel Gallons

		Gasoline Gallons

		Diesel Gallons

		Gasoline Gallons

		Natural Gas (MMBTU)



		B-001

		811,945

		886,209

		1,993,672

		17,519,159

		1,625



		B-002

		—

		—

		267,495

		2,350,577

		218



		B-003

		136,884

		83,203

		557,020

		4,894,747

		454



		B-004

		120,158

		90,274

		711,650

		6,253,541

		580



		B-005

		—

		—

		834,317

		7,331,468

		680



		B-006

		134,044

		96,431

		1,458,987

		12,820,679

		1,189



		B-007

		54,788

		18,615

		243,470

		2,139,461

		198



		B-008

		121,463

		58,888

		391,485

		3,440,126

		319



		B-009

		1,343,552

		1,592,304

		2,688,436

		23,624,320

		2,192



		B-010

		50,691

		4,861

		57,394

		504,339

		47



		B-011

		45,372

		9,446

		305,089

		2,680,936

		249



		B-012

		—

		—

		130,702

		1,148,531

		107



		B-013

		382,424

		339,379

		1,141,830

		10,033,700

		931



		B-014

		124,123

		63,361

		422,900

		3,716,185

		345



		C-001

		43,602

		8,938

		271,190

		2,383,054

		221



		C-002

		163,552

		123,557

		2,599,032

		22,838,694

		2,119



		C-003

		33,981

		3,590

		98,578

		866,240

		80



		H-001

		59,841

		26,798

		355,236

		3,121,596

		290



		H-002

		55,851

		20,221

		265,823

		2,335,888

		217



		H-003

		137,416

		84,199

		562,457

		4,942,526

		459



		H-004

		129,039

		90,032

		1,085,086

		9,535,072

		885



		H-005

		15,668

		1,173

		28,351

		249,134

		23



		H-006

		83,134

		27,853

		923,116

		8,111,773

		753



		H-007

		55,570

		32,744

		84,772

		744,924

		69



		H-008

		60,183

		46,385

		191,790

		1,685,330

		156



		H-009

		—

		—

		141,839

		1,246,395

		116



		M-001

		101,761

		38,543

		315,755

		2,774,658

		257



		M-002

		—

		—

		2,647,578

		23,265,282

		2,158



		M-003

		172,547

		152,814

		1,391,747

		12,229,816

		1,135



		M-004

		35,832

		5,164

		147,663

		1,297,573

		120



		M-005

		232,896

		227,504

		2,041,886

		17,942,835

		1,665



		M-006

		45,116

		12,072

		172,683

		1,517,435

		141



		M-007

		78,878

		36,132

		324,181

		2,848,704

		264



		M-008

		205,511

		178,369

		5,816,670

		51,113,311

		4,742



		M-009

		46,928

		6,545

		81,559

		716,693

		66



		M-010

		70,532

		29,978

		268,271

		2,357,402

		219



		M-011

		32,882

		3,305

		90,849

		798,323

		74



		MV-001

		51,273

		12,703

		412,887

		3,628,200

		337



		MV-002

		61,451

		31,634

		259,474

		2,280,100

		212



		MV-003

		143,133

		119,796

		1,062,934

		9,340,413

		867



		MV-004

		—

		—

		384,660

		3,380,158

		314



		MV-005

		36,448

		5,596

		157,779

		1,386,461

		129



		MV-006

		82,104

		40,030

		359,935

		3,162,883

		293



		MV-007

		36,444

		1,929

		18,728

		164,574

		15



		MV-008

		47,680

		3,129

		35,040

		307,912

		29



		MV-009

		32,920

		868

		6,646

		58,397

		5



		MV-010

		47,410

		2,625

		28,395

		249,515

		23



		MV-011

		36,176

		1,549

		14,499

		127,412

		12



		MV-012

		—

		—

		135,678

		1,192,253

		111



		MV-013

		15,979

		2,032

		17,640

		155,011

		14



		MV-014

		51,404

		5,319

		64,643

		568,045

		53



		MV-015

		50,266

		3,424

		38,061

		334,457

		31



		MV-016

		46,873

		1,998

		19,333

		169,883

		16



		MV-017

		50,691

		4,861

		57,998

		509,648

		47



		MV-018

		—

		—

		7,458

		65,534

		6



		MV-019

		—

		—

		32,914

		289,230

		27



		MV-020

		—

		—

		127,172

		1,117,509

		104



		MV-021

		34,602

		5,021

		135,678

		1,192,253

		111



		MV-022

		—

		—

		24,166

		212,353

		20



		MV-023

		60,143

		37,050

		195,351

		1,716,621

		159



		MV-024

		47,781

		7,746

		96,059

		844,105

		78



		MV-025

		50,727

		4,177

		48,936

		430,016

		40



		MV-026

		50,691

		4,994

		60,414

		530,884

		49



		MV-027

		34,085

		5,571

		25,297

		222,296

		21



		MV-028

		38,070

		8,557

		42,162

		370,494

		34



		MV-029

		51,067

		12,781

		166,139

		1,459,930

		135



		MV-030

		50,727

		4,177

		50,144

		440,633

		41



		MV-031

		47,412

		2,996

		32,020

		281,368

		26



		MV-032

		51,667

		5,692

		69,476

		610,516

		57



		MV-033

		47,412

		2,996

		32,624

		286,677

		27



		MV-034

		47,411

		2,872

		31,415

		276,059

		26



		MV-035

		36,176

		1,549

		15,104

		132,721

		12



		MV-036

		—

		—

		26,234

		230,529

		21



		MV-037

		—

		—

		525,539

		4,618,116

		428



		MV-038

		—

		—

		178,118

		1,565,188

		145



		MV-039

		—

		—

		656,655

		5,770,280

		535



		MV-040

		34,737

		6,168

		47,221

		414,949

		38



		MV-041

		108,981

		76,567

		695,873

		6,114,908

		567



		MV-042

		65,692

		24,084

		214,209

		1,882,337

		175



		MV-043

		—

		—

		180,695

		1,587,833

		147



		MV-044

		98,367

		57,085

		532,405

		4,678,444

		434



		MV-045

		34,906

		4,164

		118,131

		1,038,058

		96



		MV-046

		—

		—

		183,461

		1,612,143

		150



		MV-047

		35,907

		1,179

		9,666

		84,941

		8



		MV-048

		—

		—

		1,168,682

		10,269,659

		953



		MV-049

		—

		—

		1,228,159

		10,792,302

		1,001



		MV-050

		—

		—

		145,617

		1,279,596

		119



		MV-051

		—

		—

		315,736

		2,774,495

		257



		MV-052

		—

		—

		360,733

		3,169,903

		294



		MV-053

		—

		—

		599,891

		5,271,472

		489



		MV-054

		120,158

		90,395

		834,088

		7,329,455

		680



		MV-056

		35,907

		1,179

		9,666

		84,941

		8



		MV-057

		46,874

		2,245

		22,353

		196,427

		18



		MV-058

		—

		—

		4,833

		42,471

		4



		MV-059

		50,266

		3,424

		38,061

		334,457

		31



		MV-060

		50,987

		4,665

		55,581

		488,413

		45



		MV-061

		42,739

		8,133

		244,071

		2,144,749

		199



		MV-062

		58,776

		24,816

		328,050

		2,882,698

		267



		MV-063

		49,658

		10,493

		133,516

		1,173,253

		109



		MV-064

		50,986

		4,427

		52,560

		461,869

		43



		MV-065

		34,085

		5,439

		24,360

		214,063

		20



		MV-066

		53,112

		23,199

		117,585

		1,033,266

		96



		MV-067

		48,047

		7,746

		97,267

		854,723

		79



		MV-068

		43,801

		12,032

		67,341

		591,750

		55



		MV-069

		—

		—

		133,194

		1,170,430

		109



		MV-070

		52,840

		22,315

		112,900

		992,100

		92



		MV-071

		34,084

		5,174

		22,955

		201,713

		19



		MV-072

		30,418

		2,729

		11,243

		98,798

		9



		MV-073

		38,339

		9,183

		44,973

		395,193

		37



		MV-074

		48,543

		17,378

		44,754

		393,270

		36



		MV-075

		168,241

		261,706

		345,955

		3,040,040

		282



		MV-076

		51,807

		12,950

		422,559

		3,713,191

		345



		MV-077

		72,693

		28,602

		218,748

		1,922,224

		178



		MV-078

		—

		—

		213,413

		1,875,341

		174



		MV-079

		51,814

		19,833

		176,128

		1,547,704

		144



		MV-080

		31,956

		2,299

		60,069

		527,846

		49



		MV-081

		—

		—

		335,939

		2,952,024

		274



		MV-082

		—

		—

		239,956

		2,108,589

		196



		MV-083

		—

		—

		146,106

		1,283,887

		119



		MV-084

		—

