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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: WLC/Animal Shelter

From: Donovan Saadiq [   

Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 5:16 PM 
To: Jane Halstead, CMC; Ewa Lopez, CMC; Kathy Gross 

Subject: WLC/Animal Shelter 
 

CouncilWoman Jempson, 
 

I hope you are in good health and hanging in there?  I am writing you in regards to the horrible killings that is 
taking place at the Moreno Valley Animal Shelter.  What is going on?! ? Why are these animals being put down 
in such a hurry and in such record numbers?  This is totally unacceptable and only a person who hates animals 
would agree that such killings should go on!  These animals are being killed because they are born?  I need you 
to get on top of this as this is within your district and it will be a problem for you until its stopped period!  We 
do not want to hear the OFFICIALLY tap dance story you and the shelter keep giving us.  The killing needs to 
stop until there is an activily good reason to destroy perfectly good animals.  I am putting in a complaint to the 
California Attorney General and to the various animal rights group to bring heat and attention to the MORENO 
VALLEY CONCENTRATION CAMPS FOR ANIMALS that is going on out here!  You need to address this 
to the residents and STOP THE KILLING! 
 

The WLC is a hot topic and again, I am against this project as it has major flaws in its concept and there are 
too  many external factors that will render this project a bust!  The Panama Canal opens next month?  That will 
have significant impact on the need for warehousing and the Nicaraguan Canal will be complete in 4 years as 
well.  Mr. Benveezi has already admitted at the planning commission that the numbers of 20,000 is not correct 
and is not his number.  So that lie has been debunked.  He also stated that he has no tenants and none in the near 
future as he can see.  The infastructure is not there to support the pounding of trucks on the 60fwy.  Caltrans has 
no plans to expand that freeway anytime soon. $100 million in FAIR SHARE by the city  is ridiculous to think 
will be given to a SPECULATIVE developer and the area of Moreno Valley known as Edgemont cannot get, 
borrow $25 million to fix the water problem over here.  A vote of YES on the WLC will ensure any 
councilpersons political career dead. 
 

Speaking of water issues, that is something we need to stay on top of and I hope that is a priority on your 
list.  To continue to wash your hands is ridiculous.  Please solve that problem.  Pvt. Mitchell plaque at the park 
looks really good and looking forward to its re-dedication.   
 

I have several questions about the city ledger that do not make sense.  I do not see any monies from warehouses 
that we already have coming into the city coffers.  I have emailed the CFO several times to no avail.  Could you 
please send me his email as I may have the wrong email.  I have found several questionable accounts in the city 
ledger and codes that due not add up.  I still need to compare this ledger to the city's bank account because I 
have taken managerial accounting in college and I do not understand the coding and things used to hide 
monies.  I must point out I do not see anything spelled out in laymen's terms basic warehouse payments to the 
city in revenue.  Where is it?  We may need to sit down and go over this.  I will be bringing this issue up at the 
next council meeting and have already contacted the State Attorney General's office with my concerns.  There is 
something seriously wrong with the city's books. 
 

Respectfully, 
 

Donovan Saadiq 
ORBIS NON SUFFICIT 
"The World Is Not Enough" 
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: World Logistics Center

From: Erick Hermanson [ ]  

Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 8:58 PM 
To: Jeffrey J. Giba; George Price; Dr. Yxstian A. Gutierrez; D. LaDonna Jempson; Mark Gross; Richard Sandzimier 

Subject: Fw: World Logistics Center 

 
 

On Tuesday, July 28, 2015 8:57 PM, Erick Hermanson < > wrote: 
 

    As a life long and concerned citizen of Moreno Valley I am addressing you today with the proposed 
world logistics center in mind. This in my opinion violates the trust of the citizens of this great city by 
allowing money to take the place of what is best for the city and its citizens. The world logistics center 
also completely disregards the master plan for the city; where industrial and warehouse buildings are 
isolated to the area around March Air force base, preserving the beauty of Moreno Valley and 
sustaining the quality of life for those who live here. Additionally, this will cost the city more in 
roadwork than it is worth, as the trucks trafficking in these areas will damage even larger amounts of 
road than necessary. I strongly oppose this proposition with the integrity of Moreno Valley in mind. I 
have seen the city grow and develop since I was a child and never before have I felt so compelled to 
speak up as now, because I truly believe in this case, the needs of the many  out weigh the needs of 
the few and if the world logistics center is built, many will suffer and few will benefit. Thank you for 
your time, please take my thoughts into consideration.  
 
Sincerely,  
Erick Hermanson 
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: Public Comment Letter re Moreno Valley WLC FEIR

From: James E. Enstrom   

Sent: Monday, July 13, 2015 4:18 PM 
To: Mark Gross 

Cc: Heather Arias; Ian MacMillan; Linda T.Smith; Hien T.Tran; Todd P.Sax; C.Arden Pope III; Jean J.Ospital; Philip 

M.Fine; Ronald O.Loveridge; J.Daniel Hare; Sarjeet S.Gill; Craig V.Byus; Roger Atkinson; Matthew J.Barth; J.Wayne Miller; 
M.Thomas Durbin; Guoyuan Wu; Arthur M.Winer; Samuel Soret; Jane V.Hall 

Subject: Public Comment Letter re Moreno Valley WLC FEIR 

 
July 13, 2015 
 
Moreno Valley City Council  
c/o Mr. Mark Gross  
Moreno Valley Planning Department  
14177 Frederick Street  
Moreno Valley, CA 92552  
markg@moval.org  
(951) 413-3214  
 
Re:       Critique of June 8, 2015 CARB Letter and June 24, 2015 SCAQMD Letter re World Logistics Center 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
  
Dear Mr. Gross, 
  
Please include the attached letter with other public comments on the World Logistics Center (WLC) Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) ( http://www.moval.org/misc/pdf/wlc/FEIR.pdf).  Also, please make sure 
that all members of the Moreno Valley City Council receive the letter.  My comments are limited to a scientific 
critique of the “Heath Risk Assessment” section of the June 8, 2015 CARB letter from Heather Arias and the 
“Potential Health Risks” section of the June 24, 2015 SCAQMD letter from Ian MacMillan, which are earlier 
comments on the WLC FEIR.  Please confirm that you have received this letter. 
 
Thank you very much for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
James E. Enstrom, Ph.D., M.P.H. 
UCLA and Scientific Integrity Institute 
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James E. Enstrom, Ph.D., M.P.H. 
President 

SCIENTIFIC INTEGRITY INSTITUTE 
914 Westwood Boulevard #577 
Los Angeles, CA 90024-2905 

http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org  
jenstrom@ucla.edu 

(310) 472-4274 
 

 

July 13, 2015 
 
Moreno Valley City Council 
c/o Mr. Mark Gross  
Moreno Valley Planning Department 
14177 Frederick Street 
Moreno Valley, CA 92552 
markg@moval.org 
(951) 413-3214  
 
Re: Critique of June 8, 2015 CARB Letter and June 24, 2015 SCAQMD Letter re 

World Logistics Center Final Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dear Mr. Gross, 
 
Please include this letter with other public comments on the World Logistics Center (WLC) Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (http://www.moval.org/misc/pdf/wlc/FEIR.pdf).  Also, 
please make sure that all members of the Moreno Valley City Council receive the letter.  My 
comments are limited to a scientific critique of the “Heath Risk Assessment” section of the June 
8, 2015 CARB letter from Heather Arias and the “Potential Health Risks” section of the June 24, 
2015 SCAQMD letter from Ian MacMillan, which are earlier comments on the WLC FEIR. 
 
The specific section of the June 8, 2015 CARB letter from Heather Arias is on pages 5 and 6: 
 

Recirculation Is Required Due To Fundamental Inadequacies in the Project’s Health Risk Assessment 
 

Several elements of the health risk assessment section of the FEIR are flawed and inadequate, and require 
revision and recirculation. As noted above, one of the circumstances triggering the need for EIR recirculation 
is the addition of information showing that the EIR was fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (14 CCR § 15088.5(a).)  
 

In this case, this recirculation “trigger” is present. The FEIR analysis has been revised since the draft EIR was 
released to include a new study regarding health impacts from diesel engines, specifically, the Advanced 
Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES). The FEIR repeatedly references that the ACES study concludes that 
the “application of new emissions control technology to diesel engines have virtually eliminated the health 
impacts of diesel exhaust.” First, the use of only one study as the basis for this analysis is not sufficient for the 
purpose of providing a comprehensive analysis of health risk from project construction and operations. The 
ACES study is only one of many scientific studies related to health risk and emissions, and therefore, cannot 
serve as substantial evidence regarding the project impact to human health. In fact, there are many other studies 

http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/
http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/
mailto:jenstrom@ucla.edu
mailto:markg@moval.org
http://www.moval.org/misc/pdf/wlc/FEIR.pdf
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that conclude that diesel particulate matter (PM) is a health hazard. For example, the International Agency for 
Research on Cancer evaluated the scientific literature as a whole and concluded in 2012 that diesel PM is 
carcinogenic to humans (class 1). Second, and more importantly, the ACES study’s methodology and findings 
render it inadequate for inclusion in an environmental document, and cannot serve as substantial evidence 
supporting a finding that the project will not result in significant cancer risk impacts (4).  Therefore, use of and 
reference to the ACES study should be removed throughout the FEIR (5).  
 

Further, the air quality and health risk methodology and models used in the FEIR should be fully explained to 
ensure the information is accessible and understandable to the public. Specifically, the final document should 
include the presentation of all cancer and non-cancer health risks at the receptor locations of interest for all 
emissions from construction and operations at the WLC. The methodology should include the use of all the 
current Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) approved risk assessment methodology 
contained in the OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for 
the Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (February 2015).  
 
The specific section of the June 24, 2015 SCAQMD letter from Ian MacMillan is on pages 4 and 5: 
 

Misleading Discussion of Potential Health Risks  
 

The PEIR misinterprets and then relies heavily on a single study published by the Health Effects Institute (HEI) 
to determine that “new technology diesel exhaust does not cause cancer.” (PEIR pg. 4.3-1). The PEIR should 
not make such sweeping conclusions based on a single study. . . . From the study results, it is not possible to 
make any conclusions on the relative carcinogenic potency of diesel exhaust particulates. 
 

