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14177 Frederick Street
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FAX: 951.413-3210

Date: December 3, 2012

To: Responsible and Trustee Agents/Interested Organizations and Individuals
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report

Lead Agency: Consulting Firm Preparing the Draft EIR:
CITY OF MORENO VALLEY T&B PLANNING, INC.

Community Development Department 17542 East 17" Street

14177 Frederick Street Suite 100

PO Box 88005 Tustin, California 92780

Moreno Valley, California 92552 (714) 397-4224

(951) 413-3209 Contact: Tracy Zinn, AICP

Contact: Julia Descoteaux, Associate Planner

This Notice of Preparation (NOP) includes an Initial Study (IS) that describes the proposed
project and the issues to be examined in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as required by
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The documentation is provided in the attached
CD for your review and comment.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest
possible date, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this notice or January 14, 2013.

Please send your response to Ms. Julia Descoteaux at the City of Moreno Valley address
shown above. Please include the name, phone number, and address of a contact person in
your response. If your agency or organization will be a responsible or trustee agency for this
Project, please so indicate.

Project Title: First Inland Logistics Center Il (Plot Plan PA12-0023)

Location: The Project site is situated in the southern portion of the City of Moreno Valley in
the County of Riverside, California. The subject property is located immediately
west of Perris Boulevard, south of and adjacent to San Michele Road,
approximately 1,150 feet east of Knox Street, and north of and adjacent to
Nandina Avenue. The property encompasses Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs)
316-200-001, 316-200-015, 316-200-019, 316-200-035, and a portion of APN
316-200-034. The Project site encompasses a total of approximately 17.3 acres.

Description: The proposed Project is described in the IS attached to this NOP. The Project
includes the following proposed discretionary action by the City of Moreno Valley:
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1) Plot Plan PA12-0023. Plot Plan PA12-0023 proposes a site layout,
architectural plans, and landscape design for the one building that is
proposed to be constructed on the property. A building having 400,130
square feet of interior floor space is proposed, consisting of 394,130 s.f. of
warehouse space and 6,000 s.f. of office and mezzanine space.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES TO BE EVALUATED IN THE EIR

The initial environmental review of projects, such as the First Inland Logistics Center |l project,
is normally a three-step process governed by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The first step is for the lead agency, the City of Moreno Valley, to determine whether a project is
exempt from CEQA review. The City has determined that this project is not exempt. The typical
second step is the preparation of an IS to determine potential impacts of the project on the
environment. If the IS determines that the project has the potential to cause one or more
significant environmental impacts, the usual third step is to determine whether or not an EIR
must be prepared.

In this case, the City of Moreno Valley has already determined that an EIR will need to be
prepared based on the scale of the project and the potential for the project to cause
environmental effects. Therefore, an EIR will be prepared to evaluate those effects. Because
this property has been the subject of previous CEQA environmental review, and approvals are
in place that allow for full physical disturbance of the property, the City intends to limit the scope
of analysis in the EIR to only those subject areas that were not adequately addressed in prior
CEQA documentation in relation to the specific Project under consideration.

In 2008, the City of Moreno Valley approved Tentative Parcel Map No. 35859 (PA07-0165) and
two Plot Plans (PA07-0166 and PAQ07-0167) that covered the southern portion of the Project site
in addition to additional land area located to the immediate west. For that project, the City
prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (SCH No. 2008101041) in compliance with CEQA.
In 2011, Addendum No. 1 to the 2008 MND was prepared that addressed minor design
modifications to the approved building, parking stall, and driveway arrangements, as well as a
proposal to construct an interim truck parking lot on the southern portion of the currently
proposed Project site. That project was constructed and the southern portion of the currently
proposed Project site is currently developed as an interim truck parking lot, although the original
approval of an 180,000 s.f. building remains valid. In 2012, the City of Moreno Valley approved
a site plan (P12-061) to allow the expansion of the interim truck parking lot across the northern
portion of the Project site. For that project, the City prepared Addendum No. 2 to the 2008 MND
in accordance with CEQA, which concluded that expansion of the interim truck parking lot on
the northern portion of the Project site would not resuit in any new or more severe impacts than
previously identified in the 2008 MND.

This NOP and the accompanying IS evaluates a newly submitted application for the
development of one 400,130 s.f. building on the 17.3-acre Project site. The southern half of the
site (approximately 8.4 acres) is developed with the truck parking yard mentioned above and is
entitled to be built with an 180,000 s.f. building. The northern half of the site (approximately 8.9

Page 2 of 3



Notice of Preparation
City of Moreno Valley

acres) is undeveloped and regularly disked for fire fuel management, but as described above, is
entitled to be developed as a truck parking lot.

Based on the information presented in the IS, the following topics will be evaluated in detail in
the EIR for the proposed First Inland Logistics Center Il Project:

o Air Quality e Noise
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions ¢ Transportation/Traffic
¢ Mandatory Findings of Significance

The IS further describes the anticipated scope of the environmental analysis for each issue.

The EIR will address the short- and long-term effects of the Project on the environment. It also
will evaluate the potential for the Project to cause direct and indirect growth-inducing impacts,
as well as cumulative impacts. Alternatives to the proposed Project will be evaluated that may
reduce or avoid environmental impacts that are determined to be significant in the EIR.
Mitigation measures applicable from previous CEQA compliance documentation prepared for
the subject property (the 2008 MND and its Addenda) would be carried forward as conditions of
approval for the proposed Project. For those impacts determined to be significant by the EIR,
mitigation measures will be recommended as feasible. A mitigation monitoring program will also
be developed as required by Section (§) 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines.

The environmental determination in this NOP is subject to a 30-day public review period per
Public Resources § 21080.4 and CEQA Guidelines § 15082. During the public review period,
public agencies, interested organizations, and individuals have the opportunity to comment on
the proposed Project and identify those environmental issues that have the potential to be
affected by the Project and should be addressed further by the City of Moreno Valley in the EIR.

NO SCOPING MEETING

Because the Project does not meet the CEQA Guidelines § 15206 definition of a project having
statewide, regional, or areawide significance and does not meet the requirements of a project
necessitating a scoping meeting as specified in CEQA Guidelines § 15082(c), the City of
Moreno Valley will not hold a scoping meeting.

Please contact the Community & Economic Development Department at (951) 413-3209 if you
have any questions.

Sincerely, . y -
C e A {A&M%/ ( y

John C. Terell, AICP
Planning Official

Julia Descoteaux
Associate Planner
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Document Purpose and Scope

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a statewide environmental law contained in
Public Resources Code §821000-21177. CEQA applies to most public agency decisions to carry out,
authorize, or approve actions that have the potential to adversely affect the environment. The
overarching goal of CEQA is to protect the physical environment. To achieve that goal, CEQA
requires that public agencies inform themselves of the environmental consequences of their
discretionary actions and consider alternatives and mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce
significant adverse impacts when avoidance or reduction is feasible. It also gives other public
agencies and the general public an opportunity to comment on the information.

This Initial Study (IS) assesses the potential for physical environmental impacts to occur associated
with implementation of the proposed First Inland Logistics Center Il project (the “Project”). The
Project proposes the construction and operation of one warehouse building containing 400,130 s.f. of
interior floor space on a 17.3-acre property in the City of Moreno Valley, Riverside County,
California. The 17.3-acre property is located within the boundaries of the Moreno Valley Industrial
Area Plan (MVIAP, Specific Plan 208) at the southwest corner of San Michele Road and Perris
Boulevard in the City of Moreno Valley.

As part of the City’s permitting and CEQA compliance process, the proposed Project is required to
undergo an initial environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063. This IS
serves as a preliminary analysis prepared by the City of Moreno Valley acting in its capacity as a
CEQA Lead Agency to determine the level of environmental review and analysis that will be
required for the Project, which could consist of any of the following: environmental impact report
(EIR); mitigated negative declaration (MND); negative declaration (ND); addendum to a previously-
prepared EIR; or a tiered analysis that relies on the findings and conclusions of a previously-prepared
EIR. If the IS concludes, based on substantial evidence in the City’s records, that the Project could
have significant effects on the environment that were not previously disclosed as part of a prior
CEQA document and concludes that significant adverse impacts cannot be avoided, reduced, or
mitigated to below established thresholds of significance, the public agency is required to prepare an
EIR and balance the project’s environmental concerns with other goals and benefits in a statement of
overriding considerations.

This IS is an informational document that provides the City of Moreno Valley, other public agencies,
and the public at-large with an objective assessment of the potential environmental impacts that have
the potential to result from implementation of the proposed Project.

1.2 Potential Environmental Effects

The analysis presented in this IS indicates that the proposed Project has the potential to result in one
or more significant direct, indirect, and/or cumulative environmental effects to the following
environmental subjects:



e Air Quality

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e Noise

e Transportation/Traffic

e Mandatory Findings of Significance

Based on the results of the analysis provided in the Environmental Checklist portion of this IS, the
proposed Project has the potential to result in significant effects on the environment for which
feasible mitigation measures may or may not be available to reduce all of those effects to below
established thresholds of significance. Accordingly, and pursuant to Section 15063(b)(1) of the
CEQA Guidelines, an EIR will be prepared for the Project and will focus on the issue areas listed
above.

1.3 Organization of this Initial Study
This IS includes the following sections:

Section 1.0, Introduction, provides information about CEQA and the requirements for
environmental review and explains that an EIR will be prepared for the Project.

Section 2.0, Project Description and Setting, provides information about the Project’s
location and planning objectives and also includes a description of the proposed Project’s
physical features and construction and operational characteristics.

Section 3.0, Environmental Checklist, includes the CEQA Environmental Checklist and
evaluates the Project’s potential to result in significant adverse effects to the physical
environment.

Section 4.0, References, provides reference information for all information sources consulted
during the preparation of this IS.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING

2.1 Project Overview

The proposed Project involves the construction and operation of one warehouse building on a 17.3-
acre property located at the southwest corner of San Michele Road and Perris Boulevard in the City
of Moreno Valley, Riverside County, California. Additional details regarding the Project’s purpose,
objectives, location, environmental setting, and design, operation, and construction characteristics are
included in this section, below.

2.2  Project Background

The proposed Project site is located within the geographical limits of the Moreno Valley Industrial
Area Plan (Specific Plan (SP) 208). SP 208 was originally referred to as the Oleander Specific Plan
when first approved by the City in 1989, but was renamed as the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan
in 2001 after 40 acres of additional area was added to the Specific Plan boundaries, bringing the total
land area within SP 208 to 1,540 acres. SP 208 was again amended in 2002, which consolidated the
Business Park, Mixed Use, Light Industry, and Heavy Industry land use designations of the original
Specific Plan with a single “Industrial” land use classification in order to increase flexibility in
accommodating economic development opportunities (SP 208, 2002). This Industrial classification
is applied to the 17.3-acre First Inland Logistics Center 11 property, which is the subject of this IS.

The Project site was the subject of previous environmental review under CEQA as part of an EIR
certified in 1989 for SP 208 (State Clearinghouse Number 1988080813). In 2008, the City of
Moreno Valley approved Tentative Parcel Map No. 35859 (PA07-0165) and two Plot Plans (PAO7-
0166 and PA07-0167) that covered the southern portion of the Project site in addition to additional
land area located to the immediate west. For that project, the City prepared a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (2008 MND) in compliance with CEQA. The 2008 MND concluded that all significant
environmental effects could be mitigated to below established thresholds of significance. That
approved project consisted of a 700,000 s.f. warehouse building (west of the currently proposed
Project site) and an 180,000 s.f. warehouse building (on the southern portion of the currently
proposed Project site).

In 2011, an Addendum to the 2008 MND was prepared, hereinafter referred to as Addendum No. 1.
Addendum No. 1 addressed minor design modifications to the approved buildings, parking stalls, and
driveways, as well as a proposal to construct an interim truck parking lot with 213 stalls on the
southern portion of the currently proposed Project site (at the approximate location of the originally
approved 180,000 s.f. building. That project was constructed and the southern portion of the
currently proposed Project site is currently developed as an interim truck parking lot, although the
original approval of an 180,000 s.f. building remains valid.

In 2012, the City of Moreno Valley approved a site plan (P12-061) to allow the expansion of the
interim truck parking lot on the southern portion of the Project site across the northern portion of the
Project site. For this project, the City prepared a second Addendum to the 2008 MND, hereinafter
referred to as Addendum No. 2. Addendum No. 2 addressed potential environmental effects



associated with the expansion of the interim truck parking lot from approximately 8.5 acres to
approximately 17.0 acres to accommodate a maximum of 487 truck parking stalls, a water quality
basin, and screen walls along San Michele Road and Perris Boulevard. Addendum No. 2 concluded
that expansion of the interim truck parking lot and associated improvements would not result in any
new or more severe impacts than previously identified in the 2008 MND, and all potential
environmental impacts would be adequately reduced to below established thresholds of significance
with mandatory implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the 2008 MND.

This IS evaluates a newly-submitted application for development of the 17.3-acre Project site, as
described below in Subsection 2.3. The southern half of the site (approximately 8.4 acres) is
developed with the truck trailer parking yard mentioned above. The northern half of the site
(approximately 8.9 acres) is undeveloped, but as described above, is entitled to be developed as an
interim truck parking lot.

2.3 Project Location

The City of Moreno Valley is located in the northwestern portion of Riverside County, California.
The proposed Project site is located in the western portion of the City of Moreno Valley, about 1.85
miles east of Interstate 215 and 4.85 miles south of State Route 60. Figure 2-1, Regional Map,
depicts the location of the Project site in context to its regional setting. As shown on Figure 2-2,
Vicinity Map, and Figure 2-3, USGS Topographic Map, the Project site includes 17.3 acres located
south of San Michele Road, north of Nandina Avenue, west of Perris Boulevard, and about 1,000 feet
east of Knox Street. The property lies within Section 31 of Township 3 South, Range 3 West and
includes the following Assessor Parcel Numbers: 316-200-001, 316-200-015, 316-200-019, 316-200-
035, and a portion of 316-200-034.

2.4 Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The proposed Project site is located in the City of Moreno Valley, positioned on a lowland north of
the San Jacinto Mountains and south of the San Bernardino Mountains. The topography of the
Project site is relatively flat with an approximate elevation of 1,472 feet above mean sea level (amsl).
The northern half of the site (approximately 8.9 acres) is undeveloped and is routinely maintained
(e.g., disced) to remove vegetation from the site that may pose a wildland fire hazard. The southern
half of the site (approximately 8.4 acres) is improved as a parking lot that is used for truck trailer
parking, with a driveway access provided from Nandina Avenue and landscaping provided along the
site’s frontage with Nandina Avenue and Perris Boulevard. Additional landscaping is provided at the
boundary between the existing parking lot in the south and the undeveloped portion of the site in the
north.

As shown on Figure 2-4, Aerial Photograph, and on Figure 2-5, Surrounding Land Uses, the Project
site is located in a portion of the City of Moreno Valley that is developing as a center for distribution
warehousing and light industrial land uses. Currently, the Project site is surrounded by a mixture of
warehouse buildings, undeveloped lands, and other land uses located on properties designated and
zoned for industrial development by the City of Moreno Valley. Properties located north and south
of Nandina Avenue and west of Perris Boulevard are developed or approved for development with



distribution warehouse buildings. Lands located immediately south of Nandina Avenue across from
the proposed Project site, in addition to lands located north of San Michele Road immediately across
from the proposed Project site, are designated for industrial development pursuant to the City’s
General Plan and MVIAP, but are not yet entitled for development with specific projects.

Immediately abutting the proposed Project site on the west is property containing a warehouse
building occupied by Harbor Freight Tools with associated parking areas and landscaping that was
constructed pursuant to approved Plot Plan PA07-0166, beyond which is a warehouse distribution
facility currently occupied by Modular Metal Fabrications, Inc. Lands located north of the site
consist of undeveloped land, several existing non-conforming single-family residences, and an
automobile junk yard with a large warehouse distribution facility currently occupied by O’Reilly
Auto Parts. Land immediately east of the Project site includes undeveloped land and two existing
warehouse distribution facilities currently occupied by EI Dorado Stone and Walgreens. To the south
of the proposed Project site are disturbed lands used for truck trailer parking and one non-conforming
single-family residence, south of which is a warehouse distribution facility currently occupied by
Harman Distribution Center.

There is one school located within one (1) mile of the proposed Project site: El Potrero Elementary
School, located approximately 0.7 mile northeast of the site. In addition, the March Air Reserve
Base is located approximately 0.9 mile to the west.

2.5  Description of the Proposed Project

The approval of Plot Plan PA12-0023 is requested of the City of Moreno Valley to implement the
proposed Project. No other discretionary actions are required on the part of the City to approve the
Project; nonetheless, this IS covers any and all other discretionary and administrative approvals that
may be required of the City of Moreno Valley or other governmental agencies to fully implement the
proposed Project.

As shown on Figure 2-6, Plot Plan PA12-0023, the Project Applicant proposes to construct and
operate one warehouse building on a 17.3-acre property in accordance with the “Industrial” land use
designation applied to the property by the MVIAP. Although the MVIAP designates an “Industrial
Support Area” overlay on the southeastern corner of the site, which allows industrial support uses to
occur within 300 feet of the Perris Boulevard/Nandina Avenue intersection, the Project Applicant has
elected not to include industrial support uses as part of the proposed Project.

The proposed building is designed to contain 400,130 s.f. of interior floor space consisting of
394,130 s.f. of warehouse space and 6,000 s.f. of office and mezzanine space. The proposed
warehouse structure would be 40 feet tall, although architectural projections may exceed 40 feet.
Exterior materials are planned to include concrete tilt-up panels and glass windows with blue
reflective glazing. The color palette for the exterior building facades includes shades of white and

gray.

As shown on Figure 2-7, Plot Plan Detail, the front door and office would be positioned at the
southeast corner of the building, facing the intersection of Perris Boulevard/Nandina Avenue. A total



of 59 loading docks are planned for loading, unloading, and short-term parking of truck trailers.
Parking spaces would be provided in surface lots for passenger car parking and truck trailer parking.
Two (2) driveway entrances are proposed at San Michele Road and two (2) driveway entrances are
proposed at Nandina Avenue. On the 17.3 acre property, 0.3 acres would be dedicated to the City of
Moreno Valley for the widening of San Michele Road, resulting in total net parcel acreage of 17.0
acres. Over the 17.0 net acre parcel, the proposed building calculates to a floor area ratio (FAR) of
0.51.

A conceptual landscape plan accompanies the proposed Plot Plan application and is depicted on
Figure 2-8, Conceptual Landscape Plan. The landscape plan indicates that trees, shrubs, and
groundcovers are proposed to be planted along the property’s street frontages at Nandina Avenue,
Perris Boulevard, and San Michele Road, at building entries and driveways, in and around proposed
detention/water quality basins, around the perimeter of the building except for the west-facing facade
where the loading dock doors would occur, and in the passenger car parking areas.

Off-site improvements necessary to implement the proposed Project include improvements to Perris
Boulevard and San Michele Road along the Project’s frontage. Frontage improvements to Perris
Boulevard would consist of curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements. Improvements to San Michele
Road would consist of the widening of San Michele Road (to encompass 0.3 acre of the proposed
Project site), and the addition of curb, gutter, sidewalk, and pavement along the Project’s frontage.
Additional off-site improvements may be identified during the course of the environmental analysis
and will be documented in the required EIR.

2.6 Existing General Plan Designation and Zoning

A majority of the Project site is designated “Business Park/Light Industrial (BP)” by the City of
Moreno Valley General Plan. The BP designation allows for light industrial land uses that can meet
high performance standards. Uses typical to a BP designation generally include but are not limited to
research and development, light manufacturing, warehousing and distribution, and multi-tenant
industrial uses. The General Plan also identifies the southeastern corner of the proposed Project site
as part of a “Commercial (C)” land use designation, which coincides with the MVAIP’s “Industrial
Support Area” overlay.

In addition to the General Plan, the Project site is subject to the MVIAP. The MVIAP includes
specific zoning designations and standards for development within its geographical boundaries and
applies an “Industrial (1) designation to the Project site. The Industrial designation permits a wide
range of industrial and industrial/business related support uses, including light manufacturing and
storage and distribution facilities. The MVIAP designates the southeastern corner of the site with an
“Industrial Support Area” overlay, which allows industrial support uses (e.g., food service, gas
stations, office supply, etc.) to occur within 300 feet of the Perris Boulevard/Nandina Avenue
intersection.



2.7  Discretionary Actions

This IS addresses the potential impacts of the proposed First Inland Logistics Center Il project,
including all of the associated discretionary actions and approvals required to implement the Project,
as well as all subsequent construction and operational activities. As part of the proposed Project, the
City of Moreno Valley will consider approval of Plot Plan PA12-0023, as described above in
Subsection 2.5. The City of Moreno Valley also will consider the certification of the Environmental
Impact Report for the Project (P12-064). Additionally, permits and approvals may be required from
other public entities, including but not necessary limited to the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality
Control Board, the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and Eastern
Municipal Water District.
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Figure 2-6
PLOT PLAN PA12-0023
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Figure 2-7
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND ANALYSIS




10.

INITIAL STUDY/
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
CITY OF MORENO VALLEY

Project Title: First Inland Logistics Center Il (Plot Plan PA12-0023)

Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Moreno Valley, 14177 Frederick Street, Moreno Valley, CA
92552

Contact Person and Phone Number: Julia Descoteaux; City of Moreno Valley; P.O. Box 88005; Moreno
Valley, CA 92552-0805

Project Location: The Project site is located in Riverside County, California, in the City of Moreno
Valley, south of San Michele Road, west of Perris Boulevard, and north of Nandina Avenue (APNs 316-
200-001, 316-200-015, 316-200-019, 316-200-035, and a portion of 316-200-034).

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: First Industrial Realty Trust, Inc. 898 N. Sepulveda Boulevard,
Suite 750; El Segundo, CA 90245

General Plan Designation: Business Park/Light Industrial (BP) and Commercial (C)
Zoning: Industrial and Industrial Support Area (Specific Plan 208)
Description of the Project: Refer to Section 2.0 of this Initial Study.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The Project site is located in a developing industrial district. The
property is currently bordered on the north by undeveloped land and several existing non-conforming
residential uses. Land to the east consists of two existing warehouse distribution facilities and undeveloped
land. To the south is disturbed land that is used for truck trailer parking, a non-conforming single-family
residence, and undeveloped lands. To the west is an existing 691,960 square foot (s.f.) warehouse building
with associated parking areas and landscaping.

Other public agencies whose approval is required: Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Construction Activity General Construction Permit; NPDES Permit), Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District (Water Quality Management Permit and storm drain design), and Eastern
Municipal Water District (domestic water and sewer system design).
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below( B ) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics u Greenhouse Gas Emissions Population/Housing
Agricultural Resources Hazards &  Hazardous Public Services
Materials
u Air Quality Hydrology/Water Quality Recreation
Biological Resources Land Use/Planning u Transportation/Traffic
Cultural Resources Mineral Resources Utilities/Service Systems
Geology/Soils u Noise u Mandatory  Findings  of
Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potential significant impact” or “potentially significant unless u
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed
project, nothing further is required.