		—

		41,032

		360,563

		33



		MV-085

		40,724

		6,380

		189,833

		1,668,138

		155



		MV-086

		—

		—

		42,894

		376,927

		35



		MV-087

		34,375

		6,243

		28,108

		246,996

		23



		MV-088

		15,044

		1,456

		5,622

		49,399

		5



		MV-089

		15,044

		1,456

		5,622

		49,399

		5



		MV-090

		15,041

		597

		9,912

		87,101

		8



		MV-091

		50,986

		4,427

		52,560

		461,869

		43



		MV-093

		—

		—

		52,468

		461,059

		43



		MV-094

		56,890

		24,579

		124,612

		1,095,015

		102



		MV-095

		42,451

		7,868

		237,292

		2,085,172

		193



		MV-096

		50,823

		4,199

		47,123

		414,089

		38



		MV-097

		49,390

		10,247

		129,287

		1,136,091

		105



		MV-098

		35,907

		1,179

		9,666

		84,941

		8



		MV-099

		38,339

		9,183

		44,973

		395,193

		37



		MV-100

		51,486

		18,048

		90,883

		798,620

		74



		MV-101

		15,041

		597

		12,204

		107,237

		10



		MV-102

		34,603

		5,311

		49,392

		434,031

		40



		MV-103

		42,935

		10,820

		75,515

		663,582

		62



		MV-104

		52,082

		20,090

		179,022

		1,573,134

		146



		MV-105

		15,044

		1,456

		5,622

		49,399

		5



		MV-106

		15,044

		1,456

		5,622

		49,399

		5



		MV-107

		29,796

		725

		5,437

		47,780

		4



		MV-108

		14,732

		313

		4,031

		35,424

		3



		MV-109

		147,517

		99,569

		667,578

		5,866,264

		544



		MV-110

		34,375

		6,243

		28,108

		246,996

		23



		MV-111

		30,107

		1,872

		7,495

		65,866

		6



		MV-112

		15,055

		1,747

		7,027

		61,749

		6



		MV-113

		47,191

		6,919

		86,997

		764,472

		71



		MV-114

		14,732

		455

		7,729

		67,917

		6



		MV-115

		14,732

		313

		14

		119

		0



		MV-116

		36,176

		1,549

		15,104

		132,721

		12



		MV-117

		32,267

		3,304

		30,576

		268,686

		25



		MV-118

		29,796

		725

		5,437

		47,780

		4



		MV-119

		46,873

		2,121

		21,145

		185,809

		17



		MV-120

		43,314

		8,541

		256,980

		2,258,182

		210



		MV-121

		14,732

		455

		5,900

		51,843

		5



		MV-123

		15,359

		881

		18,983

		166,814

		15



		MV-124

		40,724

		6,380

		189,833

		1,668,138

		155



		MV-125

		30,418

		2,729

		11,243

		98,798

		9



		MV-126

		50,003

		11,043

		141,974

		1,247,576

		116



		MV-127

		50,475

		18,335

		163,175

		1,433,883

		133



		MV-129

		113,312

		82,271

		648,447

		5,698,151

		529



		MV-130

		45,286

		12,195

		106,473

		935,619

		87



		MV-131

		107,750

		78,093

		719,869

		6,325,767

		587



		MV-132

		95,297

		56,598

		527,904

		4,638,896

		430



		P-001

		—

		—

		82,768

		727,311

		67



		P-002

		—

		—

		287,948

		2,530,307

		235



		P-003

		—

		—

		221,864

		1,949,601

		181



		P-004

		42,359

		10,148

		70,590

		620,305

		58



		P-005

		66,230

		24,835

		220,760

		1,939,902

		180



		P-006

		77,321

		32,120

		246,246

		2,163,855

		201



		P-007

		99,537

		61,196

		488,330

		4,291,141

		398



		P-008

		46,187

		13,201

		98,909

		869,148

		81



		P-009

		79,203

		34,373

		208,768

		1,834,521

		170



		P-010

		—

		—

		815,852

		7,169,202

		665



		P-011

		—

		—

		398,347

		3,500,430

		325



		P-012

		65,961

		24,464

		186,362

		1,637,634

		152



		P-014

		102,254

		61,689

		575,895

		5,060,613

		470



		P-015

		—

		—

		374,723

		3,292,836

		306



		P-016

		—

		—

		628,686

		5,524,503

		513



		P-017

		—

		—

		278,349

		2,445,963

		227



		P-018

		—

		—

		742,425

		6,523,974

		605



		P-019

		—

		—

		334,787

		2,941,903

		273



		P-020

		—

		—

		418,244

		3,675,270

		341



		P-021

		—

		—

		81,585

		716,920

		67



		P-022

		52,350

		20,460

		182,367

		1,602,528

		149



		P-023

		42,648

		10,555

		86,384

		759,092

		70



		P-024

		109,516

		77,315

		702,592

		6,173,948

		573



		P-025

		97,333

		56,895

		498,149

		4,377,431

		406



		P-026

		90,377

		43,292

		333,096

		2,927,047

		272



		P-027

		—

		—

		414,645

		3,643,642

		338



		P-028

		80,280

		35,885

		274,974

		2,416,305

		224



		P-030

		57,182

		22,579

		297,238

		2,611,947

		242



		P-031

		36,614

		7,588

		35,135

		308,745

		29



		P-032

		77,768

		26,351

		871,877

		7,661,519

		711



		P-033

		284,116

		250,456

		1,123,706

		9,874,435

		916



		P-034

		184,333

		166,949

		1,519,815

		13,355,199

		1,239



		P-035

		31,042

		4,302

		18,739

		164,664

		15



		P-036

		199,973

		182,238

		1,722,889

		15,139,688

		1,405



		P-037

		—

		—

		110,558

		971,517

		90



		P-038

		—

		—

		134,724

		1,183,870

		110



		P-039

		83,717

		41,903

		376,108

		3,305,002

		307



		P-040

		51,931

		5,934

		73,705

		647,678

		60



		P-041

		41,207

		8,803

		61,454

		540,019

		50



		P-042

		47,680

		3,253

		36,853

		323,839

		30



		P-043

		47,680

		3,129

		34,436

		302,604

		28



		P-044

		38,338

		8,937

		44,036

		386,960

		36



		P-045

		36,614

		7,588

		35,135

		308,745

		29



		P-046

		55,398

		38,815

		101,584

		892,661

		83



		P-047

		57,979

		23,819

		314,758

		2,765,904

		257



		P-048

		50,822

		3,944

		45,311

		398,163

		37



		P-049

		51,667

		5,692

		68,872

		605,207

		56



		P-050

		34,597

		3,880

		108,476

		953,222

		88



		P-051

		46,873

		2,121

		21,145

		185,809

		17



		P-052

		50,727

		4,177

		49,540

		435,325

		40



		P-053

		48,047

		7,746

		97,267

		854,723

		79



		P-054

		50,003

		11,175

		143,786

		1,263,503

		117



		P-055

		70,577

		18,567

		610,178

		5,361,871

		497



		P-056

		15,042

		881

		4,044

		35,538

		3



		P-057

		16,598

		2,750

		19,988

		175,645

		16



		P-058

		52,083

		20,336

		122,919

		1,080,139

		100



		P-059

		50,004

		11,419

		146,807

		1,290,047

		120



		P-060

		14,732

		455

		6,102

		53,619

		5



		P-061

		—

		—

		167,969

		1,476,012

		137



		R-001

		—

		—

		1,082,613

		9,513,334

		883



		R-002

		—

		—

		279,680

		2,457,653

		228



		R-003

		—

		—

		267,594

		2,351,454

		218



		R-004

		52,296

		20,063

		101,189

		889,185

		82



		R-005

		76,397

		26,843

		847,986

		7,451,581

		691



		R-006

		36,615

		7,863

		36,072

		316,978

		29



		R-007

		32,572

		2,731

		76,070

		668,459

		62



		R-008

		36,451

		3,806

		8,761

		76,989

		7



		R-009

		854,784

		698,839

		11,902,028

		104,587,698

		9,703



		R-010

		15,669

		1,315

		31,953

		280,783

		26



		R-011

		52,896

		18,460

		268,185

		2,356,641

		219



		R-012

		32,881

		3,015

		83,225

		731,333

		68



		R-013

		14,732

		455

		1,812

		15,927

		1



		R-014

		14,732

		455

		5,231

		45,969

		4



		R-015

		48,316

		8,248

		103,729

		911,506

		85



		R-016

		14,732

		313

		922

		8,100

		1



		R-017

		57,160

		25,330

		128,828

		1,132,064

		105



		R-018

		871,072

		942,530

		3,709,210

		32,594,251

		3,024



		R-019

		34,086

		5,703

		25,766

		226,413