Further, the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) is charged with determining 
the cancer potency factors of all pollutants for use in Health Risk Assessment (HRAs) throughout the state. 
The cancer potency factors from OEHHA have been used in the HRA prepared for this EIR, and the emission 
factors from the state Air Resources Board’s EMFAC model already account for the reduced diesel exhaust 
coming from 2010 trucks. Therefore, the EIR’s conclusions regarding diesel exhaust from this single HEI study 
are wholly unsupported by the volume of studies that OEHHA and ARB rely on to determine the 
carcinogenicity of diesel particulate matter coming from 2010 trucks. 
 

 

Based on my own independent assessment, there are NO “Fundamental Inadequacies in the 
Project’s Health Risk Assessment” and there is NO need for “Recirculation” of the FEIR as 
claimed by CARB.  Also, there is NO “Misleading Discussion of Potential Health Risks” as 
claimed by SCAQMD.  Regarding the above claims made by CARB and SCAQMD, I have these 
responses: 1) HEI Research Report 148 “Advanced Collaborative Emissions Study (ACES): 
Lifetime Cancer and Non-Cancer Assessment in Rats Exposed to New-Technology Diesel 
Exhaust” (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=438) is a very high quality, peer reviewed 
study that is directly relevant to the FEIR and reference to it must not be removed from FEIR;  
2) There are serious methodological and scientific problems with the Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) “Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment 
Guidelines: Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (February 2015)” 
(http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/hotspots2015.html) and the OEHHA cancer potency factors 
should not be used in the Health Risk Assessment for this project. 
 
Since January 2006 I have submitted extensive comments to CARB and/or SCAQMD that 
dispute their exaggerated claims about the health effects of fine particulate air pollution (PM2.5) 
and diesel particulate matter (DPM).  This is overwhelming scientific evidence that PM2.5 and 
DPM do not cause “premature deaths” or cancer among Californians.  My evidence, as well as 

http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=438
http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/hotspots2015.html
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additional evidence from numerous other qualified scientists, has been systematically and 
deliberately ignored by CARB and SCAQMD for a decade and these agencies continue to make 
inaccurate and exaggerated health claims such as those contained in their letters.  
 
One way to put the CARB and SCAQMD exaggerations in context is to note that life expectancy 
from birth in California has increased from 71.7 years in 1970 to 80.8 years in 2013.  The age-
adjusted total death rate in California has declined by 45% from 11.370 deaths/1000 in 1970 to 
6.301 deaths/1000 in 2013.  These declines are not related to reductions in air pollution (like 
PM2.5), because air pollution does not cause deaths in California.  Indeed, California (CA) has 
the lowest age-adjusted total death rate in the continental United States (US) (only Hawaii has a 
lower rate) and nearly the lowest age-adjusted total cancer death rate.  The South Coast Air Basin 
(SCAB), which includes Riverside County, has total and cancer death rates that are even lower 
than the corresponding California death rates (http://wonder.cdc.gov):   
  2013 age-adjusted total deaths/1000:     7.310 in US, 6.301 in CA, 6.202 in SCAB (.847 of US) 
  2013 age-adjusted cancer deaths/1000:  1.675 in US, 1.505 in CA, 1.465 in SCAB (.874 of US)  
          
My statements are supported by the documents shown below that I have submitted to CARB 
and/or SCAQMD.  In order to fully understand and assess these documents you need to get 
comments from the individuals who I have copied on this letter.  All of these individuals have 
knowledge that is relevant to CARB, SCAQMD, and/or the health effects of air pollution in 
California.  It is particularly important that you get comments from the ten UC Riverside (UCR) 
academics, who all work within 10 miles of Moreno Valley and who all should be concerned 
about the environmental, health, and economic impacts of the WLC.  If helpful, I am willing to 
discuss the CARB and SCAQMD letters about the WLC FEIR with these UCR academics in 
front of the Moreno Valley City Council and/or any other person(s) suggested by you.    
 
Thank you very much for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
James E. Enstrom, Ph.D., M.P.H. 
 
 
December 15, 2005 Enstrom paper "Fine particulate air pollution and total mortality among 
elderly Californians, 1973-2002" Inhalation Toxicology 2005;17: 803-816 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/gmerp/dec1plan/gmerp_comments/enstrom.pdf ) 
 
December 10, 2008 Enstrom public comments criticizing proposed CARB Statewide Truck and 
Bus Regulations with evidence not cited by CARB (http://www.arb.ca.gov/lists/truckbus08/897-
carb_enstrom_comments_on_statewide_truck_regulations_121008.pdf) 
 
August 31, 2010 Unpublished Letter from Krewski to HEI with California-specific Results from 
Krewski 2009 (http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/pm-mort/HEI_Correspondence.pdf) 

http://wonder.cdc.gov/
http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/gmerp/dec1plan/gmerp_comments/enstrom.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/lists/truckbus08/897-carb_enstrom_comments_on_statewide_truck_regulations_121008.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/lists/truckbus08/897-carb_enstrom_comments_on_statewide_truck_regulations_121008.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/pm-mort/HEI_Correspondence.pdf
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December 13, 2011 Enstrom Letter to California Office of Administrative Law Challenging 
Scientific Basis for CARB Diesel Regulations (http://www.arb.ca.gov/lists/gmbond2011/2-
enstrom_letter_to_coal_cornez_re_suspend_carb_diesel_regs_121311.pdf) 
 August 1, 2012 Gamble, Nicolich, and Boffetta paper "Lung cancer and diesel exhaust: 
occupational epidemiology review" Critical Reviews in Toxicology 2012;42(7):549-598 
(http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3441149/) 
 
September 20, 2012 Enstrom Criticism of SCAQMD Revised Draft 2012 AQMP Appendix I 
Health Effects (http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/AQMP092012.pdf) 
 
September 28, 2012 American Statistical Association 2012 Joint Statistical Meeting Proceedings 
Session Description and Enstrom Paper on "Particulate Matter is Not Killing Californians" 
(http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/ASAS092812.pdf) 
 
November 21-22, 2013 California State U San Bernardino Sustainable Goods Movement 
Symposium with Four PPTs (http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/SGMS4PPT112113.pdf) 
 
June 11, 2015 International Conference on Climate Change Panel 8 on Health Effects 
(http://climateconference.heartland.org/) with Enstrom PPT "EPA's Clean Power Plan and 
PM2.5-related Co-benefits" (http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/JEEICCC061115.pdf) 
 
July 9, 2015 US House Science Committee Hearing Examining EPA’s Regulatory Overreach 
(http://science.house.gov/hearing/full-committee-hearing-examining-epa-s-regulatory-overreach)  
 

 

cc:   Heather Arias, CARB Chief, Freight Transport Branch  harias@arb.ca.gov 
Ian MacMillan, SCAQMD Planning & Rules Manager imacmillan@aqmd.gov   
Linda T. Smith, Ph.D., CARB Chief, Health & Emissions Branch lsmith@arb.ca.gov 

 Hien T. Tran, “Ph.D.”, CARB Premature Deaths Lead Author htran@arb.ca.gov   
 Todd P. Sax, D.Env., CARB Assistant Chief, Diesel Emissions tsax@arb.ca.gov 
 C. Arden Pope,III, Ph.D., CARB Premature Deaths Scientific Advisor cap3@byu.edu  

Jean J. Ospital, Dr.P.H., SCAQMD Health Effects Officer jospital@aqmd.gov   
Philip M. Fine, Ph.D., SCAQMD Deputy Executive Officer pfine@aqmd.gov  

 UCR Professor Ronald O. Loveridge, CARB & SCAQMD ronald.loveridge@ucr.edu 
UCR Professor J. Daniel Hare, Ph.D., Vice Chair, UC Academic Senate daniel.hare@ucr.edu 
UCR Professor Sarjeet S. Gill, Ph.D., CARB Scientific Review Panel sarjeet.gill@ucr.edu   
UCR Professor Craig V. Byus, Ph.D., CARB Scientific Review Panel craig.byus@ucr.edu 
UCR Professor Roger Atkinson, Ph.D., CARB Scientific Review Panel roger.atkinson@ucr.edu 
UCR Professor Matthew J. Barth, UCR CE CERT Director matthew.barth@ucr.edu 

 UCR CE CERT J. Wayne Miller, Ph.D., SCAQMD Advisor wayne.miller@ucr.edu 
UCR CE CERT M. Thomas Durbin, Ph.D., HEI ACES Advisor tom.durbin@ucr.edu 
UCR CE CERT Guoyuan Wu, Ph.D., CSUSB SGM Presenter guoyuan.wu@ucr.edu 
UCR SAPRC Arthur M. Winer, Ph.D.,CARB Haagen-Smit Award amwiner@ucla.edu  
LLU Professor Samuel Soret, Ph.D., SCAQMD Advisor & AHSMOG ssoret@llu.edu 
CSUF Professor Jane V. Hall, SCAQMD Premature Deaths Advisor jhall@fullerton.edu 

 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/lists/gmbond2011/2-enstrom_letter_to_coal_cornez_re_suspend_carb_diesel_regs_121311.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/lists/gmbond2011/2-enstrom_letter_to_coal_cornez_re_suspend_carb_diesel_regs_121311.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3441149/
http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/AQMP092012.pdf
http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/asas092812.pdf
http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/SGMS4PPT112113.pdf
http://climateconference.heartland.org/
http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/JEEICCC061115.pdf
http://science.house.gov/hearing/full-committee-hearing-examining-epa-s-regulatory-overreach
mailto:harias@arb.ca.gov
mailto:imacmillan@aqmd.gov
mailto:lsmith@arb.ca.gov
mailto:htran@arb.ca.gov
mailto:tsax@arb.ca.gov
mailto:cap3@byu.edu
mailto:jospital@aqmd.gov
mailto:pfine@aqmd.gov
mailto:ronald.loveridge@ucr.edu
mailto:daniel.hare@ucr.edu
mailto:sarjeet.gill@ucr.edu
mailto:craig.byus@ucr.edu
mailto:roger.atkinson@ucr.edu
mailto:matthew.barth@ucr.edu
mailto:wayne.miller@ucr.edu
mailto:tom.durbin@ucr.edu
mailto:guoyuan.wu@ucr.edu
mailto:amwiner@ucla.edu
mailto:ssoret@llu.edu
mailto:jhall@fullerton.edu
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: WLC

 

From: Angel Lopez  

Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 8:14 PM 
To: Mark Gross 

Subject: WLC 

 

I have lived in Moreno Valley since 1969.  I do not want this WLC to be approved for the following reasons, 
traffic, smog, no infrastructure to be paid by the developer, taking land basically that is owned by citizens that 
bought out on the east end of the city, as it was zoned residential.  This project is not right for this area.  NO TO 
THE WLC. 