%@{{M‘-‘Qﬁ/&/% November 29, 2012

ature Date
\ju/;ﬂ Mj to 7L€c’w;( City of Moreno Valley
Printed Name For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as
well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially
Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Significant Impact.” The lead agency must
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation
measures from “Earlier Analysis,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c) (3) (d). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:

@ Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

(b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

(c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe
the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g.
general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be
cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally
address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

The analysis of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each question; and (b) the
mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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i i Potentially Less than | Less  Than | No Impact
Issues and Supportlng Information Significant | Significant | Significant

Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? | | | n

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Figure 7-2, Major Scenic
Resources; On-site Inspection (2012))

The proposed Project site is located within the City of Moreno Valley, which lies within a relatively flat valley floor surrounded by
rugged hills and mountains. Scenic vistas within Moreno Valley are defined by the Box Springs Mountains and Reche Canyon area
to the north, the “Badlands” to the east, and Mount Russell to the south. According to General Plan Figure 7-2, Major Scenic
Resources, the Project site, which is located in the southwestern portion of the City, is not in close proximity to these major scenic
resources and is not located within an identified view corridor or along an identified scenic route. Therefore, the proposed Project
would have a less than significant impact on a scenic vista.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock ]
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

(Source: California Scenic Highway Program (Caltrans), City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of
Moreno Valley General Plan Figure 7-2, Major Scenic Resources, Google Earth; On-site Inspection (2012))

The proposed Project site is not located within or adjacent to a scenic highway corridor and does not contain trees, rock outcroppings,
or historic buildings. Furthermore, there are no State-designated or eligible scenic highways within the City of Moreno Valley
(Caltrans). The Project site is located approximately 6.0 miles north of Highway 74, which is the only facility within the Project
vicinity that is designated as a State-eligible scenic highway. The Project’s proposed development features (one building, parking
lots, truck yards, landscaping, etc.) would not be discernable from Highway 74 due to intervening development and distance.
Because the Project site is not visible from a state scenic highway and contains no scenic resources, the proposed Project would not
adversely impact the viewshed within a scenic highway corridor and would not damage important scenic resources within a scenic
highway corridor, including trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings. No impact would occur.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its u
surroundings?

(Source: Project Application Materials, On-site Inspection (2012))

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the visual conversion of the site from an undeveloped lot and truck trailer
parking lot to that of a developed site containing one warehouse building. Under existing conditions, the Project site is surrounded by
a mixture of warehouse buildings, undeveloped lands, and other land uses located on properties designated and zoned for industrial
development by the City of Moreno Valley. The Project site is located in a portion of the City of Moreno Valley that is developing as
a center for distribution warehousing and light industrial land uses. In the vicinity, properties located north and south of Nandina
Avenue and west of Perris Boulevard are developed or approved for development with distribution warehouse buildings.
Immediately abutting the proposed Project site on the west is property containing a 691,960 s.f. warehouse building with associated
parking areas and landscaping that was constructed pursuant to approved Plot Plan PAQ07-0166, beyond which is a warehouse
distribution facility currently occupied by Modular Metal Fabrications, Inc. Land immediately east of the Project site includes
undeveloped land and two existing warehouse distribution facilities currently occupied by El Dorado Stone and Walgreens. To the
south of the proposed Project site are disturbed lands used for truck trailer parking and one non-conforming single-family residence,
south of which is a warehouse distribution facility currently occupied by Harman Distribution Center.

The visual character of the site’s surroundings is dominated by warehouse buildings and undeveloped properties designated for future
industrial development. Implementation of the proposed Project would implement the City’s General Plan and MVIAP as applicable
to the property and would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site or the site’s surroundings. The proposed
building is compatible with the size, scale, height, and aesthetic of other similarly developed properties in the immediate vicinity and
landscaping would be installed as required by the City. The temporary visibility of construction equipment and activities would not
substantially degrade the visual character of the surrounding area, as construction activities are a common occurrence in the area.
The visual character of the site would change, but the change would not be degrading to the existing visual character or quality of the
property or its surroundings, resulting in a less than significant impact.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect u
day or nighttime views in the area?

(Source: Project Application Materials; Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan (2002); Moreno Valley Municipal Code)

The Project includes the installation of exterior lighting as ancillary to the proposed warehouse building, which is required to comply
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with City lighting requirements. The MVIAP includes standards for lighting within the Area Plan as follows: “Exterior light fixtures
shall be designed and placed so as not to provide light spillage on adjacent properties or public rights-or-way” (City of Moreno
Valley, 2002). In addition, City Ordinance No. 359 addresses light and glare, and requires the following: “No operation, activity,
sign or lighting fixture shall create illumination which exceeds 0.5 footcandles minimum maintained on any adjacent property,
whether the illumination is direct or indirect light from the source. All lighting shall be designed to project downward and shall not
create glare on adjacent properties” (City of Moreno Valley n.d.). The proposed Project is designed to adhere to the requirements of
both Ordinance No. 359 and the MVIAP, and demonstration of compliance with these standards is required before the City will issue
a building permit. Compliance would ensure that the proposed Project does not produce substantial amounts of light or glare from
artificial lighting sources that would adversely affect the day or nighttime views of adjacent properties.

With respect to potential daytime glare impacts, the proposed Project would involve the construction and operation of one building
with exterior building surfaces that consist of tilt-up concrete construction and windows with reflective glazing. While glazing has a
potential to result in glare effects, such effects would not adversely affect the daytime views of any surrounding properties, including
motorists on adjacent roadways because the site would be surrounded along roadway perimeters with screen walls and landscaping.
Additionally, areas proposed for glazing would be limited as shown in the Project’s application materials. Accordingly, daytime glare
impacts would be less than significant.

Il. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project?

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide u
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to non-
agricultural use?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR Figure 5.8-1,
Important Farmlands)

The Project site contains lands classified as “Farmland of Local Importance,” and does not contain any soils mapped by the State
Department of Conservation as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (as illustrated on City of
Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR Exhibit 5.8-1, Important Farmlands). There are no General Plan policies requiring conservation
of Farmland of Local Importance. As such, a significant impact due to the conversion of important farmland types would not occur
with implementation of the Project.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? | | | | =

(Source: On-site Inspection (2012), City of Moreno Valley GIS Maps OnLine, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation
Element, Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan)

The Project site is not within an agricultural preserve, nor is it subject to a Williamson Act contract (City of Moreno Valley 2006a).
Under existing conditions, the Project site is comprised of vacant, undeveloped land. Lands surrounding the proposed Project site are
not used for agricultural production and include undeveloped lands, non-conforming single family residential uses, warehouse
distribution land uses, and industrial support areas (i.e., truck trailer parking). The Project site is zoned for industrial and industrial-
support land uses and the immediate surrounding area is similarly zoned. Because the Project site is not in or adjacent to an
agricultural preserve and neither the Project site nor any immediately surrounding property is zoned for agricultural use, the proposed
Project would not conflict with an existing agricultural use, zoning, or a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur.

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location u
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

(Source: On-site Inspection (2012), City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR Figure 5.8-1, Important Farmlands, Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan, Google Earth)

The proposed Project site is located in an area that is developed or is planned for development pursuant to the approved MVIAP. In
addition, and as noted above under Issue llb., there are no nearby properties designated or zoned for agricultural use. As such,
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any other changes to the environment that could result in the conversion
of farmland to non-agricultural use.

I11. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
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control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? | ] | |

(Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast Air Quality Management District
Air Quality Management Plan, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.3 - Air Quality)

The Project site is located in the South Coast Air Basin. Air quality within the South Coast Air Basin is regulated by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and standards for air quality are documented in the District’s Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP), adopted in 2007. SCAQMD staff is currently developing the 2012 AQMP, but because that document is not yet
approved, the 2007 AQMD remains the applicable plan for evaluation. The proposed Project would emit pollutants into the Air
Basin during short-term construction and long-term operational activities. The pollutant levels emitted by the Project have the
potential to exceed the significance thresholds established by the Air District, thereby potentially conflicting with or obstructing
implementation of the District’s Air Quality Management Plan. As such, an air quality technical report shall be prepared and the
required EIR shall evaluate the proposed Project’s potential to conflict with the adopted South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s Air Quality Management Plan.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or ]
projected air quality violation.

(Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast Air Quality Management District
Air Quality Management Plan, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.3 - Air Quality)

Air quality within the South Coast Air Basin is regulated by the South Coast Air Quality Management District and standards for air
quality are documented in the District’s Air Quality Management Plan (adopted in 2007). The introduction of one warehouse
building on the Project site has the potential to violate air quality pollution thresholds established by the Air Quality Management
Plan. Accordingly, an air quality technical report shall be prepared and the required EIR shall evaluate the proposed Project’s
potential to violate local air quality standards and/or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for u
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for o0zone precursors)?

(Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast Air Quality Management District
Air Quality Management Plan, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.3 - Air Quality)

The South Coast Air Basin is a non-attainment area for various state and federal air quality standards, including state and federal
ozone standards (1-hour and 8-hour) and particulate matter standards (PMy, and PM,s). Development of the Project would
cumulatively contribute to a net increase of criteria pollutants in the region. Therefore, the required EIR shall address the Project’s
potential to result in a cumulatively considerable increase of pollutants for which the South Coast Air Basin is in non-attainment.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? | m ] | |

(Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook, South Coast Air Quality Management District
Air Quality Management Plan, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.3 - Air Quality, Google Earth)

Sensitive receptors (i.e., hon-conforming single-family homes and an elementary school) are located within one (1) mile of the
Project site. The Project does not propose any land uses that may be considered point source emitters; however, the Project has the
potential to expose sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter emissions from mobile sources associated with the Project (i.e.,
diesel trucks). Therefore, a diesel health risk assessment shall be prepared and the required EIR shall evaluate impacts related to the
potential exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel particulate emissions.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? | | | = ]

(Source: Project Application Materials, Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan)

Any temporary odor impacts generated during Project-related construction activities, such as asphalt paving and the application of
architectural coatings, would be short-term and cease upon completion of the construction phase of the Project. As a result, less than
significant odor impacts are expected to affect surrounding sensitive receptors. The tenant of the proposed Project’s one warehouse
building is not yet known, but may include any of those uses permitted by the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan’s “Industrial”
designation. Some of these types of uses have the potential to generate odor during the course of their operational activities, but
based on the building’s design, all operational activities except for vehicle movement on the site would occur within the enclosed
building. Also, aside from a few non-conforming residential structures, no residences or other sensitive receptors are located within
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the immediate vicinity of the Project site. Thus, no operational odor impacts would occur that have the potential to affect a
substantial number of people.

1V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat u
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.9 —
Biological Resources, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, On-site Inspection (2012), First
Industrial, L.P., Daniel’s Property Project Biological Technical Report, 2012 Protocol Burrowing Owl Survey — San Michele
Property Project, 2012 Special-Status Plant Survey — San Michele Property Project, Mitigated Negative Declaration for Nandina 111
Distribution Center, Addendum No. 2 to Mitigated Negative Declaration for Nandina 111 Distribution Center)

Under existing conditions, approximately 8.4 acres of the site are developed as a parking lot, while the remaining 8.9 acres are
undeveloped. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in physical disturbance to the entire 17.3-acre site, including the
8.9 acres that are undeveloped under existing conditions and minor encroachment into adjacent public roadways for utility
connections. The natural condition of the Project site has been disturbed by installation of the existing parking lot and on-going
maintenance activities associated with routine discing of the undeveloped portion of the site for fire fuel management. According to
a biological survey conducted as part of the City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, the Project site is classified as
“Fields/Croplands” (City of Moreno Valley 2006b). Fields/Croplands do not contain any substantial native vegetation.

According to a biological survey report conducted by URS Corporation in January 2012 on the undeveloped 8.9-acre portion of the
site, the property contains one vegetation community — developed/disturbed land; No native habitat exists on the property; however,
the property could provide foraging or nesting habitat for species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. (URS Corporation,
2012a). A special status wildlife species, California horned lark, a California Species of Special Concern, was observed on the
property during biological field surveys (URS Corporation, 2012). In addition, one special status plant species, smooth tarplant, was
observed on the subject property during a focused botanical survey conducted in June 2012 (URS Corporation, 2012c). The Project
site contains suitable habitat for the western Burrowing Owl, a California Species of Special Concern; however, no burrowing owls
or occupied burrows were observed on the property during a habitat assessment and focused burrowing owl survey conducted by
URS biologists in June 2012 (URS Corporation, 2012b).

Potential impacts to the California horned lark and avian species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act were previously
evaluated in the 2008 MND and Addendum No. 2. Impacts were determined to be less than significant with the implementation of
mandatory Conditions of Approval, which require a pre-construction survey on the Project site to determine the presence/absence of
protected avian species not more than 30 days prior to future ground disturbing activities. Should protected avian species be detected
on the property, the Conditions of Approval prohibit any disturbance to active nests and the implementation of any other protective
measures as recommended by the qualified biologist. Similar Conditions of Approval would be carried forward and/or applied to the
Project to ensure that potential impacts to the California horned lark and avian species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
would be less than significant.

Although no burrowing owls or occupied burrows were observed on the Project site, the site does contain suitable habitat for the
burrowing owl and there is the potential that the species could occupy the Project site prior to the commencement of construction
activities. Potential impacts to the burrowing owl were previously evaluated in the 2008 MND and Addendum No. 2. Impacts were
determined to be less than significant with the implementation of mandatory Conditions of Approval, which require a pre-
construction survey on the Project site that complies with all MSHCP protocols to determine the presence/absence of the burrowing
owl on the subject property. The survey is required to occur not more than 30 days prior to future ground disturbing activities.
Should burrowing owls and/or occupied nests be detected on the property, the Conditions of Approval prohibit any disturbance to
active nests and the implementation of any other protective measures as recommended by the qualified biologist. The Conditions of
Approval require that any relocation of burrowing owls from the Project site occur in conformance with accepted protocols. Similar
Conditions of Approval would be carried forward and/or applied to the Project to ensure that potential impacts to the burrowing owl
would be less than significant.

As discussed above, the Project site supports the smooth tarplant, a special status plant species. Implementation of the Project would
remove this species from the Project site. The species is covered under the MSHCP, but will not be considered adequately covered
until the species-specific objectives, as outlined in the MSHCP document, are achieved. The species-specific objectives for the
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smooth tarplant are as follows:

Objective 1: Include within the MSHCP Conservation Area at least 6,900 acres of suitable habitat (grassland and playas
and vernal pools within the San Jacinto River, Mystic Lake and Salt Creek portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area).

Obijective 2: Include within the MSHCP Conservation Area at least 27 of the known occurrences of this species at Antelope
Valley; Temescal Canyon; Lake Elsinore; Murrieta Creek; French Valley; Lakeview Mountains; Lake Skinner; Diamond
Valley Lake; Sycamore Canyon Park; Alberhill Creek; Lake Mathews; the Santa Ana River; and the core locations at the
San Jacinto Wildlife Area, the middle segment of the San Jacinto River and upper Salt Creek.

Obijective 3: Surveys for the smooth tarplant will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2
of the MSHCP, Volume 1). Smooth tarplant located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I.

The smooth tarplant population occurring on-site (two individuals) are isolated in the northwestern corner of the Project site
surrounded by disturbed and developed habitat (URS Corporation, 2012c). The Project site does not contain suitable habitat (i.e.,
grasslands, playas, and vernal pools) and is not located within the geographic areas listed within Objectives 1 or 2 that are targeted
for conservation. Furthermore, the Project site is not located within a Criteria Area consistent with the MSHCP; therefore, there are
no avoidance or mitigation requirements applicable to the smooth tarplant population on the Project site pursuant to the MSHCP.
Therefore, although the Project would remove two individuals of smooth tarplant on-site, such removal would not have an adverse
impact on achieving the MSHCP objectives. Accordingly, Project impacts to this species would not affect the long-term survival of
the species, and impacts are less than significant.

b) Have a substantially adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive ]
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by
the California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Wildlife Service?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.9 —
Biological Resources, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, First Industrial, L.P., Daniel’s
Property Project Biological Technical Report)

The Project site is identified as “Fields/Croplands” in the General Plan EIR and is identified in a site-specific biological technical
report as containing a “developed/disturbed” vegetation community (URS Corporation 2012). There are no drainages or vegetation
on the property that meets the definition of riparian habitat or a sensitive natural community. Accordingly, the proposed Project has
no potential to result in a substantially adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Wildlife Service, and no further
analysis is required on this subject.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by u
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.9 —
Biological Resources, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, On-site Inspection (2012), First
Industrial, L.P., Daniel’s Property Project Biological Technical Report)

According to a site-specific biological technical report prepared by URS Corporation in January 2012, the proposed Project site does
not contain any special aquatic resources and none would be impacted by the proposed Project. Accordingly, the proposed Project
has no potential to result in a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or u
wildlife species or with established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.9 —
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Biological Resources, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, On-site Inspection (2012), Google
Earth)

The Project site is partially developed and is otherwise highly disturbed and does not support a diversity of native wildlife.
Developed areas surrounding the proposed Project site block any terrestrial wildlife movement from the north, east or west.
Accordingly, the site is not considered to be a wildlife movement corridor. Implementation of mandatory Conditions of Approval
discussed above in Item 1VV(a) would ensure that the Project would result in less than significant impacts to migratory birds, including
migratory birds that may use the Project site for nesting.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, u
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.9 —
Biological Resources, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, On-site Inspection (2012), First
Industrial, L.P., Daniel’s Property Project Biological Technical Report)

The Project site does not contain any trees; therefore, the Project would not violate any local tree preservation ordinance. No other
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources are applicable to the site, except for the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan as discussed below under Item 1V/(f).

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural u
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.9 —
Biological Resources, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, First Industrial, L.P., Daniel’s
Property Project Biological Technical Report)

The subject property is subject to the provisions of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP). The Project site is not located within a targeted conservation “cell” of the MSHCP, although the Project site is subject to
the survey and conservation requirements of MSHCP Section 6.3.2 (Species Survey Requirements), which require the preparation of
a habitat assessment for the burrowing owl. Pursuant to Section 6.3.2 of the MHSCP, a burrowing owl site assessment survey was
prepared for the Project site. As discussed above under the analysis for Item IV(a), no burrowing owls or occupied burrows were
observed on the Project site. The Project site does, however, contain habitat that could support the burrowing owl and there is the
potential the species could occupy the site prior to the commencement of construction activities. Conditions of Approval would be
carried forward and/or applied to the Project that impose a requirement to conduct a pre-construction survey no more than 30 days
prior to the commencement of future construction activities to locate any burrowing owls that may occur on-site, and further would
require relocation of any identified birds in accordance with accepted protocols. The Conditions of Approval also would require
avoidance of active nests during the breeding season. The Conditions of Approval would be consistent with the MSHCP’s species-
specific conservation requirements for the burrowing owl; therefore, the Project is consistent with the MSHCP and impacts would be
less than significant.

Additionally, the Project site is located within the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, which will require the
Project to comply with City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code Title 3, Chapter 8.60, “Threatened and Endangered Species,” that
requires a per-acre local development mitigation fee pursuant to the City’s adopted “The Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens’
Kangaroo Rat in Western Riverside County, California” and as established pursuant to Fee Resolution 89-92.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as u
defined in Section 15064.5?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.10 —
Cultural Resources, Cultural Resources Assessment of Daniel’s Property Project)

The Project site contains no structures or sites of historic significance. Because no historic resources exist on the property, no impact
would occur. URS Corporation conducted a cultural resource inventory of the undeveloped portions of the Project site in 2012. The
inventory included a records search of local, regional, and state cultural resources databases as well as a field survey of the site. No
historic resources were recorded on the site during the field survey or the records search. Furthermore, the Project site was not
identified as a historic resource as part of the historic resource inventory that was conducted as part of the City of Moreno Valley
General Plan FEIR, as depicted on FEIR Exhibit 5.10-1. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project has no potential to result
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in a substantial adverse change to any designated historic resource, because no such resources exist on the Project site.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological u
resources pursuant to Section 15064.5?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.10 —
Cultural Resources, Cultural Resources Assessment of Daniel’s Property Project; 2008 MND for ““Nandina 111 Distribution Center)

According to the to the Moreno Valley General Plan DEIR, the subject property is not a part of any known village complex and a
majority of archaeological locations in the City of Moreno Valley are milling stations where bedrock metates (more or less flat
grinding surfaces), commonly referred to as ‘slicks,” and bedrock mortars are found. These locations “are generally situated around
valley edges where suitable rock outcrops occur” (Moreno Valley 2006 5.10-6). The Project site is not located on a valley edge and
does not contain any rock outcrops. Additionally, URS Corporation conducted a cultural resources inventory of the undeveloped
portion of the proposed Project site in 2012 that included a records search at the Eastern Information Center at the University of
California, Riverside and a pedestrian survey of the site. According to the archival research, no known cultural resources had been
previously identified within the Project site, and no archaeological resources have previously been identified within the % mile of the
Project site. Additionally, the 2008 MND and its Addendum No. 1 and Addendum No. 2 prepared to evaluate the development of an
interim parking lot on the property indicated that the potential for uncovering resources is low. No resources were recovered during
site preparation activities during construction of the parking lot. As such, no known significant archaeological resources are present
on the property. Nonetheless, during site excavation and/or grading activities that will occur during Project construction activities,
there is a potential, however unlikely, to uncover archaeological resources that may be buried beneath the surface of the site if ground
disturbance extends into previously undisturbed soils. Conditions of Approval would be imposed on the Project that would require
any suspected archaeological resources discovered during ground-disturbing activities to be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist.
Ground-disturbing activities would be required to cease within the immediate vicinity of any suspected archaeological resources until
the qualified archaeologist determines the significance of the suspected archaeological resource and protective measures are
implemented as recommended by the qualified archaeologist. Mandatory compliance with the Conditions of Approval would ensure
that potential impacts to previously undiscovered archaeological resources would be less than significant.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique u
geologic feature?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.10 —
Cultural Resources, Cultural Resources Assessment of Daniel’s Property Project)

The Project site does not contain any known unique geologic features. In addition, the proposed Project site is identified by the
City’s General Plan FEIR as having a “low” potential to contain unique paleontological resources, as shown on FEIR Exhibit 5.10-3.
The 2008 MND prepared for the southern portion of the Project site that is now a parking lot also identified no potential to impact a
paleontological resource or unique geologic feature. No paleontological resources were encountered during construction activities
for the existing on-site parking lot. Depth of grading for the proposed Project would be approximately five feet or less, which also
substantially limits the potential for subsurface resource discovery. For these reasons, the proposed Project has no potential to
destroy unique paleontological resources or geologic features. No impact would occur.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal ]
cemeteries?