		21



		R-020

		109,516

		77,192

		701,368

		6,163,190

		572



		R-021

		32,921

		1,143

		9,062

		79,633

		7



		R-022

		29,796

		725

		5,437

		47,780

		4



		R-023

		15,041

		597

		10,900

		95,787

		9



		R-024

		1,469,035

		1,788,690

		3,020,715

		26,544,180

		2,463



		R-025

		52,026

		19,302

		97,441

		856,252

		79



		R-026

		116,224

		79,217

		1,064,889

		9,357,592

		868



		R-027

		14,732

		455

		4,906

		43,109

		4



		R-028

		52,307

		12,308

		31,730

		278,826

		26



		R-029

		14,732

		455

		5,146

		45,218

		4



		R-030

		44,177

		9,345

		282,804

		2,485,112

		231



		R-031

		30,730

		3,877

		16,865

		148,198

		14



		R-032

		15,669

		1,315

		30,200

		265,377

		25



		R-033

		30,728

		3,303

		14,054

		123,498

		11



		R-034

		15,042

		1,030

		7,154

		62,862

		6



		R-035

		38,341

		9,686

		47,784

		419,893

		39



		R-036

		34,375

		6,375

		29,045

		255,229

		24



		R-037

		14,732

		455

		8,136

		71,492

		7



		R-038

		14,732

		455

		4,746

		41,703

		4



		R-039

		54,524

		18,483

		242,865

		2,134,152

		198



		R-040

		14,732

		313

		3,254

		28,597

		3



		R-041

		15,670

		1,599

		13,597

		119,482

		11



		R-042

		60,107

		27,296

		361,277

		3,174,684

		295



		R-043

		47,411

		2,749

		30,207

		265,442

		25



		R-044

		14,732

		455

		5,424

		47,661

		4



		R-045

		16,597

		2,466

		22,308

		196,032

		18



		R-046

		46,873

		2,121

		21,654

		190,285

		18



		R-047

		35,047

		6,742

		51,702

		454,325

		42



		R-048

		34,289

		3,732

		102,103

		897,220

		83



		R-049

		52,395

		28,492

		73,406

		645,046

		60



		R-050

		29,794

		441

		2,315

		20,346

		2



		R-051

		14,732

		313

		3,201

		28,132

		3



		R-052

		46,873

		1,998

		19,333

		169,883

		16



		R-053

		36,443

		1,806

		17,520

		153,956

		14



		R-054

		36,176

		1,549

		15,104

		132,721

		12



		R-055

		36,175

		1,426

		12,083

		106,177

		10



		R-056

		40,343

		7,866

		77,029

		676,881

		63



		R-057

		42,359

		10,148

		70,433

		618,920

		57



		R-058

		14,732

		313

		3,723

		32,719

		3



		R-059

		14,732

		455

		5,492

		48,257

		4



		R-060

		35,529

		6,310

		79,970

		702,724

		65



		R-061

		57,297

		17,591

		576,886

		5,069,316

		470



		R-062

		14,732

		313

		2,483

		21,817

		2



		R-063

		30,417

		2,446

		9,838

		86,449

		8



		R-064

		29,794

		441

		3,021

		26,544

		2



		R-065

		47,681

		3,376

		37,457

		329,148

		31



		R-066

		15,040

		455

		8,339

		73,279

		7



		RC-001

		232,273

		169,005

		755,783

		6,641,354

		616



		RC-002

		394,126

		358,691

		1,208,286

		10,617,672

		985



		RC-003

		831,089

		916,704

		2,061,336

		18,113,748

		1,681



		RC-005

		127,311

		67,813

		453,107

		3,981,627

		369



		RC-006

		75,918

		32,116

		472,355

		4,150,763

		385



		RC-007

		111,699

		82,645

		761,451

		6,691,164

		621



		RC-009

		100,314

		62,171

		401,338

		3,526,710

		327



		RC-010

		314,831

		323,833

		2,544,538

		22,359,835

		2,074



		RC-011

		85,061

		43,415

		390,649

		3,432,783

		318



		RC-012

		54,226

		22,718

		173,876

		1,527,916

		142



		RC-013

		57,446

		22,701

		300,259

		2,638,491

		245



		RC-014

		58,125

		30,342

		149,909

		1,317,311

		122



		RC-015

		47,191

		6,919

		85,788

		753,855

		70



		RC-017

		15,041

		597

		12,583

		110,574

		10



		RC-018

		32,921

		1,143

		9,062

		79,633

		7



		RC-019

		32,264

		2,589

		71,592

		629,102

		58



		RC-020

		14,732

		313

		3,797

		33,363

		3



		RC-021

		15,041

		739

		3,839

		33,737

		3



		RC-022

		46,927

		6,424

		79,143

		695,458

		65



		RC-023

		32,265

		3,446

		21,526

		189,157

		18



		RC-024

		43,224

		11,228

		78,307

		688,113

		64



		RC-025

		33,812

		5,310

		34,885

		306,546

		28



		RC-026

		14,732

		313

		1,208

		10,618

		1



		RC-027

		42,936

		11,085

		77,445

		680,539

		63



		RC-028

		14,732

		455

		7,593

		66,726

		6



		RC-029

		15,041

		597

		11,040

		97,014

		9



		RC-030

		104,845

		64,722

		604,234

		5,309,638

		493



		RC-031

		42,648

		10,555

		74,120

		651,320

		60



		RC-032

		125,718

		65,841

		438,608

		3,854,215

		358



		RC-033

		54,256

		17,741

		231,991

		2,038,593

		189



		RC-034

		55,586

		19,855

		260,990

		2,293,417

		213



		RC-035

		635,794

		688,311

		1,771,321

		15,565,275

		1,444



		RC-036

		56,649

		21,461

		282,739

		2,484,535

		231



		RC-037

		59,308

		25,680

		339,528

		2,983,566

		277



		RC-038

		123,845

		94,836

		875,246

		7,691,120

		714



		RC-039

		47,142

		2,368

		23,562

		207,045

		19



		RD-001

		—

		—

		49,540

		435,325

		40



		RD-002

		—

		—

		33,228

		291,986

		27



		RD-003

		50,958

		5,240

		62,227

		546,810

		51



		RD-004

		50,544

		3,680

		40,478

		355,692

		33



		RD-005

		—

		—

		240,245

		2,111,128

		196



		RD-006

		31,956

		2,447

		65,389

		574,602

		53



		RD-007

		36,757

		6,028

		173,217

		1,522,128

		141



		RD-008

		37,800

		7,685

		37,477

		329,328

		31



		RD-009

		31,956

		2,299

		59,393

		521,913

		48



		RD-010

		40,919

		8,671

		59,614

		523,851

		49



		RD-011

		32,572

		2,731

		75,208

		660,880

		61



		RD-012

		—

		—

		288,565

		2,535,734

		235



		RD-013

		—

		—

		486,152

		4,272,001

		396



		RD-014

		—

		—

		370,493

		3,255,661

		302



		RD-015

		—

		—

		203,003

		1,783,866

		166



		RD-016

		—

		—

		343,009

		3,014,156

		280



		SB-001

		—

		—

		294,824

		2,590,730

		240



		SB-002

		—

		—

		150,438

		1,321,959

		123



		SB-003

		—

		—

		284,858

		2,503,161

		232



		SB-004

		—

		—

		373,190

		3,279,362

		304



		SB-005

		—

		—

		135,335

		1,189,244

		110



		SB-006

		—

		—

		260,582

		2,289,831

		212



		SB-007

		46,873

		2,121

		20,541

		180,500

		17



		SB-008

		47,142

		2,368

		24,166

		212,353

		20



		SJ-001

		126,588

		66,774

		2,275,619

		19,996,740

		1,855



		SJ-002

		52,396

		14,895

		193,930

		1,704,136

		158



		SJ-003

		59,839

		26,422

		350,403

		3,079,125

		286



		SJ-004

		60,638

		27,916

		370,340

		3,254,316

		302



		

		

		

		

		

		



		Total Cum.

		23,156,749

		14,740,889

		118,637,945

		1,042,517,233

		96,722



		Net Project

		1,553,812

		54,103

		45,345

		30,327

		821,523



		Total

		24,710,561

		14,794,992

		118,683,290

		1,042,547,560

		918,245



		County/SoCalGas

		275,000,000

		1,052,000,000

		275,000,000

		1,052,000,000

		873,793,575



		%County/SoCalGas

		9%

		1%

		43%

		99%

		0.11%



		Source: ESA, 2019







		Table 6.17-4:	Cumulative Transportation Fuel Consumption (Annual Average)



		Project ID

		Construction

		Operational



		

		Diesel Gallons

		Gasoline Gallons

		Diesel Gallons

		Gasoline Gallons

		Natural Gas (MMBTU)