MADE LINE LOPEZ  

 
Mark Gross  
Senior Planner 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3215 | e: markg@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: the unneeded world logistics center

 
From: Margaret Martin <margaret.g.martin@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Aug 3, 2015 at 2:40 PM 
Subject: the unneeded world logistics center 
To: jessem@moval.org 

  Hi, I am writing this to voice my opinion about the huge logistics center that is projected for the East end of 
our city.  We don't need another warehouse complex. Moreno Valley is already surrounded by warehouses. 
Many of which are either empty or near empty.   What lobs?  I haven't seen the promised jobs at the Sketchers 
warehouse materialize yet.  Its been how many years now? Most of the jobs here were filled by people from the 
previous location.  With the automated workings of warehouses now I don't believe for a minute that the stated 
amount of jobs will appear at all. Unless of course Iddo is counting the truck drivers as workers there.    Iddo is 
only looking for another big tax write off for himself and his company.    We don't need this warehouse 
complex. We don't need the intrusion of this man in our city functions either.  Thank you for the chance to say 
something about this. Also the only jobs I've seen Iddo create are the people he has paid to go around our city 
and try to change our minds. I say No to his warehouse 
project,No,No,No!!!!                                                                      
 

Margaret  Martin  
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Darisa Vargas

Subject: FW: NO TO WLC

From: thomas turkowski ]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 12:11 PM 
To: Jesse L. Molina; Jeffrey J. Giba; George Price; Dr. Yxstian A. Gutierrez; D. LaDonna Jempson; Mark Gross; Richard 
Sandzimier 
Subject: NO TO WLC 
 
I can't believe I voted for the wrong people. How many times do we have to say (NO TO 
WLC PROJECT) How much money are you all getting  paid for this.  STOP THIS 
PROJECT!!! 
  

Thomas S Turkowski Sr. 
 

Cell#: 
Fax: 
 

If you would like to be taken off my email list, please email me and I will be happy to accommodate 
your request!!!  God Speed!!! 
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: World Logistics Center 

From: Longo, Darla @ Ontario  

Sent: Friday, July 10, 2015 2:37 PM 
To: Jesse L. Molina 

Cc: Jeffrey J. Giba; George Price; Dr. Yxstian A. Gutierrez;  Mike Lee 
Subject: World Logistics Center  
  
Dear Mayor Molina, 

We have been watching with great interest as the plans for the World Logistics Center have been developing over the last several years. I 
want to commend the City of Moreno Valley and Highland Fairview for their visionary leadership in bringing forth this extraordinary project. 
  
The project’s innovative design and state-of-the-art sustainable features sets a new industry standard and provides the leadership necessary to 
move the entire industry to its next level.  Partnering with Highland Fairview, one of the most innovative and leading development firms will 
give Moreno Valley the competitive edge it needs to succeed. The phenomenal success of Highland Fairview’s Skechers building is known 
nationally which also set a new standard for logistics facilities, and I am sure, the World Logistics Center project will do the same.   
  
As one of the leading sectors in the U.S. and global economies, the logistics industry represents a historic opportunity for Moreno Valley. 
Demand for logistic facilities is at an all-time high. Development grew 100% in 2014 with 115 million square feet delivered and the market is 
now projected to grow another 40% in 2015.   Over the last 15 years the Inland Empire industrial market alone has grown by over 215 
million square feet, which is an unprecedented 91.75% increase of sustained growth.  We expect this trend to continue for many years to 
come.  In addition, E-commerce will be an enormous driver of demand for large logistics facilities with over 50 million square feet of E-
commerce users currently seeking facilities in the market. Many of these companies may also provide an exceptional opportunity for the city 
of Moreno Valley to generate additional tax revenues from ecommerce sales.  
  
Therefore, we believe that the unique Master Plan for the World Logistics Center combined with the type of buildings envisioned will enable 
Moreno Valley to attract top global companies, establishing its leadership as a prominent business center in Southern California.    
  
As the world’s leading real estate brokerage firm, CBRE has been responsible for leasing over $108 billion of industrial space and 
completing over 60,000 transactions, we recognize the significance of this important project in the market. The World Logistics Center is not 
just important for Moreno Valley; it is significant for California and is poised to become one of the preeminent business centers nationally 
and globally.  We know it will be a great success. 
  
This is the moment for bold action on the part of the Moreno Valley City Council.  You have an opportunity to build a logistics center unique 
among the world’s business centers, a center that can truly be a world-class, state-of-the-art International Trade complex unsurpassed in its 
locational advantages and unexcelled design.  This vision, prompted by the City of Moreno Valley who has the imagination, drive and 
commitment to be leaders in the 21

st
 century, can set in motion development and employment opportunities that will shape the future for the 

whole region. It also represents a momentous opportunity for Moreno Valley to secure its place amongst Southern California’s leading 
business centers. 
  
You have an unparalleled opportunity in front of you.  Great achievements are made by leaders of vision.  This unique project is entrusted to 
you and we challenge you to use it well.  We look forward to seeing this vision become a reality. 
  
Sincerely,  
  

 Darla Longo | Vice Chairman / Managing Director | Lic. 00639911 

CBRE  
4141 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite 100 | Ontario, CA 91764, USA 

 
| www.cbre.com  

  
  
Please consider the environment before printing this email. 
  
This email may contain information that is confidential or attorney-client privileged and may constitute inside 
information. The contents of this email are intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are directed not to read, disclose, distribute or otherwise use this transmission. If you have received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. Delivery of this message is not 
intended to waive any applicable privileges. 







1

Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: comments on WLC

 

From: Greg Ballmer  

Sent: Saturday, July 04, 2015 10:28 AM 
To: Mark Gross 

Cc: Jesse L. Molina; Jeffrey J. Giba; George Price; Dr. Yxstian A. Gutierrez; D. LaDonna Jempson 
Subject: comments on WLC 

 

Mark Gross, Moreno Valley Planner 
City of Moreno Valley 

  

Dear Sir: Please include the following comments in the public record for the public review of the World 
Logistics Center project (WLC). 

 

I oppose the proposed World Logistics Center project (WLC) and urge you to deny its approval. I present some 
of my reasons for opposition below.  

I am a long time resident of Riverside and have watched as Moreno Valley evolved from the small rural and 
agricultural communities of Edgemont and Sunnymead to the sprawling bedroom community (largely for 
Orange County) it is today. While most major cities grow up around sources of primary economic activity, most 
Moreno Valley residents have always (at least since incorporation) depended on job centers many miles away. 
As the population has grown, the commuter transportation capacity has always lagged behind demand and is 
already essentially maxed out, at least during the morning and afternoon “rush hour” periods. And, of course, 
traffic congestion is so much worse when traffic collisions occur in and around the SR-60/I-215 and SR-91/I-
215 interchanges; I note that such collisions seem to be getting ever more frequent .Prospects of increases in 
truck and commuter traffic (and inevitable highway collisions) associated with the WLC project should give 
local residents nightmares.  It gives me nightmares, and I would be affected less than Moreno Valley residents. 

Traffic congestion would worsen 

Any notion that increased jobs provided by the WLC may reduce local commuter traffic in and around Moreno 
Valley is unrealistic. Even if the wildly optimistic projections of jobs associated with the WLC were to occur, 
that would not decrease long-distance commuter traffic. It is reasonable to assume that jobs in Orange and Los 
Angeles County, which may be vacated by Moreno Valley residents to work nearer their homes in Moreno 
Valley, will be filled quickly by others, who are also likely to seek more affordable housing in Moreno Valley. 
The end result is ever more commuter traffic, not less. 

Economic uncertainty 

In considering the proposed World Logistics Center project, it would be wise to consider the implications to the 
city’s economic future. The commitment of such a large portion of remaining space (almost 41 million sq-ft) 
available for development in the City of Moreno Valley to a single industry sector (warehouses), whose 
economic success in turn depends on the expansion of trans-Pacific trade indefinitely into the future, is a risky 
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gamble. Post World War II trans-Pacific trade has grown more-or-less steadily as first Japan and Taiwan, then 
Korea, followed by China, and now Viet Nam, Cambodia, and Bangladesh have succeeded each other in 
hosting the production of consumer goods once produced in the USA. But, as those Third World countries have 
benefitted from the overseas flow of US dollars, they have continued to develop, with consequent increased 
labor costs and factories moving to ever cheaper labor sources.  

Considering the economics of production, and the proclivity of manufacturers to seek ever cheaper labor, it is 
only a matter of time before factories leave Asia and head for the last frontier of cheap labor: Africa. Chinese 
entrepreneurs are already heading in that direction. And when the majority of consumer trade shifts to Africa, 
trans-Pacific trade will decrease, and all that local warehouse space may be unneeded, like a stranded whale on 
the beach.  Perhaps it would be wise to plan ahead for that eventuality and adopt a sound and prudent strategy to 
plan for a more diversified economy.  

  

Sincerely, Greg Ballmer 

Riverside, CA 92504 

C: 
Jesse L. Molina 
Jeffrey Giba 
George Price 
Yxstian Gutierrez 
LaDonna Jepson 

 
Mark Gross  
Senior Planner 
Community Development 
City of Moreno Valley 
p: 951.413.3215 | e: markg@moval.org w: www.moval.org 
14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley, CA 92553  
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: WLC

From: keith king  

Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 1:03 PM 
To: Jesse L. Molina; Jeffrey J. Giba; George Price; Dr. Yxstian A. Gutierrez; D. LaDonna Jempson; Mark Gross; 

 

Subject: WLC 

 
My name is Keith King, and I live at the east end of MoVal, and I urge you to vote NO on the world logistics 

center. I have COPD, and the added pollution would be very bad for my breathing. I have lived here sense 

1975, and don't really want to move, so PLEASE vote NO, WE DO NOT NEED ANY MORE WAREHOUSES. 

  

Thanks:  Keith King   
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: World Logistics Center

From: Marian Bailey < > 
Date: July 6, 2015 at 11:35:42 AM PDT 
To: "cmacduff@PE.com" <cmacduff@PE.com> 
Cc: "Jeffrey J. Giba" <jeffg@moval.org> 
Subject: Fwd: World Logistics Center 

Ms. Macduff, 
 
I just wanted to say that I think you are right about going slow about making the decision on the 
World Logistics Center.  It bothers me that the Moreno Valley city council has moved the vote 
forward to the middle of July; the rush smacks too much of jerking the rug out from underneath 
the public and the organizations that advise the region on air quality, transportation, and the 
environment.   
 