(Source: Cultural Resources Assessment of Daniel’s Property Project, 2008 MND for “Nandina Il Distribution Center)

During archaeological field investigations of the Project site, no evidence of human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries, were observed. Additionally, no human remains were uncovered during construction of the parking lot in the
southern portion of the Project site. Nevertheless, the potential exists that human remains may be unearthed during grading and
excavation activities associated with Project construction. In the event that human remains are discovered during Project grading or
other ground disturbing activities, the Project would be required to comply with the applicable provisions of California Health and
Safety Code 87050.5 as well as Public Resources Code 85097 et. seq. Mandatory compliance with these provisions of California
state law would ensure that impacts to human remains, if unearthed during construction activities, would be appropriately treated and
ensure that potential impacts are less than significant.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death involving:

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist- u
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
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based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.6 — Geology and
Soils, California Department of Conservation “Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Maps,” United States Geological Survey
Earthquake Hazards Program, Google Earth, Supplementary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Building 4 - Nandina I11 and V)

No known earthquake faults are located on the Project site (United States Geological Survey 2010, California Department of
Conservation 2010), and the nearest mapped fault is located approximately 5.9 miles to the east of the site as depicted on Figure 5.6-2
of the City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR. According to site-specific geotechnical evaluations conducted in January 2012 by
Southern California Geotechnical, Inc., the proposed Project site is not located within an Alquist Priolo fault zone. Because there are
no faults located on the Project site, there is no potential that the Project could expose people or structures to adverse effects related
to ground rupture.

(i) Strong seismic ground shaking? | | | m ]

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.6 — Geology and
Soils, Supplementary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Building 4 - Nandina 111 and 1V)

The Project site is located in a seismically active area of Southern California and is expected to experience moderate to severe ground
shaking during the lifetime of the Project. This risk is not considered substantially different than that of other similar properties in the
Southern California area. As a mandatory condition of Project approval, the Project would be required to construct proposed
structures in accordance with the California Building Standards Code (CBSC), also known as California Code of Regulations (CCR),
Title 24 and the City Building Code. The CBSC and City Building Code are designed to preclude significant adverse effects
associated with strong seismic ground shaking. With mandatory compliance with standard design and construction measures,
potential adverse impacts would be reduced to less than significant and the Project would not expose people or structures to
substantial adverse effects, including loss, injury or death, involving seismic ground shaking.

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? | | | m |

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element Figure 6-3, Geologic Faults & Liquefaction, City of Moreno Valley
General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.6 — Geology and Soils, Supplementary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Building 4 - Nandina Il
and 1V)

According to the City of Moreno Valley General Plan, the Project site is not located within a “Potential Liquefaction” zone (refer to
Figure 6-3, Geologic Faults & Liquefaction). In addition, a geotechnical report prepared for the subject property in January 2012 by
Southern California Geotechnical, Inc. concludes that the risk of liquefaction at the Project site is low due to the subsurface
conditions that include medium dense well-graded granular soils and a lack of shallow groundwater table. Furthermore, the site
would be designed in accordance with the latest applicable seismic safety guidelines, including the requirements of the CBSC, which
is anticipated to reduce the risk of seismic-related ground failure to less than significant levels. As such, development of the Project
site would result in less than significant risks related to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction.

(iv) Landslides? | | | | =

(Source: On-site Inspection (2012), Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of
Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.6 — Geology and Soils, Supplementary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Building
4 - Nandina Ill and 1V)

The Project site is relatively flat, as is the surrounding area. There are no hillsides or steep slopes on the site or in the vicinity of the
Project site. Accordingly, the Project site is located within an area with no potential for landslides, and development on the subject
property would not be exposed to any risk of landslide.

(b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? | | | n |

(Source: Project Application Materials, Supplementary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Building 4 - Nandina I11 and V)

Development of the Project site would disturb the site during grading and construction and expose the underlying soils, which would
increase erosion susceptibility. In the long-term, development of the subject property would introduce additional impervious surfaces
and landscaping on the Project site, thereby reducing the potential for erosion and loss of topsoil. The Project’s required adherence to
standard regulatory requirements would lessen any potential erosion impact to below a level of significance. These include, but are
not limited to, requirements imposed by the City of Moreno Valley’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Municipal Stormwater Permit (State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ), which requires the preparation of a
Project-specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and the implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
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minimize the soil erosion and sedimentation in stormwater runoff leaving the Project site.

(c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become u
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan
FEIR, Chapter 5.6 — Geology and Soils, Supplementary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Building 4 - Nandina Il and V)

According to the City of Moreno Valley General Plan, the Project site is not located in an area subject to landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence or liquefaction hazards. However, the supplemental geotechnical report for the Project site determined that near-surface
soils generally consist of medium dense to dense native alluvial soils, with the upper 3 to 5+ feet generally possessing unfavorable
consolidation and collapse characteristics as well as relatively low moisture contents. However, the proposed Project would be
subject to the recommendations of the supplemental geotechnical report, as well as future geotechnical recommendations associated
with future grading and building permits, which would ensure that any potentially unstable soils present on the Project site are
appropriately remediated through site design considerations. Accordingly, the proposed Project would be subjected to less than
significant risks related to unstable geologic units and/or soils.

(d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform ]
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan
FEIR, Chapter 5.6 — Geology and Soils, Supplementary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Building 4 - Nandina I11 and V)

The geotechnical report for the Project site by Southern California Geotechnical Inc. in January 2012 determined that most soils
within the subject property consist of sands and silty sands that are non-expansive. However, soils with increased clay content are
located at depths below five feet, and could be encountered during required remedial grading activities. The proposed Project would
be subject to the recommendations of the geotechnical report, as well as future geotechnical recommendations associated with future
grading and building permits, which would ensure that any potentially expansive soils encountered during remedial grading on the
Project site are appropriately remediated through site design considerations. Accordingly, the proposed Project would be subjected to
less than significant risks related to expansive soils.

(e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or ]
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

Sewer service is available to the Project site under pre-development conditions. The Project would connect to existing sewer
conveyance infrastructure located in Nandina Avenue. The Project would not install septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems on the Project site. Accordingly, no impact would occur.

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would this project?

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a u
significant impact on the environment?

(Source: Project Application Materials, California Assembly Bill 32 (2006))

Project-related construction and operational activities would result in the short- and long-term emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2),
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and methane (CH4), all of which are classified as “greenhouse gases” (GHGS) that have the potential to
contribute to Global Climate Change. Emissions reductions could occur with the implementation of Project design features and/or
mitigation measures to reduce the level of GHG emissions. Although the South Coast Air Quality Management District has not
formally adopted thresholds of significance for GHG emissions, California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32, 2006) establishes goals for the
statewide reduction of GHG emissions. Due to the Project’s potential to emit GHGs, a Project-specific GHG emissions report shall
be prepared for the Project. The results of the GHG emissions report shall be documented in the required EIR. The EIR also shall
evaluate the Project for consistency with AB 32.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of u
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

(Source: Project Application Materials, California Assembly Bill 32 (2006))

As noted above under the discussion of Item V1I(a), a Project-specific GHG emissions report shall be prepared to determine whether
the Project would be consistent with the GHG reduction goals established by AB 32. The required EIR shall document the findings
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of the Project-specific GHG emissions report and shall evaluate the Project for consistency with applicable plans, policies, and
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project?

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine u
transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan, Phase 1 Environmental Assessment, Phase |
Environmental Assessment of Eight Parcels Located at Nandina Avenue and Perris Boulevard in Moreno Valley, California, 2008
MND for Nandina 11 Distribution Center)

A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared for the undeveloped portion of the Project site by URS Corporation in
2012. The portion of the site that is a parking lot was evaluated in a Phase | ESA by ENSR Corporation in 2007. No evidence of
hazardous materials, hazardous waste, underground storage tanks (USTSs), or above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) was observed onsite
during the site reconnaissance. No transformers or other potentially PCB-containing equipment was observed onsite during the site
reconnaissance. According to a review of available historical data, it appears that the undeveloped portion of the subject property
was vacant land from at least 1938 to the present. Additionally, the site is not listed in any regulatory database for hazardous
materials sites. Although the March Air Reserve Base (MARB), one mile west of the proposed Project site as having the potential for
groundwater contamination associated with its past use, the Phase | ESA reports conclude that due to the orientation of groundwater
flows in the area and distance to the MARB, the potential for groundwater contamination at the proposed Project site is considered
low. No other contaminated sites within the vicinity have the potential to create a significant hazard to future site workers.
Accordingly, a significant impact associated with contamination on or affecting the proposed Project site would not occur.

The specific business or tenant that will occupy the Project site’s proposed building is not known at this time. The Project site is
located within the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan, and the Plan designates the site for “Industrial” land uses. Based on the list of
land uses permitted in the Industrial zone by the Moreno Valley Area Plan, it is possible that hazardous materials could be used
during the course of daily operations. Examples of types of businesses that could occupy the proposed buildings on-site include
warehouses, distribution businesses, and manufacturing industries. Hazardous materials used by the future tenant of the Project may
include chemical reagents, solvents, fuels, paints, and cleansers. Potential on-site uses also could generate hazardous byproducts that
eventually must be handled and disposed of as hazardous materials. If businesses that use or store hazardous materials occupy the
Project, the business owner and operator would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations to
ensure proper use, storage, and disposal of hazardous substances. With mandatory regulatory compliance, the Project would not
pose a significant hazard to any nearby use and any impacts would be less than significant.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably u
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan)

See response to Item VIII(a), above.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, u
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Google Earth)

The nearest school site, El Potrero Elementary School, is located approximately 0.7-mile northeast of the site. There are no school
sites planned within one quarter mile of the site as part of the General Plan or MVIAP. Accordingly, the proposed Project has no
potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites u
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

(Source: Project Application Materials, California Department of Toxic Substances Control “Envirostor” Database)

According to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s “EnviroStor” database, the proposed Project site is not
included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No impact would occur.
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has u

not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

(Source: Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission Compatibility Plan “March Air Reserve Base,” City of Moreno Valley
General Plan Safety Element Figure 6-5, Air Crash Hazards, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.5 — Hazards,
March ARB Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study)

The Project site is located 0.85 mile east of the March Air Reserve Base. Pursuant to the March Air Reserve Base Compatible Use
Zone Study commissioned by the United States Air Force and as depicted on Figure 6-5, Air Crash Hazards, of the Moreno Valley
General Plan, the Project site is not located within a zone subject to hazards related to air crashes. According to the Riverside County
Airport Land Use Commission’s Airport Compatibility Plan, the Project site is located within Compatibility Zone D, which indicates
that the Project site is subject to noise and risks associated with aircraft operations, but the impacts are sufficiently minimal that land
use restrictions are generally unnecessary. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the Project area, and impacts would be less than significant.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a u
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.5 — Hazards,
Google Earth)

Although the Project site is located near the March Air Reserve Base, this airfield is not a private airfield and there are no other
private airfields or airstrips in the vicinity of the Project site. A significant impact associated with private airstrips would not occur.

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an adopted emergency u
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan
FEIR, Chapter 5.5 — Hazards)

The Project site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency evacuation route. During construction
and long-term operation, the proposed Project would be required to maintain adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles as
required by the City. Because the Project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan, impacts are
evaluated as less than significant.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death u
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan
FEIR Figure 5.5-2, Floodplains and High Fire Hazard Areas)

Pursuant to Figure 5.5-2, Floodplains and High Fire Hazard Areas, of the City of Moreno Valley FEIR, the proposed Project is not
located within a high wildfire hazard area. The proposed Project site is located in an area that has been largely developed, with an
existing industrial warehouse building located west of the site, industrial warehouse uses located east of the site, and disturbed lands
and single family residences located to the south and north of the site. Properties adjacent to the Project site have either been
developed or are planned for development. No wildlands are located on or adjacent to the Project site. Accordingly, the proposed
Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? | | | m ]

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.7 — Hydrology/Water Quality,
Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan)

Water runoff from developed areas of the Project site may contain urban pollutants such as petroleum products, fertilizers, pesticides,
soils, etc., which can degrade water quality if discharged from the site. The Project’s Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP) is prepared in accordance with City requirements to identify pollutants of concern and identify means to reduce their
discharge from the site (i.e., Best Management Practices, BMPs).  Required adherence to the Project-specific WQMP will reduce
the amount of pollutants in stormwater runoff, as well as non-storm water discharges. Furthermore, the Project will be required to
comply with the Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program and the City of Moreno Valley’s National Pollutant
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Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements (which requires the preparation of Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) to control sediment/siltation runoff) to minimize the discharge of pollutants in storm water
during short-term construction and long-term operational activities. Mandatory compliance with the Project’s WQMP, in addition to
compliance with NPDES Permit requirements, would ensure that all potential pollutants of concern are minimized or otherwise
appropriately treated prior to being discharged into receiving waters. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, and impacts would be less than significant.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with u
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Groundwater Basins)

As depicted on Figure 5.7-2, Groundwater Basins, in the City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, the Project site is located within
the Perris North Groundwater Basin. There are currently few domestic uses for groundwater within the City, due to salinity/water
quality issues, and the City primarily relies on imported water from the Eastern Municipal Water District for its domestic water
supply. The Project does not propose the installation of any water wells that would directly extract groundwater; however, the
change in pervious surfaces to impervious surfaces that would occur with development of the site could reduce the amount of water
percolating down into the underground aquifer that underlies the Project site and a majority of the City. However, and as noted in the
City’s General Plan EIR (Page 5.7-12), “the impact of an incremental reduction in groundwater would not be significant as domestic
water supplies are not reliant on groundwater as a primary source.” With buildout of the Project, the local groundwater levels would
not be affected. Therefore, impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including u
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

(Source: Project Applications Materials, Preliminary Drainage Study)

The Project would involve demolition activities and mass grading of the site, which would alter the existing drainage pattern. Any
alteration in drainage pattern has the potential to result in erosion and siltation both on-site during construction and off-site upon
build-out of the Project. Construction-related grading activities involving soil disturbance would ultimately expose surficial soils for
a period of time with the potential for on-site erosion during a rainstorm event. In the long term, development of the property would
introduce impervious surfaces and landscaping, thereby increasing the rate and volume of stormwater runoff and potentially resulting
in off-site erosion downstream. Conversely, the conversion of pervious to impervious surfaces would also reduce the potential for
on-site erosion and loss of topsoil in the long term. To fully and more accurately determine the extent of potential erosion or siltation
on- or off-site, a site-specific hydrology study was prepared for the Project site. The hydrology study evaluated the difference
between existing and post-development drainage conditions, and determined that with buildout of the proposed Project there would
be no substantial alteration to the existing drainage pattern of the site and there would not be any significant increases in erosion or
siltation on- or off-site. Impacts would be less than significant.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including ]
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off
site?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Preliminary Drainage Study)

As described above under Item VII1(c), proposed demolition and earthwork activities on the Project site would not substantially alter
the existing drainage patterns of the site. A site-specific hydrology study was prepared for the Project to evaluate the difference
between existing and post-development drainage conditions and to identify design specifications of the Project’s storm drain system
for collecting, treating and conveying Project related stormwater prior to discharge. Although the Project has the potential to
contribute to additional surface runoff, the site-specific hydrology study concludes that actual flooding on- or off-site would not occur
due to the proposed construction of on-site detention basins and storm drain facilities because these proposed facilities would
attenuate the rate and volume of storm water discharge to be similar to the rate and volume that occurs under existing conditions. As
a result, implementation of the proposed Project would not increase the potential for flooding on- or off-site. Impacts would be less
than significant.
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e) Create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing or ]

planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan, Preliminary Drainage Study)

As discussed above under the analysis of Issue 1X(d), the proposed Project is designed to ensure that post-development runoff rates
and volumes closely resemble those that occur under existing conditions. Further, existing off-site storm water drainage facilities that
receive storm water runoff from the Project site have adequate capacity to convey storm water runoff discharged from the site (upon
the construction of proposed on-site detention basins that are designed to reduce the rate and volume of runoff discharged from the
site). Because the existing storm drain facilities have sufficient capacity to convey runoff from the Project site under existing
conditions, and because the rate and volume of runoff would not substantially increase with buildout of the proposed Project, the
Project would not create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity of any existing or planned storm water drainage
system. As discussed above under the analysis of Issue 1X(a), the proposed Project would be required to comply with the Project’s
WQMP, which identifies BMPs to be incorporated into the Project to ensure that long-term operation of the proposed Project does
not result in substantial amounts of polluted runoff. In addition, the Project will be required to comply with the requirements of the
City of Moreno Valley’s NPDES permit, which would reduce the amount of sediment in runoff discharged from the site during
grading and construction activities. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not create or contribute substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? | | | | =

(Source: Project Application Materials)

There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project beyond what is described above that could result in the substantial
degradation of water quality. Accordingly, no additional analysis of this subject is required beyond what is described above.

g) Place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a federal Flood u
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The proposed Project does not include housing. Therefore, there is no potential for housing to be located within a 100-year flood
hazard zone and no significant impacts would occur as a result of implementation of the proposed Project.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or u
redirect flood flows?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR Figure 5.5-2, Floodplains and High Fire
Hazards, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Figure 6-4, Flood Hazards)

According to Figure 5.5-2, Floodplains and High Fire Hazards, of the Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, and City of Moreno
Valley General Plan Figure 6-4, Flood Hazards, the proposed Project site is not located within or adjacent to a 100-year floodplain.
Accordingly, the proposed Project has no potential to place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that could impede or
redirect flood flows. Accordingly, a significant flood hazard would not occur with implementation of the proposed Project.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death u
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, Figure 6-4, Flood Hazards, Google
Earth)

The nearest dam to the Project site, Lake Perris, is located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the subject property. According to
Figure 5.5-2, Floodplains and High Fire Hazards, of the Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, and City of Moreno Valley General
Plan Figure 6-4, Flood Hazards, the Project site and surrounding areas are not subject to dam inundation hazards. Furthermore, the
Perris Valley Channel, which is located 0.25-mile north of the Project site, is not considered to be a levee, and there are no other
levees in the Project area. Portions of the project site are located within a 500-year floodplain; therefore, there is a small potential for
flooding to occur. The Project would be constructed in accord with all applicable building code requirements, compliance with
which would avoid any significant injuries or the loss of life or property. Accordingly, less than significant impacts would occur and
no further evaluation of this issue is required.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? | | | | =
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(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, Figure 6-4, Flood Hazards, Google
Earth)

The Pacific Ocean is located more than 38 miles from the Project site; consequently, there is no potential for tsunamis to impact the
Project. In addition, no steep hillsides subject to mudflow are located on or near the Project site. The nearest large body of surface
water to the site is Lake Perris, located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the Project site. Due to the distance of Lake Perris
from the Project site and the topographic characteristics of the area, a seiche in Lake Perris would have no impact on the Project site.
Although the Perris Valley Channel is located 0.25 mile north of the proposed Project site, it is not an enclosed or semi-enclosed
basin that would be conducive to reverberation and creation of a seiche. Therefore, impacts associated with seiches, mudflows,
and/or tsunamis could not occur, and no further analysis is required on this subject.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? | | | | =

(Source: Project Application Materials, On-site Inspection (2012), Google Earth)

The Project site consists of an existing truck trailer parking lot and undeveloped land under existing conditions. Development of one
warehouse building on the Project site would not physically disrupt or divide the arrangement of an established community. The
proposed Project site is located in a developing area of the City that is designated for industrial development and the property is
proposed to be developed with a warehouse building in accordance with its assigned General Plan and zoning designations.
Properties adjacent to the Project site have either been developed or are planned for development with industrial land uses. The
Project site does not provide access to established communities and would not isolate any established communities or residences
from neighboring communities. No impact would occur and no further analysis of this subject is required.

b) Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an agency u
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

(Source: Project Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Land Use Map, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Community
Development Element, Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan)

The Project proposes to develop a logistics center warehouse building on the subject property, which would be consistent with the
Business Park/Light Industrial (BP) land use designation applied to the site by the General Plan and the Industrial (I) zoning
designation applied to the site by the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan. As part of its review of Project applications, the City of
Moreno Valley will ensure consistency with applicable policies of the General Plan and the Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan, and
will ensure conformance with the City’s Municipal Code requirements. As such, the Project would not conflict with applicable local
land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and impacts would
be less than significant.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community u
conservation plan?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.9 —
Biological Resources, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan)

As described above under the response to Item IV(f), the proposed Project is subject to the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), which is the habitat conservation plan applicable to the City of Moreno Valley and the
proposed Project site. The proposed Project is not located within any MSHCP designated Criteria Cells or Cell Groups, and the
proposed Project site does not contain any riparian/riverine areas or vernal pools. Pursuant to MSHCP Section 6.3.2, Additional
Survey Needs and Procedure, the proposed Project is subject to surveys for burrowing owl. As discussed above under the analysis
for Item 1V(a), no burrowing owls or occupied burrows were observed on the Project site during a focused survey conducted on the
subject property in June 2012, and Conditions of Approval would be carried forward and/or applied to the Project to ensure that the
Project would comply with the MSHCP’s species-specific survey and conservation requirements for the burrowing owl. From a land
use and planning prospective, the Project would not conflict with the MSHCP because the property is not designated for conservation
and would comply with all species survey requirements.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of u
value to the region and the residents of the state?
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(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.14 —
Mineral Resources)

The Project site is not located within an area known to be underlain by regionally- or locally-important mineral resources, or within
an area that has the potential to be underlain by regionally- or locally-important mineral resources, as disclosed by the City’s General
Plan and the associated General Plan FEIR. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the loss of
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or the residents of the State of California. In addition,
the City’s General Plan does not identify any locally-important mineral resource recovery sites on-site or within close proximity to
the Project site. Accordingly, no further analysis of these subjects is required.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource u
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use
plan?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Conservation Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.14 —
Mineral Resources)

Please refer to the response to Item Xl(a), above.