		B-001

		811,945

		886,209

		632,697

		2,626,111

		4,226



		B-002

		—

		—

		84,890

		352,350

		567



		B-003

		136,884

		83,203

		176,772

		733,720

		1,181



		B-004

		120,158

		90,274

		224,674

		934,728

		1,505



		B-005

		—

		—

		263,401

		1,095,848

		1,764



		B-006

		134,044

		96,431

		463,133

		1,922,085

		3,093



		B-007

		54,788

		18,615

		77,266

		320,704

		516



		B-008

		121,463

		58,888

		124,239

		515,673

		830



		B-009

		1,343,552

		1,592,304

		853,183

		3,541,271

		5,699



		B-010

		50,691

		4,861

		18,214

		75,600

		122



		B-011

		45,372

		9,446

		98,552

		405,826

		653



		B-012

		—

		—

		41,479

		172,164

		277



		B-013

		382,424

		339,379

		362,363

		1,504,046

		2,420



		B-014

		124,123

		63,361

		134,208

		557,054

		896



		C-001

		43,602

		8,938

		87,602

		360,734

		580



		C-002

		163,552

		123,557

		832,605

		3,441,320

		5,536



		C-003

		33,981

		3,590

		31,843

		131,127

		211



		H-001

		59,841

		26,798

		112,735

		467,925

		753



		H-002

		55,851

		20,221

		84,360

		350,148

		563



		H-003

		137,416

		84,199

		178,497

		740,882

		1,192



		H-004

		129,039

		90,032

		343,923

		1,428,315

		2,299



		H-005

		15,668

		1,173

		9,158

		37,713

		61



		H-006

		83,134

		27,853

		298,191

		1,227,918

		1,975



		H-007

		55,570

		32,744

		26,903

		111,664

		180



		H-008

		60,183

		46,385

		60,865

		252,630

		407



		H-009

		—

		—

		45,013

		186,834

		301



		M-001

		101,761

		38,543

		100,101

		415,681

		669



		M-002

		—

		—

		2,239,161

		1,845,822

		17,175



		M-003

		172,547

		152,814

		1,338,370

		781,454

		10,361



		M-004

		35,832

		5,164

		47,699

		196,420

		316



		M-005

		232,896

		227,504

		1,594,071

		1,577,644

		12,150



		M-006

		45,116

		12,072

		54,816

		227,495

		366



		M-007

		78,878

		36,132

		311,748

		182,025

		2,413



		M-008

		205,511

		178,369

		1,862,040

		7,698,655

		12,386



		M-009

		46,928

		6,545

		25,883

		107,432

		173



		M-010

		70,532

		29,978

		257,982

		150,632

		1,997



		M-011

		32,882

		3,305

		29,347

		120,846

		194



		MV-001

		51,273

		12,703

		133,374

		549,218

		883



		MV-002

		61,451

		31,634

		82,345

		341,786

		550



		MV-003

		143,133

		119,796

		924,877

		710,091

		7,110



		MV-004

		—

		—

		121,441

		505,238

		813



		MV-005

		36,448

		5,596

		50,967

		209,875

		338



		MV-006

		82,104

		40,030

		346,130

		202,100

		2,680



		MV-007

		36,444

		1,929

		5,944

		24,670

		40



		MV-008

		47,680

		3,129

		11,120

		46,156

		74



		MV-009

		32,920

		868

		2,109

		8,754

		14



		MV-010

		47,410

		2,625

		9,011

		37,402

		60



		MV-011

		36,176

		1,549

		4,601

		19,099

		31



		MV-012

		—

		—

		43,366

		179,423

		289



		MV-013

		15,979

		2,032

		5,606

		23,254

		37



		MV-014

		51,404

		5,319

		20,515

		85,150

		137



		MV-015

		50,266

		3,424

		12,079

		50,135

		81



		MV-016

		46,873

		1,998

		6,135

		25,465

		41



		MV-017

		50,691

		4,861

		18,406

		76,396

		123



		MV-018

		—

		—

		2,409

		9,920

		16



		MV-019

		—

		—

		10,445

		43,355

		70



		MV-020

		—

		—

		41,080

		169,163

		272



		MV-021

		34,602

		5,021

		43,366

		179,423

		289



		MV-022

		—

		—

		7,669

		31,832

		51



		MV-023

		60,143

		37,050

		61,995

		257,320

		414



		MV-024

		47,781

		7,746

		30,484

		126,531

		204



		MV-025

		50,727

		4,177

		15,530

		64,459

		104



		MV-026

		50,691

		4,994

		19,173

		79,579

		128



		MV-027

		34,085

		5,571

		8,028

		33,322

		54



		MV-028

		38,070

		8,557

		13,380

		55,537

		89



		MV-029

		51,067

		12,781

		52,725

		218,843

		352



		MV-030

		50,727

		4,177

		15,913

		66,051

		106



		MV-031

		47,412

		2,996

		10,161

		42,177

		68



		MV-032

		51,667

		5,692

		22,049

		91,516

		147



		MV-033

		47,412

		2,996

		10,353

		42,973

		69



		MV-034

		47,411

		2,872

		9,970

		41,381

		67



		MV-035

		36,176

		1,549

		4,793

		19,895

		32



		MV-036

		—

		—

		8,325

		34,556

		56



		MV-037

		—

		—

		165,917

		690,278

		1,111



		MV-038

		—

		—

		56,233

		233,952

		377



		MV-039

		—

		—

		207,312

		862,494

		1,388



		MV-040

		34,737

		6,168

		45,410

		26,514

		352



		MV-041

		108,981

		76,567

		669,185

		390,727

		5,181



		MV-042

		65,692

		24,084

		205,994

		120,277

		1,595



		MV-043

		—

		—

		57,047

		237,336

		382



		MV-044

		98,367

		57,085

		511,986

		298,941

		3,964



		MV-045

		34,906

		4,164

		38,159

		157,136

		253



		MV-046

		—

		—

		176,425

		103,012

		1,366



		MV-047

		35,907

		1,179

		3,068

		12,733

		20



		MV-048

		—

		—

		370,980

		1,539,634

		2,478



		MV-049

		—

		—

		389,860

		1,617,989

		2,604



		MV-050

		—

		—

		45,973

		191,263

		308



		MV-051

		—

		—

		99,681

		414,709

		668



		MV-052

		—

		—

		113,887

		473,811

		763



		MV-053

		—

		—

		576,884

		336,834

		4,466



		MV-054

		120,158

		90,395

		802,099

		468,333

		6,209



		MV-056

		35,907

		1,179

		3,068

		12,733

		20



		MV-057

		46,874

		2,245

		7,094

		29,444

		47



		MV-058

		—

		—

		1,534

		6,366

		10



		MV-059

		50,266

		3,424

		12,079

		50,135

		81



		MV-060

		50,987

		4,665

		17,639

		73,213

		118



		MV-061

		42,739

		8,133

		78,841

		324,661

		522



		MV-062

		58,776

		24,816

		104,107

		432,115

		695



		MV-063

		49,658

		10,493

		42,372

		175,870

		283



		MV-064

		50,986

		4,427

		16,680

		69,234

		111



		MV-065

		34,085

		5,439

		7,731

		32,088

		52



		MV-066

		53,112

		23,199

		37,316

		154,886

		249



		MV-067

		48,047

		7,746

		30,868

		128,122

		206



		MV-068

		43,801

		12,032

		21,260

		88,450

		142



		MV-069

		—

		—

		42,051

		174,946

		282



		MV-070

		52,840

		22,315

		35,829

		148,715

		239



		MV-071

		34,084

		5,174

		7,285

		30,237

		49



		MV-072

		30,418

		2,729

		3,568

		14,810

		24



		MV-073

		38,339

		9,183

		14,272

		59,239

		95



		MV-074

		48,543

		17,378

		14,203

		58,951

		95



		MV-075

		168,241

		261,706

		109,790

		455,700

		733



		MV-076

		51,807

		12,950

		136,498

		562,084

		904



		MV-077

		72,693

		28,602

		69,061

		287,318

		462



		MV-078

		—

		—

		67,376

		280,311

		451



		MV-079

		51,814

		19,833

		169,373

		98,894

		1,311



		MV-080

		31,956

		2,299

		19,404

		79,903

		129



		MV-081

		—

		—

		323,055

		188,627

		2,501



		MV-082

		—

		—

		230,753

		134,733

		1,786



		MV-083

		—

		—

		46,127

		191,905

		309



		MV-084

		—

		—

		12,954

		53,894

		87



		MV-085

		40,724

		6,380

		61,321

		252,514

		406



		MV-086

		—

		—

		13,613

		56,501

		91



		MV-087

		34,375

		6,243

		8,920

		37,025

		60



		MV-088

		15,044

		1,456

		1,784

		7,405

		12



		MV-089

		15,044

		1,456

		1,784

		7,405

		12



		MV-090

		15,041

		597

		3,202

		13,185

		21



		MV-091

		50,986

		4,427

		16,680

		69,234

		111



		MV-092

		—

		—

		18,981

		78,783

		127



		MV-093

		—

		—

		16,651

		69,112

		111



		MV-094

		56,890

		24,579

		39,546

		164,142

		264



		MV-095

		42,451

		7,868

		76,651

		315,643

		508



		MV-096

		50,823

		4,199

		14,955

		62,072

		100



		MV-097

		49,390

		10,247

		41,029

		170,299

		274



		MV-098

		35,907

		1,179

		3,068

		12,733

		20



		MV-099

		38,339

		9,183

		14,272

		59,239

		95



		MV-100

		51,486

		18,048

		28,842

		119,713

		193



		MV-101

		15,041

		597

		3,942

		16,233

		26



		MV-102

		34,603

		5,311

		15,696

		65,110

		105



		MV-103

		42,935

		10,820

		23,841

		99,187

		160



		MV-104

		52,082

		20,090

		172,156

		100,519

		1,333



		MV-105

		15,044

		1,456

		1,784

		7,405

		12



		MV-106

		15,044

		1,456

		1,784

		7,405

		12



		MV-107

		29,796

		725

		1,726

		7,162

		12



		MV-108

		14,732

		313

		1,302

		5,362

		9



		MV-109

		147,517

		99,569

		211,858

		879,349

		1,415



		MV-110

		34,375

		6,243

		8,920

		37,025

		60



		MV-111

		30,107

		1,872

		2,379

		9,873

		16



		MV-112

		15,055

		1,747

		2,230

		9,256

		15



		MV-113

		47,191

		6,919

		27,609

		114,594

		184



		MV-114

		14,732

		455

		2,497

		10,281

		17



		MV-115

		14,732

		313

		4

		18

		0



		MV-116

		36,176

		1,549

		4,793

		19,895

		32



		MV-117

		32,267

		3,304

		9,717

		40,306

		65



		MV-118

		29,796

		725

		1,726

		7,162

		12



		MV-119

		46,873

		2,121

		6,710

		27,853

		45



		MV-120

		43,314

		8,541

		83,011

		341,832

		550



		MV-121

		14,732

		455

		1,906

		7,848

		13



		MV-123

		15,359

		881

		6,132

		25,251

		41



		MV-124

		40,724

		6,380

		61,321

		252,514

		406



		MV-125

		30,418

		2,729

		3,568

		14,810

		24



		MV-126

		50,003

		11,043

		45,056

		187,011

		301



		P-001

		—

		—

		26,267

		109,023

		175



		P-002

		—

		—

		276,904

		161,680

		2,144



		P-003

		—

		—

		213,355

		124,575

		1,652



		P-004

		42,359

		10,148

		22,286

		92,718

		149



		P-005

		66,230

		24,835

		212,293

		123,955

		1,643



		P-006

		77,321

		32,120

		77,742

		323,435

		521



		P-007

		99,537

		61,196

		154,170

		641,405

		1,032



		P-008

		46,187