It is true that development of almost any kind will adversely affect all three of these aspects of 
life in Moreno Valley (and probably the rest of the region), but I would argue that very few 
proposals would adversely affect things as much as one that puts 14,000 trucks on the freeway a 
day.  An overturned big rig on the 60 freeway on June 30 backed up traffic on that freeway and 
the 91 for hours (see my letter to councilman Giba, below)--and that was just one truck!   
 
I can think of two reasons why the city council would want to rush the decision:  (1) to get out of 
the hot water the city council currently finds itself in, and (2) to advance the project to the point 
where those who object to it give up.  But the hot water is a red flag--a sign that something is 
wrong--and starting the project before the issues connected with it are resolved smacks of bully-
boy tactics pure and simple.  If this vote takes place in mid-July, I think it will be fair to say that 
Moreno Valley is not being well served by its city council, and that it has a right to expect 
better.   
 
Sincerely, 
Marian Bailey 
Technical Editor (Retired)   
 

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Marian Bailey < > 
Date: July 1, 2015 at 17:27:20 PDT 
To: "Jeffrey J. Giba" <jeffg@moval.org> 
Subject: Fwd: World Logistics Center 

Dear Mr. Giba, 
 
The paper doesn't say whether or not the planning commission voted in favor of 
the World Logistics Center last night, but regardless of its decision, I hope you 
will consider voting against the project.  It seems to me that many Moreno Valley 
residents are concerned about the additional noise, air pollution, and traffic 
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congestion the project will create, and that project supporters talk about the jobs 
the project will create and rely on trivializing these difficulties. 
 
Well, as if on cue yesterday morning, we got a sample of what Moreno Valley is 
in for if the project is approved:  at 5:12 a.m., a big rig overturned at the Box 
Springs Mountain offramp from the 215 south, and at about 8 a.m., when I 
traveled through there going the other way, the southbound traffic was 
jammed.  Then, on my way home at about 9 a.m., I decided against using the 
overpass from the 91 south to the 215 south, because the backup had just reached 
the bottom of the overpass. 
 
Instead, I continued on the 91 south (eventually exiting at Central) ... and traffic 
was also backed up on the 91 north, because it was impossible to make the 
transition onto the 215 south! 
 
I fear this accident is only one of others like it, and it raises a question:  What will 
the World Logistics Center big rig drivers do, if they are caught in a humongous 
traffic tie-up like that one? Will they sit patiently for hours on the freeway while 
traffic filters through?  They'll be on a delivery schedule!  Or will they exit onto 
surface streets like Canyon Crest Drive near my house, which is not constructed 
for big rigs?    
 
I fear that the impact of this project will be felt throughout the region:  Not only 
will people on surface streets have to contend occasionally with big rigs, but also, 
the roads the big rigs are on (in addition to the freeways) will break down.   
 
Moreno Valley is largely a bedroom community; many of its residents 
commute.  Let's make life easier for them instead of harder; please vote No on the 
World Logistics Center.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marian Bailey 
Riverside 
 

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Marian Bailey < > 
Date: June 18, 2015 at 12:03:44 PDT 
To: "Jeffrey J. Giba" <jeffg@moval.org> 
Subject: Re: World Logistics Center 

Thanks!   
 
I'll hope for the best ... 
 
Marian 
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On Jun 18, 2015, at 11:01, Jeffrey J. Giba <jeffg@moval.org> 
wrote: 

 

 

Thank you Marian, 

 

I will most certainly include your comments in my 
data of input. 

 

Regards, 

 

Jeff Giba 

 

 

 

Jeffrey J. Giba 

Council Member 

City Council 

City of Moreno Valley 

p: 951.413.3008 | e: mailto:jeffg@moval.org w: 
www.moval.org 

14177 Frederick St., Moreno Valley CA 92553 

On Jun 18, 2015, at 10:44 AM, 
Marian Bailey 
< wrote: 

 

Dear Mr. Giba, 

 

I am writing to you because the 
district map shows that you represent 
the part of Moreno Valley closest to 
my home in Riverside, which is near 
Sycamore Canyon Park, about a mile 
away from the 60 freeway. 

 

I am writing to say that I think 
Moreno Valley can do better than 
approve the World Logistics Center 
(WLC).  Right now, the east end of 
the Moreno Valley is attractive, with 
its open land and rural aspect; I can 
imagine that it would appeal to many 
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other developers, some of whom 
would be likely to want to situate 
business parks there.  The WLC, 
with its square miles of warehouses, 
would eradicate that 
appeal.  Simultaneously, the WLC 
would make Moreno Valley more 
vulnerable to the downturns in the 
economy that rely on the sale of 
material goods. 

 

The WLC would also make the 
eastern end of the valley less 
appealing to migrating birds, some of 
which now settle in and around 
Mystic Lake to rest and recoup. 

 

The addition of big rigs to the 60 
freeway would be unwelcome too.  I 
drive that freeway myself, as do 
many commuters, and the part of the 
route that travels downhill from 
about Day Street to University 
Avenue is already very dangerous; 
adding huge trucks with heavy loads 
would make things even 
worse.  Noise would be a problem 
too; trucks going downhill often 
chortle and snort, and since I can 
hear this from my house, hundreds of 
other people will be affected by that 
noise as well. 

 

Please vote against this development, 
Mr. Giba.  Moreno Valley has the 
luxury of time, because its 
population is steadily 
increasing.  Better, more attractive 
development proposals than this one 
will be forthcoming in the years to 
come, and I think that will be the 
time to vote yes. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Marian Bailey 

Technical Editor (Retired) 
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Riverside 
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Darisa Vargas

To: Darisa Vargas

Subject: FW: Letter from a Concerned Citizen!!!

 

From: Maritza Torres [ ]  

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 8:17 PM 
To: Jesse L. Molina; Jeffrey J. Giba; George Price; Dr. Yxstian A. Gutierrez; D. LaDonna Jempson; Mark Gross; Richard 

Sandzimier 
Subject: Letter from a Concerned Citizen!!! 

 
Dear City Council Members,  

I am writing this letter in regards to the upcoming vote for the World Logistic Center. I live very close to the 

desired location of the center (Redlands and Cottonwood) and have been struggling with the fact that you are 

even considering the rezoning. If someone would have told me this would be happening before I moved in I 

would have not moved here. I have always seen the eastern portion of Moreno Valley as a quiet and family 

friendly neighborhood the ideal of what Moreno Valley should be. People often commented on how beautiful 

and quiet this side of Moreno valley is. I have always been proud of the fact that this side is the "nicer part" of 

the city and people want to move here. But lately I have seen more for sale signs and people afraid of what is 

to come to our beautiful neighborhood.  
 
With the planned rezoning I don’t see how you are looking out for our kids and our neighborhood. I 

understand we need more jobs, yet you are only offering one type of job that is will only be degrading our 

city.  What has Moreno Valley become? I ask myself so much lately. Are streets are littered with trash are 

homes are suffering in decay. Instead of focusing on the plan of bringing down our city with the 

WLC,  Highland Fairview and its owner (who love the city very much!) should bring more jobs by constructing a 

better library, more parks more retail stores and the likes. Things that will bring our home values up instead of 

sacrificing our health and drama that the Center will bring. I moved to Moreno Valley with the hopes of better 

school district a quiet neighborhood where I could raise my kids without the traffic and drama of a big city. I 

am afraid of what this is going to do to my neighborhood. I already see people fleeing away from the city 

because of the mere thought of a huge warehouses consuming our city.   
I pray that you see beyond the dollar signs and see this project for what it is a money hunger company that 

has no interest in the betterment of our city only the money it will bring into their pockets. This is not the city I 

moved into and I have already seen the downfall that warehouses has brought and it makes me very sad. I 

want Moreno Valley to flourish for its beautiful and family friendly environment not for the amount of 

warehouses it has. We need more jobs but not at the cost of our city. I plead with you to think about our 

city!!!! Not the benefits it will bring you. I do not want to see my streets filled with trucks and smog. I don’t 

want my child’s health to suffer for what,...more jobs. I don’t want my city to become another Mira Loma… 

period. Our neighborhood in the East side is the best part of the city and now what is it becoming a warehouse 

invested zone. I want you to look out for our city and see that this is the worst thing that could happen to it. I 

am terrible afraid of what consequences my neighbors and I have to endure for the sake of jobs. Jobs with no 

guarantee to be filled with Moreno valley residents.  

I beg that you consider the consequences of trucks in our streets and highways. We have two warehouse and I 

already see the traffic and congestion this has brought to our streets.  I want to raise my son in a great up and 

coming city not a mediocre one which values dollar signs more than family. Please vote no to the proposed 
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rezoning and say yes to a better family oriented Moreno valley. We deserve more!!! Let’s not settle for a less 

just because someone says that is all we can have.  I Want my city to prosper. I want Moreno valley to become 

the place where families want to move because of safety and progress. I want my city to be a Temecula and 

Murrieta. A vibrant and prosperous city were people want to move to and NOT move out of!!!! 
PLEASE VOTE NO!!! And show your city who you are really working for!!! 

Thank you very much. 
A VERY concerned citizen!!! 
  

Maritza 
 



1

Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: Private message: RE: Special Meeting of the City Council Cancelled

From: Regina via Nextdoor  

Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 1:19 PM 
To: Shanna Palau 

Subject: Private message: RE: Special Meeting of the City Council Cancelled 

 

 

 
   
 
 
 

      

 

Regina Brockmueller, Moreno (West)  
 

Mr. Iddo Benzene is an envisionary person who has taken an amazing 

time with our city to develop our town. Emperor Norton had a great 

idea that built onto one of our great cities and declared it back in 1872, 

of course, people weren't pleased with his envision and almost 60 

years later, walla, the Golden State Gate Bridge was developed in a 

little more than 5 years. Naturally, Mr. Benzeevi can look into our 

bedroom community, which is not anymore a bedroom community with 

our population of over 190,000, and thought like; me and others of our 

community , he bought and invested to a lot of land. I think along with 

our planning committee who voted 6-1; in favor of his project. The 

worlds largest logistics which I know that I agree with you about the 

emissions from the Semi trucks. However, I will have to say that the 

EPA is the best possible experience to deal with the problems, not our 

intentional pet peeves and being knit picking . Mr. Iddo Benzene is 

hosting his own project several times to get to understand the 

importance of this project, even got attention in the papers outside of 

our Press - Enterprises Ltd. Which always been a beaut. He could 

have invested into other cities but he didn't. So I am behind his vision 

of all time, with you can make it easier for his work to go forward but 

without you makes no difference to me.  