XII. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards u
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code,
Chapter 11.80 — Noise Regulation)

Project-related construction activities, as well as long-term operational activities (including on-site logistics center warehouse
operations and the projected increases in vehicular travel along area roadways), may expose persons in the vicinity of the Project site
to noise levels in excess of standards established by the City’s General Plan and Chapter 11.80, Noise Regulation, of the City’s
Municipal Code. An acoustical analysis shall be prepared and the required EIR shall analyze the potential for the Project to expose
people, on- or off-site, to noise levels in excess of established noise standards.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or u
groundborne noise levels?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

Construction activities on the Project site may produce groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels during earthwork/grading
and/or during the operation of heavy machinery. The acoustical study prepared for the Project shall analyze the potential of the
Project to expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration. Long-term operation of the Project is not anticipated to result in
perceptible levels of groundborne vibration or groundborne noise; regardless, the Project’s acoustical study shall also evaluate the
Project’s potential to generate groundborne vibration and noise in the long-term. The results of the acoustical study shall be
summarized and incorporated into the required EIR’s impact analysis.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity u
above levels existing without the project?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code,
Chapter 11.80 — Noise Regulation)

Build-out of the Project would generate a permanent increase in traffic that has the potential to cause an increase in ambient noise
levels associated with vehicular travel. Operation of a logistics center warehouse building on the Project site also has the potential to
result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. A site-specific acoustical study shall be prepared for the Project to identify
potential increases in ambient noise and to analyze the potential for Project-related noise levels to contribute an ambient noise level
that would be considered substantial and permanent compared to existing conditions. The results of the acoustical study shall be
summarized and incorporated into the required EIR.

d) A substantially temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the u
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code,
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Chapter 11.80 — Noise Regulation)

During construction of the proposed Project, there could be a temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity above existing levels without the Project due to the temporary construction traffic and the temporary and periodic operation
of construction equipment and heavy machinery. In addition, operation of a logistics center warehouse building on the Project site
also has the potential to result in temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels associated with future site activities. A site-
specific acoustical study shall be prepared for the Project to identify the potential for temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise
levels that would be considered substantial compared to existing conditions. The results of the acoustical study shall be summarized
and incorporated into the required EIR.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan, or, where such a plan has u
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Figure 5.4-1, March Air
Reserve Base Noise Impact Area)

According to Figure 5.4-1, March Reserve Air Base Noise Impact Area, the Project site is located outside of a 60dBA CNEL noise
contour and would not be subjected to excessive noise levels due to operations at the air base. Due to the Project’s distance from the
March Air Reserve Base (0.9 mile), the nature of future land uses on the site (i.e., industrial), and because the Project site is located
well outside of the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour, impacts associated with airport-related noise would be less than significant.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose ]
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

(Source: City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, Google Earth)

Although the Project site is adjacent to the March Air Reserve Base, this airfield is not a private airfield and there are no other private
airfields or airstrips in the vicinity of the Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project would not expose people to excessive noise
levels associated with operations at a private airstrip.

XIIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by u
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Land Use Map, City of Moreno Valley General Plan
FEIR, Chapter 5.12 — Population and Housing, Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan)

The proposed Project would develop the subject property with one warehouse building in accordance with the Business Park/Light
Industrial land uses designation applied to the site by the City of Moreno Valley General Plan and the Moreno Valley Industrial Area
Plan. Accordingly, the Project would not result in growth that was not already anticipated by the City of Moreno Valley General
Plan and evaluated in the City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR. The Project site is served by existing public roadways and
utility infrastructure is already installed beneath public rights of way that abut the property. As such, implementation of the Project
would not result in direct or indirect growth in the area, and impacts are evaluated as less than significant.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction u
of replacement housing elsewhere?

(Source: On-site Inspection (2012))

Under existing conditions, the southern portion of the Project site is developed as a truck trailer parking lot and the northern portion
of the site is vacant. The property contains no residential structures. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not displace
substantial numbers of housing and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would
occur and no further analysis of this issue is required.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of u
replacement housing elsewhere?

(Source: On-site Inspection (2012))

As described above under response to Item XII(b), the proposed Project site does not contain any residential structures; therefore, no
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people live on the subject property under existing conditions. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not
displace substantial numbers of people and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact
would occur and additional analysis of this issue is not warranted.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection? | | | u |

(Source: Project Application Materials, City of Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan
FEIR, Chapter 5.13-Public Services and Utilities, Riverside County Fire Protection Master Plan, Riverside County Fire Department
GIS)

The proposed Project would be primarily served by the College Park Fire Station (Station No. 91), an existing station located
approximately 2.3 roadway miles northeast of the proposed Project site. The Project site also could be served by the Kennedy Park
Fire Station (Station No. 65), an existing station located approximately 2.8 roadway miles north of the Project. The proposed Project
would be required to provide a minimum of fire safety and support fire suppression activities, including type of building construction,
fire sprinklers, a fire hydrant system and paved access to the proposed Project area. Furthermore, the proposed Project is required to
comply with the provisions of the City of Moreno Valley’s Development Impact Fee Ordinance (Ordinance No. 695), which requires
a fee payment that the City applies to the funding of public facilities, including fire protection facilities. Mandatory compliance with
the Development Impact Fee Ordinance would be required prior to the issuance of building permits. Based on the foregoing, the
proposed Project would receive adequate fire protection service, and would not result in the need for new or physically altered fire
protection facilities. Impacts to fire protection facilities are therefore evaluated as less than significant and no further analysis of this
issue area is warranted.

b) Police protection? | | | =

(Source: Project Application Materials, Moreno Valley General Plan Safety Element, City of Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR,
Chapter 5.13-Public Services and Utilities, City of Moreno Valley Municipal Code, Chapter 3.42, Commercial and Development
Impact Fees (Ordinance No. 695))

The development of the subject property with one warehouse building would introduce a new structure and employees to the Project
site. This would result in an incremental increase in demand for police protection services, but is not anticipated to require or result
in the construction of new or physically altered police facilities. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant shall
comply with the provisions of the City of Moreno Valley’s Development Impact Fee Ordinance (Ordinance No. 695), which requires
a fee payment that the City applies to the funding of public facilities, including police facilities. Based on the foregoing, the proposed
Project would receive adequate police protection service, and would not result in the need for new or physically altered police
protection facilities. Impacts to police protection facilities are therefore evaluated as less than significant and no further analysis of
this issue area is warranted.

c) Schools? | | | = ]

(Source: Project Application Materials, California Senate Bill 50 (Greene), California Government Code Section 65995, City of
Moreno Valley General Plan FEIR, Chapter 5.1, Land Use)

The Project would not create a direct demand for public school services, as the subject property would be developed solely with one
warehouse building and would not generate any school-aged children requiring public education. The addition of employment uses
on the Project site would assist in the achievement of the City’s goal to provide a better jobs/housing balance within the City and the
larger western Riverside County region (City of Moreno Valley 2006b). Thus, the Project is not expected to draw new residents to
the region and would therefore not indirectly generate additional school-aged students requiring public education. Because the
project would not directly generate students and is not expected to indirectly draw students to the area, the proposed Project would
not result in the need to construct new or physically altered public school facilities. Although the Project would not create a demand
for additional public school services, the Project Applicant would be required to contribute development impact fees to the Val Verde
Unified School District, in compliance with California Senate Bill 50 (Greene). Mandatory payment of school fees would be
required prior to the issuance of building permits. Project-related impacts to public schools are evaluated as less than significant and
no additional analysis of this issue is required.

d) Parks? | | | | =
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(Source: Project Application Materials)

As discussed under Items XV(a) and XV(b) below, the proposed Project would not create a demand for public park facilities and
would not result in the need to modify existing or construct new park facilities. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would
not adversely affect any park facility and impacts are regarded as less than significant.

e) Other public facilities? | | [ m ]

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The proposed Project is not expected to result in a demand for other public facilities/services, including libraries, community
recreation centers, and animal shelters. As such, implementation of the Project would not adversely affect other public facilities or
require the construction of new or modified facilities. No further analysis of this issue area is required.

XV. RECREATION.

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks ]
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The Project proposes to develop the site with one warehouse building. The Project does not propose any type of residential use or
other land use that may generate a population that would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities in the vicinity. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not result in the increased use or substantial
physical deterioration of an existing neighborhood or regional park, and no further analysis of this subject is required.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or u
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The proposed Project would develop the site with one warehouse building. The Project does not propose to construct any new on- or
off-site recreation facilities. The Project would not expand any existing off-site recreational facilities. Therefore, adverse
environmental impacts related to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities would not occur with implementation of the
Project. Additional analysis of this issue is not required.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of u
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The proposed Project would contribute vehicular traffic to the local roadway network and has the potential to adversely affect the
performance of the local circulation system, on a direct and/or cumulative level. A site-specific traffic study shall be prepared to
quantify the vehicular traffic that would be generated by the proposed Project and model the affect of Project-related traffic on the
local circulation system, taking all modes of transportation into account. The required EIR shall disclose the findings of the site-
specific traffic study and evaluate the Project’s potential to conflict with applicable plans, ordinances, and policies that establish a
minimum level of performance for the local circulation system.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not u
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Riverside County Congestion Management Plan)

Traffic generated by the Project has the potential to impact the Riverside County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) roadway
network. Potential affects to the CMP roadway system shall be quantified in a site-specific traffic study, and the results of this study
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shall be used in the required EIR to determine the Project’s consistency with the Riverside County CMP, including applicable level of
service standards and travel demand/congestion management measures.

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic u
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

(Source: Project Application Materials, March Air Reserve Base Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study)

The proposed Project would involve the construction of one warehouse building that would be approximately 40 feet tall. The height
of the proposed structure would be less than the maximum 150 feet height limit established for the Project Area by the March Air
Reserve Base Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Study. In addition, the proposed Project would not include an air travel
component (i.e., helipad) and products transported to and from the Project site would not be done so by air. Accordingly, the Project
would not have any effect on air traffic patterns, including an increase in traffic levels or a change in flight path location that results
in substantial safety risks. As such, no impact would occur and additional analysis of this issue is not required.

d) Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or u
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

Based on a review of the Project’s application materials submitted to the City, no unsafe design features are proposed as part of the
Project. Regardless, the Project’s required EIR shall document the conditions of the existing and planned circulation system in the
Project area and determine if the addition of Project traffic would adversely affect any off-site roadway segment or intersection which
may be unsafe, or may become unsafe with the addition of Project traffic.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? | | | [ ] |

(Source: Project Application Materials)

Buildout of the Project would result in the construction of one warehouse building on the Project site, which would increase the need
for emergency access to and from the site. During the course of the City of Moreno Valley’s required review of the Project’s
proposed Plot Plan, the Project’s design would be reviewed to ensure that adequate access to and from the site is provided for
emergency vehicles. Furthermore, the City of Moreno Valley would require that the Project provide adequate paved access to and
from the site as a condition of Project approval. With required adherence to City requirements for emergency vehicle access, impacts
would be less than significant.

f) Conflict with adopted policies or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or u
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Moreno Valley General Plan Figure 9-4, Bikeway Plan)

According to General Plan Figure 9-4, Bikeway Plan, the proposed Project site does not abut any roadways that are planned for any
bicycle facilities. Bicycle parking would be provided on the site in accordance with City Municipal Code requirements for bicycle
parking facilities. Sidewalk easements would be offered to the City of Moreno Valley along San Michele Road and Perris Boulevard
to implement the City’s pedestrian circulation network. An existing bus stop is located adjacent to the Project site along Perris
Boulevard and the Project Applicant will be required to coordinate with Riverside Transit Authority accordingly. There is no
potential that the Project could conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bikeways or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. As such, a less than significant impact
would occur and additional analysis of this issue is not required.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water ]
Quality Control Board?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

Wastewater service is provided to the Project site by Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD). EMWD is required to operate all of
its treatment facilities in accordance with the waste treatment and discharge standards and requirements set forth by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The proposed Project would not install or utilize septic systems or alternative wastewater
treatment systems; therefore, the Project would have no potential to result in exceedances of the applicable wastewater treatment
requirements established by the RWQCB. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant.
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b) Require or result in construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities u

or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

Domestic water and wastewater services are provided to the Project site by EMWD. The proposed Project would require the
installation of onsite water and wastewater conveyance lines to serve the proposed warehouse building and connect to existing, off-
site facilities in the abutting public roadways. Except for small encroachments into adjacent public rights of way of developed/paved
streets to connect to existing lines, no physical disturbance for the construction of water or wastewater facilities would be required to
service the Project. As such, no significant impacts particular to the construction of water or wastewater facilities would occur that
would not otherwise occur from grading and development on the Project site, which will be evaluated by the topics identified for
analysis in the required EIR.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or u
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The proposed Project would require the construction of a stormwater drainage conveyance system on the Project site to serve the
proposed warehouse building, parking areas, and other site features. The Project’s proposed drainage system consists of underground
storm drain pipes and detention/ water quality basins to be installed on the property, which are designed to collect and treat
stormwater runoff and discharge treated flows into the regional drainage system. Existing basins located on the property adjacent to
Nandina Avenue associated with the existing trailer parking yard would be reconfigured. A new basin would be installed adjacent to
Perris Boulevard. In addition to on-site facilities, regional storm drain improvements are proposed in San Michele Road (along the
northern Project site border) and in Perris Boulevard from San Michele Road south to the connection with the existing line. Both San
Michele Road and Perris Boulevard are developed/paved streets under existing conditions and the construction of proposed regional
storm drain improvements beneath the public rights of way of developed/paved streets would not result in a new physical
disturbance. As such, no significant impacts particular to the construction of storm water drainage facilities would occur that would
not otherwise occur from grading and development on the Project site, which will be evaluated by the topics identified for analysis in
the required EIR.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing ]
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

(Source: Project Application Materials, EMWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan)

The operation of one warehouse building on the Project site would result in an increase in demand for potable water resources from
the local water purveyor, EMWD. However, the proposed Project is fully consistent with the assumptions made in EMWD’s 2010
Urban Water Management Plan. EMWD’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan concludes that the EMWD has sufficient water
supplies available to serve planned land uses within its service area through at least 2035. Additionally, the proposed Project would
not be subject to the provisions of Senate Bill 610 (Costa) (California Public Resources Code Section 21151.9 and Water Code
Section 10910 et seq.) because the proposed Project does not involve an “industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial
park planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 s.f. of floor
area.” The proposed Project also would not be subject to the provisions of Senate Bill 221 (Kuehl) (California Government Code
Section 66473.7) because the proposed Project does not involve a subdivision of land or a development agreement. Accordingly, the
proposed Project does not require a Water Supply Assessment pursuant to Senate Bill 610, nor does the Project require a Water
Supply Verification pursuant to Senate Bill 221. Because sufficient water supplies are available to service the proposed Project as
documented in EMWD’s Urban Water Management Plan, impacts would be less than significant.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or u
may serve the project determined that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The one warehouse building proposed by the Project would generate wastewater that would be conveyed to the Perris Valley
Regional Water Reclamation facility, which is owned and operated by EMWD.  Under existing conditions, the Perris Valley
Regional Water Reclamation facility has a daily treatment capacity of 15 million gallons per day. Following completion of an on-
going expansion project, the treatment capacity of this plant will increase to 22 million gallons per day. Based on EMWD’s standard
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wastewater demand generation rate of 1,700 gallons per day per acre of industrial land uses, the proposed Project is estimated to
demand approximately 29,410 gallons of wastewater service per day'. This generally corresponds to approximately two-tenths of
one percent (0.20 percent) of the existing treatment capacity and approximately 0.13 percent of future treatment capacity (following
completion of the expansion project) at the Perris Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility. Due to the relatively small amount of
wastewater that would be generated by proposed Project and the amount of available capacity at this facility, it is determined that the
Perris Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility would have sufficient capacity to treat wastewater generated by the Project. As
such, implementation of the Project results in a determination that adequate capacity is available to serve the Project’s projected
wastewater demand in addition to EMWD’s existing commitments. Impacts would be less than significant. No further discussion in
the EIR is necessary.

f) ) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the u
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

(Source: Project Application Materials, Countywide Disposal Tonnage Tracking System, Solid Waste Information System, City of
Moreno Valley Ordinance No. 706 (Recycling and Diversion of Construction Waste))

Implementation of the proposed Project would generate solid waste requiring off-site disposal during short-term construction and
long-term operational activities. During the construction phase, approximately 24,000 tons of concrete asphalt debris would be
generated during the demolition of the existing parking lot on the southern portion of the subject property; however, all concrete
asphalt debris would be crushed and re-utilized on-site during construction activities for the proposed Project. Approximately 868.3
tons? of waste would be generated during building construction, installation of subsurface/utility improvements, and installation of
landscaping. The Project would be required to comply with City of Moreno Valley Ordinance No. 706, which requires a minimum of
50 percent of all construction waste and debris to be recycled. As such, the Project is estimated to generate approximately 434.2 tons
of waste during construction, which corresponds to an average of 2.7 tons per day over the construction phase of the Project (8
months or 160 working days). Long-term operation of the Project is estimated to generate approximately 2.8 tons of solid waste per
day.® Additionally, the Project would be required to comply with mandatory waste reduction requirements as described below in
Item XVII(g). Solid waste generated by the proposed Project would be disposed at the EI Sobrante Landfill, the Badlands Sanitary
Landfill, and/or the Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill. Each of these landfills receive well below their maximum permitted daily
disposal volume and have the potential for future expansion, and none of these regional landfill facilities are expected to reach their
total maximum permitted disposal capacities during the Project’s construction or operational periods. The landfills have sufficient
capacity to accept solid waste generated by the Project’s construction and operational phases; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statues and regulations related to solid u
waste?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The Project would be required to comply with the City of Moreno Valley’s waste reduction programs, including recycling and other
diversion programs to divert the amount of solid waste deposited in landfills. As such, the Project applicant or master developer
would be required to work with future refuse haulers to develop and implement feasible waste reduction programs, including source
reduction, recycling, and composting. Additionally, in accordance with the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991
(Cal Pub Res. Code § 42911), the Project would provide adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials where solid
waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be shown on construction drawings and be in place before occupancy permits
are issued. The implementation of these programs would reduce the amount of solid waste generated by the Project and diverted to
landfills, which in turn will aid in the extension of the life of affected disposal sites. The Project would comply with all applicable
solid waste statutes and regulations; as such, impacts would be less than significant.

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the u
environment, 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, reduce the number or restrict the range of a

Source: Eastern Municipal Water District. Sanitary Sewer System Planning & Design. September 1, 2006.
2 Based on a construction solid waste generation rate of 4.34 pounds per square foot. Source U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2009), Estimating 2003 Building-
Related Construction and Demolition Materials Amounts.
% Based on light industrial/warehouse operational solid waste generation rate of 1.42 pounds per 100 square feet. Source: CalRecycle;
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/default.htm.
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rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

(Source: Project Application Materials, First Industrial, L.P., Daniel’s Property Project Biological Technical Report, Cultural
Resources Assessment, 2012 Protocol Burrowing Owl Survey — San Michele Property Project, 2012 Special-Status Plant Survey —
San Michele Property Project, Mitigated Negative Declaration for Nandina Il Distribution Center, Addendum No. 2 to Mitigated
Negative Declaration for Nandina 111 Distribution Center)

The proposed Project would alter the site’s existing land uses from an existing parking lot and vacant lot to a developed property with
one warehouse building. Conditions of Approval would be carried forward and/or applied to the Project to ensure that proposed near-
term construction activities and long-term operational activities would not substantially threaten to eliminate or restrict the range of
sensitive animal species with a potential to occur on-site (namely, burrowing owl) and/or reduce habitat for sensitive plant or animal
species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively ]
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of
a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The proposed Project has the potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts, particularly with respect to the following issue
areas: air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and transportation/traffic. The required EIR shall evaluate the Project’s potential
to result in cumulatively significant impacts.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial u
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

(Source: Project Application Materials)

The potential for the proposed Project to directly or indirectly affect human beings will be evaluated in the required EIR particularly
with respect to the following issue areas: air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and noise.
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Julia Descoteaux

Associate Planner

City of Moreno Valley

Community Development Department
14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92552

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report. (SR-215 PM R31.70)
Mrs. Descoteaux,

We have completed our review for the above mentioned project located in the southern portion
of the City of Moreno Valley. West of Perris Boulevard, south of and adjacent to San Michele
Road, approximately 1,150 feet east of Knox Street, and north of and adjacent to Nandina
Avenue.

As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it is our responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. As the responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it
is also our responsibility to make recommendations to offset associated impacts with the
proposed project. Although the project is under the jurisdiction of the City of Moreno Valley due
to the Project’s potential impact to State facilities it is also subject to the policies and regulations
that govern the SHS.

We recommend the following to be provided:

Traffic Study

e A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) is necessary to determine this proposed project’s near-term
and long-term impacts to the State facilities and to propose appropriate mitigation
measures. The study should be based on Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies (TIS) which is located at the following website:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/ocp/igr ceqa files/tisguide.pdf

Minimum contents of the traffic impact study are listed in Appendix “A” of the TIS guide.

e The data used in the TIS should not be more than 2 years old.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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The geographic area examined in the traffic study should include as a minimum all
regionally significant arterial system segments and intersections, including State highway
facilities where the project will add over 100 peak hour trips. State highway facilities that
are experiencing noticeable delays should be analyzed in the scope of the traffic study for
projects that add 50 to 100 peak hour trips.

e Traffic Analysis Scenarios should clearly be exhibited as exiting, existing + project, existing
+ project + cumulative, and existing + project + cumulative + ambient growth.

e Caltrans endeavors that any direct and cumulative impacts to the State highway system be
eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) standards.

The LOS for operating State highway facilities is based upon Measures of Effectiveness
(MOE) identified in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). Caltrans endeavors to
maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on State highway

facilities; however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and

recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate
target LOS. If an existing State highway facility is operating at less than this target LOS,
the existing MOE should be maintained. In general, the region-wide goal for an
acceptable LOS on all freeways, roadway segments, and intersections is “D”. For
undeveloped or not densely developed locations, the goal may be to achieve LOS “C”.

e (learly indicate LOS with and without improvements.

It is recommended that the Synchro Analysis includes all intersections from the Project
site to the proposed study areas. A PHF of 0.92 in urban areas is recommended to be used
in the Synchro Analysis.

All freeway entrance and exit ramps where a proposed project will add a significant
number of peak-hour trips that may cause any traffic queues to exceed storage capacities
should be analyzed. If ramp metering is to occur, a ramp queue analysis for all nearby
Caltrans metered on-ramps is required to identify the delay to motorists using the on-
ramps and the storage necessary to accommodate the queuing. The effects of ramp
metering should be analyzed in the traffic study. For metered freeway ramps, LOS does
not apply. However, ramp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered excessive.

e Proposed improvements should be exhibited in preliminary drawings that indicate the LOS
with improvements.

e Submit a hard copy of all Traffic Impact Analysis documents and an electronic Synchro
Analysis file.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments concerning this project. If you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Talvin Dennis at (909) 383-6908 or myself at (909)
383-4557 for assistance.

Sincerely,

L

e "\ R ’
P R ;
o R \‘”ﬁf .

A

DANIEL KOPULSKY
Office Chief
Community and Regional Planning

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site www.nahc.ca.gov

ds_nahc@pacbell.net

December 19, 2012

Ms. Julia Descoteaux, Planner

City of Moreno Valley

P.O. Box 88005
Moreno Valley, CA 92552-0805

Re: SCH#2012121011 CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); Initial Study and draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the “Plot Plan PA12-0023 First Inland Logistics
Center Il Project” located in the City of Moreno Valley: Riverside County, California

Dear Ms. Descoteaux:

The California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the State of
California ‘trustee agency’ for the preservation and protection of Native American cultural
resources pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the Third
Appellate Court in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3" 604).

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American
historic properties or resources of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes
law. State law also addresses the freedom of Native American Religious Expression in Public
Resources Code §5097.9.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — CA Public Resources Code
21000-21177, amendment s effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes
archaeological resources, is a ‘significant effect’ requiring the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment
as ‘a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within
an area affected by the proposed project, including ...objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential
effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC advises the Lead Agency to request a
Sacred Lands File search of the NAHC if one has not been done for the ‘area of potential effect’
or APE previously.