		13,201

		31,226

		129,913

		209



		P-009

		79,203

		34,373

		65,910

		274,209

		441



		P-010

		—

		—

		784,562

		458,094

		6,074



		P-011

		—

		—

		125,762

		523,216

		842



		P-012

		65,961

		24,464

		58,836

		244,780

		394



		P-014

		102,254

		61,689

		553,808

		323,360

		4,287



		P-015

		—

		—

		360,352

		210,404

		2,790



		P-016

		—

		—

		604,574

		353,002

		4,680



		P-017

		—

		—

		267,674

		156,291

		2,072



		P-018

		—

		—

		713,951

		416,865

		5,527



		P-019

		—

		—

		321,947

		187,980

		2,492



		P-020

		—

		—

		402,203

		234,840

		3,114



		P-021

		—

		—

		78,456

		45,809

		607



		P-022

		52,350

		20,460

		175,373

		102,397

		1,358



		P-023

		42,648

		10,555

		83,071

		48,504

		643



		P-024

		109,516

		77,315

		675,646

		394,499

		5,231



		P-025

		97,333

		56,895

		479,044

		279,707

		3,709



		P-026

		90,377

		43,292

		105,161

		437,511

		704



		P-027

		—

		—

		398,742

		232,819

		3,087



		P-028

		80,280

		35,885

		86,812

		361,169

		581



		P-030

		57,182

		22,579

		94,329

		391,529

		630



		P-031

		36,614

		7,588

		11,150

		46,281

		74



		P-032

		77,768

		26,351

		281,639

		1,159,761

		1,865



		P-033

		284,116

		250,456

		356,611

		1,480,172

		2,382



		P-034

		184,333

		166,949

		1,461,527

		853,363

		11,314



		P-035

		31,042

		4,302

		5,947

		24,683

		40



		P-036

		199,973

		182,238

		1,613,515

		1,019,503

		12,467



		P-037

		—

		—

		35,086

		145,630

		234



		P-038

		—

		—

		42,755

		177,461

		286



		P-039

		83,717

		41,903

		361,683

		211,181

		2,800



		P-040

		51,931

		5,934

		23,391

		97,087

		156



		P-041

		41,207

		8,803

		19,402

		80,718

		130



		P-042

		47,680

		3,253

		11,695

		48,543

		78



		P-043

		47,680

		3,129

		10,928

		45,360

		73



		P-044

		38,338

		8,937

		13,975

		58,005

		93



		P-045

		36,614

		7,588

		11,150

		46,281

		74



		P-046

		55,398

		38,815

		32,238

		133,809

		215



		P-047

		57,979

		23,819

		99,889

		414,607

		667



		P-048

		50,822

		3,944

		14,379

		59,684

		96



		P-049

		51,667

		5,692

		21,857

		90,720

		146



		P-050

		34,597

		3,880

		35,041

		144,294

		232



		P-051

		46,873

		2,121

		6,710

		27,853

		45



		P-052

		50,727

		4,177

		15,722

		65,255

		105



		P-053

		48,047

		7,746

		30,868

		128,122

		206



		P-054

		50,003

		11,175

		45,631

		189,398

		305



		P-055

		70,577

		18,567

		197,104

		811,653

		1,305



		P-056

		15,042

		881

		1,277

		5,312

		9



		P-057

		16,598

		2,750

		19,222

		11,223

		149



		P-058

		52,083

		20,336

		38,807

		161,450

		260



		P-059

		50,004

		11,419

		46,590

		193,377

		311



		P-060

		14,732

		455

		1,971

		8,117

		13



		P-061

		—

		—

		161,527

		94,313

		1,250



		R-001

		—

		—

		343,659

		1,426,246

		2,295



		R-002

		—

		—

		268,953

		157,038

		2,082



		R-003

		—

		—

		84,482

		351,476

		566



		R-004

		52,296

		20,063

		32,113

		133,288

		215



		R-005

		76,397

		26,843

		271,038

		1,121,392

		1,804



		R-006

		36,615

		7,863

		11,448

		47,515

		76



		R-007

		32,572

		2,731

		24,573

		101,188

		163



		R-008

		36,451

		3,806

		2,780

		11,541

		19



		R-009

		854,784

		698,839

		3,844,670

		15,831,948

		25,463



		R-010

		15,669

		1,315

		10,322

		42,504

		68



		R-011

		52,896

		18,460

		85,131

		353,309

		569



		R-012

		32,881

		3,015

		26,884

		110,705

		178



		R-013

		14,732

		455

		575

		2,387

		4



		R-014

		14,732

		455

		1,690

		6,959

		11



		R-015

		48,316

		8,248

		32,919

		136,634

		220



		R-016

		14,732

		313

		293

		1,214

		2



		R-017

		57,160

		25,330

		40,884

		169,696

		273



		R-018

		871,072

		942,530

		1,171,029

		4,871,921

		7,842



		R-019

		34,086

		5,703

		8,177

		33,939

		55



		R-020

		109,516

		77,192

		674,469

		393,812

		5,221



		R-021

		32,921

		1,143

		2,876

		11,937

		19



		R-022

		29,796

		725

		1,726

		7,162

		12



		R-023

		15,041

		597

		3,521

		14,500

		23



		R-024

		1,469,035

		1,788,690

		958,632

		3,978,957

		6,403



		R-025

		52,026

		19,302

		30,923

		128,352

		207



		R-026

		116,224

		79,217

		339,623

		1,406,532

		2,263



		R-027

		14,732

		455

		1,585

		6,526

		10



		R-028

		52,307

		12,308

		10,070

		41,796

		67



		R-029

		14,732

		455

		1,662

		6,845

		11



		R-030

		44,177

		9,345

		91,353

		376,183

		605



		R-031

		30,730

		3,877

		5,352

		22,215

		36



		R-032

		15,669

		1,315

		9,755

		40,171

		65



		R-033

		30,728

		3,303

		4,460

		18,512

		30



		R-034

		15,042

		1,030

		2,273

		9,430

		15



		R-035

		38,341

		9,686

		15,164

		62,942

		101



		R-036

		34,375

		6,375

		9,217

		38,259

		62



		R-037

		14,732

		455

		2,628

		10,822

		17



		R-038

		14,732

		455

		1,533

		6,313

		10



		R-039

		54,524

		18,483

		77,074

		319,908

		515



		R-040

		14,732

		313

		1,051

		4,329

		7



		R-041

		15,670

		1,599

		4,321

		17,924

		29



		R-042

		60,107

		27,296

		114,652

		475,883

		766



		R-043

		47,411

		2,749

		9,586

		39,790

		64



		R-044

		14,732

		455

		1,752

		7,215

		12



		R-045

		16,597

		2,466

		7,089

		29,407

		47



		R-046

		46,873

		2,121

		6,872

		28,524

		46



		R-047

		35,047

		6,742

		49,719

		29,030

		385



		R-048

		34,289

		3,732

		32,982

		135,817

		218



		R-049

		52,395

		28,492

		23,296

		96,692

		156



		R-050

		29,794

		441

		735

		3,050

		5



		R-051

		14,732

		313

		1,034

		4,258

		7



		R-052

		46,873

		1,998

		6,135

		25,465

		41



		R-053

		36,443

		1,806

		5,560

		23,078

		37



		R-054

		36,176

		1,549

		4,793

		19,895

		32



		R-055

		36,175

		1,426

		3,835

		15,916

		26



		R-056

		40,343

		7,866

		24,479

		101,541

		163



		R-057

		42,359

		10,148

		22,236

		92,511

		149



		R-058

		14,732

		313

		1,203

		4,953

		8



		R-059

		14,732

		455

		1,774

		7,305

		12



		R-060

		35,529

		6,310

		25,385

		105,353

		170



		R-061

		57,297

		17,591

		186,349

		767,367

		1,234



		R-062

		14,732

		313

		802

		3,303

		5



		R-063

		30,417

		2,446

		3,122

		12,959

		21



		R-064

		29,794

		441

		959

		3,979

		6



		R-065

		47,681

		3,376

		11,887

		49,339

		79



		R-066

		15,040

		455

		2,694

		11,093

		18



		RC-001

		232,273

		169,005

		239,850

		995,535

		1,602



		RC-002

		394,126

		358,691

		383,453

		1,591,583

		2,561



		RC-003

		831,089

		916,704

		654,171

		2,715,240

		4,370



		RC-005

		127,311

		67,813

		143,795

		596,843

		960



		RC-006

		75,918

		32,116

		149,942

		622,285

		1,001



		RC-007

		111,699

		82,645

		732,248

		427,548

		5,669



		RC-009

		100,314

		62,171

		126,747

		527,239

		849



		RC-010

		314,831

		323,833

		803,332

		3,342,165

		5,379



		RC-011

		85,061

		43,415

		375,667

		219,346

		2,908



		RC-012

		54,226

		22,718

		54,894

		228,380

		368



		RC-013

		57,446

		22,701

		95,288

		395,508

		636



		RC-014

		58,125

		30,342

		47,574

		197,464

		318



		RC-015

		47,191

		6,919

		27,225

		113,002

		182



		RC-017

		15,041

		597

		4,065

		16,738

		27



		RC-018

		32,921

		1,143

		2,876

		11,937

		19



		RC-019

		32,264

		2,589

		23,126

		95,230

		153



		RC-020

		14,732

		313

		1,226

		5,050

		8



		RC-021

		15,041

		739

		3,692

		2,156

		29



		RC-022

		46,927

		6,424

		25,116

		104,249

		168



		RC-023

		32,265

		3,446

		6,796

		28,274

		46



		RC-024

		43,224

		11,228

		24,722

		102,854

		166



		RC-025

		33,812

		5,310

		11,013

		45,820

		74



		RC-026

		14,732

		313

		383

		1,592

		3



		RC-027

		42,936

		11,085

		24,450

		101,721

		164



		RC-028

		14,732

		455

		2,453

		10,101

		16



		RC-029

		15,041

		597

		3,566

		14,686

		24



		RC-030

		104,845

		64,722

		581,060

		339,272

		4,498



		RC-031

		42,648

		10,555

		23,400

		97,354

		157



		RC-032

		125,718

		65,841

		139,193

		577,745

		930



		RC-033

		54,256

		17,741

		73,623

		305,584

		492



		RC-034

		55,586

		19,855

		82,826

		343,782

		553



		RC-035

		635,794

		688,311

		562,154

		2,333,272

		3,755



		RC-036

		56,649

		21,461

		89,728

		372,430

		599



		RC-037

		59,308

		25,680

		107,750

		447,235

		720



		RC-038

		123,845

		94,836

		841,678

		491,443

		6,516



		RC-039

		47,142

		2,368

		7,477

		31,036

		50



		RD-001

		—

		—

		15,722

		65,255

		105



		RD-002

		—

		—

		10,545

		43,769

		70



		RD-003

		50,958

		5,240

		19,748

		81,967

		132



		RD-004

		50,544

		3,680

		12,846

		53,318

		86



		RD-005

		—

		—

		231,031

		134,896

		1,789



		RD-006

		31,956

		2,447

		21,123

		86,980

		140



		RD-007

		36,757

		6,028

		55,954

		230,412

		371



		RD-008

		37,800

		7,685

		11,894

		49,366

		79



		RD-009

		31,956

		2,299

		19,186

		79,004

		127



		RD-010

		40,919

		8,671

		18,821

		78,301

		126



		RD-011

		32,572

		2,731

		24,294

		100,041

		161



		RD-012

		—

		—

		277,498

		162,027

		2,148



		RD-013

		—

		—

		467,507

		272,970

		3,619



		RD-014

		—

		—

		356,283

		208,028

		2,758



		RD-015

		—

		—

		195,217

		113,984

		1,511