   
 View or reply     

 

 

 
This message is intended for shannap@moval.org.  

Unsubscribe or adjust your email settings   

Nextdoor, Inc. 760 Market St., Suite 300, San Francisco, CA 94102  
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Grace Espino-Salcedo

Subject: RE: Comments on proposed World Logistics Center

From: Robert   

Sent: Saturday, July 04, 2015 9:06 PM 
To: Mark Gross 

Subject: Comments on proposed World Logistics Center 

Dear Mr. Gross, 

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views on the proposed World Logistics Center.  

 I am very concerned that the Center, with its enormous size equivalent to 700 football fields of high-cube 
warehousing, will deeply degrade the quality of our environment in Moreno Valley and, particularly, of the air 
that we all must breathe.  According to the Final Environmental Impact Report, the WLC will be visited by at 
least 14,000 truck trips and thousands of other vehicle trips per day.  While the quality of our air has improved 
in recent years (thanks in large part to governmental regulations), we still have some of the worst air quality in 
the nation during warm weather periods.  We frequently exceed federal standards for ozone and 
particulates.  The diesel particulates that would be emitted by the enormous number of trucks have been shown 
in many studies to cause cancer, heart, and other health problems.   

 As a teacher in the Moreno Valley Unified School District for 16 years, I have seen many cases of asthma 
among my students.  I am deeply concerned about the effects of the degraded air quality on the health of 
students who live on the East side of Moreno Valley and near our freeways, many of whom enjoy playing 
outside during the summers.  The MVUSD has expressed its concerns about the environmental effects of the 
project.  Elderly residents and those with a variety of health problems could also be subject to a worsening of 
their conditions by having to breathe more polluted air.  Comments from experts at the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District express their view that the FEIR unduly minimizes the effects of the emissions from so 
many diesel trucks.   

 As we all know, the developer is attempting to sell the project on the basis of projected major economic 
benefits to our community.  Given the high degree of automation and frequent reliance on part-time and low-
wage workers in the logistics industry, there is substantial justification for viewing the job-creation and 
economic-benefit claims with considerable skepticism.  The number of local jobs created by the Skechers plant 
has been very small.  If many warehouses brought so large economic benefits, then Mira Loma and Fontana 
should be models of prosperity (which they aren’t).  The proponents of the WLC can promise enormous 
rewards, but, if those don’t materialize, what then?  We will be stuck with all of the problems but without the 
promised benefits.    

 There are already many warehouses on the South side of our city and along the 215.  Do we need to 
additionally have this massive development on our East edge, making us the warehouse capital of inland 
Southern California? 

 The WLC also raises serious issues about traffic congestion, with so many additional truck trips and visits by 
other vehicles to that location.  These trucks will be clogging our freeways through Riverside and other 
neighboring communities.  This becomes a regional issue, not just a local one.  Also, what about effects on 
transitions on and off of  the freeway near the WLC?  In addition, with so many additional truck trips there will 
be inevitable spillover of drivers directing their rigs through streets that aren’t designated truck routes. 
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 The argument doesn’t have to come down to a choice between a growing local economy and the quality of our 
air and environment.  We can have both, if we aggressively work to attract and develop employers that provide 
local jobs without further endangering out health.  Opportunities in health care, renewable energies, and 
manufacturing could be examples of fields that would generate employment without all of the problems of 
warehouses.   We should have a community dialogue about the future of Moreno Valley, its economy, and what 
types of businesses and industries we want here.  We could examine the approaches of other California cities 
that have been successful in growing their economies in an environmentally healthy manner. 

 

Sincerely, 

Robert Willson 

  

Moreno Valley, CA 92552 

 



  

 
 

396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

T: (415) 552-7272 F: (415) 552-5816 

www.smwlaw.com 

RACHEL B. HOOPER 

Attorney 

hooper@smwlaw.com 

 

July 10, 2015 

Via Electronic Mail Only 

Mayor Jesse Molina and 

Members of the Moreno Valley  

City Council 

14177 Frederick Street 

Moreno Valley, CA 92533 

Email: markg@moval.org, 

janeh@moval.org 

 

Re: World Logistics Center Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Report (SCH #2012021045) and Related Approvals 

 

Dear Mayor Molina and Councilmembers: 

We submit this letter on behalf of the San Gorgonio chapter of the Sierra 

Club to provide comments on the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) for the 

World Logistics Center Project (“Project”). After reviewing the FEIR, it is our position 

that it fails to remedy the deficiencies in the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(“DEIR”) and introduces new deficiencies of its own. For example, the FEIR’s project 

description remains legally inadequate under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(“CEQA”), Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines, California 

Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”). The FEIR also fails 

to analyze the significant environmental impacts of the Project or propose adequate 

mitigation measures to address those impacts. Moreover, the FEIR introduces new, 

significant information requiring recirculation of the EIR. For these and other reasons 

detailed herein, the EIR is inadequate under CEQA.
1
 

In addition, the Project demonstrates a disturbing disregard for the City of 

Moreno Valley General Plan’s provisions developed to protect the environment and 

human health and well-being. Although the applicant proposes to amend the General 

Plan, these amendments would only serve to undermine the integrity of the City’s 

                                              
1
 The DEIR and the FEIR are sometimes referred to collectively as the “EIR.” 
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planning efforts. Thus, because the Project conflicts with fundamental General Plan 

provisions so as to result in significant environmental impacts, and because the City has 

failed to adequately identify these conflicts in the EIR, approval of the Project would 

violate not just CEQA, but also the California Planning and Zoning Law, Government 

Code § 65000 et seq., and the Subdivision Map Act, Government Code §§ 66473.5, 

66474 et seq. 

To ensure that the public, as well as the City decision makers, have 

adequate information to consider the effects of the proposed Project—as well as to 

comply with the law—the City must prepare and recirculate a revised DEIR that properly 

describes the Project, analyzes its impacts, and considers meaningful alternatives and 

mitigation measures that would help ameliorate those impacts. 

I. Introduction  

Hundreds of members of the public, including the Sierra Club, submitted 

extensive comments to the City on the DEIR for the Project, identifying scores of legal 

inadequacies. These comments expressed grave concern about the failure of the EIR to 

adequately analyze or mitigate the Project’s significant adverse impacts on traffic, 

biological resources, air quality, visual resources, community character, drainage 

facilities, and public safety. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, the California Air Resources Board, and numerous 

environmental and community organizations echoed these concerns. 

The FEIR’s response to these comments is, lamentably, denial. The vast 

majority of the public’s concerns about the impacts of the Project are rejected out of 

hand. The FEIR neither adequately responds to comments previously raised nor cures the 

legal inadequacies identified by those comments. Rather than revise the DEIR to 

comprehensively analyze and mitigate the far-ranging environmental implications of the 

proposed Project, the FEIR merely seeks to defend the erroneous assertions and 

conclusions of the prior document. Additionally, the FEIR fails to adopt feasible 

mitigation measures identified by commenters. Thus, the FEIR perpetuates the failings of 

the DEIR. Below, we identify examples of these legal inadequacies, as well as flaws with 

the City’s analysis.  
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II. The EIR Fails to Comply with CEQA. 

A. The City’s Continued Reliance on a Programmatic EIR Is Unlawful 

Because the Project Includes Vested Rights to Develop. 

The FEIR continues to rely on a programmatic EIR claiming that specific 

project information is not yet available. For this reason the EIR repeatedly defers analysis 

of environmental impacts and the development of mitigation and alternatives to a later 

time. The FEIR asserts that more detailed CEQA documentation will be prepared in the 

future, when specific project information is available, to determine if the development 

would have new or more extensive impacts than those outlined in this programmatic EIR. 

FEIR Responses to Comments at 758. 

CEQA requires that environmental impacts be specifically identified and 

mitigated at the earliest possible date in order to “inform the public and responsible 

officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made.” 

Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564. That time 

is now. CEQA requires that the environmental consequences of a development of this 

magnitude be “considered before, not after, [the decision to approve the project] is 

made.” Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal. App. 

4th 182, 196.  

As explained in SMW’s comments on the DEIR, the EIR cannot rely on a 

programmatic EIR because the Development Agreement (DA) proposed as part of the 

project grants the applicant a vested right to proceed with the project consistent with the 

“existing approvals.” Draft DA dated June 3, 2015 at 10. In this case, the “existing 

approvals” include a general plan amendment, rezoning, and a tentative map. These 

approvals, once granted, cannot be changed and any other applicable local laws that 

currently apply to the project site are also not changeable. 

The FEIR acknowledges these facts. FEIR Responses to Comments at 760. 

However, the FEIR continues to assert that program-level analysis is appropriate because 

“there are no current of [sic] future approvals which will allow any physical development 

of the WLC site without the submittal of discretionary applications” subject to review 

and approval by the City. FEIR Responses to Comments at 760. This assertion is 

misleading.  

Real environmental analysis is especially important now, because it is clear 

that meaningful, in-depth environmental review in the future is highly unlikely. The DA 
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makes this conclusion unavoidable. When the City considers any future approvals to 

facilitate the development (e.g., grading and building permits), it will have little, if any, 

discretion to consider an alternative to the project. Features such as building height and 

size, which will be determined by the new zoning, will be set in stone by the DA, such 

that they cannot be changed by a new City Council or by initiative. By signing the DA 

the City would give up any phasing control, freeze in place the mitigation fees, and leave 

design of the project in the hands of the developer. Draft DA dated June 3, 2015 at 10, 

11, or 12.  

Therefore, while the project level environmental document might evaluate 

the project’s impacts in a greater level of detail, the City’s hands will be tied. Under the 

DA, the landowner has a “vested right to develop the Subject Property in accordance with 

the Existing Regulations.” Id. Thus, the City will not be able to consider a reduced-size 

project or a different location, rendering any project-level documentation prepared in the 

future essentially an empty exercise.  

In sum the City must not rely on a program EIR for the present approvals. 

The program EIR does not specifically address all impacts that could occur and any later 

environmental review would be meaningless. Deferring important environmental 

considerations until after project approval is not only irresponsible, but a violation of 

CEQA. 

B. The Unstable Project Description Renders the EIR’s Impact Analysis 

Inadequate.  