The NAHC “Sacred Sites,’ as defined by the Native American Heritage Commission and
the California Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96.
Items in the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public
Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r ).

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway.
Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you



make contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the attached list of Native American
contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural resources and to
obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. Pursuant to CA Public
Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests cooperation from other public agencies in order
that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information.
Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as
defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code
§5097.95, the NAHC requests that pertinent project information be provided consulting tribal
parties, including archaeological studies. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by
CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to pursuing a project that would damage or destroy Native
American cultural resources and California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2
(Archaeological Resources) that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural resources,
construction to avoid sites and the possible use of covenant easements to protect sites.

Furthermore, the NAHC if the proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the statutes
and regulations of the National Environmental Policy Act (e.g. NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351).
Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC list,
should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and
4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-
3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also,
federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175
(coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for
Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include
recommendations for all ‘lead agencies’ to consider the historic context of proposed projects
and to “research” the cultural landscape that might include the ‘area of potential effect.’

Confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural significance” should also be
considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected
under Section 304 of he NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the
federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or
not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and
possibility threatened by proposed project activity.

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for inadvertent
discovery of human remains mandate the processes to be followed in the event of a discovery
of human remains in a project location other than a ‘dedicated cemetery’.

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their
contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative
consultation tribal input on specific projects.

Finally, when Native American cultural sites and/or Native American burial sites are
prevalent within the project site, the NAHC recommends ‘avoidance’ of the site as referenced by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(a).



If you have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (916)453-6251.

Attachment: Native American Contact List



Native American Cor*~cts
Riverside Coun_,
December 19, 2012

Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
Paul Macarro, Cultural Resources Manager

P.O. Box 1477 Luiseno
Temecula , CA 92593

(951) 770-8100
pmacarro@pechanga-nsn.

gov

(951) 506-9491 Fax

Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians
Joseph Hamilton, Chairman

P.O. Box 391670 Cahuilla
Anza » CA 92539
admin@ramonatribe.com

(951) 763-4105
(951) 763-4325 Fax

San Manue! Band of Mission Indians
Carla Rodriguez, Chairwoman

26569 Community Center Drive  Serrano
Highland » CA 92346

(909) 864-8933

(909) 864-3724 - FAX

(909) 864-3370 Fax

Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians
John Marcus, Chairman

P.O. Box 391820 Cahuilla
Anza , CA 92539

(951) 659-2700
(951) 659-2228 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Morongo Band of Mission Indians
Michael Contreras, Cultural Heritage Prog.

12700 Pumarra Road Cahuilla
Banning » CA 92220 Serrano
(951) 201-1866 - cell
mcontreras@morongo-nsn.

gov

(951) 922-0105 Fax

San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
Ann Brierty, Policy/Cultural Resources Departmen

26569 Community Center. Drive  Serrano
Highland , CA 92346

(909) 864-8933, Ext 3250
abrierty @sanmanuel-nsn.
gov

(909) 862-5152 Fax

Serrano Nation of Mission Indians
Goldie Walker, Chairwoman

P.O. Box 343 Serrano
Patton , CA 92369

(909) 528-9027 or
(909) 528-9032

Cahuiilla Band of Indians
Luther Salgado, Chairperson

PO Box 391760 Cahuilla
Anza » CA 92539
tribalcouncil@cahuilla.net

915-763-5549

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2012121011: CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for PA12-0023 First Inland Logistics

Center lI; located in the City of Moreno Valley; Riverside County, California.
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Pechanga Cultural Resources Department
Anna Hoover, Cultural Analyst

P.O. Box 2183 Luisefio
Temecula , CA 92593
ahoover@ pechanga-nsn.gov

951-770-8104
(951) 694-0446 - FAX

Ernest H. Siva
Morongo Band of Mission Indians Tribal Elder

9570 Mias Canyon Road Serrano
Banning » CA 92220  Cahuilla
siva@dishmail.net

(951) 849-4676

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2012121011; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for PA12-0023 First Inland Logistics
Center {l; located in the City of Moreno Valley: Riverside County, California.
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December 20, 2012

Julia Descoteaux Associate Planner
City of Moreno Valley

Community Development Department
14177 Frederick Street

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley, CA 92552

Notice of Preparation of a CEQA Document for the
First Inland Logistics Center II (Plot Plan PA12-0023)

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-
mentioned document. The SCAQMD’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis of potential air quality
impacts from the proposed project that should be included in the draft CEQA document. Please send the SCAQMD a
copy of the Draft EIR upon its completion. Note that copies of the Draft EIR that are submitted to the State
Clearinghouse are not forwarded to the SCAQMD. Please forward a copy of the Draft EIR directly to SCAQMD at
the address in our letterhead. In addition, please send with the draft EIR all appendices or technical documents
related to the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and
health risk assessment files. These include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files (not
Adobe PDF files). Without all files and supporting air quality documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to
complete its review of the air quality analysis in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air
quality documentation will require additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.

Air Quality Analysis

The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist
other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency
use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the
SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. The lead agency may wish to consider
using land use emissions estimating software such as the recently released CalEEMod. This model is available on the
SCAQMD Website at: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/models.html.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the
project and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts from both construction (including
demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but
are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving,
architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources
(e.g., construction worker vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include,
but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and
vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources,
that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips should be included in the analysis.

The SCAQMD has developed a methodology for calculating PM2.5 emissions from construction and operational
activities and processes. In connection with developing PM2.5 calculation methodologies, the SCAQMD has also
developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. The SCAQMD requests that the lead agency quantify
PM2.5 emissions and compare the results to the recommended PM2.5 significance thresholds. Guidance for
calculating PM2.5 emissions and PM2.5 significance thresholds can be found at the following internet address:
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/PM2_5/PM2_5.html.




Julia Descoteaux -2- 4 December 20, 2012

In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts the SCAQMD recommends calculating localized air quality
impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LST’s can be used in addition to the
recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing a CEQA
document. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead
agency perform a localized significance analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or performing
dispersion modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/LST/LST.html.

In the event that the proposed project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles,
it is recommended that the lead agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a
mobile source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile
Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages
at the following internet address: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mobile_toxic/mobile_toxic.html. An analysis
of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air
pollutants should also be included.

Mitigation Measures
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible

mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and operation to
minimize or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible
mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook for
sample air quality mitigation measures. Additional mitigation measures can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web
pages at the following internet address: www.aqmd.gov/cega/handbook/mitigation/MM _intro.html Additionally,
SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not otherwise required. Other
measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance Document for
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. This document can be found at the following
internet address: http:/www.aqmd.gov/prdas/agguide/aqguide.html. In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land
uses can be found in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community
Perspective, which can be found at the following internet address: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s
Land Use Handbook is a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new
projects that go through the land use decision-making process. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4
(a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed.

Data Sources

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information
Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available
via the SCAQMD’s World Wide Web Homepage (http:/www.agmd.gov).

The SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are accurately
identified, categorized, and evaluated. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call lan MacMillan,
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3244.

Sincerely,

L YV T Thk

Ian MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

M
RVC121206-01
Control Number
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ATTORNEYSatLAW

Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP 26785 Camino Seco, Temecula, CA 92590
Abigail A. Broedling, Esq.

Kimberly Foy, Esq.

Carl T. Sedlack, Esq. Retired

January 7, 2013

Julia Descoteaux

Associate Planner

City of Moreno Valley

Community & Economic Development Department
Planning Division

14177 Frederick Street

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley, CA 92552-0805

Facsimile: (951) 413-3210

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

E-mait EsqAICP@WildBlue.net
Abby.JSLaw@gmail.com
Kim JSLaw@gmail.com
Telephone: 951-506-9925
Facsimile: 951-506-9725

CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
Planning Division

RE: Written Request for all Public Notices First Inland Logistics Center II (Plot Plan PA 12-

0023)

Greetings:

Please allow this letter to serve as a written request to receive all notices regarding the First

Inland Logistics Center II project, Plot Plan PA 12-0023.

This written request is intended to include all public notices issued pursuant to the City of
Moreno Valley ordinances as well as pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA?”), including notice of any CEQA determination regarding the subject project.

Please send all notices to the following address:
Johnson & Sedlack
26785 Camino Seco
Temecula, CA 92590

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

#, —

ymond W. Jghnson
JOHNSON & SEDLACK
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Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP 26785 Camino Seco, Temecula, CA 92590
Abigail A. Broedling, Esq.

Kimberly Foy, Esq.

Carl T, Sedlack, Esq. Retired

January 7, 2013

Julia Descoteaux

Associate Planner

City of Moreno Valley

Community & Economic Development Department
Planning Division

14177 Frederick Street

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley, CA 92552-0805

Facsimile: (951) 413-3210

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

E-mail EsqAICP@WildBlue.net
Abby.JSLaw@gmail.com
Kim.JSLaw@gmail.com
Telephone: 951-506-9925
Facsimile: 951-506-9725

CITY OF
Pla

RE: Comments on Notice of Preparation: First Inland Logistics Center Il (Plot Plan PA 12-

0023)

Greetings:

Please consider these comments submitted on behalf of concerned area residents.

The Initial Study (IS) finds that there will be no significant impact to agricultural resources in
spite of the fact that the Project site includes land deemed “Farmland of Local Importance.”
Impacts to agricultural resources should be considered potentially significant and evaluated,
disclosed, and mitigated for in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). A Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment (LESA) should be performed to determine the extent of impacts. Cumulative
impacts to agricultural resources should also be considered with this additional loss of important

farmland.

All feasible mitigation measures for air quality impacts should be considered in the EIR,
particularly to mitigate for mobile impacts through for example, the required use, or phased in

use, of clean fuel technologies and cleaner trucks.

The IS finds less than significant impacts to biological resources despite the property providing
foraging and nesting habitat for protected species and despite the observation of protected and
special status species onsite. Biological field surveys in 2012 observed the California horned
lark and smooth tarplant onsite. The site is also suitable habitat for Burrowing Owl. The IS
relies on the 2008 MND and Addendum No. 2 to conclude that potential impacts would be less

than significant with the incorporation of previous Conditions of Approval. However, the 2008
evaluation/study and mitigation are outdated: these species were observed in a 2012 survey and
may require further mitigation. With regards to impacts to burrowing owl, 2008 Conditions of
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Approval are outdated where CDFG and others have determined such mitigation to be largely
unsuccessful. Impacts to the smooth tarplant also may be significant as the MSHCP objectives
have not yet been met. These potentially significant impacts to biological resources should be
considered in the EIR. Also, cumulative biological effects should be evaluated as potentially
significant.

Geological/soils impacts should also be considered in the EIR as potentially significant Project
effects. According to the IS, the upper 3-5 ft of the Project soils possess unfavorable
consolidation and collapse characteristics and relatively low moisture contents. Additionally,
below 5 feet are expansive soils with higher clay contents. Given that soils onsite are unstable in
this manner (above and below 5 feet), the EIR should evaluate, disclose, and mitigate for all
potential geological and soils impacts. Additionally, if import/export of soils is required,
associated effects from trucking of these soils and information about their source for import and
location for export should be provided.

Aesthetic/hazard impacts relative to glare should be considered and mitigated in the EIR as the
Project is located only 0.85 miles from March Air Reserve Base.

With respect to transportation/traffic, the EIR should consider individual and cumulative, local
and regional impacts to area highways including 1-215, SR-60 and the Ramona Expressway.
Impacts to these highways and not only their on-/off-ramps should be disclosed. Mitigation
measures should be required.

Thank you for your consider of the above comments in preparation of this EIR.

Sincerely,

4, S

ymond W. Jghnson
JOHNSON & SEDLACK
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CITY OF MORENO VALLEY
Planning Division

Ms. Julia Descoteaux

City of Moreno Valley

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley, California 92552-0805

NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE PA12-0023 FIRST INLAND LOGISTICS CENTER Il PROJECT
(SCH#2012111011), RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

~ Dear Ms. Descoteaux:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-
mentioned project. The fol!owing project description is stated in your document: -

“The proposed Project involves the construction and operation of one warehouse
building on a 17.3-acre property located at the southwest corner of San Michele Road
and Perris Boulevard in the City of Moreno Valley, Riverside County, California. The
proposed Project site is located within the geographical limits of the Moreno Valley
Industrial Area Plan (Specific Plan (SP) 208). The southern portion of the proposed

- Project site is currently developed as an interim truck parking lot. Currently, the Project
site is surrounded by a mixture of warehouse buildings; undeveloped lands, and other
land uses located on properties designated and zoned for industrial development by the

- City of Moreno Valley. A majority of the Project site is desngnated “Busmess Parlelhgt
Industnal (BP)" by the Clty of Moreno Valiey General Plan.”

Based on the review of the submitted document _DTSC has the following comments:

1) The EIR should evaluate whether conditions within the Project area may pose a
threat to human health or the environment. Following are the databases of some of
the reguiatory agencues .

. National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States
Env;ronmental Protectlon Agency (U.S. EPA) .

. Env:roStor (formerly CalSites): A Database pnmarlly used by the California

Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC’s
- website (see below).

@ Prinied on Regycied Papsy
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EnviroStor (formerly CalSites): A Database primarily used by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control, accessible through DTSC's
website (see below).

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A
database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA.

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is
maintained by U.S.EPA.

Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both .
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and
transfer stations.

GeoTracker: A List that is maintained by Regional Water Quality Control
Boards.

Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup

' S|tes and leaking underground storage tanks.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard, Los
Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of Formerly .
Used Defense Sites (FUDS).

2) The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation
and/or remediation for any site within the proposed Project area that may be
- contaminated, and the government agency to provide appropriate regulatory
oversight. If necessary, DTSC would require an over3|ght agreement in order to
review such documents.

3) Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should
be conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency
that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of any

_investigations, including any Phase | or I Environmental Site Assessment
Investigations should be summarized in the document. All sampling results in
which hazardous substances were found above regulatory standards should be
clearly summarized in a table. All closure, certification or remediation approval

- reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the EIR.

- 4) If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being
planned to be demolished, an investigation should also be conducted for the
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5)

6)

7)

8)

9

presence of other hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing

~ materials (ACMs). If other hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints (LPB) or

products, mercury or ACMs are identified, proper precautions should be taken
during demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated
in compliance with California environmental regulations and policies.

If the project area was used for agricultural, livestock or related activities, onsite
soils and groundwater might contain pesticides, agricultural chemical, organic
waste or other related residue. Proper investigation, and remedial actions, if
necessary, should be conducted under the oversight of and approved by a
government agency at the site prior to construction of the project.

Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas.
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed
and not simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs) may be applicable to such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import
soil to backfill the areas excavated, sampling should be conducted to ensure that
the imported soil is free of contamination.

Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during any construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk
assessment overseen and approved by the appropriate government agency
should be conducted by a qualified health risk assessor to determine if there are,
have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may pose a risk to
human health or the environment.

If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the

- California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,

Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations

- -(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). If it is determined that

hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should also obtain a United States
Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number by contacting (800) 618-
6942. Certain hazardous waste treatment processes or hazardous materials,
handling, storage or uses may require authorization from the local Certified
Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the requirement for
authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

DTSC can provide cleanup oversight through an Environmental Oversight

~ Agreement (EOA) for government agencies that are not responsible parties, or a

Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (VCA) for private parties. For additional
information on the EOA or VCA, please see

www.disc.ca. gov/S|teCIeanuplBrownf|elds or contact Ms. Maryam Tasnlf Abbast,
DTSC's Voluntary Cleanup Coordinator, at (714) 484-5489.
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10)  Also, in future CEQA document, please provide your e-mail address, so DTSC
can send you the comments both electronically and by mail.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Rafiq Ahmed, Project
Manager, by e-mail at Rafig.Ahmed@disc.ca.gov , or by phone at (714) 484-5491.

Sincerely,

/ v
Rafiq Ahried

Project Manager
Brownfields and Environmental Restoratlon Program

cc.  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044
state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov.

CEQA Tracking Center -

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Office of Environmental Planning and AnaIyS|s
. P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812

Attn: Nancy Ritter

nritter@dtsc.ca.gov

- CEQA # 3691
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January 14, 2013

Ms Julia Descoteaux

City of Moreno Valley

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley, CA 92552-0805

Re: Notice of Preparation for the First Inland Logistics Center Il Project
City of Moreno Valley, County of Riverside
State Clearinghouse No. 2012121011

Dear Ms. Descoteaux:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the First Inland Logistics Center Il Project (Project), located within the City of Moreno Valley,
County of Riverside [State Clearinghouse No. 2012121011]. The Department is responding to
the NOP as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources (Fish and Game Code Sections
711.7 and 1802 and the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section
15386), and as a Responsible Agency regarding any discretionary actions (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15381), such as the issuance of a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (California
Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq.) and/or a California Endangered Species Act
(CESA) Permit for Incidental Take of Endangered, Threatened, and/or Candidate species
(California Fish and Game Code Sections 2080 and 2080.1).

Project Description

The proposed Project encompasses an area of 17.3 acres, west of Perris Boulevard, east of
Knox Street, north of Nandina Avenue, and south of San Michele Road, in the City of Moreno
Valley, County of Riverside. Existing development at the proposed Project site consists of an
8.4 acre parking lot and 8.9 acres of undeveloped land. The proposed Project consists of the
development of the entire 17.3 acre site with 400,130 square feet (s.f.) of warehouse. Properties
north and south of Nandina Avenue and west of Perris Boulevard are either developed or
approved for development with distribution warehouse buildings.

The Project is located within the City of Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan, Specific Plan (SP)
208; named the Oleander SP. The Oleander SP was approved in 1989 and was renamed the
Moreno Valley Industrial Area Plan in 2001 when 40 acres was added to the 1,500-acre Area
Plan. The site was then classified as Industrial, consolidating the land use designations of
Business Park, Mixed Use, Light Industry, and Heavy Industry. A Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) was prepared in 2008 to approve Tentative Parcel Map No. 35859 (PAO7-
0165) and two Plot Plans (PA07-0166 and PA07-0167). An addendum to the 2008 MND was
prepared to address minor design modifications and to construct an interim truck parking lot with

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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213 stalls (8.4 acres). A second addendum was approved for the expansion of the existing
parking lot to the north to accommodate 487 truck parking stalls, a water quality basin, and
screen walls. The City of Moreno Valley concluded that the expansion would have no additional
environmental effects beyond those identified in the 2008 MND. The undeveloped portion of the
Project site has been routinely disced for fire fuel management.

Potential Biological Impacts

The Project has the potential to have significant environmental impacts on sensitive flora and
fauna resources, including burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), California horned lark
(Eremophila alpestris actia), smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis), and raptors.

The Department is concerned about the continuing loss of jurisdictional waters of the State and
the encroachment of development into areas with native habitat values. The DEIR should
contain sufficient, specific, and current biological information on the existing habitat and species
at the Project site; measures to minimize and avoid sensitive biological resources; and
mitigation measures to offset the loss of native flora and fauna and State waters. If the Project
site contains Federally- or State-listed species, the DEIR should include measures to avoid and
minimize impacts to these species as well as mitigation measures to compensate for the loss of
biological resources. The DEIR should not defer impact analysis and mitigation measures to
future regulatory discretionary actions, such as a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement.

Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

The Department is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of fish and wildlife
resources, including rare, threatened, endangered, and/or candidate plant and animal species,
pursuant to the CESA, and administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning Program
(NCCP Program). On June 22, 2004, the Department issued Natural Community Conservation
Plan Approval and Take Authorization for the MSHCP per Section 2800 et seq. of the California
Fish and Game Code. The MSHCP establishes a multiple species conservation program to
minimize and mitigate habitat loss and the incidental take of covered species in association with
activities covered under the permit.

The proposed Project occurs within the MSHCP and is subject to the provisions and policies of
the MSHCP. The Project is located in the Reche Canyon/Badlands Area Plan and does not
contain any Criteria Cells. The City of Moreno Valley is the lead agency and is signatory to the
MSHCP. Compliance with approved habitat plans, such as the MSHCP, is discussed in CEQA.
Specifically, Section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the DEIR discuss any
inconsistencies between a proposed Project and applicable general plans and regional plans,
including habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans. An assessment
of the impacts to the MSHCP as a result of this Project is necessary to address CEQA
requirements.

Summary of the Department's Concerns

To enable Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposed Project, the
Department recommends that the City of Moreno Valley include the following information in the
DEIR:
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B Provide a summary of the structure, purpose, and obligations of the Lead Agency under
the MSHCP and an analysis of the Project in relation to the Area Plan biological goals
and objectives.

a. Reserve Assembly. The Project is located within the MSHCP Area Plan and is
subject to the conservation requirements for reserve assembly. A discussion of
the applicable Area Plan and whether the Project includes Criteria Cells should
be addressed. Documents processed through the Resource Conservation
Agency (RCA) of the MSHCP should be included in the DEIR.

b. Goals and Objectives. A discussion of the Area Plan biological goals and
objectives for species and habitats and an analysis of the Project area’s species
and habitats in relation to those goals and objectives.

(o3 MSHCP Policies. A discussion of the applicability of MSHCP policies and
procedures, including: the Protection of Species Associated with
Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools policy (MSHCP Section 6.1.2);
Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species (MSHCP Section 6.1.3); Additional
Survey Needs and Procedures (MSHCP Section 6.3.2); Fuels Management
(MSHCP Section 6.4), and the Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban Wildlands
Interface (MSHCP Section 6.1.4).

d. Special Survey Areas. A discussion of survey requirements within the Project site
and the results of general and focused surveys. Surveys should be conducted
following MSHCP protocol, where available, and within one year of submittal of
the DEIR. Survey requirements and results should be included in the DEIR.

e. Biological Resources. A list of the biological resources found onsite and an
analysis of how the Project implementation would impact those resources.
Depending on the biological resources and habitat found onsite, a Determination
of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) may be required. If
a DBESP is required, the DBESP(s) should be included with the DEIR.

f. Mitigation Measures. A list of proposed mitigation measures required by the
MSHCP to offset impacts to site species and habitats, including payment of fees
or other measures.

2, Please provide a complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to the
Project area, with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and
locally unique species and sensitive habitats.

a. Please provide a thorough assessment of rare plants and rare natural
communities, following the Department’s November 2009 Protocols for Surveying
and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural
Communities. The guidance document can be found at the following link:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Protocols for Surveying and
Evaluating Impacts.pdf

b. A thorough assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species.
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Seasonal variations in use of the Project area should also be considered.
Focused species-specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate time of year and
time of day when the sensitive species are active or ctherwise identifiable, are
required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed in
consuitation with the Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Biological surveys should be conducted within one year prior to submittal of the
DEIR.

The Department’s California Natural Diversity Data Base in Sacramento should
be contacted at (916) 327-5960 to obtain current information on any previously
reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural Areas
identified under Chapter 12 of the California Fish and Game Code.

3. Provide a thorough discussion of potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
expected to adversely affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset these
impacts.

a.

CEQA Guidelines, 15125(a), direct that knowledge of the regional setting is
critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis
should be placed on resources that are rare or unigue to the region.