		RD-016

		—

		—

		329,854

		192,597

		2,554



		SB-001

		—

		—

		283,517

		165,541

		2,195



		SB-002

		—

		—

		144,669

		84,470

		1,120



		SB-003

		—

		—

		273,933

		159,946

		2,121



		SB-004

		—

		—

		358,877

		209,543

		2,778



		SB-005

		—

		—

		130,145

		75,990

		1,008



		SB-006

		—

		—

		250,588

		146,314

		1,940



		SB-007

		46,873

		2,121

		6,519

		27,057

		44



		SB-008

		47,142

		2,368

		7,669

		31,832

		51



		SJ-001

		126,588

		66,774

		735,085

		3,027,004

		4,868



		SJ-002

		52,396

		14,895

		61,544

		255,449

		411



		SJ-003

		59,839

		26,422

		111,201

		461,559

		743



		SJ-004

		60,638

		27,916

		117,528

		487,820

		785



		

		

		

		

		

		



		Total Cum.

		22,744,630

		14,493,399

		55,560,027

		132,144,452

		399,958



		Net Project

		1,553,812

		54,103

		45,345

		30,327

		1,094



		Total

		24,298,442

		14,547,502

		55,605,372

		132,174,779

		401,052



		County/ SoCalGas

		275,000,000

		1,052,000,000

		275,000,000

		1,052,000,000

		873,793,575



		%County/ SoCalGas

		9%

		1%

		20.22%

		13%

		0.05%



		Source: ESA, 2020







A calculation error resulted in an inaccurate estimate of cumulative operational transportation fuel consumption. Cumulative operational fuel consumption has been recalculated and Table 6.17-4 has been replaced in its entirety. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result.

Page 6.17-22, second paragraph, second and third to last sentence

“Cumulative construction and operational consumption for diesel and gasoline would result in 119 80 million gallons of diesel and 1,043 147 million gallons of gasoline representing approximately 43 29 percent of county diesel and 99 14 percent of county gasoline respectively. The Project’s transportation fuel consumption from construction and operations consists of 0.14 7 percent of the total overall cumulative consumption of projects listed in Table 6.17-4 (total consumption of cumulative projects plus the proposed Project).”

A calculation error resulted in an inaccurate estimate of cumulative operational transportation fuel consumption. Cumulative operational fuel consumption has been recalculated and this revision reflects updated values. No change to impact determinations and no new significant impact would result.

[bookmark: _Toc37941230]Appendix A.1, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report

The following revisions have been made to Appendix A.1 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR (Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Health Risk Assessment Report) to maintain consistency with the revisions made to Sections 4.3 (Air Quality) and 4.7 (Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change).

Page 35, Table 5

In addition to the correction of typographical errors made in response to comments, updated 2018 data has been added. Table 5 provides background information and these revisions do not result in a change in the impact determination and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 164, Table 30

		

Table 5
Ambient Air Quality Monitored in the Project Vicinity



		Pollutant

		Standard

		2014

		2015

		2016

		2017

		2018



		Carbon Monoxide (CO)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		2.4

		2.5

		1.6

		2.4

		2.1



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 20 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		ND



		

		Federal: > 35 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm)

		1.9

		1.7

		1.3

		1.8

		1.9



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: ≥ 9.0 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		ND



		

		Federal: ≥ 9 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Ozone (O3)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.141

		0.132

		0.142

		0.145

		0.123



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.09 ppm

		29

		31

		33

		ND

		22



		Maximum 8-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.105

		0.106

		0.105

		0.118
0.119

		0.101



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.070 ppm

		69

		59

		71

		ND

		57



		

		Federal: > 0.075 ppm

		41

		39

		47

		84
58

		34



		Coarse Particulates (PM10)



		Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3)

		100

		69

		84

		92

		86.5



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 50 µg/m3

		125

		92

		ND

		ND

		133.6



		

		Federal: > 150 µg/m3

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Annual arithmetic mean concentration (µg/m3)

		44.8

		40.0

		ND

		ND

		43.9



		Exceeded for the year

		State: > 20 µg/m3

		Yes

		Yes

		ND

		ND

		Yes



		Fine Particulates (PM2.5)



		Maximum 24-hr concentration (µg/m3)

		50.6

		61.1

		60.8

		50.3

		66.3



		Number of days exceeded:

		Federal: > 35 µg/m3

		ND

		10

		5

		ND

		3.1



		Annual arithmetic mean (µg/m3)

		16.8

		15.3

		12.6

		12.2

		12.5



		Exceeded for the year

		State: > 12 µg/m3

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes



		

		Federal: > 12.0 µg/m3

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes



		Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)



		Maximum 1-hr concentration (ppm)

		0.0600

		0.057

		0.073

		0.063

		0.055



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.18 ppm

		0

		0

		0

		0

		ND



		Annual arithmetic mean concentration (ppm)

		0.015

		0.0144

		0.015

		0.015

		0.014



		Exceeded for the year

		State: > 0.030 ppm

Federal: > 0.053 ppm

		No

No

		No

No

		ND

		ND

		ND



		Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)



		Maximum 24-hr concentration (ppm)

		1.3

		1.0

		1.2

		1.2

		0.9



		Number of days exceeded:

		State: > 0.04 ppm

		ND

		ND

		ND

		ND

		ND



		Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm)

		0.26

		0.27

		0.23

		0.29

		0.45



		Exceeded for the year:

		Federal: > 0.030 ppm

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter	EPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency

ID = Insufficient data	ND = No data

ppm = parts per million

Source: CARB, 2018 for the SCAQMD Riverside-Rubidoux air monitoring station.







		Table 30
Localized Assessment of Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 Full Build Out (2020) Emissions Maximum Impacts Outside the Project Boundaries (without mitigation)



		Pollutant

		Averaging Time, Units

		Existing Background1

		Air Concentration2

		Standard/Threshold

		Total Impact Exceeds Threshold



		

		

		

		Project Local Increase

		Total (Background + Project)

		

		



		Carbon Monoxide

		1 hour, ppm

		2.2

		0.03

		2.2

		20.0

		No



		

		8 hour, ppm

		2.0

		0.02

		2.0

		9.0

		No



		Nitrogen Dioxide

		State 1 hour, ppm

		0.073

		0.015

		0.088

		0.180

		No



		

		National 1 hour, ppm

		0.058

		0.015

		0.073

		0.100

		No



		

		Annual, ppm

		0.015

		0.001

		0.016

		0.030

		No



		PM10

		24 hour, µg/m3

		NA

		2.9

		2.9

		2.5

		YesNo



		

		Annual, µg/m3

		NA

		1.8

		1.8

		1.0

		YesNo



		PM2.5

		24 hour, µg/m3

		NA

		0.8

		0.8

		2.5

		No



		Notes:

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter (a concentration unit); NA = Not Applicable, the SCAQMD threshold methodology does not require a background for PM10 or PM2.5

1	Background data for CO and NO2 for State standards were derived as the highest air quality measured data over the most recent 3 years of meteorological data 2016-2018. Background concentrations for the National 1-hour NO2 is the 3 year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average.

2	Highest impacts generally occur at the existing residences along Gilman Springs Road to the east of the project.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







The final column of Table 30 on impact determination on has been corrected to show that there is a significant impact with respect to localized PM10 emissions under the Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario (without mitigation). Numeric values shown for Background emissions, Project local increase, and total background plus Project emissions as shown in Table 30 remain unchanged and the reader of this table would have been able to ascertain the impact level from the numeric values. Additionally, as discussed on page 4.3-45 of the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR, the Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario “represents hypothetical worst-case conditions in that the project physically could not be built-out in 2020”. The Year 2020 Full Build Out scenario has been included for informational purposes and to provide consistency with the traffic impact assessment (TIA) which examines Project Build Out under existing conditions and is not utilized in impact determination for Project localized significant. Therefore, this revision to Table 30 does not change any impact determination because projects impacts were not determined based on the Year 2020 Build Out scenario and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 164, last paragraph

“As noted from Table 29, the project would exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for the 24-hour and annual PM10 thresholds for receptors located within the project’s boundaries. As shown in table Table 30, the significance thresholds would not be exceeded for the 24-hour and annual PM10 thresholds at any sensitive receptor located outside of the project boundaries.”