As discussed in SMW’s previous comments on the DEIR, the EIR does not 

come close to meeting clearly established legal standards regarding the project 

description necessary to support an EIR because it fails to provide a stable and finite 

description with respect to key components of the proposed Project. These components 

have the potential to result in significant environmental impacts not analyzed in the EIR.  

The FEIR dismisses SMW’s comments on the DEIR regarding the flawed 

project description, asserting that the information provided is adequate. FEIR Response 

to Comments at 762. However, the FEIR still fails to include an adequate description of 

the full scope of the project. For example, the FEIR lacks any substantive description of 

the construction phasing. The DEIR assumed that construction of the Project would be 

completed by 2022. However, the FEIR makes clear that “market conditions will 

determine the actual development timeline” making it impossible to identify with 
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specificity the exact year in which various phases will be initiated or completed. FEIR 

Responses to Comments at 762.  

In some cases, the FEIR includes information that is contradictory or 

inaccurate. For example, the FEIR states it will be the developer’s burden to ensure that 

infrastructure is in place prior to or concurrent with project development. FEIR Response 

to Comments at 762. Yet, this statement is contrary to the DA, which expressly states that 

“[t]he City shall provide the public infrastructure and services which are not the Owner’s 

responsibility in a timely fashion.” Draft DA dated June 3, 2015 at 13. The FEIR must 

make clear which party is responsible for infrastructure development and on what 

timeline.  

Moreover, the FEIR fails to describe in any detail the location or design of 

off-site infrastructure improvements, including three reservoirs, using the programmatic 

level analysis as an excuse. FEIR Response to Comments at 764. Instead, the description 

of needed infrastructure improvements provided by the FEIR is inconsistent and 

confusing. For example, the FEIR states that the Project will not require the construction 

of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing storm water drainage 

facilities, yet also states that five new drainage systems will be constructed to 

accommodate additional runoff that will result from the Project. FEIR at 4.16-24 and 

4.16-25. 

Given that the City intends to use this EIR to support subdivision maps and 

a DA the DEIR cannot put off analysis of necessary infrastructure. The City is obliged to 

disclose now whether it is possible to develop infrastructure able to accommodate the 

entitlements the City intends to guarantee to the applicant, and at what environmental 

cost. The revised EIR must contain a description and analysis of these critical aspects of 

the Project.  

C. The FEIR’s Analysis of and Mitigation for the Impacts of the Proposed 

Project Are Inadequate. 

1. The FEIR’s Analysis of the Project’s Incompatibility with the 

City’s General Plan Remains Inadequate. 

The FEIR, like the DEIR, glosses over a number of the Project’s glaring 

inconsistencies with the General Plan. As discussed in SMW’s comments on the DEIR, 

the EIR provides clear evidence that the Project is inconsistent with the General Plan. 

The FEIR refutes the obvious inconsistencies and responds only that “the project will not 
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be inconsistent with the General Plan since specific development in the future will be 

evaluated against the indicated General Plan policy….” FEIR Responses to Comments at 

775. This deferral of analysis is not acceptable under CEQA. 

It is clear that the Project remains inconsistent with myriad General Plan 

policies as enumerated in our DEIR comment letter. The FEIR claims that the EIR 

analyzes the Project’s consistency with applicable policies in each chapter according to 

issue area. FEIR Responses to Comments at 778. However, this is not the case. For 

instance, the FEIR’s noise section fails to evaluate consistency with Policy 6.3.1 and 

Objective 6.5, both requiring mitigation of noise to comply with applicable standards. 

The Project will result in significant and unavoidable construction period and operational 

noise impacts, and will therefore be inconsistent with these policies. 

In another example, the City’s General Plan “require[s] development along 

scenic roadways [including State Route 60] . . . to allow for scenic views of the 

surrounding mountains and Mystic Lake.” Moreno Valley General Plan Policy 7.7.5. The 

EIR clearly indicates that the Project would block scenic views.  FEIR at 4.1-55. Yet, 

despite evidence to the contrary, the EIR continues to assert that the Project’s visual 

changes are generally consistent with the City’s General Plan. FEIR at 4.1-71. The FEIR 

response again relies on “the programmatic nature of the EIR” to justify its failure to 

adequately analyze these impacts and the apparent contradiction of its conclusion. It 

states that “it is not possible to definitively conclude visual impacts from SR-60 will be 

significant without knowing the exact sizes and locations of buildings….” FEIR 

Responses to Comments at 773. Thus, the FEIR reiterates the flawed analysis of the 

DEIR and again defers analysis to a future date, after approval of the Project and the DA. 

Similarly, the FEIR responses assert that the EIR evaluates the Project’s 

consistency with relevant General Plan policies related to traffic impacts. Id. While the 

DEIR provides an extensive list of relevant General Plan policies, it fails to actually 

analyze the Project’s consistency with them. FEIR at 4.15-34 to 4.15-39. A revised EIR 

must identify these, and other inconsistencies, as significant impacts and must identify 

feasible mitigation or alternatives to avoid or mitigate these impacts. 

2. The FEIR Continues to Defer Analysis and Mitigation for 

Significant Impacts Related to Geology 

As explained in our previous comment letters, the EIR’s approach of 

deferring the fault investigation violates the Alquist-Priolo Act. The Act is applicable to 
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any project “which is located within a delineated earthquake fault zone.” Pub. Res. Code 

§ 2621.5(b). Pursuant to the Act,  

cities and counties shall require, prior to the approval of a 

project, a geologic report defining and delineating any hazard 

of surface fault rupture. If the city or county finds that no 

undue hazard of that kind exists, the geologic report on the 

hazard may be waived, with the approval of the State 

Geologist.  

Pub. Res. Code § 2623(a) (emphasis added).  

The FEIR acknowledges that the Act is applicable to the proposed project. 

FEIR at 4.6-3. Yet, the document fails to require the appropriate geologic report “prior to 

approval of the project” as required by the Alquist-Priolo Act. The City has also failed to 

secure the approval of the State Geologist for any waiver of the Act’s requirements and, 

in any event, lacks the evidence necessary to support such a request. 

The FEIR also fails to analyze and mitigate for geologic impacts to major 

utilities proposed onsite. The FEIR acknowledges that the on-site Claremont Segment of 

the San Jacinto Fault Zone is an Alquist-Priolo zoned “active fault[]” and that other fault 

lines are located in close proximity to the site. Id. The Project proposes water and sewer 

lines in the vicinity these faults. On-site and off-site utilities may be heavily damaged in 

the event of surface fault rupture, an impact that the EIR completely ignores.  

3. The FEIR Continues to Defer Mitigation for Significant Impacts 

Related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The FEIR continues to defer mitigation of potentially significant impacts 

related to hazardous materials. Specifically, the FEIR includes mitigation measures 

(4.8.6.1B and 4.8.6.1C) requiring the applicant to prepare risk assessment reports 

analyzing safety conditions relative to the proposed fueling facility and the existing 

compressor plant, and planned development. FEIR at 4.8-22. However, the requirement 

that an applicant analyze safety impacts and adopt mitigation measures recommended in 

a future study fails to comply with CEQA. Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 

202 Cal.App.3d 296, 306-07 (“A study conducted after approval of a project…is 

analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been 

repeatedly condemned in decisions construing CEQA.”). Despite the dearth of site-

specific investigation, the EIR boldly concludes that impacts related to hazards and 
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hazardous material will be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. FEIR at 4.8-23. This 

conclusion cannot be sustained. 

Inasmuch as this Project proposes a development that may pose significant 

safety risks, it is of the utmost importance that the site’s existing hazards be characterized 

and that anticipated safety risks be analyzed. The City must conduct this analysis prior to 

Project approval when it still has the authority to require changes in the Project design to 

reduce potential hazards. 

4. The FEIR’s Analysis of Impacts Relating to Population, Housing 

and Employment Remains Inadequate 

The EIR makes conclusory statements and unsupported conclusions 

regarding the Project-related jobs being filled by local residents. FEIR Responses to 

Comments at 784. SMW’s previous comments pointed out that the DEIR omits 

information and analysis of skills and/or educational characteristics of the local labor 

force. The FEIR’s responses to comments fail to correct these flaws. 

Rather than performing the omitted analysis, the FEIR revises the City’s 

earlier claim that Project-related jobs would be filled by “workers, who for the most part, 

already reside in the project area.” DEIR at 4.13-13. Instead, the FEIR states that “it is 

expected that many project employees will be commuting to the Project from other 

locations in the Inland Empire and may eventually move to the City to live closer to 

work, thereby increasing the population and ultimately the demand for homes within the 

City….” FEIR Responses to Comments at 784. But this statement too lacks evidentiary 

support. The EIR continues to omit a discussion of the types of jobs created by the 

Project and of the skills and education levels of local workers. Without this information, 

it is not possible to make a reasonable evaluation of whether the jobs created will serve 

local workers, nor whether a jobs-to housing match will occur. 

5. The FEIR’s Analysis of the Project’s Cumulative Impacts is 

Inadequate. 

Not surprisingly, the FEIR also fails to correct the DEIR’s failures with 

regard to analysis of cumulative impacts. The FEIR identifies potentially significant 

cumulative impacts to aesthetics, agriculture, air quality, noise and transportation. FEIR 

at 5-1 to 5-3 and FEIR Responses to Comments at 786. However, the FEIR fails to 

adequately analyze and disclose the extent and severity of cumulative impacts identified 



 

City of Moreno Valley Planning Commission 

July 10, 2015 

Page 9 

 

 

as significant and unavoidable and fails to identify feasible measures to minimize those 

impacts.  

For example, the mitigation proposed for these significant cumulative 

impact amounts to nothing more than a promise that Highland Fairview Operating 

Company operations comply with existing law. FEIR Table 1B beginning at 1-25. This 

approach fails to comply with CEQA on two fronts. First, the FEIR provides no 

quantitative evidence that compliance with existing regulations would ensure that either 

project-level or cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant. Without 

substantial evidence supporting the conclusion that mitigation would be effective, the 

EIR remains inadequate. 

Second, the FEIR concludes that if the Project and the other contributing 

projects each mitigate their individual environmental impacts to water quality and storm 

water, there would result no cumulative impacts. FEIR Responses to Comments at 785. 

Specifically, the FEIR explains that, because all future development in the City and 

surrounding region will be required to comply with existing regulations (i.e., NPDES 

permit program), and because they will all be required to implement BMPs [best 

management practices] and other avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures, a 

less-than-significant cumulative impact to water quality will occur. FEIR at 4.9-63. This 

statement defies common sense and is incorrect. If every project that were ever developed 

fully mitigated water quality impacts with BMPs, the quality of water in Riverside 

County would be pristine.  