Project impacts should be analyzed relative to their affects on off-site habitats,
including adjacent public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, and
riparian ecosystems. In addition, impacts to and maintenance of wildlife
corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed habitat in adjacent
areas, should be fully evaluated and provided.

The zoning of areas for development projects or other uses that are nearby or
adjacent to natural areas may inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human
interactions. A discussion of possible conflicts and mitigation measures to reduce
these conflicts should be included in the environmental document.

A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, 15130. General plans and specific plans, as well as past, present,
and anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on
similar plant communities and wildlife habitats.

The document should include an analysis of the effect that the Project may have
on the MSHCP or on other regional and/or subregional conservation programs in
San Diego or Orange Counties. Under Sections 2800-2835 of the California Fish
and Game Code, the Department, through the NCCP is coordinating with local
jurisdictions, landowners, and the Federal Government to preserve local and
regional biological diversity.

A range of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the proposed

Project are fully considered and evaluated (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6). A range of
alternatives which avoid or minimize impacts o sensitive biological resources should be
included. Specific alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lower
resource sensitivity, where appropriate.
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a. Mitigation measures for Project impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats
should emphasize evaluation and selection of alternatives which avoid and/or
minimize Project impacts. Off-site compensation for unavoidable impacts,
through acquisition and protection of high-quality habitat, should be addressed.

b. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened habitats

having both local and regional significance. Thus, these communities should be
fully avoided and otherwise protected from Project-related impacts.

G The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered
species. Department studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in
nature and largely unsuccessful.

5. Although the proposed Project is within the MSHCP, a Notification of Lake or Streambed
Alteration is still required by the Department, should the site contain jurisdictional waters.
Additionally, the Department's criteria for determining the presence of jurisdictional
waters are more comprehensive than the MSHCP criteria in Section 6.1.2 (Protection of
Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools). The Department is
responsible for assessing and evaluating impacts to jurisdictional waters; typically
accomplished through reviewing jurisdictional delineation (JD) reports, supporting
information, and conducting site visits. Following review of a JD, the Department may
request changes to the JD. The Department may also recommend that additional
project avoidance and/or minimization measures be incorporated, or request additional
mitigation for project-related impacts to jurisdictional areas. The Department
recommends submitting a notification early in the planning process, since modification of
the proposed project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife
resources. To obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration notification package, please go to
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/1600/forms.html.

The Department opposes the elimination of ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial
streams, channels, lakes, and their associated habitats. The Department recommends
avoiding the stream and riparian habitat to the greatest extent possible. Any unavoidable
impacts need to be compensated with the creation and/or restoration of in-kind habitat
either on-site or off-site at a minimum 3:1 replacement-to-impact ratio, depending on the
impacts and proposed mitigation. Additional mitigation requirements through the
Department’s Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement process may be required,
depending on the quality of habitat impacted, proposed mitigation, project design, and
other factors.

The following information will be required for the processing of a Notification of Lake or
Streambed Alteration and the Department recommends incorporating this information to
avoid subsequent CEQA documentation and project delays:

a. Delineation of lakes, streams, and associated habitat that will be temporarily
and/or permanently impacted by the proposed project (include an estimate of
impact to each habitat type);
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b. Discussion of avoidance and minimization measures to reduce project impacts;
and,
c. Discussion of potential mitigation measures required to reduce the project impacts

to a level of insignificance.
Please refer to section 15370 of the CEQA guidelines for the definition of mitigation.
In the absence of specific mitigation measures in the DEIR, the Department believes that it cannot
fulfill its obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency for fish and wildlife resources. Permit
negotiations conducted after and outside of the CEQA process are not CEQA-compliant because

they deprive the public and agencies of their right to know what project impacts are and how they
are being mitigated (CEQA Section 15002).

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please contact Robin Maloney-Rames at (909) 980-
3818, if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

o

Briarne

oV
Jeff Brandt
Senior Environmental Scientist

cc: State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
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Julia Descoteaux, Associate Planner

City of Moreno Valley

Community & Economic Development Department
14177 Frederick Street

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley, CA 92552

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE FIRST INLAND LOGISTICS CENTER II

Dear Ms. Descoteaux:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed First Inland Logistics Center II project. The project proposes the
construction of an approximately 400,130 square-foot warehouse building on a 17.3 acre site situated on
the westerly side of Perris Boulevard, between San Michele Road and Nandina Avenue.

Given the project site’s proximity to the Interstate-215 (I-215) corridor and the project’s potential to
generate significant impacts related to an increase in traffic, as identified in the environmental Initial
Study (IS), City of Riverside staff offers the following comments for your review and consideration:

e The DEIR prepared for the Prologis Eucalyptus Industrial Park found that segments of State Route 60
(both westbound and eastbound) currently operate at an unacceptable LOS. Given this level of
service, the proposed project will worsen the existing unacceptable LOS on State Route 60,
particularly when analyzed cumulatively alongside the World Logistics Center. As this significant
unavoidable impact cannot be adequately mitigated, traffic will spill over onto other roadways
including City of Riverside streets as previously discussed. This further emphasizes the need for the
prospective DEIR to adequately analyze and mitigate for all spill-over impacts to the City of
Riverside.

° It is requested that the technical traffic study, proposed to be prepared as part of the DEIR, include the
following:

- Evaluation and mitigation of impacts to City of Riverside streets and roadways based on the fact
that the Mid-County Parkway project will no longer be built west of the 1-215 Freeway and the fact
that the proposed corridor improvements along Cajalco Road will not be completed prior to
construction of the proposed project;

- Evaluation and mitigation of the impacts to the regional transportation system from the truck

transport of goods originating from other locations to the project site and from the project site to
other locations, including impacts to arterials within the City of Riverside;

3900 Main Street = Riverside, CA 92522 * 951.826.5371 « fax 951.826.5981 » www.riversideca.gov




- Evaluation and mitigation of the impacts to the regional transportation system from the truck
transport of goods originating from the project site to other locations, including impacts to arterials
within the City of Riverside;

- Identification of appropriate mitigation measures to reduce any impact to the City of Riverside and
maintain the current level of service (LOS) of all roadways and intersections within the City of
Riverside;

- Evaluation and mitigation of the cumulative impacts of the project based on proposed and recently
completed projects within the vicinity of the project site, including those within Cities of Riverside,
Perris, Moreno Valley, the March Joint Powers Authority, and the County of Riverside;

- Assessments of traffic impacts generated by passenger vehicles and delivery trucks (those that
would normally travel west along State Route 60 toward the Interstate 215/State Route 91
interchange) that will find the “path of least resistance” when the freeways are congested and take
routes on City of Riverside arterials such as Van Buren Boulevard and Alessandro Boulevard to
access State Route 91; and

- Identify specific mitigation or fair share contribution toward mitigation (beyond TUMF) that may
be needed to address any impacts to the City of Riverside.

The City of Riverside appreciates your consideration of the comments provided in this letter. Please
forward any updated environmental documents related to the First Inland Logistics Center Il project to the
Planning Division for further review. Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free
to contact Moises A. Lopez, Associate Planner at (951) 826-5264 or by email at mlopez@riversideca.gov.

Sincerely,

2

Steve Hayes, AICP
City Planner

c: Scott Barber, City Manager
Deanna Lorson, Assistant City Manager
Kristi Smith, Supervising Deputy City Attorney
Al Zelinka, FAICP, Community Development Director
Tom Boyd, Public Works Director
Steve Libring, Traffic Engineer
T & B Planning, Inc., 17542 East 17" Street, Suite 100, Tustin, CA 92780

G:\Planning Special Projects\General Plam\Agency Comments\Other_Cities\City_of_Moreno_Valley\PSP12-0241 - First Inland Logistics Center
INPSP12-0241 NOP DEIR Response Letter.doc
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Julia Descoteaux
Associate Planner

P. O. Box 8805

Moreno Valley, CA 92552

Re: Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
First Inland Logistics Center 11 (Plot Plan PA12-0023)

Dear Ms Descoteaux,

The Sierra Club appreciates this opportunity to give a few thoughts on another
Moreno Valley warehouse. There will be several links and attachments, which
will be part of this letter. We will expect these to be printed in full in the Draft
EIR/Final EIR to allow the public and decision makers the opportunity to read
them. I have been asking for more than one year that all of these documents be
also done in Spanish. Based on the 2010 census Moreno Valley has 55% Latino
population with about 25% speaking a foreign language.

The First Inland Logistics Center I warehouse is smaller than many the City has
recently approved, but will still have negative impacts in several areas. The
Project is less than five miles from SR 60 and the Sierra Club will expect you to
analyze the cumulative impacts of this project with all others that have been
approved, or in the planning process or it is foreseeable that the project will be go
through planning. This specifically means that you include the World Logistic
Center (WLC) and the West Ridge Commerce Center and the ProLogis Eucalyptus
Industrial Park as wells as all those projects in southwest Moreno Valley, within
the March Air Reserve Base area and the Cities of Perris and eastern Riverside.
They will all impact SR-60 as they head east through the badlands. This project
just adds to this cumulative impact to our road system and the DEIR will be
inadequate unless it includes all of these projects not only in traffic, but air quality,
Green House Gas and many other areas that should be addressed in this project’s
environmental documents. The City has a practice of selecting a distance for
traffic studies, which if it does not include another project like the WLC then there
is no addressing their combined traffic or other impacts. The City needs to study



the distances from all warehouses and other land uses so it looks like a series of
Venn Diagrams. Therefore if you study traffic within five miles of this project,
you must also study the overlap from five miles of the WLC as well as all others.
As I have mentioned on previous warehouse projects the City needs to read the
Court’s Statement of Decision (see additional attachments) from the Villages of
Lakeview litigation and learn that five miles is not nearly enough distance to sturdy
cumulative traffic impacts as well as related impacts like air quality.

The diesel trucks, which AQMD (see additional attachments) has been trying to
educate the City of Moreno Valley about their cumulative lethal toxic emissions,
need to be regulated either through conditions of approval or incentives.

The Press-Enterprise article about this explains much of our concerns about our
City not paying attention to AQMD, which is only trying to protect our health.

http://www.pe.com/local-news/topics/topics-environment-
headlines/20121221-moreno-valley-air-district-raps-warehouse-
plans.ece as does their Editorial which follows:
http://www.pe.com/opinion/editorials-headlines/20130106-
editorial-restrict-air-pollution-from-moreno-valley-
warehouses.ece

The Sierra Club expects the recommendations (see additional
attachments) expressed by AQMD on the last four warehouse
projects to be implemented on the First Inland Logistic Center Il
warehouse project. Perhaps if the City will not do this for the health
of the area residents, they will in order to not jeopardize billions of
dollars in federal funding for highways and other infrastructure as
mentioned in the following article on new EPA soot standards:
http://www.pe.com/local-news/topics/topics-environment-
headlines/20121214-region-tougher-pollution-standard-set-for-
deadly-soot.ece  AQMD explained in their letters on other Moreno
Valley warehouse projects that they were willing to sit down and
work with the City’s staff to make their recommendations a reality
as has been done in other jurisdictions. The Sierra Club looks
forward to the City following-up on their offer.

The Sierra club will expect you to include Biological Resources in the
Draft EIR. You have the smooth tarplant, a special status plant as
well good habitat for Burrowing Owls, a California Species of Special

o]



Concern. You mention raptor foraging is available on site and you
also mentioned that a California horned lark, a California Species of
Special Concern, was observed on site. Our valley is known
throughout the United States as well as parts of the world as a
place, which is home to over twenty species raptors at various times
of the year. The City’s approval of these projects is cumulatively
having a significant impact on their foraging opportunities.

Agricultural Resources are being diminished by this project.
Farmlands of Local importance cannot just be written off without
some mitigation. It goes together with raptor foraging. If you
mitigate one, you would probably mitigate the other. No Local Farm
Land = No Local Food. When we eliminate lands good for local
food/grazing we are increasing Global warming and Green House Gas
(GHG) as we increasingly need to import food into our area, which in
some cases could have been grown locally. The cumulative impacts
to the loss of Agricultural Resources needs to be addressed in the
DEIR and its impact on GHG/Global warming.

The Sierra Club believes this warehouse project and all other
warehouse projects must include an analysis of Hazards and
Hazardous Materials in the Draft EIR because of the toxic diesel
emissions. The Initial Study mentions that the proposed project has
no potential to emit hazardous emissions “within one-quarter mile of
an existing school.” It doesn’t say that it will not emit hazardous
emissions to the workers or the nearby residents. Reread the above
link to the article on EPA’s new soot standards. This pollution
affects asthma and strokes and the research links the fine particles
to depression and slow thinking. “It causes about 5,000 premature
deaths per year in Southern California alone, according to the state
Air Resources Board.” The Draft EIR needs to explain how the
project will affect the warehouse workers who will be breathing in
toxic diesel emissions their entire work day.

Both Planning Commissioners have committed recently that the
design of warehouses coming before them are lacking. This project
fits the mold of what has usually come before. The proponents of
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this project would be wise to upgrade the design and materials and
landscaping they plan to present to the City’s decision makers.

The email in which this letter is attached will have other attachments
that are part of the Sierra Club’s comments on this NOP for the First
Inland Logistic Center Il warehouse project. We look forward to
reading the Draft EIR for this project and hope what we have written
above will be reflected in the document. Please keep us notified of
all future meetings, reports and environmental documents for this
project by sending the information to the address below my name.

Thank you,

George Hague

Sierra Club

Moreno Valley Group
Conservation Chair

26711 Ironwood Ave
Moreno Valley, CA 92555
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E-MAILED: DECEMBER 14, 2012 December 14, 2012

Mr. John Terrel, Planning Director, johnt@moval.org
Community & Economic Development Department
City of Moreno Valley

14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Response to Comments for the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR)
for the Proposed March Business Center

On June 14, 2012, the AQMD staff commented on the Draft EIR for the proposed March
Business Center, a warehouse/distribution and light industrial facility use project. This
letter addresses the lead agency’s responses to our comments.

The Final EIR states that the proposed project will have long term operational air quality
impacts that are significant. Specifically, regional NOx emissions from trucks accessing
the site will be over ten times higher than significance thresholds. Notwithstanding this
significant impact, the lead agency concludes in its response to AQMD staff comments
that no mitigation measures are feasible to reduce these impacts. AQMD staff disagrees
with this conclusion and is concerned that the lead agency has not provided sufficient
rationale to justify the lack of mitigation. Further, the response to AQMD staff
comments regarding cumulative impacts and trip rates do not appear to sufficiently
address AQMD staff’s concerns. AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency revisit
some of their responses in light of the significant impacts found for this project prior to
certifying the Final EIR. Details regarding these comments are attached to this letter.

The AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and
any other air quality questions that may arise. Please contact Gordon Mize, Air Quality
Specialist — CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you have any questions regarding these
comments.

Sincerely,

SV T Thk

lan MacMillan
Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Mr. John Terrel, 2 December 14, 2012
Planning Director

IM:GM
Attachment

RVC121128-01
Control Number

Copy: Mr. Mark Gross, AICP, Senior Planner, MarkG@maoval.org
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Mr. John Terrel, 3 December 14, 2012
Planning Director

1) Mitigation Feasibility for Significant Air Quality Impacts

AQMD staff is concerned about the lack of mitigation measures the city has proposed for
warehouse projects within its jurisdiction, including the March Business Center. While
these newer larger warehouses have the potential to be more efficient than older facilities,
the millions of square feet of new warehousing proposed within Moreno Valley will still
need to be served by thousands of heavy duty diesel trucks every day.

The residents in our region currently experience the worst air quality in the nation, and
we have a very serious challenge to meet the federally required ozone standard by 2023.
Heavy duty diesel trucks emit a variety of harmful pollutants including ultrafine particles,
diesel particulate matter (a known carcinogen), and nitrogen oxides (NOx). NOx
emissions are a primary contributor to ozone and fine particulate matter formation, and
heavy duty diesel trucks are the largest source of NOx emissions in our region. Even
after more stringent CARB tailpipe regulations are met, our region will still need to
reduce total NOx emissions by an additional 65% by 2023. We note that the March
Business Center NOx emissions are ten times higher than the significance thresholds.

What is concerning to AQMD staff is that while the city is actively expanding its role as
a center of warehouse operations, it is not advancing any measures to reduce the air
quality impacts from the trucks serving those warehouses. In responses to recent AQMD
staff comment letters, the lead agency has stated that they have no ability to reduce
emissions from trucks. We disagree. Several other lead agencies’ and businesses? in the
region have found ways to either require or incentivize lower emitting trucks, faster than
required by regulation. These measures have included:

e Requiring cleaner burning trucks, such as those meeting 2010 standards

e If'this isn’t achievable, finding an alternative phase-in schedule to introduce newer
trucks faster than regulatory standards

e Providing infrastructure for alternative fuels (for example, electric or natural gas)

e Implementing advanced technology demonstration and implementation programs

e Requiring tenants to apply for funding to retrofit and replace older, dirtier trucks

! _Banning Business Park
http://banning.ca.us/archives/30/July%2013,%202010%20City%20Council%20Agenda.pdf (pg.179-180)
-Mira Loma Commerce Center (condition #’s Planning 047 and Planning 052)
http://www.rctlma.org/online/content/conditions_of approval.aspx?PERMITNO=pp17788
-Palm/Industrial Distribution Center
http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=11793 (pg. 71-76)
-Clean Trucks Program

http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/cleantrucks/

? _Stater Brothers

http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/CCP/Document/080812SBWGMtg.pdf (pg. 10)

-UPS

http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/CCP/Document/061312SBWGMtg.pdf (pg. 4)

-99 Cent

http://www.agmd.gov/agmp/CCP/Document/091912BHWGMtg6.pdf (pg. 6)



http://banning.ca.us/archives/30/July%2013,%202010%20City%20Council%20Agenda.pdf
http://www.rctlma.org/online/content/conditions_of_approval.aspx?PERMITNO=pp17788
http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=11793
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/cleantrucks/
http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/CCP/Document/080812SBWGMtg.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/CCP/Document/061312SBWGMtg.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/CCP/Document/091912BHWGMtg6.pdf
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Planning Director

There also appears to be mitigation opportunities onsite that have not been fully pursued,
including:
e Requiring all hostlers that only operate onsite to be alternative fueled,
e Providing enough electrical hookups for 100% of any refrigerated trucks visiting
the site to plug in their TRUs
e Providing solar power on roofs to reduce reliance on fossil fuel burning power
plants

AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency re-evaluate the feasibility of the above
measures to reduce NOx emissions from trucks. If none of the measures are found to be
feasible, additional rationale should be provided prior to certifying the Final EIR.

2) Adequacy of Environmental Analysis

In response to AQMD staff comments regarding trip rates (K-26), the lead agency makes
the following statement.

“CEQA does not require that development projects be limited to the level of daily
operational activity assumed in the environmental analysis. Moreover, to impose a daily
limitation on the number of truck trips, as the SCQAMD suggests, would limit the
economic activity at the facility and could result in disruption of business operations . . .”

This statement appears to indicate that the lead agency believes there is a fair argument
that the project will yield more trips than is analyzed in the Final EIR. Moreover, AQMD
staff strongly believes that CEQA does require that an EIR evaluate all potential impacts
from a project. If the lead agency believes that there is the potential for more truck traffic
than was analyzed for this project because a tenant has not yet been identified, then we
recommend that a high end trip rate be used, such as that recommended in the CalEEMod
guidance. Higher trip rates could potentially lead to additional significant air quality
impacts that may need additional mitigation. If a high end rate is not utilized to evaluate
impacts, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency limit the activity to what has
been analyzed in the Final EIR. If this limit would have additional impacts, those should
also be evaluated prior to certifying the Final EIR.

3) Cumulative Impacts

In response to AQMD staff comments regarding cumulative impacts (K-35), the lead
makes the following statement.

“The air quality analysis relies on the Project’s traffic study, for which a specific
cumulative study area was established. ”

However page 4.2-22 of the Final EIR indicates that this is not true.

“Under long-term operating conditions, Project emissions would be well below
SCAQMD’s localized significance and carcinogenic exposure thresholds. Therefore, it is
reasonable to conclude that even when combined with localized emissions from future
developments within close proximity to the Project site, such emissions would not exceed
SCAQMD thresholds. Accordingly, long-term operation of the Project would not expose
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Planning Director

nearby sensitive receptors to substantial localized pollutant concentrations, and a
cumulative considerable impact would not occur.”

The first statement implies that the cumulative traffic study was used for the cumulative
air quality impact assessment. However the second statement from the Final EIR does
not support this conclusion. The Air Quality Appendix of the Final EIR includes a
discussion of the basin-wide risks from AQMD’s MATES III study, however there is no
mention of the recently approved and proposed surrounding projects that will also bring
truck traffic to the area. The proposed project carcinogenic risks are less than significant,
at 37% of the significance threshold. It is not clear to AQMD staff that including the
truck trips from the more than 7 other warehouse projects within the vicinity will not
yield a cumulatively significant health risk to sensitive receptors (e.g., residents and
school children) located along truck routes serving these projects. AQMD staff
recommends that the lead agency quantitatively evaluate the cumulative impact of all of
these warehouse projects prior to certifying the Final EIR.

4) Onsite Solar Power Generation

AQMD staff appreciates that the project includes a component of photovoltaic solar
power generation. However, after reviewing the Final EIR, it is not clear how much solar
power will be generated onsite. AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency and
applicant take advantage of the large roof space provided and construct the maximum
amount of solar power as possible. This power generation can help to offset the need to
draw power from fossil fuel burning power stations located in our basin.
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E-MAILED: NOVEMBER 28, 2012 November 28, 2012

Mr. John Terrel, Planning Director, johnt@moval.org
Community & Economic Development Department
City of Moreno Valley

14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Response toe-Comments for the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for
the Proposed RPT Centemomte West Prologis Eucalyptus Industrial Park Project
(SCH #2012081034)

On November 5, 2012, the AQMD staff commented on the Draft EIR for the proposed
RPT Centerpointe West Prologis Eucalyptus Industrial Park Project. This letter addresses
the lead agency’s responses to our comments, which AQMD staff rCCCIVCd on November
20, 2012. L

Based on the lead agency’s responses, the AQMD staff appreciates the lead agency’s
inclusion of operational mitigation measures in its building design that encourage bicycle
and pedestrian usage to the site; includes the use of solar panel to reduce on-site energy
consumption; and design and operational criteria under the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) designed to reduce energy consumption that would
benefit the region by also reducing the associated operational emissions.