A typographical error in the text has been revised to correctly describe the results in Table 30. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of potentially significant and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 167, last paragraph, first sentence

“The project’s maximum combined impacts from construction and operations during 2022 are shown in Table 33, Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 2022 Maximum Impacts Within the Project Boundaries (Without Mitigation), for the existing sensitive receptors located within the project boundaries along with the SCAQMD-recommended significance thresholds. Table 34, Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 2022 Maximum Impacts Outside the Project Boundaries (Without Mitigation), shows the maximum combined impacts for sensitive receptors located outside of the project boundaries.”

The title of Tables 33 and 34 were corrected to indicate an analysis year of 2022. The assumptions and data used for the calculations are for the year 2022 and no changes to the calculations are required. No change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 168, Table 33, Title

[bookmark: _Toc26863133][bookmark: _Toc417629316]“Table 33
Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 2022 Maximum Impacts Within the Project Boundaries (Without Mitigation)”

The title of Table 33 was corrected to indicate an analysis year of 2022. The assumptions and data used for the calculations are for the year 2022 and no changes to the calculations are required. No change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 169, Table 34, Title

[bookmark: _Toc26863134][bookmark: _Toc417629317]“Table 34
Localized Assessment – Construction and Operation, Year 2032 2022 Maximum Impacts Outside the Project Boundaries (without Mitigation)”

The title of Table 34 was corrected to indicate an analysis year of 2022. The assumptions and data used for the calculations are for the year 2022 and no changes to the calculations are required. No change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impacts would result.
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Pages 188–190, Table 44

		Table 44a
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Net Mobile

		0

		22,089

		42,984

		62,716

		81,169

		97,097

		103,414

		113,746

		123,988

		133,464

		142,515

		151,159

		159,397

		167,226

		174,639



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		30

		61

		91

		121

		151

		163

		175

		187

		199

		211

		222

		234

		246

		258



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		6,097

		11,672

		18,583

		24,799

		36,149

		40,666

		41,689

		41,168

		40,436

		40,169

		39,884

		39,257

		38,288

		36,329



		Water

		0

		133

		267

		445

		623

		953

		1,283

		1,458

		1,562

		1,667

		1,817

		1,986

		2,156

		2,326

		2,437



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		545

		1,089

		1,634

		2,723

		3,080

		3,259

		3,438

		3,617

		3,795

		3,974

		4,153

		4,331

		4,510



		Solar

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total Capped

		18,770

		51,390

		80,574

		108,959

		133,825

		157,680

		165,558

		176,875

		187,539

		196,360

		206,672

		214,020

		221,703

		226,711

		232,775



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		209

		209

		209

		209

		206

		102

		141

		144

		141

		141

		141

		141

		141

		141

		118



		Waste

		0

		2,175

		4,349

		6,524

		8,698

		10,847

		11,698

		12,549

		13,423

		14,274

		15,125

		15,976

		16,827

		17,678

		18,529



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		209

		2,793

		5,377

		7,961

		10,543

		12,992

		14,043

		15,057

		16,093

		17,104

		18,116

		19,127

		20,138

		21,149

		22,137



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes







		Table 44b
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation)



		Source

		GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Net Mobile

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355

		179,355



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267

		267



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		34,147

		29,379

31,998

		26,115

28,442

		22,850

24,886

		19,586

21,331

		16,322

17,776

		13,057

14,221

		9,793

10,666

		6,529

7,110

		3,264

3,555

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,548

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		2,580

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689

		4,689



		Solar

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total Capped

		228,435

		223,699

226,317

		220,435

222,762

		217,170

219,206

		213,906

215,651

		210,642

212,096

		207,377

208,541

		204,113

204,986

		200,849

201,430

		197,584

197,875

		191,740

		191,740

		191,740

		191,740

		191,740



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		166

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193

		19,193



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped

		22,974

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808

		22,808



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant impact?

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes








		Table 44c
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year without Mitigation)



		


Source

		GHG Unmitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total (2020-2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Net Mobile

		154,246

		132,651

		107,890

		87,750

		57,330

		45,453

		40,481

		37,820

		35,334

		32,020

		28,614

		25,570

		22,850

		21,257

		19,775

		5,114,971



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		230

		198

		161

		131

		85

		68

		60

		56

		53

		48

		43

		38

		34

		32

		29

		7,620



		Forklifts

		221

		190

		155

		126

		82

		65

		58

		54

		51

		46

		41

		37

		33

		30

		28

		7,340



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		636,226

649,316



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		44,876



		Natural gas

		4,032

		3,468

		2,820

		2,294

		1,499

		1,188

		1,058

		989

		924

		837

		748

		668

		597

		556

		517

		132,674



		Solar

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Total Capped

		164,897

		141,811

		115,340

		93,810

		61,289

		48,592

		43,277

		40,432

		37,774

		34,231

		30,590

		27,336

		24,428

		22,725

		21,141

		6,383,085

6,383,085



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,559



		Waste

		16,506

		14,195

		11,545

		9,390

		6,135

		4,864

		4,332

		4,047

		3,781

		3,426

		3,062

		2,736

		2,445

		2,275

		2,116

		547,418



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Total Uncapped

		19,615

		16,869

		13,720

		11,159

		7,291

		5,780

		5,148

		4,809

		4,493

		4,072

		3,639

		3,252

		2,906

		2,703

		2,515

		653,096



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant impact?

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		Yes



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3 – 2036 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity
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Revisions to Table 44 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and no new significant impacts would result.

Page 212, Table 54

		Table 54
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Construction (Construction and Operation HRA), With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters)



		Receptor Location

		Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk
during Project
Construction
(risk/million)

		Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk
during Project
Operation
(risk/million)

		Total
Incremental
Increase in
Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD
Cancer Risk
Significance
Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds
Threshold?



		Maximum combined risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		4.9

		4.2

		9.1

		10

		No



		Existing residences within the project boundaries

		

		

		

		

		



		13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		4.9

		4.2

		9.1

		10

		No



		13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		3.3

		4.6

		7.9

		10

		No



		13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		4.0

		3.8

		7.8

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Ave

		4.1

		4.8

		8.9

		10

		No



		29080 Dracaea Ave

		2.3

		2.5

		4.8

		10

		No



		29140 Dracaea Ave

		2.5

		2.7

		5.2

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries3

		1.4

		4.3

		5.7

		10

		No



		12400 World Logistics Center Parkway

		0.7

		6.4

		7.1

		10

		No



		Southwest of the Project Boundary3

		5.1

		1.4

		6.5

		10

		No



		Notes:

*	Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3.6.5A, the Applicant shall install MERV-13 air filters at the residences located at 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue) and 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway (formerly Theodore Avenue); however, reductions provided by MERV-13 filters are not reflected in mitigated numbers in this table.

1	Cancer risk calculation conservatively assumed all receptors modeled are residential receptors. 30-year average exposures from 2020 to 2049 (includes diesel PM emissions from construction and operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at existing residences within the boundaries of the project.

3	Location is adjacent to the midsouthwestern boundary of the project between Bay Avenue and Stevens Avenue.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.





Clarification was included in the footer of Table 54 to better convey the application of mitigation and reference the appropriate version of EMFAC to more clearly and accurately describe modeling methodology. No change to the impact determination would occur and no new significant impact would result.

Page 213, Table 55a

		Table 55a
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation (Without MERV-13 Filters)



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		Maximum risk anywhere in the modeling domain2

		14.2

		10

		Yes



		Maximum risk within the project boundaries3

		10.7

		19

		Yes



		13241 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.8

		10

		No



		13100 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		10.2

		10

		Yes



		13200 World Logistics Center Pkwy

		8.5

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Ave

		10.7

		10

		Yes



		29080 Dracaea Ave

		5.3

		10

		No



		29140 Dracaea Ave

		5.6

		10

		No



		Maximum risk at any area outside of the project boundaries4

12400 World Logistics Center Parkway2

W of Redlands Blvd & S of Eucalyptus Avenue4

		

14.2

9.5

		

10

10

		

Yes

No



		Maximum risk along SR60 freeway outside of the project boundaries5

		9.514.2

		10

		NoYes



		Notes:

1	Conservatively assumed all receptors in the studied domain are residential receptors and will have 30-year average exposures from 20402035 to 20692064 (includes diesel PM emissions from full project operation); cancer risk estimates derived from the TIA, EMFAC2014EMFAC2017 emission model, SCAQMD HRA guidance and “Current OEHHA Guidance” for estimating cancer risks.

2	Location is at the existing residence immediately to the north of the project boundary and is owned by the project sponsor, at 12400 World Logistics Center Parkway.

3	Location is at the existing residence located at 30220 Dracaea Avenue.

4	Excluding the location in footnote (2) and locations within the project boundaries, this maximum risk Location is owned by the project sponsor and is rReceptor is located to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

5	Location is south immediately north of SR 60 freeway, same as the location in footnote (42) which to the northwest of the project boundary, on the west side of Redlands Boulevard and south of Eucalyptus Avenue.

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.





In addition to revisions made to properly characterize the risk level within and outside of the Project boundaries, typographical errors and clarifications within the footer of the table were corrected. Therefore, this revision to Table 55a does not change the impact determination of significant and would not result in a new significant impact.

Page 213, Table 55b

		Table 55b
Estimated Cancer Risks, 30-Year Exposure Duration for Sensitive/Residential Onsite Receptors Starting from Beginning of Project Full Operation in 2035, With Mitigation & Installation of MERV-13 Filters



		Receptor Location

		Total Incremental Increase
in Cancer Risk1
(risk/million)

		SCAQMD Cancer Risk
Significance Threshold
(risk/million)

		Exceeds Threshold?