Yet, as the FEIR explains, receiving waters downstream of the Project are 

impaired with, among other things, nutrients, organic enrichment/low dissolved oxygen, 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and unknown toxicity. These same pollutants are 

associated with the Project. FEIR at 4.9-21. Clearly BMPs and other mitigation measures 

may incrementally reduce some pollutants, but they are not sufficient to avoid surface 

water pollution altogether. The purpose of analyzing cumulative impacts is to determine 

whether a collection of less-than-significant impacts may combine to be cumulatively 

considerable. 

If the City approves the Project, it will permit additional traffic and air and 

water pollution in an area already burdened by significant environmental problems. 

Under the “trust us” approach favored by the EIR, neither decision makers nor the public 

would know the severity of the impacts until after Project approval. In order to assess 

impacts intelligently, the EIR must adequately disclose the Project’s cumulative 

contribution to environmental impacts over the long-term. 
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6. The FEIR Fails to Address the Project’s Growth-Inducing 

Impacts.  

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze the environmental impacts caused by 

growth induced by the Project. Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(5); City of Antioch v. City 

Council of Pittsburg (1986) 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325, 1337. The EIR, echoed in the recitals 

of the DA, claims that the Project will provide new employment opportunities and 

increases in demand for goods and services. The FEIR clearly states that the Project 

could induce additional business and job growth by removing an impediment to growth, 

such as a lack of basic infrastructure or services. FEIR at 5-6. As discussed above, it also 

states that project employees “will be commuting to the site from other locations in the 

Inland Empire and may eventually move to the City to live closer to work, thereby 

increasing the population and ultimately the demand for homes within the City….” FEIR 

Responses to Comments at 784. 

As explained in our previous comments, the DEIR fails to meet CEQA’s 

requirements for analysis of the Project’s growth inducing effects. Specifically, the DEIR 

fails to analyze the growth fostered by new employment opportunities, 

speculation/removal of barriers, and economic stimulus. The FEIR’s is non-responsive to 

our comments and merely repeats the arguments in the DEIR. It states that “it would be 

overly speculative” to try to evaluate the environmental impacts of the potential growth 

induced by the Project. FEIR Response to Comments at 786.  

The City’s inappropriate decision to label this EIR a “programmatic” 

document does not render the growth-inducing effect of the Project too “speculative” to 

evaluate. As stated by the court in Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County 

Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 368-69, “[t]he fact that the exact extent 

and location of such growth cannot now be determined does not excuse the County from 

preparation of an EIR…. [R]eview of the likely effects of the proposed [project] cannot 

be postponed until such effects have already manifested themselves….” 

The FEIR thus fails to adequately address growth inducing factors such as 

the addition of new infrastructure and the removal of barriers to growth. Additionally, the 

responses to comments and the FEIR fail to address the gross underestimation of direct 

and indirect population growth generated by the Project and the likely demand for 

housing in the surrounding area. 

Without these details, the EIR fails in its fundamental purpose of “alert[ing] 

the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached 
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ecological points of no return.” Village Laguna of Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of 

Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022, 1027 (emphasis added). The EIR’s failure to 

alert the public to the amount of development that would be induced by this expansion of 

infrastructure violates CEQA. A revised EIR must either provide evidence that the 

Project’s removal of barriers/expansion of infrastructure will not induce growth or 

include a revised analysis of growth induced by the Project. Finally a recirculated EIR 

should include a discussion of potential mitigation for growth inducing impacts, such as 

limiting the excess capacity of infrastructure development for the Project. 

7. The EIR’s Analysis of Climate Change Impacts Is Inadequate.  

The WLC, if constructed, will add 400,000 metric tons CO2e per year to the 

atmosphere. To put the magnitude of this pollution in perspective, the entire city of 

Moreno Valley generated 900,000 metric tons CO2e in 2010 (FEIR at 4.7-11); approving 

the Project would increase city-wide greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions by 44 percent in 

one fell swoop. Yet rather than analyze this massive increase in GHG pollution and 

confront the daunting task of crafting mitigation measures or project alternatives to 

reduce or avoid the associated impacts, the FEIR brushes aside project impacts and in 

doing so, fails to comply with CEQA.  

a. The EIR Fails to Compare the Project’s GHG Emissions 

to the Existing Environmental Setting.  

The existing GHG emissions from the Project site are zero, as the property 

is largely vacant. FEIR at 4.7-11. Consequently, it is clear that adding the massive new 

logistics facility will significantly increase GHG emissions. Yet rather than evaluate the 

Project’s significance by comparing the proposed Project to existing environmental 

setting, the City’s thresholds of significance completely ignore this fundamental CEQA 

tool. FEIR at 4.7-32 to -34 (establishing thresholds of significance based only on 

SQACMD’s 10,000 mt threshold and compliance with applicable plans and policies).   

Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines explain how a lead agency should 

evaluate GHG emissions: (1) by comparing project emissions to the “existing 

environmental setting”; (2) by comparing project emissions to an established threshold of 

significance; and (3) by assessing project compliance with existing regulations or 

requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan to combat GHG 

pollution. 
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The City’s methodology, however, eliminates the first threshold altogether. 

FEIR at 4.7-32. While lead agencies are granted some discretion in selecting thresholds 

of significance, they are not permitted to choose thresholds that foreclose consideration 

of other evidence tending to show the environmental effect may be significant. Protect 

The Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 1099, 

1109 (“[T]hreshold[s] of significance cannot be applied in a way that [] foreclose the 

consideration of other substantial evidence tending to show the environmental effect to 

which the threshold relates might be significant.”). The WLC increases the City’s GHG 

emissions by 44 percent – the City cannot craft its thresholds of significance in such a 

way that glosses over this massive increase.  

b. The Elimination of the “Capped” Emissions Violated 

CEQA. 

The EIR estimates that at full buildout in 2031, the operation of the Project 

will cause GHG emissions of almost 400,000 mt of CO2e annually, including 270,000 mt 

from mobile sources and 100,000 mt from electricity usage. FEIR at 4.7-49. Both mobile 

sources and electricity usage are included under the AB 32 cap and trade program. The 

EIR reasons that because these two categories are already “capped,” they should be 

excluded from the analysis of Project emissions. FEIR at 4.7-37. Consequently, the EIR 

only compares the Project’s uncapped emissions to the SCAQMD threshold of 

significance, and treats the capped emissions as though they will not occur. Id. 

This approach violates CEQA. As a preliminary matter, AB 32’s cap and 

trade program currently extends to 2020; it does not cover emissions occurring later. 

Even if the presence of the cap and trade program somehow excused mobile source and 

electricity emissions from CEQA analysis, the EIR utterly fails to analyze or mitigate for 

the impact of the 370,000 mt of CO2e pollution that will occur annually from 2020 

throughout the life of the project. As the courts have recently held, failure to consider the 

pollution a project will generate over its entire lifespan renders an EIR invalid. 

In addition, the EIR’s exclusion of capped emissions cannot be squared 

with CEQA’s requirements or purpose. The emissions generated by the Project’s mobile 

sources and electricity use will still occur, regardless of whether the upstream producers 

of transportation fuel and electricity obtain permits under AB 32’s cap and trade program. 

And these emissions will still contribute to climate change, even if other entities in 

California reduce their emissions as a result of cap and trade permits. Consequently, 

under CEQA, the City must consider all of the Project’s GHG emissions in evaluating 

whether the Project will have a significant effect on the environment.  
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The EIR’s exclusion of capped emissions also conflicts with CEQA’s core 

purposes. AB 32’s cap and trade program is wide-ranging; most of the state’s GHG 

emissions come within its scope. If a lead agency could complete a CEQA “analysis” of 

GHG emissions by stating that project emissions are covered by the cap and trade 

program, climate change—the single largest environmental threat facing California—

would be largely ignored by lead agencies in their CEQA analyses. The state and the 

public would miss out on the benefits that could be accrued by forcing lead agencies to 

consider additional mechanisms for mitigating or avoiding greenhouse gas emissions.    

In addition, the recent amendments to the CEQA Guidelines regarding 

GHG analysis and mitigation (e.g., CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064.4, 15126.4(c)) would be 

rendered largely superfluous. And local agencies—arguably the best positioned to 

address the serious land use decisions necessary to fight climate change—would be 

excused from conducting any analysis of feasible project alternatives or mitigation 

measures in approving land use decisions. Moving forward, environmental review 

documents would fail to give decisionmakers and the public accurate information about 

the Project’s significant impacts on climate change. The proponents of AB 32 did not 

intend to eviscerate CEQA’s power to require disclosure and mitigation of environmental 

harms by setting up a cap and trade program.  

Finally, the EIR’s conclusions regarding the cap and trade program fail to 

acknowledge the uncertainties inherent in the cap and trade program. The EIR provides 

no explanation for why compliance with the cap and trade program by fuel manufacturers 

and electricity generators will reduce the Project’s capped emissions to a level of 

insignificance. The reduction in GHG emissions attributable to the cap and trade 

program’s application to fuel and electricity is particularly attenuated, because the Project 

is not required to comply with the cap and trade program directly. Because the amount of 

reduction to be achieved remains unclear, the EIR cannot adequately support its 

conclusion that impacts will be mitigated to insignificance.  

The EIR must be revised to include the capped emissions as part of its 

evaluation of the Project’s significant environmental impacts.  

c. The Project Conflicts with Climate Change Policy and 

Plans. 

Despite increasing the City’s GHG emissions by 44 percent, the EIR 

concludes that the project is consistent with applicable climate change policies and plans. 
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FEIR at 4.7-59. This conclusion is not supported by the record before the City. For 

example:  

• Although the Project will generate a huge increase in GHG emissions, the 

EIR concludes that the Project is consistent with strategies to reduce 

emissions to levels proposed in Executive Order S-3-05. The Project is also 

inconsistent with the new Executive Order B-30-15, which calls for the 

further reduction of GHG emissions to 40 percent of 1990 levels by 2030. 

By disregarding the state climate policy’s overarching goal of emission 

reductions, the EIR makes it falsely appear as if the project is furthering 

state climate policy, when in fact the trajectory established by the Project 

directly contravenes it.  

• The Air Resources Board’s 2014 Update to the Climate Change Scoping 

Plan recognizes that local and state agencies must use local land use 

planning tools to reduce travel demand and improve goods movements. 