The AQMD staff is concerned, however, that all feasible mitigation recommended to
reduce the estimated significant regional mobile source emissions from trucks operating
at the site were not included in the Final CEQA document thus missing the opportunity to
reduce the project’s truck tail-pipe emissions. The lead agency stated that many of the
lead agency’s proposed measures are already incorporated in the City Municipal Code
Section 9.05.050 based on the Western Association of Governments (WRCOG) Good
Neighbor Guidelines (Guidelines). Upon review of that portion of the code, measures
directed to implementing a clean fuel goal from the Guidelines were not included in the
Final EIR. Specifically, Goal Number 5 establishes a diesel minimization plan for on-
and off-site diesel mobile sources to be implemented with new projects. Some of the
benefits of this WRCOG goal include: 1) establishing a long-term goal for the facility to
eliminate diesel emissions at the facility, and 2) reduce associated facility on- and off-
road diesel emissions. Finally, the AQMD proposed measures are also consistent with
the WRCOG Good Neighbor Guidelines Goal Number 5 recommendations: 1) Require
all warehouse/distribution centers to operate the cleanest vehicles possible; 2) Provide
incentives for warehouse/distribution centers and corporations which partner with
trucking companies that operate the cleanest vehicles available; and 3) Encourage the
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installation of clean fuel fueling stations at facilities. The AQMD staff encourages the
lead agency to reconsider implementation of known strategies now at the design stage in
order to reduce the estimated long-term significant impacts to the region from trucks
operating at the proposed site.

The AQMD staff further disagrees with the characterization that neither the lead agency
nor the project applicant can require as part of the lease or as a condition of owner
occupancy that heavy duty trucks meet engine emission standards, implement a phase-in
schedule or other measures recommended in the AQMD letter. Although CARB
regulates engine and fuel specifications, the recommended goals including Goal Number
5 in the WRCOG Guidelines are under the powers of the local jurisdiction through its
lease and land use authority, which can mitigate the project truck impacts. Further, the
recommended mitigation measures would not require development of new emission
standards. Rather, it would require the lead agency to use its existing authority to
mandate the kind of activity happening onsite.' If the proposed 2010 truck requirement is
infeasible, then the lead agency and project applicant should evaluate a less stringent
phase-in schedule for clean trucks to reduce significant air quality impacts.

The AQMD staff further disagrees that project mobile source emission impact are
overestimated or double-counted for warehouse centers like the proposed project. Based
on the lead agency’s analysis based on a trip rate from warehouse truck studies, 996 daily
truck trips are estimated to operate at the site based on the increased warehouse capacity.
This is new activity to the project site and surrounding area. Since there isn’t a fixed pool
of heavy-duty trucks operating in the region that simply change their routes ending up at
different locations., the increased capacity is based on increased demand from where the
goods are manufactured, delivered to and/or transferred throughout the basin for delivery
to local and/or out of basin markets. This increased goods-movement activity creates
new heavy-duty truck trips and associated emissions from the increased trips and miles
traveled created by the goods movement from these additional truck activities.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final
Environmental Impact Report. The AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead
Agency to address these issues and any other air quality questions that may arise. Please
contact Gordon Mize, Air Quality Specialist — CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you
have any questions regarding these comments.

! Note that many other lead agencies in the region have included clean fleet requirements for some projects
that go beyond existing regulations, including the Ports, Riverside County, the City of Banning, etc.
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Planning Director .

Sincerely,

LY T Tk

Ian MacMillan
Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Control Number

Copy: Mr. Jeff Bradshaw, Associate Planner, JeffreyB@moval.org




SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

TITLE:

DATE & DEPT:

MASTER NUMBER:

FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN JACINTO VALLEY, et | 04/11/12 D10 RIC10007572
al., v. COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, et al.
RELATED CASES:
RIC10007574
RIC10007586
COUNSEL: REPORTER:
NONE NONE
PROCEEDING:

PROPOSED STATEMENT OF DECISION

This is a consolidated matter in which Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley, Sierra

Club, Center for Biological Diversity, San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, and the City of

Riverside all challenge the approval of a project proposed by real party in interest Nuevo

Development Company. The Project is the Villages of Lakeview extending over 2,800 acres

consisting of 11,350 dwellings, a mixed use town center including some 500,000 square feet of

retail, office and commercial uses, public facilities including four schools and a library, and

nearly 1,000 acres of open space/conservation areas.

Respondent County of Riverside

approved the Project and certified the Environmental Impact Report on March 23, 2010.

Petitioners filed a joint opening and reply brief. Respondents and real party also filed a joint

opposition and will be referred to collectively as “Respondents.”

DISCUSSION

I The EIR failed to adequately evaluate GHG impacts and possible mitigation of

these impacts.

Petitioners contend that the County failed to proceed in the manner required by CEQA in

that the EIR improperly assessed the significance of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by

Sharon Waters, Judge

L. Hall (cmg), Clerk
Page 1 of 16 Page(s)
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comparing them to a potentially unrealistic, unreasonable hypothetical scenario rather than to
existing conditions as required by CBE vs. SCAQMD (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 322.

Respondents contend they first measured the Project’s total GHG emissions against the
baseline of existing conditions (zero emissions) to generate the Project's GHG inventory,
quantified as 137,637 tons of CO2e annually and that this satisfied CEQA’s mandate that project
impacts be disclosed and compared to the existing physical environment which serves as a
baseline for CEQA purposes. Next, the County exercised its discretion by utilizing compliance
with AB 32 as the threshold against which to evaluate the impact on GHG, and compared the
Project's GHG inventory against a business-as-usual (BAU) scenario to make its impact
significance determination. This approach, according to respondents, provided an opportunity to
evaluate the Project's emissions reduction strategy. According to respondents, the BAU
hypothetical used represents the Project as proposed absent its voluntary design features, GHG
reduction commitments and mitigation measures not require by existing mandates.
Respondents contend that the analysis was reasonable and supported by substantial evidence
in the record.”

It is true that agencies can exercise discretion in formulating and establishing thresholds
of significance for each potentially adverse environmental effect (Guidelines §15064(b)), and
may use performance standards or guidance documents adopted or issued by regulatory
agencies as thresholds of significance (§15126.4(a)(1)(B)). Itis also true that, at this time, no
agency with particular expertise or jurisdiction over the Project’s air quality and GHG emissions
has established a quantitative or numeric threshold for determining when or to what extent

emissions are significant for CEQA purposes in relation to GHG.

In support of their contention that this BAU approach was proper, respondents ask the court to take judicial notice of a decision from a Kern
County trial court proceeding and an appellant's opening brief. The request is denied.
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Nevertheless, the hypothetical project proposed for the EIR does not accurately reflect
business as usual because it uses an unrealistic scenario which ignores local planning and
zoning laws, strips all vegetation from the project, and contemplates development on
mountainous portions of the project site. In addition, the hypothetical scenario fails to account
for the fact that project approval under CEQA contemplates a process whereby the adverse
environmental effects of a project of this nature are identified and analyzed, alternatives are
considered; and potential impacts are eliminated or mitigated. The hypothetical project, which
ignores not only local planning and zoning laws as well as potential adverse impacts, is not one
that could ever be expected to actually occur in the County let alone on the project site. It does
not appear the EIR used a “business as usual” approach but instead adopted a “worst-case”
scenario as it began its evaluation of the GHG emissions.

Respondents’ reliance on Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development
v. City of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 327 is misplaced. While the Chula Vista case did
conclude that compliance with AB 32 was a proper threshold of significance and implicitly
approved use of a “business as usual analysis” in assessing the significance of the impact, that
case is factually distinguishable. In that case, business as usual was based on the existing
store — not some hypothetical scenario like here.

Chula Vista simply does not support respondents’ use of a hypothetical “BAU" that has no
correlation to baseline conditions or to the project as proposed and is not even based on what
could be realistically developed in this area in light of existing zoning and other land use
regulations.

As the Supreme Court noted in CBE v. SCAQMD, supra, 48 Cal.4th 310 at p. 322: "An
approach using hypothetical allowable conditions as the baseline results in ‘illusory’ comparisons

that ‘can only mislead the public as to the reality of the impacts and subvert full consideration of
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the actual environmental impacts,’ a result at direct odds with CEQA's intent. [Internal Citation |
Omitted.] The District's use of the prior permits’ maximum operating levels as a baseline
appears to have had that effect here, providing an illusory basis for a finding of no significant
adverse effect despite an acknowledged increase in NOx emissions exceeding the District's
published significance threshold.”

Notwithstanding that the Supreme Court was addressing the issue of baseline conditions
whereas here we are discussing a proper BAU model, the concerns expressed in CBE are the
same. The use of this hypothetical “BAU” here which is tied neither to existing conditions or
reasonably likely conditions serves only to mislead the public and the decision-makers in their
understanding of the actual significance of the GHG emissions, and their effect on the
environment. Further, because the EIR improperly assessed the significance of GHG
emissions, the EIR could not and did not properly analyze and evaluate feasible mitigation for
GHG impacts.

. The County was required to recirculate the EIR.

The Court finds that new information was added after the close of the public comment
period that revealed a substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts.

In response to comments to the DEIR, a transportation analysis was conducted which
indicated an increase of 100 million additional vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) per year (50%
increase), and PM, 5 concentrations 300% greater than previously disclosed and 95 times higher
than Air District’s threshold for determining the significance of impacts. Petitioners contend that
an agency is required to recirculate an EIR when it adds significant new information after the
public comment period has closed, citing §21092.1 and American Canyon Community vs. City of

American Canyon (2008) 145 Cal.App.4th 1062, 1075-76).
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Respondents argue that substantial evidence supports the County's determination that
the new information merely clarified, amplified, or made insignificant modifications to the general
assumptions that were presented in the draft EIR. According to respondents, the new
information did not change the severity of the Project's impacts on global climate changes
(GCC) or air quality. They contend that even with the new VMT estimates, the Project would still
reduce emissions consistent with AB 32. They conclude that the County’s decision not to
recirculate was proper, citing Silverado Modjeska Recreation and Parks vs. County of Orange
(2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 282.

The Court finds that the new information did constitute a substantial increase in the
severity of GCC and air quality impacts which required recirculation. (Guidelines §15088.5; Pub.
Res. §21092.1, §21166.) The new analysis which revealed the substantial increase in GHG and
fine particulates was conducted after the comment period. This new information did not merely
supply additional requested details or merely explain the DEIR’s analysis. Instead, the
methodology used in connection with the DEIR was discarded. A new, more accurate
methodology disclosed air quality impacts more severe than previously disclosed.

In addition, the County’s reliance on its BAU hypothetical and analysis fails. The County
cannot rely on alleged consistency with AB 32 as discussed above.

Petitioners did not have an adequate opportunity to comment on the newly disclosed
impacts. The determination that the increased impacts did not warrant recirculation is not
supported by substantial evidence.

1. The EIR did not adequately analyze the project’s impacts on air quality and the
related health impacts.

The Court finds that there is inadequate analysis in the EIR as to the Project’s impacts on

air quality and related health effects. In discussing significant environmental impacts, direct and
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indirect significant effects of the project should be clearly identified and described, giving due
consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects on matters including health and safety
problems caused by the physical changes. (Guidelines §15126.2(a).) Here, the EIR makes only
general references to respiratory and pulmonary conditions and cancer health risks. However, it
provides little information or analysis as to the specific impacts on the general population versus
sensitive receptors, or as to the degree of impacts and the specific effects on the public’s health.
When the informational requirements of CEQA are not met, an agency has failed to proceed in
a manner required by law. (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control vs. City of Bakersfield (2004)
124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1220).

The County’s reliance on the South Coast Air Basin region-wide Air Quality Management
Plan does not relieve it of its obligation to provide a reasonable analysis of the Project’'s
cumulative impacts. (Guidelines §15130(b).) Pursuant to Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay
Committee vs. Bd. of Port Commissioners of the City of Oakland (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344,
1371, the County is required to use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably
can. Here, Petitioners provided the County with numerous studies addressing the health effects
of particulate pollution, yet County's only response was to discredit one of the reports, and to
continue to rely on the SCAQMD methodology. Absent any attempt to use its best efforts to find
out and disclose all that it reasonably can, the County failed to meet its obligations.

IV. The EIR failed to conduct an adequate review of the project’s impacts on regional
traffic.

The Court finds that the EIR failed to conduct adequate environmental review of the
Project’s impacts on regional traffic. The record establishes that the Project will result in over
85,000 vehicle trips per day, and will add 17,000 new car trips to the 1-215 each day. Many of

the residents will be driving to Moreno Valley and Riverside via the 1-215, and those commuting
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to Orange and Los Angeles Counties will contribute to the existing problems at the 1-15/SR91
interchange.

The EIR failed to analyze the impacts on any of these freeways, and instead restricted its
analysis based upon the Riverside County Traffic Impact Analysis Preparation Guide (TIA) and a
supplemental analysis. In accordance with the TIA, County studied the area within a five-mile
radius of the Project site and conducted a supplemental analysis including 17 additional
intersections and 10 additional street segments. An EIR must include a description of the
environment in the vicinity of the Project from both a local and regional perspective. (Bozung vs.
Local Agency Formation Comm. (1975) 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283; Guidelines §15125.) By failing to
analyze the Project impacts on the surrounding freeways, County failed to proceed as required
by CEQA.

County also argues that it specifically noted there would be a need for subsequent
environmental review related to potential traffic impacts and that significant changes with respect
to development of regional transportation systems are expected to occur. CEQA, however,
requires that the impacts of a proposed project are to be compared to the actual environmental
conditions existing at the time of the analysis. (Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Assn. vs. City of
Sunnyvale (2010) 190 Cal. App. 4th 1351, 1380-1384.) The EIR fails to provide any specific
analysis as to the impacts of the Project on the existing freeways.

V. The EIR project description was adequate.

The question concerning which acts constitute the “whole of an action” for purposes of
Guidelines §15738 is a question of law. (Tuolumne County Citizens for Responsible Growth,
Inc. vs. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 155 Cal. App. 4th 1214, 1224.) As such, it is to be

determined by the trial court’s independent judgment. In this case, the Court finds that the
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construction of the electrical substation and transmission lines, as well as the training dike, are
not part of the Project.

The EIR does acknowledge that the new electric substation is necessary to the Project:
the existing Nuevo substation only has the capacity to meet projected demands through 2012,
after which additional substation capacity (and the extension of transmission lines) will be
necessary to provide power to support the current and future growth. The construction of the
off-site training dike is necessary to significantly reduce flooding within the Project. However,
neither the substation nor the dike, are component parts of the Project and there has been no
improper segmentation.

There are general principles used to determine whether a particular act is part of the
activity that constitutes a CEQA project. One way is to evaluate how closely the related acts are
to the overall objective of the project (the relationship being sufficiently close when the proposed
act is among the “various steps which taken together obtain an objective”). (Tuolumne, supra, p.
1226.) Another is to consider how closely the act and project are related in time and physical
location, and the entity undertaking the action. (/d., at p. 1227.)

In this case, both the substation and dike were planned independently of the Project, and
will serve development in addition to the Project. The substation will be built by a separate
entity, Southern California Edison to accommodate regional development growth beyond 2012.
The dike is part of a previously approved County infrastructure plan to serve regional needs. As
such, neither the substation and transmission lines nor the dike are component parts of the
Project. (See Anderson First Coalition vs. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 1173.)

VI. The EIR adequately addressed the project’s noise impacts.

Petitioners contend that the EIR does nétiproperly account for the already existing noise

environment attributable to some of the roadways which will serve the Project. They argue that
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the EIR improperly uses thresholds of significance to avoid having to confront the possibility that
any additional amount of noise might well be significant given the already existing problems.
Petitioners contend that the EIR also fails to consider that the Project’s incremental noise
impacts might be cumulatively considerable. Petitioners conclude that the EIR avoids having to
adopt feasible measures to mitigate the Project’s contributions to noise.

On the contrary, the EIR acknowledges that because the cumulative noise without the
Project is significant, any additional noise contributed by the Project would be significant. The
EIR admits that the effect of the Project together with other cumulative impacts will result in
significant area-wide cumulative noise impacts. Instead of refusing to examine mitigation for the
noise impacts, the EIR considered the use of sound walls to mitigate the significant noise
impacts. This mitigation was found not to be feasible, and the EIR concluded that the noise
impacts were therefore significant and unavoidable. Petitioners do not dispute the finding that
sound walls were not feasible. Nor do they suggest that there were other mitigation measures
that could have been considered.

Petitioners also contend that the EIR fails to analyze specific noise impacts resulting from
construction of the Project. However, the County was not required to speculate regarding
construction activity for project buildup expected to take place over a 20-year period. (See
Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912, 932-933.) Instead, given the conceptual
level of the Project, the County properly considered construction impacts to the extent possible
and identified mitigation measures.

VII. EIR did not adequately address concerns raised with respect to the Habitat
Conservation Plan.

CEQA requires the lead agency to respond to each significant environmental issue that is

raised by commenters. (Pub. Res. C. §21091(d)(2).) Major environmental issues raised when
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the lead agency's position is at variance with recommendations and objections should be
addressed in detail with reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted.
(Guidelines §15088(c).) Responses to comments should at least demonstrate a good faith
reasoned analysis. (Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147
Cal.App.4th 357, 378.)

Commenters pointed out that the Project's plan to construct “JJ Street” interferes with so-
called “Constrained Linkage 20,” a habitat block identified in the MSHCP. The Constrained
Linkage allows space for migration, plant propagation, and increased mating opportunities
between other habitat blocks. JJ Street will be constructed across the Constrained Linkage and
will create another barrier to wildlife attempting to travel between the Wildlife Area and the
Lakeview Mountains.

The County’s responses to comments first maintained that JJ Street does not actually
cross the wildlife corridor. But JJ Street is in fact perpendicular to the linkage and will be
constructed directly across it.

The County also took the position that JJ Street should be considered part of the planned
Mid-County Parkway, which includes the existing Ramona Expressway. This roadway also
crosses the linkage and was already anticipated and contemplated by the MSHCP. Comment
responses contend that the culvert/wildlife corridor under the Mid-County Parkway will be
extended and will run under JJ Street. Petitioners point out that the MSHCP indicates that small
mammals are not known to use culverts longer than 64 meters. With the addition of JJ Street,
even if parallel to the Mid-County Parkway, the culvert will be at least 87 meters in length. The
MSCHP anticipated a 67-meter wildlife crossing, and extending it an additional 20 meters for JJ

Street may make the undercrossing unusable for the species and may compromise the integrity
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of the Constrained Linkage. The County’s analysis failed to address the additional length of the
culvert which will be required in order to extend the undercrossing under JJ Street.

VIlI. The EIR failed to adequately address the project’'s growth-inducing impacts.

Petitioners argue that EIR's brief analysis of growth-inducing impacts fails to meet the
requirements of Guidelines §15126.2(d). The Project includes improvements to roads, the
extension of energy services, and the extension of water lines and sewer services to serve
future projects and urbanization. Petitioners further argue that pursuant to Napa Citizens for
Honest Government vs. Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 370, the EIR should
have disclosed information about the housing units the infrastructure will accommodate, and the
effect of the additional growth on public services.

The Court agrees that additional information about the Project’s growth-inducing impacts
should have been provided and analyzed. Although the County submits that such would be
speculative, the record indicates that existing information is available which makes such
discussion viable. The County references the expansion of the Ramona Expressway and
incremental roadway improvements; the construction of new roads; and water and sewer
improvements and infrastructure sized to serve future urbanization within the area. It also
references "developing communities,” and states how the infrastructure improvements and
expansions could eliminate potential constraints for future development in the area. Given the
extent of vacant and unimproved land surrounding the Project, the County should have been
able to provide additional information and analysis about growth-inducing impacts.

IX.  The EIR’s Discussion of Project Alternatives was adequate.

Petitioners first argue that the Project's objectives are so narrow that they preclude
consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives, citing National Parks & Conservation Assn.

vs. Bureau of Land Management (9th Cir. 2010) 606 F.3d 1058, 1072. The Court finds that
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argument unavailing. While certain Project objectives may be possible due to the existing
circumstances (e.g., single ownership and location), the objectives overall reflect the County’s
goals as evidenced in Chapter 2 of the County’s General Plan. This is distinguishable from
National Parks, where only one of the four project objectives served the needs of the BLM.
(National Parks, supra, at pp.1071-72.)

Petitioners then argue that the EIR improperly failed to analyze an off-site alternative,
which is necessary given the significant amendments and zoning changes and the
inconsistencies with the General Plan. (Citizens of Goleta Valley vs. Bd. of Supervisors (“Goleta
1”) (1988) 197 Cal. App. 3d 1167, 1179-80; Guidelines §15126.6.) Again, the Court disagrees
and finds that the EIR properly considered and then rejected an alternate site. Guidelines
§15126.6 requires the EIR identify alternatives that were considered and rejected as infeasible
during the scoping process, and briefly explain the reasons underlying the determination. The
factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are
failure to meet most of the project objectives, infeasibility, or inability to avoid significant
environmental impacts. (§15126.6(c).) Here, the County included such discussion at AR
3403-04. The Court finds that discussion sufficient and distinguishable from that in Golefa |,
supra.

X. The Project is inconsistent with the General Plan Circulation Element.

Petitioners argue that the Project is inconsistent with various General Plan policies: Land
Use (L.U.) Policy 2.1(e) (to concentrate growth near or within existing urban and suburban areas
to maintain the rural and open space character to the greatest extent possible); L.U. Policy 17.3
(to ensure development does not adversely impact the open space & rural character of the
surrounding area); L.U. Policy 10.1 (to provide sufficient opportunities to increase local

employment levels and minimize long-distance commuting); L.U. Police 7.12 (to improve the
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relationship and ratio between jobs and housing); L.U. Policy 2.1(a) (to provide a land use mix at
the countywide and area plan levels based on projected need); and Air Quality Policy 8.2 (to
emphasize job creation and reductions in VMTs in job poor areas to improve air quality.
Petitioners also contend the project is inconsistent with General Plan Circulation Element 2.1
which requires the County to maintain target Levels of Service: LOS “C" along all County-
maintained roads and conventional state highways.

The question is whether the Project is compatible with and will not frustrate the General
Plan’s goals and policies. (Napa Citizens for Honest Government vs. Napa County Board of
Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 379.) If the Project will frustrate the General Plan’s
goals and policies, it is inconsistent with the General Plan unless it also includes definite
affirmative commitments to mitigate the adverse effect or effects. (/d.)

Here, the record establishes that the Project will frustrate the General Plan’s policy of
maintaining the County’'s Level of Service standards as described in the General Plan
Circulation Element. The EIR admits that at full build-out of both the current General Plan
roadway system and the Project, some roadway segments and intersections will not meet the
required standards. The General Plan Circulation Element establishes definite standards
regarding traffic congestion, not mere guidelines or flexible goals. The County cannot establish
specific traffic requirements and at the same time approve a project that will cause unacceptable
congestion without taking affirmative steps to handle that increased congestion. (Napa Citizens,
supra, 91 Cal.App.4”‘, at p. 380; Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005) 131
Cal. App.4th 777, 782-783.) No such affirmative steps or mitigation measures have been
developed. This is particularly unacceptable given the improper/inadequate analysis concerning

traffic impacts from the Project discussed previously.
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Otherwise, the Court accepts the Board's findings of consistency as being supported by
substantial evidence despite some inconsistency with a handful of land use policies articulated
in the General Plan. A given project need not be in conformity with each and every land use
policy. It need only be compatible with the objectives, general land uses and programs set forth
in the General Plan. (Families Unafraid To Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. Board of
Supervisors (1988) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336.) The County’s determination of consistency with
its own General Plan is entitled to great deference. It has the unique competence to balance the
plan's policies when applying them and has the broad discretion to construe its policies in light of
the plan’s purposes. (See Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007)
147 Cal.App.4th 357, 373-374.)