		12400 World Logistics Center Parkway

		7.10

		10

		No



		30220 Dracaea Avenue

		5.35

		10

		No



		13241 13100 World Logistics Center Parkway

		4.755.10

		10

		No



		Notes:

1	MERV-13 filters conservatively assume 50% efficiency and are applied to the receptors presented in Table 4.3-29. DieselNet.com, 2002

Source: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Health Risk Assessment Report, 2019.







Typographical errors were corrected and clarification of mitigation application was included. These revisions reflect the modeling methodology and results accurately and does not result a change to the impact determination and no new significant impact would result.
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Page 232, first paragraph, last sentence

“The WLC Sustainable Energy Plan includes additional Project Design Features that go beyond the WLSCPWLCSP with energy conservation measures that exceed minimal compliance with current (20162019) Title 24 requirements by about 17 percent at Phase 1 and 16 percent at full buildout.”

A typographical error has been revised to reference the correct version of Title 24’s energy savings requirements. The analysis set forth in the Draft Recirculated RSFEIR assumes the correct version (2019) and the correction does not invalidate the results of the analysis. Therefore, this revision to the text does not change the impact determination of potentially significant and would not result in a new significant impact.
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Pages 229–231, Table 60

		Table 60a
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational Purposes Only



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2020

		2021

		2022

		2023

		2024

		2025

		2026

		2027

		2028

		2029

		2030

		2031

		2032

		2033

		2034



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		18,770

		22,198

		23,363

		23,511

		22,113

		16,408

		12,424

		11,692

		12,000

		11,452

		12,311

		10,610

		9,993

		7,451

		7,430



		Mobile

		0

		20,982

		41,248

		60,829

		79,602

		94,618

		102,528

		112,913

		123,228

		132,810

		141,992

		150,778

		159,165

		167,154

		174,742



		Yard trucks

		0

		813

		1,625

		2,438

		3,250

		4,053

		4,371

		4,689

		5,016

		5,334

		5,652

		5,970

		6,288

		6,606

		6,924



		Generator

		0

		32

		65

		97

		130

		162

		174

		187

		200

		213

		225

		238

		251

		263

		276



		Forklifts

		0

		29

		58

		87

		117

		145

		157

		168

		180

		191

		203

		214

		226

		237

		248



		Electricity

		0

		5,634

		10,785

		17,172

		22,915

		33,404

		40,224

		42,353

		42,411

		42,184

		42,583

		42,956

		42,870

		42,326

		40,453



		Water

		0

		119

		239

		398

		557

		853

		1,148

		1,304

		1,398

		1,492

		1,626

		1,778

		1,929

		2,081

		2,181



		Natural gas

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1



		Solar

		0

		-179

		-357

		-595

		-834

		-1,276

		-1,705

		-1,931

		-2,068

		-2,204

		-2,398

		-2,618

		-2,838

		-3,059

		-3,203



		Total Capped

		18,770

		49,629

		77,027

		103,937

		127,851

		148,367

		159,322

		171,376

		182,365

		191,474

		202,194

		209,926

		217,884

		223,060

		229,051



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		192

		192

		192

		192

		190

		85

		124

		127

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		124

		101



		Waste

		0

		544

		1,087

		1,631

		2,175

		2,712

		2,924

		3,137

		3,356

		3,569

		3,781

		3,994

		4,207

		4,419

		4,632



		Refrigerants

		0

		291

		583

		874

		1,166

		1,454

		1,568

		1,682

		1,799

		1,913

		2,027

		2,141

		2,255

		2,369

		2,483



		Land use change

		0

		131

		262

		392

		523

		652

		704

		755

		807

		858

		910

		961

		1,012

		1,063

		1,114



		Sequestration

		0

		-13

		-25

		-38

		-50

		-63

		-68

		-72

		-77

		-82

		-87

		-92

		-97

		-102

		-107



		Total Uncapped

		192

		1,145

		2,098

		3,051

		4,003

		4,840

		5,252

		5,628

		6,009

		6,382

		6,755

		7,128

		7,501

		7,874

		8,223



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








		Table 60b
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational Purposes Only



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2035 (Buildout)

		2036 

		2037

		2038

		2039

		2040

		2041

		2042

		2043

		2044

		2045

		2046

		2047

		2048

		2049



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Mobile

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356

		172,356



		Yard trucks

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172

		7,172



		Generator

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286

		286



		Forklifts

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257

		257



		Electricity

		38,279

		34,818

38,678

		30,949

34,381

		27,080

30,083

		23,212

25,785

		19,343

21,488

		15,475

17,190

		11,606

12,893

		7,737

8,595

		3,869

4,298

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Water

		2,280

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		2,308

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Natural gas

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1

		1



		Solar

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386

		-3,386



		Total Capped

		217,245

		213,812

217,672

		209,943

213,375

		206,075

209,077

		202,206

204,780

		198,337

200,482

		194,469

196,185

		190,600

191,887

		186,731

187,589

		182,863

183,292

		176,686

		176,686

		176,686

		176,686

		176,686



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Waste

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798

		4,798



		Refrigerants

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572

		2,572



		Land use change

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154

		1,154



		Sequestration

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111

		-111



		Total Uncapped

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414

		8,414



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No







		Table 60c
Project GHG Emissions (Year by Year with Mitigation and Medium EV Penetration) – Scoping Plan Scenario, For Informational Purposes Only



		Source

		GHG Mitigated Emissions (mt CO2e/year)



		

		2050

		2051

		2052

		2053

		2054

		2055

		2056

		2057

		2058

		2059

		2060

		2061

		2062

		2063

		2064

		Total (2020-2064)



		Capped Emissions



		Construction

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		221,727



		Mobile

		148,226

		127,475

		103,680

		84,326

		55,093

		43,680

		38,902

		36,344

		33,956

		30,770

		27,497

		24,572

		21,958

		20,428

		19,003

		4,963,844



		Yard trucks

		6,168

		5,304

		4,314

		3,509

		2,293

		1,818

		1,619

		1,512

		1,413

		1,280

		1,144

		1,022

		914

		850

		791

		204,561



		Generator

		246

		211

		172

		140

		91

		72

		65

		60

		56

		51

		46

		41

		36

		34

		32

		8,152



		Forklifts

		221

		190

		155

		126

		82

		65

		58

		54

		51

		46

		41

		37

		33

		30

		28

		7,340



		Electricity

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		680,637

699,939



		Water

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		40,159



		Natural gas

		1

		1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		20



		Solar

		-2,912

		-2,505

		-2,037

		-1,657

		-1,082

		-858

		-764

		-714

		-667

		-605

		-540

		-483

		-431

		-401

		-373

		-92,091



		Total Capped

		151,950

		130,677

		106,284

		86,444

		56,477

		44,777

		39,879

		37,257

		34,808

		31,543

		28,188

		25,189

		22,510

		20,941

		19,481

		6,053,651

6,053,651



		Uncapped Emissions



		Construction Refrigerants and Waste

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2,140



		Waste

		4,126

		3,549

		2,886

		2,348

		1,534

		1,216

		1,083

		1,012

		945

		857

		765

		684

		611

		569

		529

		136,855



		Refrigerants

		2,212

		1,902

		1,547

		1,258

		822

		652

		580

		542

		507

		459

		410

		367

		328

		305

		284

		73,356



		Land use change

		993

		854

		694

		565

		369

		293

		261

		243

		227

		206

		184

		165

		147

		137

		127

		32,922



		Sequestration

		-95

		-82

		-67

		-54

		-35

		-28

		-25

		-23

		-22

		-20

		-18

		-16

		-14

		-13

		-12

		-3,159



		Total Uncapped

		7,236

		6,223

		5,061

		4,116

		2,689

		2,132

		1,899

		1,774

		1,658

		1,502

		1,342

		1,199

		1,072

		997

		928

		242,114



		Threshold

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		10,000

		450,000



		Significant Impact?

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		mt CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, which is calculated from the emissions (tons/year) by multiplying by the individual global warming potential (carbon dioxide – 1, methane – 21, nitrous oxide – 310, hydrofluorocarbons – 1500, black carbon 760) and converted to metric tons by multiplying by 0.9072.

1 - Electricity and natural gas emissions estimates account for PDFs that improve energy efficiency and eliminate the use of building natural gas; includes electricity use by on-site EV chargers.

2 - Estimated construction emissions are included prior to buildout.

3 – 2035 is the first full year that the Project would be built out. Years from buildout until 2049 are conservatively estimated to be equivalent to buildout year emissions and exclude construction emissions since construction activity would cease after buildout. Years post-2049 take into account the phasing out of structures as they reach their presumed 30-year lifetime.

4 – Electricity emissions decrease to zero in 2045 after RPS has reached 100% renewable electricity
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Revisions to Table 60 were made to correct errors made in transferring data from calculation workbooks. No new calculations were made, no changes to the impact determinations were made, and no new significant impacts would result.

[bookmark: _Toc37941231]Appendix A.3, Cumulative Emissions Calculations

A conversion error resulted in an inaccurate representation of cumulative metric tons of CO2e emissions from operational on-road vehicles. Revised cumulative emissions database outputs (to replace Appendix A.3-1 of the Recirculated Revised Sections of the FEIR) are included as Appendix B of this Response to Comments document.

[bookmark: _Toc37941232][bookmark: _Toc417477782]Appendix Energy

Conversion and calculation errors resulted in inaccurate estimates of cumulative energy usage. Revised cumulative energy calculations (to replace Appendix E.6 of the Recirculated Revised Sections of the FEIR) are included Appendix C of this Response to Comments document.
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