“Coordinated, comprehensive planning is critical to achieving deep 

emission reductions in the transportation sector.” Scoping Plan Update at 

49. The proposed Project, however, would approve local land use plans that 

result in a dramatic increase in vehicle miles traveled and GHG emissions 

when compared to existing conditions. The EIR does not address how the 

increased VMT and emissions resulting from poor land use planning can be 

squared with the Scoping Plan.  

• The EIR also erroneously claims that certain policies are not applicable in 

order to avoid reaching the obvious conclusion that the Project is simply 

inconsistent with such policies. For example, the EIR identifies regional 

transportation-related greenhouse gas targets that require local governments 

to “directly influence both the siting and design of new residential and 

commercial developments in a way that reduces GHGs associated with 

vehicle travel.” FEIR at 4.7-53. The EIR concludes that these reductions are 

“outside the scope of this project.” However, it is clear that the Project is 

simply not consistent with a strategy to use local government’s siting 

decisions to reduce GHG emissions.  
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d. The EIR Fails to Evaluate All Feasible Mitigation to 

Address GHG Impacts.  

Finally, the proposed mitigation measures are woefully inadequate for a 

Project of this magnitude. First, many of the measures proposed are already required by 

existing standards. The mitigation measure requiring trucks to meet 2010 engine 

standards is required by ARB’s truck and bus rule (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 13, section 

2025). The measure requiring waste diversion of 50 percent is already mandated by AB 

939. And the measure requiring buildings to exceed the Green Building Standards in Title 

24 by 10 percent is already required by the City’s Climate Action Strategy. FEIR at 4.7-

57. The “double-dipping” artificially skews the Project’s ability to curtail emissions.  

Second, the EIR fails to include all feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

the Project’s massive contribution to climate change. The City should consider the 

feasibility of the following mitigation measures:  

• Requiring zero or near zero emission trucks or compliance with the EPA’s 

proposed Phase 2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and Fuel 

Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles 

(http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/regs-heavy-duty.htm).  

• Requiring that off-road diesel-powered vehicles used for construction be 

new low-emission vehicles or use retrofit emission control devices such as 

diesel oxidation catalysts and diesel particulate filters verified by CARB.  

• Further requiring the Project to generate all or a portion of its own power 

through alternative means, such as photovoltaic arrays (current mitigation 

measures require alternative generation for “ancillary office uses” only).  

• Requiring use of a catalyzed diesel particulate filter on both new and 

existing diesel engines (because black carbon is a component of diesel 

particulate matter, strategies that reduce particulate matter will also reduce 

black carbon).   

• Further minimizing and recycling construction-related waste. 

• Using salvaged and recycled-content materials for hard surfaces and non-

plant landscaping materials. 
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• Landscaping to preserve natural vegetation and maintain watershed 

integrity. 

• Utilizing the combination of construction materials with the lowest carbon 

footprint.  

All of these measures would result in direct reductions in GHG emissions that would 

otherwise be attributable to the Project.  In addition, through a combination of other on-

site and off-site measures, the agencies could require all aspects of the Project to be 

“carbon neutral.”  An important aspect of such mitigation would be the adoption of an 

off-set requirement for any reductions that could not be achieved directly.  CEQA 

specifically envision such offsets for the mitigation of GHG emissions.  CEQA 

Guidelines § 15126.4(c)(3) (“Measures to mitigate the significant effects of greenhouse 

gas emissions may include . . . [o]ff-site measures, including offsets that are not 

otherwise required”).  Emissions could be offset either through financial contributions to 

sustainable energy projects or through the purchase of carbon credits.  Such programs are 

increasingly common and thus raise no issue of infeasibility.  Moreover, locating certain 

off-site mitigation measures either near the San Jacinto Wildlife Area or in the Inland 

Empire could have valuable co-benefits.  

Without further consideration of non-duplicative and feasible mitigation 

measures, the EIR’s analysis will remain inadequate.  

III. The Project Violates the State Planning and Zoning Law and The Subdivision 

Map Act.  

As explained in SMW’s comments on the DEIR, the State Planning and 

Zoning Law and the Subdivision Map Act both require that the Project be consistent with 

the General Plan and Zoning for the site. This Project remains inconsistent with 

applicable plans and policies such that approval of it would violate state law. 

The question of consistency between the Project and the applicable plans 

and ordinances plays three distinct roles in this environmental review and project 

approval process. First, a conflict between a plan or ordinance and the Project is a 

significant impact that must be disclosed and analyzed in the EIR. See Pocket Protectors 

v. City of Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal. App. 4th 903, 929-36. The FEIR acknowledges 

this by establishing unequivocally that the Project would have a significant impact if it 

would “[c]onflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation.” FEIR at 4.10-
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12. The EIR’s conclusions regarding these impacts, like those for any other impact, must 

be supported by substantial evidence.  

Second, under separate provisions of State Planning and Zoning Law and 

local law, the Project may not be approved in the face of such inconsistencies. The 

Project requires approval of a Specific Plan, tentative parcel map and a DA. State law 

clearly requires these approvals to be consistent with the City’s General Plan. “The 

propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and development depends 

upon consistency with the applicable general plan and its elements.” Citizens of Goleta 

Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 570. As discussed extensively in 

SMW’s comments on the DEIR, and in Section II.C.1, supra, the proposed Project is 

clearly inconsistent with the City’s General Plan. The FEIR does nothing to correct these 

deficiencies. Thus, the City cannot legally grant the necessary approvals for this Project 

or any iteration of the Project unless it is revised to comply with the General Plan. 

In sum, the City’s processing of the Project suffers from two serious flaws 

related to the City’s General Plan: (1) the Project is inconsistent with the applicable plans 

and ordinances; and (2) the EIR’s analysis of these inconsistencies is deeply inadequate. 

It is important to keep in mind the distinction between these flaws. One of the CEQA 

issues may potentially be resolved if, for example, the City recognizes that the conflicts 

constitute a significant and unavoidable impact and finds, based on substantial evidence, 

that the Project’s benefits outweigh that impact. See Public Resources Code § 21081. 

Such a finding, however, would do nothing to overcome the actual conflicts between the 

Project and the plans. These conflicts mean that the City cannot approve the Project as a 

matter of law and a Statement of Overriding Considerations cannot remedy this problem.  

IV. The EIR Must Be Recirculated 

Under California law, the present EIR cannot properly form the basis of a 

final EIR. CEQA requires recirculation of an EIR when significant new information is 

added to the document after notice was provided but prior to certification. Pub. Res. Code 

§ 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. “Significant new information” includes: (1) 

information showing a new, substantial environmental impact resulting either from the 

project or from a mitigation measure; (2) information showing a substantial increase in 

the severity of an environmental impact not mitigated to a level of insignificance; (3) 

information showing a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that clearly would 

lessen the environmental impacts of a project and the project proponent declines to adopt 

the mitigation measure; or (4) instances where the draft EIR was so fundamentally and 

basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that public comment on the draft EIR was 
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essentially meaningless. Laurel Heights Improvements Ass’n v. Regents of the University 

of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1130; CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a). 

Here, recirculation is triggered for multiple reasons. First, the FEIR 

presents significant, new information showing new, substantial environmental impacts 

and substantial increases in the severity of significant environmental impacts. For 

example, the FEIR includes: changes to the project description; new data, new 

methodologies, and/or substantial new analysis related to biological resources, traffic, air 

quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and noise; and new or revised mitigation 

measures for multiple issue areas.  

Second, the FEIR fails to implement proposed feasible mitigation measures 

that would clearly lessen the Project’s environmental impacts. In one glaring example, 

the Air Resources Board commented that feasible mitigation for the Project’s significant 

impacts on air quality should include a requirement of zero-emission vehicles where 

feasible. ARB comment letter at 4. Rather than implementing this measure, the FEIR 

ignores the Air Resources Board’s comments and fails to implement the agency’s 

recommendation.  

Third, the FEIR fails to acknowledge the serious implications associated 

with the Project’s impacts. Throughout this letter and in our prior comments, and 

throughout hundreds of comment letters from agencies, environmental and community 

organizations, commenters have pointed out several issue areas where the EIR analysis is 

inadequate and conclusory in nature. For instance, the FEIR fails to recognize the 

Project’s clear inconsistency with General Plan policies protecting scenic views, 

substantially understates the Project’s impacts on biological resources, and fails to 

recognize the threat to public health posed by Project-related increases in air pollution. 

See Moreno Valley General Plan Policy 7.7.5; United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

comment letter dated April 22, 2013; California Department of Fish and Wildlife letters 

dated April 8, 2013 and June 11, 2015; and Air Resources Board comment letters dated 

April 16, 2013 and June 8, 2015. Not only must the analysis be greatly expanded and 

corrected, but the EIR must be recirculated.  

The City cannot make a responsible decision’s about this Project without 

further environmental review. An EIR serves to inform the public of the environmental 

consequences of a project to promote the accountability of decision makers. The public 

cannot come to its own conclusions; nor can it determine whether officials made the right 

decisions, without accurate, up-to-date information about the Project’s environmental 

consequences. In light of the issues identified above, the EIR for the Project provides 
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information that is neither accurate nor up-to date. In order to resolve these issues, the 

new EIR would necessarily include substantial new information that triggers CEQA’s 

recirculation request. Thus any decision to approve the proposed Project without 

recirculating a new EIR would violate CEQA. 

In order to assess the City’s efforts to comply with CEQA and State 

Planning and Zoning laws, we request a copy of any written response from the City be 

provided to Rachel Hooper (hooper@smwlaw.com).  

 Very truly yours, 

 

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 

 
Rachel B. Hooper 

 

 
 

Sara Clark 

 

 
 

Carmen J. Borg, AICP 

Urban Planner 
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Darisa Vargas

Subject: FW: World Logistics Center

 

From: Frank Banueloz [   
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2015 3:48 PM 
To: Mark Gross 
Subject: World Logistics Center 
 
As a resident of Moreno Valley for 10 years, I ask that for the sake of our city and its residents, DO NOT approve the 
World Logistics Center.  
 
A lot of money has been thrown around to push this through, but Moreno Valley is not for sale. 
 
My home address is  and the prospect of this center being less than a few miles away, deeply 
concerns me let alone the traffic and pollution to come with it. 
 
I implore you NOT TO approve this project. 
 
Thank you. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally 
privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, 
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications 
Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the 
communication.  
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