Xl.  One of the County’s findings in support of the extraordinary amendment to the
general plan is inadequate.

The County's General Plan discourages amendments to the foundational elements of the
Plan outside of the County’s regular five-year amendment cycle. Foundational elements may
not be amended outside of the five-year cycle unless specific findings are made that the
amendment is justified as a result of extraordinary events. This “Extraordinary Amendment”
procedure requires three particular findings to justify an Extraordinary Amendment. (General
Plan, Ch. 10 at A-12; Riv. Co. Code §17.08.060(F)). These findings were necessary here
because the Project included General Plan Amendment 720 which raised development densities
in connections with existing foundational elements. As discussed below, the Court finds the
second and third required findings were sufficient and are supported by substantial evidence.

The second required finding to support an extraordinary amendment is that a condition
exists or an event has occurred that is “unusually compelling.” The County’s finding regarding

the unusually compelling event cites “an opportunity that is presented by having 2,786 acres
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under the control of one entity...to pursue a comprehensive master plan.” This finding is
sufficient and is supported by substantial evidence.

The third required finding is that a component change is necessary to facilitate
implementation of open space or transportation corridor designations arising from MSHCP and
CETAP programs that could not be accomplished by a lesser change in the General Plan. The
County supports this finding with the real party's commit.ment to widen the Ramona Expressway,
the fact that real party has much of the land necessary for the expansion without the County
having to condemn it, and the fact that the Project’s circulation system is designed to align with
planned access points for the Expressway obviating the need for a frontage road. This third
finding is sufficient and is supported by substantial evidence.

The first required finding is that new conditions or circumstances justify modifying the
General plan, that the modifications do not conflict with the overall County Vision, and that the
modifications would not create an internal inconsistency among the elements of the General
plan. Unlike the second and third findings discussed above, when the board made this required
finding it did so merely by quoting the language in the extraordinary amendment procedure. The
“new conditions or circumstances” are not defined and there is no indication as to what evidence
the board relied on to support this finding.

To be adequate, a finding must apprise the reviewing court of the basis for the board's
actions. In other words, the finding must “bridge the analytic gap between the raw evidence and
the ultimate decision or order.” (Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community vs. County of Los
Angeles (1974) 11 Cal. 3d 506, 514.) It is not the responsibility of the reviewing court to comb
the record to find some evidence that might have supported the board’s finding. (/d., atp. 516.)

Here, because the board merely quoted the language of the required finding, this Court does
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not know and cannot determine the basis for the county’'s decision. This first finding is not
sufficient.

CONCLUSION

Pursuant to California Rules of Court rule 3.1590(c), this tentative decision is the Court’s
proposed statement of decision with respect to the petitions for writ of mandate filed in
RIC10007572, RIC10007574 and RIC10007586 subject to any party’s objection under rule
3.1590(g). If timely objections are not filed and served within 15 days of service of this
statement of decision, petitioners in RIC10007572 and RIC10007574 are hereby ordered to
prepare, serve and submit proposed judgments and peremptory writs of mandate. In
RIC100075886, this proposed statement of decision addressed only the first and second causes
of action. Unless the City wishes to dismiss its third and fourth causes of action for declaratory
relief and injunctive relief, respectively, a final judgment cannot be entered in that case at this
time.

A hearing for receipt of proposed judgment in RIC10007572 and RIC10007574 and for
status conference on the City’s remaining causes of action in RIC10007586 is hereby set for

April 30, 2012, at 8:30 a.m., in Dept. 10.
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5 OURT OF CALIFORNIA
SRR ATy OF RVERSIDE

JUL 11 2012

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN
JACINTO VALLEY and SIERRA CLUB,

Petitioners,
VS.
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE and BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY,
and DOES 1-20,

Respondents.

NUEVO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY,
LLC, and DOES 21-40,

Real Party in Interest.

Petitioners and Plaintiffs, Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley and Sierra
Club, challenged the March 23, 2010, decision of Respondents and Defendants, the
County of Riverside and its Board of Supervisions (collectively, “County”) to adopt
Resolution Nos. 2010-88 and 2010-89 and Ordinance No. 348.4679, approving the Villages
of Lakeview Project (“Project”) and certifying an environmental impact report for the Project.'
This case was consolidated with Riverside Superior Court case Nos. RIC10007574 and

RIC10007586 for purposes of administrative record, briefing schedule and hearing;

CASE NO.: RIC10007572

JUDGMENT

however the Court ordered that separate judgments be entered in each case.

JUDGMENT
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The hearing on the merits of the consolidated cases was held on March 2, 2012,

before the Honorable Sharon J. Waters in Department 10 of the Riverside Superior Court.

Daniel P. Selmi, Rachel B. Hooper, Erin Chambers and Sara A. Clark appeared as counsel

for Petitioners Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley and Sierra Club; Matthew D.

Vespa appeared on behalf of Petitioners Center for Biological Diversity and San Bernardino

Valley Audubon Society; Anthony L. Beaumon appeared for Petitioner City of Riverside:

Jack S. Yeh and Keli N. Osaki appeared on behalf of Real Party in Interest Nuevo

Development Company, LLC and the County and Tiffany N. North appeared on behalf of

the County.

The Court having reviewed the record of the proceedings in this matter, the briefs

and papers submitted, and the argument of counsel and having issued its final statement of

decision,

111

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that:

1.

For the reasons set forth in this Court’'s April 11, 2012, Statement of Decision,
attached hereto as Exhibit A, judgment granting the petition for writ of mandate
shall be entered in favor of Petitioners.

A peremptory writ of mandate directed to the County shall issue under seal of
this Court, ordering the County to set aside all approvals related to Resolution
Nos. 2010-88 and 2010-89 and Ordinance No. 348.4679 and to refrain from
approving these same or new approvals relating to or implementing the Project
until such time as the County fully complies with CEQA and State Planning and
Zoning Law.

The County shall make its initial return to the writ no later than 60 days after

service of the writ setting forth what it has done to comply with the writ.

JUDGMENT

2.
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4. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21168.9(b) and Code of Civil
Procedure section 1097, the Court shall retain jurisdiction over the County’s
proceedings by way of return to the peremptory writ of mandate until the Court
has determined that the County has complied with CEQA, and State Planning
and Zoning Law or other applicable laws.

5. Petitioners are awarded their costs of suit in an amount to be determined
through post-judgment proceedings. The Court reserves jurisdiction to consider
an award of attorney fees pursuant to any properly and timely filed motion by

Petitioners.

Datedg@[_u;ima\ %Q@L@L&Aﬁ&
Sharon J. Waters
Judge of the Superior Court

JUDGMENT
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN
JACINTO VALLEY and SIERRA CLUB,

CASE NO.: RIC10007572

[PROPOSEDB] PEREMPTORY

Petitioners, WRIT OF MANDATE

VS.

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE and BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY,
and DOES 1-20,

Respondents.

NUEVO DEVELOPMENT COMPANY,
LLC, and DOES 21-40,

Real Party in Interest.

TO: Defendants and Respondents, County of Riverside and Board of Supervisors
of Riverside County (collectively, “County”).

The Court having entered a judgment in this proceeding directing that a peremptory
writ of mandate issue from this Court,

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED to comply with the following:

1. Within forty five (45) days of the service of this Writ, the County shall set aside
all approvals relating to Resolution Nos. 2010-88 and 2010-89 and Ordinance No. 348.4679,

and shall refrain from approving these same or new approvals relating to or implementing

{PROPOSED} PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE

-1
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the Villages of Lakeview Project (“Project”) until such time as the County fully complies with
CEQA and State Planning and Zoning Law.

2.  Under Public Resources Code §21168.9(c), this Court does not direct the
County to exercise its lawful discretion in any particular way.

3. Under Public Resources Code §21168.9(b) and Code of Civil Procedure
§1097, this Court will retain jurisdiction over the County’s proceedings related to this Project
by way of a return to this Writ until the Court has determined that the County has complied
with the provisions of CEQA, State Planning and Zoning Law.

You are further commanded to make and file a return to this writ within 60 days from
the date a copy of this writ is served on you, showing what you have done to comply with

this writ.

Witness the Honorabl%@%, Judge of the Superior Court. Attest

my hand and the seal of this Court this ﬂ day of L} U/(UUL- 2012,

Clerk

By:
Deputy Clerk™  { £11C1A HALL

JPROPOSED} PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE
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South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 e www.agqmd.gov

FAGMD’

E-MAILED: September 4, 2012 September 4, 2012

Mr. Jeff Bradshaw, Associate Planner, jeffreyb@moval.org
Planning Department

City of Moreno Valley

14177 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Proposed
ProlLogis Eucalyptus Industrial Park Project (SCH. NO. 2008021002)

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) staff appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments
are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated into the Final
EIR.

In the project description, the lead agency proposes construction of six warehouse
distribution facility buildings totaling 2,244,419 square feet with 326 total loading docks.
Building sizes will range from 160,106 to 862,035 square feet on a total 122.8 acre site.
Operations at the proposed industrial park will include approximately 1,989 trucks
operating 24 hours per day and 7-days per week. Construction is planned to begin in the
fall of 2012 and be completed as early as the last quarter of 2013, with a possible opening
year by 2016.

In the Air Quality Section, the Draft EIR quantified the project’s construction and
operation air quality impacts and found that those impacts exceeded the AQMD’s
recommended significance thresholds. As stated in the Draft EIR, air quality in our basin
exceeds federal and state standards and presents numerous health risks to those living and
working here. The AQMD staff appreciates that the project therefore includes mitigation
measures that have the potential to reduce emissions including building energy efficiency
measures, carpooling programs, and encouragement of alternative fueled vehicles.
However, the project’s air quality impacts remain substantially above AQMD thresholds
after mitigation. This is due, in part, to the lack of enforceability of some mitigation
measures. The AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency strengthen the project’s
mitigation measures and additionally provide further clarity to portions of the air quality
analysis. Details are provided in the attached comments.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final
Environmental Impact Report. The AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead


mailto:jeffreyb@moval.org

Mr. Jeff Bradshaw, 2 September 4, 2012
Associate Planner

Agency to address these issues and any other air quality questions that may arise. Please
contact Gordon Mize, Air Quality Specialist — CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you
have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

S YV T T4k

lan MacMillan
Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment
IM:GM

SBC120718-01
Control Number




Mr. Jeff Bradshaw, 3 September 4, 2012
Associate Planner

Operational Mitigation Measures

1. AQMD staff commends the lead agency for encouraging the use of alternatively
fueled technologies to reduce the significance CO, VOC, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5
impacts. However, these measures are not enforceable and thus it is unclear how
likely they will be implemented because tenants are only “encouraged to promote”
them. AQMD staff recognizes that requiring warehouse tenants to place engine
technology restrictions on their vendors presents unique challenges. Further,
requiring standards for one development and not another can yield competitive
inequalities. The AQMD staff therefore encourages the lead agency to work with our
agency to develop a common set of measures that are enforceable and that reduce
emissions to the maximum extent feasible for the many warehouse projects under
consideration in the city.

Some of these measures could include:

e Requiring all on-site vehicles (hostlers, forklifts, etc.) to utilize zero or near-
zero emission technology

e Requiring the installation of sufficient alternative fueling infrastructure (e.g.,
electric charging, CNG/LNG, hydrogen, etc.) for trucks on-site or within close
proximity to the site to facilitate the use of these technologies

e Providing a phase-in schedule and goals for the introduction of zero or near-
zero technology trucks (e.g., 10% by 2020, 20% by 2025, etc.) that visit
warehouses

e Prohibiting the placement of loading docks or major truck routes within 500
feet of sensitive receptors

Should any of these measures be found infeasible, other measures should be
considered that will reduce air quality impacts. The measures listed below have been
used by other lead agencies including the City of Banning®, Riverside County?, City
of San Bernardino®, and the San Pedro Bay Ports*, among others.

e At project start, all heavy duty trucks entering the property must meet or exceed
2010 engine emission standards specified in California Code of Regulations Title
13, Article 4.5, Chapter 1, Section 2025.

o If the above clean truck requirement is infeasible, a phase-in schedule
should be put forth that will feasibly achieve emission reductions as soon
as possible, and faster than existing regulations. Should an alternative
schedule be found necessary, the AQMD staff should be consulted prior to
approving the schedule.

! Banning Business Park http://banning.ca.us/archives/30/July%2013,%202010%20City%20Council%20Agenda.pdf

2 Mira Loma Commerce Center http://www.rctima.org/online/content/conditions_of approval.aspx?PERMITNO=pp17788
® palm/Industrial Distribution Center http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=11793

“ Clean Trucks Program http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/cleantrucks/



http://banning.ca.us/archives/30/July%2013,%202010%20City%20Council%20Agenda.pdf
http://www.rctlma.org/online/content/conditions_of_approval.aspx?PERMITNO=pp17788
http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=11793
http://www.cleanairactionplan.org/cleantrucks/

Mr. Jeff Bradshaw, 4 September 4, 2012
Associate Planner

The facility operator will maintain a log of all trucks entering the facility to ensure
that on average, the daily truck fleet meets the quantities and emission standards
listed in the Draft EIR. This log should be available for inspection by city staff at
any time.

Prohibit all vehicles from idling in excess of five minutes, both on warehouse
property and on streets in the General Plan Amendment area.

The facility operator will ensure that onsite staff in charge of keeping the daily log
and monitoring for excess idling will be trained/certified in diesel health effects
and technologies [for example, by requiring attendance at CARB approved
courses (such as the free, one-day Course #512)].

Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at each facility to levels analyzed in the
Final EIR. If higher daily truck volumes are anticipated to visit the site, the lead
agency should commit to re-evaluating the additional impacts through CEQA
prior to allowing this higher activity level.

Limit project operations to non-refrigerated warehouse types of trucks and
appurtenances (e.g., transportation refrigeration units, TRUS) included in the
project description and analyzed in the Final EIR. If this equipment and
associated higher emissions are anticipated to visit the site, the lead agency should
commit to re-evaluating project impacts through CEQA prior to allowing this
higher activity level.

Require at least a portion of the fleet to utilize alternative fueled technologies.

At a minimum, require tenants upon occupancy that do not already operate 2007
and newer trucks to apply in good faith for funding to replace/retrofit their trucks,
such as Carl Moyer, VIP, Prop 1B, or other similar funds. Should funds be
awarded, the tenant should also be required to accept and use them.

Design the warehouse/distribution center such that any check-in point for trucks is
well inside the facility property to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside
of the facility.

Restrict overnight parking in residential areas. Establish overnight parking within
the warehouse/distribution center where trucks can rest overnight.

Due to the large roof area associated with this project, consider installing solar
roof panels to reduce emissions from fossil fuel based electrical generating
technologies providing electrical power to the project site. At a minimum,
buildings should be designed to allow the installation of solar panels at a later
date.

Use street sweepers that comply with SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1.

Trucking Support Services

2. The project is projected to accommodate nearly 2,000 trucks on a daily basis. In
addition to the project’s 2.24 million square feet of warehousing, there are several
other warehouse projects in the area, including a recently proposed 40+ million
square foot project. The trucks from all of these warehouse operations do not
currently have any facilities in this portion of the city to serve their specific needs.
Trucking support services can include truck repair, fueling, and overnight parking,
hotels, restaurants, banking, etc. If these services are not easily accessible to this
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project or surrounding projects, then truckers may have no choice but to make extra
trips into the surrounding neighborhoods to find these services. In other parts of the
basin, these extra trips and idling in surrounding neighborhoods has led to increased
emissions affecting local residents. The lead agency should address how these
trucking services will be provided to truckers serving this project and the other nearby
projects. Potential measures to consider include:

e Establish area(s) within the facility for repair needs.

e Post signs outside of the facility providing a phone number where neighbors can
call if there is a specific issue.

e Develop, adopt and enforce truck routes both in and out of city, and in and out of
facilities.

e Have truck routes clearly marked with trailblazer signs, so trucks will not enter
residential areas.

e Identify or develop secure locations outside of residential neighborhoods where
truckers that live in the community can park their truck, such as a Park & Ride.

e Provide food options, fueling, truck repair and or convenience store on-site to
minimize the need for trucks to traverse through residential neighborhoods.

e Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization.

e Design the warehouse/distribution centers to ensure that truck traffic within the
facility is located away from the property line(s) closest to its residential or
sensitive receptor neighbors.

Equipment Not Included in Air Quality Analysis

3. The Draft EIR includes a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that evaluates the impact
from two sources, trucks and employee cars. Although the lead agency has proposed
encouraging the promotion of near-zero emission yard trucks, it isn’t clear if all
applicable on-site equipment are accounted for and included in the health risk
assessment. Equipment that is commonly found at warehouses that is not included in
the HRA or the air quality analysis includes hostlers (e.g., yard trucks), diesel
generators, and transportation refrigeration units (TRU’s). The Final EIR should
estimate the emissions from these equipment types or specifically prohibit their use
onsite.

Health Risk Assessment Calculations

4. Several parameters used to determine potential health risks for the proposed project
require further explanation or recalculation in the Final EIR. In addition to the
comments below, details that should be provided in the Final EIR include the
EMFAC modeling output and the dispersion modeling output. Should you have any
questions regarding these parameters, please call AQMD staff at (909) 396-3244.
AQMD staff notes the following items that are unclear in the HRA:

o The HRA assumes that 2025 is a representative year from EMFAC2007 for
the entire 70 year span of the project. Further justification is needed to
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validate this assumption, especially considering the significantly higher
emissions that are expected in the years preceding 2025, and the relatively
unchanged emissions in the years following 2025.

o No emissions are calculated for onsite travel such as trucks traveling from
Eucalyptus to building dock doors and back. Hostlers, diesel generators, and
TRU’s are also not included.

o The project description states that operations will occur 24 hours per day, 7
days per week while the HRA states that emissions will only occur 12 hours
per day.

o The HRA assumes that half the trucks will travel east, while the other half
travel west on Eucalyptus when exiting/entering the project site. The traffic
study within the Draft EIR states that only 33% will travel west while the
preponderance travel east.

o The HRA assumed that 12.5% of heavy duty trucks, 30% of medium duty
trucks, and 80% of light duty trucks will use gasoline instead of diesel fuel.
These values should be justified when considering the kinds of trucks that
typically serve warehouses. AQMD staff recommends a default assumption
of 100% diesel fueled trucks serving warehouses without further justification.

o The derivation of emission rates is unclear. For example, the HRA Emission
Rate Worksheet shows a rate of 8.7E-05 g/s for heavy duty diesel trucks.
AQMD staff was not able to reproduce this rate. For example, running
EMFAC2007 at 70°, 50% humidity, year 2025, with a SCAQMD fleet yields
an emission rate of 9.27E-05 g/s.

o Itis not clear how the idling emission rate was derived.

o The effects of building downwash was included, however no mention was
made that downwash does not work with volume sources in either the
AERMOD or ISC dispersion model. In addition, if downwash is used in the
final analysis, the building heights should match those found elsewhere in the
Draft EIR. The HRA states that heights of 65 feet were used, however this is
considerably taller than any building heights described in Appendix K.

On-Site Truck Idling Emissions

5. In the health risk effects analysis, the lead agency assumes that 1,246 heavy duty
diesel trucks will operate daily at the project site. On page 4.3-17 in the Air Quality
Section, the lead agency used only five minutes of idling in the emissions estimate for
the health risk assessment. Although state regulations only allow five minutes of
idling at any one time, trucks may idle for five minute periods several times on-site
(e.g., queuing to enter the site, at the loading dock, exiting the site, etc.). AQMD staff
therefore recommends an assumption of 15 minutes for on-site idling. If less than 15
minute of idling is used in the HRA, a mitigation measure should be added that
requires the project proponent to limit total onsite idling time to the time used in the
health risk assessment.
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Truck Categorization

6. Inthe air quality analysis, the lead agency used the truck trip rate of 1.96 trips per
1,000 square feet of land use to estimate operational air quality impacts instead of the
default CalEEMod land use model trip rate of 2.59. In addition, the lead agency
assumed, as specified in the Transportation chapter of the Draft EIR, the vehicle fleet
mix used to estimate truck emissions based on values recommended in the Fontana
Truck Study. This study includes data for 2-axle, 3-axle, and 4+ axle trucks.
Although EMFAC2007 also includes emission factors based on truck size, the splits
are based however on vehicle weight, not axle. For the regional criteria pollutant
calculations, the Draft EIR assumes that 2-axle and 3-axle trucks correspond to
EMFAC2007 LDT1 and LDT2 vehicle classifications. LDT1 and LDT?2 are for
pickup trucks and are not typical of the higher emitting 2-axle and 3-axle trucks that
would make deliveries at a warehouse. Based on guidance in Appendix E in the
CalEEMod User Guide, 2-axle trucks should use the LHD1 classification, and 3-axle
trucks should use MHD in the Final EIR. AQMD staff notes that these classifications
were used for the Health Risk Assessment.

Construction Mitigation Measures

7. Inthe Draft EIR, the lead agency has determined that project regional construction
impacts exceed the AQMD recommended significance thresholds. AQMD staff
therefore recommends the following changes and additional mitigation measures
during the projected 12 month construction period in addition to the measures
proposed starting on page 4.3-23 to further reduce ROG and NOx impacts, if
applicable and feasible.

Recommended change:
4.3.6.2D All clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation activities shall cease

when winds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour per SCAQMD
guidelines in order to limit fugitive dust emissions.

Recommended addition:

e Limit the amounts of daily soil disturbance to the amounts analyzed in the EIR.
e Prohibit truck idling in excess of five minutes, both on- and off-site.

Further, other lead agencies in the region including LA County Metro, the Port of Los
Angeles, and the Port of Long Beach have also enacted the following mitigation
measures. AQMD staff recommends the following measures to further reduce air
quality impacts from construction equipment exhaust:

e Project start to December 31, 2014: All off-road diesel-powered construction
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards. In
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addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices
certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall
achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a
Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined
by CARB regulations.

e Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater
than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. In addition,
all construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by
CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve
emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3
diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB
regulations.

e A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and
CARB or AQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization
of each applicable unit of equipment.

For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment, refer to the
mitigation measure tables located at the following website:
www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html .

Average Vehicle Ridership

8. Mitigation measure 4.3.6.5B lists as one of the measures the development of trip
reduction plans that will achieve 1.5 average vehicle ridership for businesses with
fewer than 100 employees. Because AQMD’s rule 2202 has been modified” to only
apply to businesses with at least 250 employees, the mitigation measure should be
modified to include businesses with fewer than 250 employees, rather than 100
employees.

% http://www.agmd.gov/rules/reg/req22/r2202.pdf
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